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Summary

The Metro Corridors Summary Report summarizes the research of the Metro
Corridors Project. The full report contains the details of the purpose, evaluation
methods, data, assumptions, findings, and recommendations. This summary
covers just the most important findings, organized as follows:

• Background briefly describes Phase I and Phase II of the Metro Corridors
Project.

• Answers to key questions about Metro’s Corridors presents the key
findings of the project by answering a series of policy questions.

BACKGROUND
The Metro Corridors Project is a study of “Corridors” as designated by the

2040 Growth Concept. Its purpose is to describe how development has occurred
in Corridors in the past and is likely to occur in the future, how that development
corresponds to what Metro policy desires and requires, and whether changes
should be made to that policy.

Many of the Corridors in the Portland metropolitan region developed in the
1960s and 1970s; their development pattern has changed little since then. Corridor
locations then offered many market advantages, including: (1) accessibility, (2)
large parcels, and (3) low land costs. Corridors were logical, efficient locations
for retailers of all sizes and types.

Market trends are changing. While corridors are still good locations for some
types of retailers (in recent years, big-box retail and specialty retail, like auto sales
and service), the locations with the highest demand are at major intersections
along the corridors, not along the entire length of the corridors. Moreover, the
typical development pattern of corridors has led problems with traffic, aesthetics,
and community identity.

ANSWERS TO KEY QUESTIONS ABOUT METRO’S
CORRIDORS

DOES METRO HAVE TO CHANGE POLICY TO IMPLEMENT ITS
GOALS FOR CORRIDORS?

That depends on how aggressively the Metro Council wants to pursue the
Corridor goals and how much of its staff resources and transportation funding it is
willing to invest. In summary, the adopted Metro goal for Corridors is to make
them more friendly for pedestrians and bicycles, and to increase density. This
report provides reasons to believe that market forces will cause some changes in
Corridors that will be consistent with Metro goals, but that the changes will be
slow, piecemeal, and unable to achieve significant changes to the streetscape
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without public financial or policy assistance. Slow change may be acceptable,
especially if Metro concludes that limited resources should be focused in its
Centers. If greater change is desired, then Metro should consider the kinds of
policy changes suggested in this report.

DO CORRIDORS COMPETE WITH CENTERS?
Yes, at some level and in many cases. Corridors are an old development

pattern and, in many cases, are in transition. In the Metro region, a key demand
for land in Corridors comes from big-box retail. Though Centers are preferable
locations because of central location and transportation access, Corridors have
larger parcels at a lower unit price than what can be found in Centers. Metro
policy wants retail in Centers; Corridors are clearly competing for that retail
development.

That statement does not mean that by prohibiting big-box retail in Corridors it
will go to Centers: the problems with land assembly and price may make it
unfeasible, at least in today’s market. It does suggest, however, that regional
policy is in conflict, and that some clarifications of that policy (suggested later in
this report) could be beneficial. The Beaverton-Hillsdale/Canyon Road Case
Study suggests that restructuring Corridors could help get more of the
development desired by Metro policy in nearby Centers.

ARE THERE TOO MANY DESIGNATED CORRIDORS?
In the context of public policy and public resources, probably so. There are

over 400 miles of Corridors designated in the Portland Metropolitan region. The
designated Corridors vary greatly in the type of adjacent land use, streetscape,
vehicle capacity, and market conditions.

If one takes as given that Metro will continue to treat all designated Corridors
with the same policies, and will continue with the same level of funding for
improvements in the Corridors (almost none), then the number of Corridors
should be reduced so that Metro can focus on the few it cares about.

If, however, Metro creates different types of Corridors with different
requirements, then it might effectively address more miles of Corridor.

Which direction Metro goes with policy here relates to the answer to an earlier
question about the extent to which Metro wants to get involved with Corridors:
the former action—reducing the number and mileage of Corridors—reduces
regulations, requires less staff time, and is probably easier politically.

IS THERE ENOUGH FUNDING TO RESTRUCTURE DESIGNATED
CORRIDORS AS ENVISIONED BY METRO POLICY?

No. The number and length of Corridors that could be redeveloped
overwhelms the potential funding. The technical advisory committee stated that
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there is not enough money to fully implement Centers, much less implement
Corridors.

One of the recommendations from the case study is to reevaluate Corridor
designations to determine if the designation is still appropriate, and to prioritize
Corridors for funding based on the existing conditions, the potential to implement
the nearby Center(s), and the willingness of the local jurisdiction to redevelop the
Corridor.

SHOULD PUBLIC POLICY FOR CORRIDORS FOCUS ON
REGULATION OR INCENTIVES?

As a practical matter, it will probably address both. Government policy in
general, and Metro 2040 in particular, has been more likely to use regulations
(e.g., requirements for certain types of densities of development in certain areas).
Developers and property owners clearly favor incentives. So does Measure 37.
Attempts to reduce the amount or type of retail in some commercial Corridors
(this report explains why such reductions might be a good idea if the objective is
to increase development and density in Corridors) will have to be accompanied by
reasonable evidence that such changes will maintain or increase property values.
Targeted public investments in the streetscape and transportation system can act
as a catalyst for change by creating a pedestrian, bicycle, and transit supportive
environment and buffers residential uses along the Corridor.

The decision about regulation and incentives relates to the previous questions
about the number of designated Corridors and funding. One the one hand, a lack
of funding for incentives or concerns about the ability to enforce change via
regulation would suggest less policy for Corridors rather than more. Doing more
technical work to define more Corridor types might have little practical value. On
the other hand, the relationship of Corridors to Centers, and of both to regional
growth objectives, argue for more attention to the way transportation and land
uses develop in Corridors.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND NEXT STEPS

POLICY RECOMENDATIONS

Many policy studies start with a clearly defined problem and a presumption
that something must be done be government to reduce the problem. In this study,
however, the problems and responsibility for their solutions are more diffuse.
Given limited resources and a focus on Centers, it would not be unreasonable for
Metro to conclude that it will look to ODOT, local governments, and market
forces to make decisions about Corridors. Consistent with such a conclusion
would be a decision to by Metro to define a single Corridor-type that Metro wants
to see change and then focus policies and investments on a few Corridors of that
type. Fewer arterials in the region would have a Corridor overlay, and Metro
would target its efforts in those Corridors. An alternative is to decide that all 400
miles of Metro Corridors need some type of policy overlay, but to then
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differentiate Corridors by type, and have different policies for different types.
Possibilities are discussed in this report.

The policy recommendations in this section start from the assumption that
Metro and the local jurisdictions affected by its requirements want to achieve
Metro’s stated objectives (in its 2040 planning documents) for land use and
transportation development in designated Corridors—that they are willing to use
regulations and incentives to get more pedestrian-friendly, denser, mixed-use
develop in Corridors than would occur without such intervention. Not everyone
on the case-study advisory group agreed with all those objectives; a similar group
assembled for other Corridors would have probably voiced similar differences of
opinion.

It is not the task of this report to make an absolute recommendation about
what to do in Corridors. Rather, it is making a contingent recommendation: if
Metro wants to move in the direction of meeting 2040 objectives for Corridors
more thoroughly or more rapidly, then here are the kinds of things that should be
done. Those things are described for three levels of governments: state (ODOT),
region (Metro), and local (cities and counties).

STATE AGENCY RULES AND POLICIES

S1: Re-examine AASHTO interpretation within Corridors.

S2: Designate UBAs only in Neighborhood Corridors.

S3: Develop state-local agreements regarding transportation and streetscape
improvements in Corridors

S4: Increase funding for Corridors in the State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP).

REGIONAL AGENCY RULES AND POLICIES

R1: Recognize Corridor segment typologies as a tool for Corridor planning.

R2: Provide Functional Plan support for retail clusters.

R3: Emphasize the importance of Corridor planning to improve the
transportation system and enhance Centers.

R4: Increase the priority of Corridor funding in the Metropolitan Transportation
Improvement Program (MTIP).

R5: Clarify the use of medians along Corridors.

R6: Develop gateways in Corridors.

R7: Coordinate with housing providers and advocacy groups to identify and
implement a pilot project.
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT POLICIES AND DEVELOPMENT CODES

L1: Change road design policies within Transportation System Plans (TSPs)
and/or public works standards to encourage transportation improvements
that support the land use and development alternatives and remove barriers.

L2: Rezone the neighborhood Corridor segments to limit the amount of retail
and allow for the density of residential, office, lodging, institutional, and
limited commercial uses envisioned in the land use and development
alternatives.

L3: Implement transportation and street-design strategies to support the land use
and development alternative.

L4: Review current codes for appropriate design guidelines and develop
standards for retail in Corridors.

L5: Provide incentives to encourage the redevelopment of Corridors.

NEXT STEPS

The consultant team identified four immediate steps Metro should take to
implement the findings of the project. They are:

• Determine if Metro will change policy to implement the 2040 Corridor
goals. The recommendations listed above and the next steps in this section
are contingent on a decision by Metro Council that it wants to dedicate the
time and resources necessary to affect greater change in land use and
transportation in Corridors. That probably requires that a Councilor
recommend such action to the Council, and agree to provide direction to
staff and champion the recommendations at Council.

• Work with ODOT and local jurisdictions to implement policy
changes. There is a fundamental choice about the number of segments and
miles that Metro wants to cover with Corridor policy. Since local support
is critical to the implementation of the recommendations in this report,
Metro may want to encourage additional input from local jurisdictions that
are interested in implementing 2040 Corridor policies within their
jurisdictions.

• Reevaluate the Corridor designation and prioritize Corridors for
funding purposes. If the decision is made to apply policy to more than a
small number of similar Corridors, then Metro should distinguish between
types of Corridors and establish priorities for planning and funding.

• Identify funding sources. Most of the recommendations require funding
and staff resources for implementation. Implementing streetscape
recommendations and transportation system improvements will require
significant funding in most locations.

• Conduct a pilot project. Given limited funding, Metro should look to a
Corridor where market and land-use conditions are encouraging of
redevelopment, local government supports such redevelopment, and
ODOT is planning to make transportation improvements. A pilot project
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should include an economic study that can address Measure 37 issues, and
a public outreach plan, but it should ultimately be a construction project
(e.g., change in traffic design and streetscape for a four-block length of a
Corridor at a key intersection). The best way to get the many Metro
Corridors to redevelop in the ways that Metro policy desires is to show
that such redevelopment is possible and successful.
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Chapter 1  Introduction

This report, the Metro Corridors Summary Report, summarizes an evaluation
of issues and policies in Metro-designated Corridors.1 Corridors are a planning
designation in the 2040 Growth Concept (adopted 1995 to define the form of
regional growth and development for the Portland metropolitan region). This
evaluation revisits the purposes and performance of the Corridor designation, and
determines whether changes to the Corridors (e.g., changes in the number, type,
location, requirements, and supporting implementation for Corridors) are
desirable.

The three sections in this introductory chapter are:

• Reasons for, and potential drawbacks of, a regional policy about
corridors provides an historical context of corridor policy within Metro
growth documents, and the limitations of that policy.

• Evaluation methods describes the two-phased research plan for the
project.

• Organization of this report describes the chapters and appendices in this
report.

REASONS FOR, AND POTENTIAL DRAWBACKS OF,
A REGIONAL POLICY ABOUT CORRIDORS

The Metro 2040 Growth Concept (1995) defines the form of regional growth
and development for the Portland metropolitan region.

The 2040 Growth Concept and its policies regarding Centers and Corridors
was adopted almost 10 years ago. A logical result of the region’s choice of a
growth concept that emphasized “growing up, not out” was an encouragement of,
or requirement for, greater density of development. It was clear that the required
increases in density would not be uniform throughout the Urban Growth
Boundary: some places were more appropriate for higher-density development
than others.

The main areas for concentration of development are called Centers. The
mixed-use Centers in the metropolitan region are the central city (Portland), seven
Regional Centers (the downtown areas of Hillsboro, Beaverton, Oregon City and
Gresham, and the Clackamas Town Center, Washington Square and Gateway
shopping areas), 30 Town Centers, and numerous Main Streets and Station
Communities.

                                                  
1 This report uses upper-case Corridors to refer specifically to the Corridors that Metro has officially designated on the map of its 2040
Growth Concept. It uses lower-case corridors to refer generally to characteristics of corridors, which may or may not be in Metro-
designated corridors, in Portland, or in Oregon.
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Metro’s Regional Framework Plan (1997) and its Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan (Functional Plan) provide more direction and requirements for
how Centers should develop. The Functional Plan uses the term “design types” to
discuss different types of Centers (3.07.130), and recommends average densities2

for their development (3.07.170).

While a few Corridor studies have been completed in the Metro area, the
emphasis over the last 10 years has justifiably been on Centers. Section 1.15 of
the Regional Framework Plan requires Metro to develop a strategy to encourage
development in Centers, to place a high priority on investments in Centers, and to
assist local governments (and facilitate state assistance) with the development of
Centers3.

In contrast, there is no similar language, and relatively little guidance on
Corridors. The Functional Plan defines Corridors as follows: “Along good quality
transit lines, Corridors feature a high-quality pedestrian environment, convenient
access to transit, and somewhat higher than current densities” (3.07.130); it
recommends an average density of 25 persons per acre (3.07.170).

The research done in this project suggests that Metro Corridors were
originally thought of as arterials that would (1) connect Centers, (2) have transit
service, and (3) be appropriate for higher development density. The map of the
2040 Growth Concept shows a large number and many miles of Corridors,
including ones in places that did not yet have the transportation and land use
characteristics that would define them as existing Corridors (see Figure 1-1).

                                                  
2 In persons per acre, counting both residents and employees.

3 This point is consistent with a conclusion of this analysis: that Metro Corridors are of many types and cannot be efficiently regulated by
policies that imply all Corridors are the same.
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Figure 1-1. Metro-designated Corridors in the Portland Metropolitan
area, 2005

Source: Metro Data Resource Center, 2005.

There are over 400 miles of Corridors identified as part of the 2040 Growth
Concept. These Corridors contain a wide range of street types, land uses, and
locations. This study focused on Corridor types that are state highways, most of
which are located in more suburban locations. Thus, the recommendations
presented in Phase I and II and Summary Report (this report) will be most
applicable to Corridors in suburban locations, and slightly less applicable to
Corridors in inner-city locations (e.g., SE 39th Avenue).

In summary, Corridors were a logical idea, but one that was more theoretical
than applied. Occasional studies were conducted (those relating to light rail were
extensive), but otherwise Metro Council or staff has done little to monitor or
enforce density or change land uses in some systematic way in Corridors. No
evaluations were done of the relationship of Corridors to Centers (e.g., what uses
and densities in Corridors would support the goals for uses and density in
Centers?), or of the differences among designated Corridors.4

This report provides some of that evaluation to assist Metro staff and Council
as they make decisions about whether changes to the regional policy for Corridors
(e.g., changes in the number, type, location, requirements, and supporting

                                                  
4 The Regional Functional Plan did acknowledge, however that Corridors could be of different types:

While some corridors may be continuous, narrow bands of higher intensity development along arterial roads, others may be more
“nodal”, that is, a series of smaller centers at major intersections or other locations along the arterial which have high quality
pedestrian environments, good connections to adjacent neighborhoods and good transit service. So long as the average target densities
and uses are allowed and encouraged along the corridor, many different development patterns—nodal or linear—may meet the
corridor objective.

The Plan did not, however, take the next step of developing different policy for different types of Corridors.
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implementation for Corridors) are desirable. Among the fundamental questions
this report addresses are: Given the direct cost of streetscape and capacity
improvements in Corridors, limited funding, and the ongoing and potentially
increasing public debate about the scope of regulation, does it make sense to have
any Corridor policy? If so, at what level?

EVALUATION METHODS
The Metro Corridors Project had two phases:

• Phase I of the Metro Corridors Project, completed in December 2004,
investigated land use and transportation issues in corridors in general and
in a subset of specific Corridors in the Portland region. It resulted in the
selection of two Corridors for more detailed study in Phase II of the
project.

• Phase II of the project was a case study of the Beaverton-Hillsdale
Highway and Canyon Road Corridors. Its purpose was to identify
opportunities for and constraints to achieving the development in
Corridors that the Metro 2040 Growth Concept, Regional Framework
Plan, and related documents encourage or require. Phase II described how
the case-study Corridors and the Beaverton Regional Center complement
and compete with each other. It recommended a plan for land use and
development and transportation and streetscape improvements that
conform to regional guidelines for development in Corridors. Finally, it
recommended changes to local, regional, and state policies that would be
helpful for achieving the plan.

This summary report draws heavily on the evaluation documented in those
two reports, but contains additional evaluation and recommendations that go
beyond what they contained.

ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT
• Chapter 2: What the evaluation concluded about Corridors describes

what is desired in Corridors (per the 2040 Growth Concept), what is likely
in Corridors (given national and regional market trends, and existing
policy), answers to a few key questions about Corridors, and the
implications for regional policy.

• Chapter 3, Policy options describes (1) broad choices that Metro has
about its regional policy with respect to Corridors, and (2) if Metro
chooses to continue to promote change in all or some of its designated
Corridors, the types of policies at the state, regional, and local level that
would facilitate those changes.

• Appendix A: Corridors as defined in Metro policy documents,
provides the details of current Corridor policy.

• Appendix B: Policy options provides details of the potential policies that
Chapter 3 summarizes.
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This document is the summary report for this evaluation. The findings in this
summary report are drawn from the extensive evaluation conducted in Phase I and
Phase II, and documented in Technical Reports. Readers wanting more detail
should refer to those Technical Reports.
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What the Evaluation Concluded
Chapter 2 about Corridors

This chapter describes Corridor objectives, based on the 2040 Growth
Concept and how to achieve those objectives. It has two sections:

• What the 2040 Growth Concept says about Corridors describes
Corridor planning objectives and requirements as defined in the 2040
Growth Concept and related documents.

• Forces shaping land-use and transportation development in Corridors
draws from Phase I and II reports to address issues like the relationship
between Corridors and Centers, appropriate development types for
Corridors, transportation and streetscape strategies to implement the 2040
Corridor objectives, and general implementation issues.

WHAT THE 2040 GROWTH CONCEPT SAYS ABOUT
CORRIDORS

PORTLAND METRO DEFINITION OF CORRIDORS

Policies at the state, regional, and local level play a role in shaping Corridors
as they exist today, and how they will redevelop in the future. This section
discusses Metro policies that define the vision of Corridors as defined by the
Regional Framework Plan. Chapter 3 provides an evaluation of state, regional,
and local policies.

In the Portland area, Metro has defined Corridors through the 2040 Growth
Concept, as described in the Regional Framework Plan (see Appendix A for more
detail). Metro has designated over 400 miles of arterial streets within the region as
Corridors.

Metro defines Corridors as having the following characteristics:

• Relatively high density (25 persons [combined population and
employment] per acre)

• Mixed-use development

• Continuous intensity or smaller Centers/nodes (often at major intersection)
with auto-oriented activities sometimes between the nodes

• Arterial street with four travel lanes and significant traffic flows

• High-quality bicycle and pedestrian environment

• Convenient access to good quality transit
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Many of these characteristics are planned or envisioned for Corridors but do
not reflect the current state of Corridors in the Metro region. In reality, Corridor
densities are often lower than 25 persons per acre, and not all Corridors provide a
high-quality bicycle and pedestrian environment.

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN CORRIDORS AND CENTERS

Both Corridors and Centers are envisioned to be mixed-use, higher-density
areas well served by transit.

The primary difference between Centers and Corridors in the 2040 Concept
Plan is that Centers are focused at major intersections and include activity on a
cluster of parallel and perpendicular streets, while Corridors usually connect
Centers and are linear in nature. Corridors may also have nodes of activity at
major intersections, but these nodes are generally smaller and more
neighborhood-serving than Town Centers or Regional Centers. Between the nodes
and official 2040 Centers, Corridors tend to be lower-density and more auto-
dominated than Centers (see Figure 2-1).

Figure 2-1. Canyon Road (left) and McLoughlin Boulevard (right)
Corridors, 2004

  
Source: ECONorthwest, 2004.

In essence, if a concentration of activity at a major intersection along a
Corridor met some size threshold, that concentration became some type of 2040
Center. Concentrations not meeting the minimum threshold simply took on the
same Corridor designation and, at the policy level, are undistinguishable from
other, less-dense parts of Corridors.

In many cases, these distinctions do not reflect existing conditions: some
Centers are as low-density as portions of Corridors, and some sections of
Corridors contain large retail uses that serve a regional market. Many of the areas
designated Centers and Corridors in the 2040 Growth Concept serve similar
markets (particularly town Centers and Corridors)—ones with more of a
neighborhood than a regional draw.

Thus, in many cases Centers and Corridors function in similar ways and
compete for commercial tenants. In that competition, Centers and Corridors offer
different advantages. Most Centers are composed of a series of self-supporting
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developments, with exclusive parking and little provision for cross-shopping. A
lack of variety of shopping opportunities within many Centers, gives Corridors an
advantage (or at least, no competitive disadvantage) for attracting tenants.
Additionally, Corridors often have an advantage over Centers because of better
access.  This competition results in Centers and Corridors that in theory are
different, but in reality provide the same function.

FORCES SHAPING TRANSPORTATION AND LAND-
USE DEVELOPMENT IN CORRIDORS

This section draws from the technical reports for Phase I and II to summarize
general conclusions about Corridors.

• Corridors in the Portland metropolitan region are drawing from
markets larger than those of their adjacent neighborhoods to support
their retail sales. The case study showed that there is more retail square
footage in the Beaverton Case Study Corridors than the surrounding
neighborhoods can support. Retail businesses along the Corridors are
drawing customers from a larger area. The same is almost certainly true
for other regional Corridors with significant retail.

• If Corridors draw from the same regional markets that Centers do,
then their effect on Centers depends on whether they are offering
competing or complementary goods. Lower land values, high drive-by
traffic, generous parking, and large parcels give Corridors a comparative
advantage over Centers for many types of retail. If Corridors offer the
same types of retail and office space that are found in Centers, then they
will be competing, at some level, for tenants. Retail that is land intensive
and auto-oriented (e.g., building supplies and fast food) may prefer
Corridor locations to those in Centers (but see next point).

• National trends in retail show more new development at major
intersections and less along extended strips. The old distinctions
between businesses that are center-oriented and those that are strip-
oriented are blurring. The essential trade-off of development cost and
access remains. Businesses in the past chose corridor locations because
good access came with cheap land in large parcels. As congestion
increases along corridors and land prices increase, the relative advantage
of corridors on this dimension is decreasing. The result is that retail
locations with the highest demand in the Metro area and across the nation
are at major intersections. Not surprisingly, those intersections are on
corridors.

• There is an opportunity for the region to take advantage of national
trends in retail to restructure strip development corridors. The case-
study analysis and advisory group gave evidence that there are good
reasons for retailers to develop along Corridors. But they also supported
the idea that the demand for retail along Corridors was more of a derived
demand for ample space (and therefore less expensive land) with good
access. If land with those attributes were available in Centers, then the
retail on Corridors could locate in Centers. Such movement would be in
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line with Metro policy. The problem is that, historically, the land in
Centers could not compete with land in Corridors in terms of access and
cost. At a fundamental level, that is a synopsis of the 100-year history of
suburbanization in America.

Over time, the gap between demand for land in Centers and demand for
land in Corridors has narrowed, not because land in Centers has become
less expensive, but because relative to Centers, the accessibility of
Corridors has declined while land prices have increased. This presents
opportunities to (1) shift some retail directly to Metro Centers, (2) shift
some retail (e.g., big box) to the edge of Centers—at the boundary
between Centers and their connecting Corridors—where the uses might be
complementary, and (3) concentrate some of the retail in Corridors in
nodes1 that occur along different segments of the Corridors (which will
increase the possibility that some of the use along the Corridors will shift
to residential uses).

• Residential, office, lodging, and institutional uses have the potential to
supplant retail as the highest and best uses along some parts of
Corridors. Residential uses could become the primary use in Corridor
segments (with office, lodging, and institutional playing a secondary role)
between the concentrations of retail around retail nodes in the Corridors.
We say these uses have the potential to supplant retail because
redeveloping the Corridors for these uses requires that the streetscape and
the surrounding non-residential uses be designed (or redesigned) to
support and complement these new uses, especially the residential ones.

• Redeveloped Corridors would support Centers. Encouraging higher-
density retail at major intersections and Centers; increasing the capacity
for residential, office, lodging, and institutional uses in Corridors; and
identifying space for large-format retailers at the edge of Centers can
encourage the redevelopment of Corridors that support Centers.

There is clearly a competition between Centers and Corridors for many
types of development. But that does not mean that restricting all that
development in Corridors would force it to Centers. Squeezed out would
be many businesses with low capitalization (including small start-ups) and
highly capitalized businesses that have a standard big-box, land-intensive
development format. Total economic activity would be lower and prices
slightly higher for retail goods in the absence of retail development in
Corridors.2 There is the possibility that properly constructed Corridors
could facilitate the commercial development most appropriate for
Corridors, redirect some types of commercial development toward Centers
or their fringes, improve Corridor function, and in doing all of that, make
both Corridors and Centers work better.

                                                  
1 We use the term neighborhood centers, noting that the term centers is used by Metro to refer to a hierarchy of Region 2040 Centers. The
neighborhood center was introduced in the land use and development concept Chapter 4. The recommendations include adding
neighborhood corridor to a typology to describe the uses (primarily residential, office, lodging, and institutional) between neighborhood,
regional, and town centers.

2 We do not comment here on whether that tradeoff is desirable: we are just describing the direction of the likely effects.
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• A major transformation of current Corridors will require a major
transformation of the streetscape. It did not take this study to discover
that a lot of Corridors in the region and elsewhere are aesthetically
unpleasing with little thought of pedestrian use (see Figure 2-2). These
conditions, plus large traffic volumes and noise, make Corridors
incompatible with residential uses today. Residential uses are less likely to
be successful until the streetscape is changed to make Corridors more
pedestrian friendly with buffers such as street trees for noise reduction and
increased privacy.

• Figure 2-2. Pedestrian facilities on McLoughlin Boulevard (left)
and SE 82nd Avenue (right), 2004

 
Source: ECONorthwest, 2004.

• Transportation improvements can decrease congestion and increase
mobility and access along Corridors. The transportation improvements
listed in the Case Study Report will increase mobility and access in
Corridors for all modes of travel. There is no disagreement that the goal of
getting vehicles through Corridors must be balanced with the goal of
facilitating access to Corridor destinations and to neighborhoods abutting
Corridors. Neighborhoods without a well-connected street network may
have difficulty accessing Corridors in segments with medians. Bike and
pedestrian paths connecting neighborhoods to Corridors can also help
increase access where full street connections do not exist.

• Without the benefit of clear public policy and public investment, most
Corridors will change slowly. There are multiple conditions that would
provide opportunities for the restructuring of Corridors. They include
market trends that encourage retail to locate at major intersections,
disinvestment along strip Corridors, increases in residential land values
that are closing the gap between residential and commercial land values in
Corridors, and increasing congestion along Corridors. These forces will
slowly cause change in the development in Corridors. If the region wants
that change to occur faster and with more coherence and pedestrian
amenities, then some policies—which could be adopted at the state,
regional, or local level depending on their type—are probably necessary.
A comprehensive policy would address all phases of implementation:
determining the interest of local jurisdictions to engage in Corridor
planning activities, identifying needed transportation/streetscape
improvements, prioritizing Corridor investment, and determining funding
strategies.
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• Public efforts to transform development in Corridors will need to
complete all the steps that are now typical of sub-area and Corridor
planning in Oregon, and then some.

• Public involvement. Resistance to restructured Corridors is often the
biggest barrier to implementation. The consultants’ experience
elsewhere in restructuring Centers and Corridors suggests that
approximately six local workshops are necessary for the successful
adoption of a restructured Corridor plan. This level of public
involvement is required to collect information from stakeholders,
process the information, educate stakeholders on the existing
conditions and market conditions, create alternatives, and to adopt a
final plan.

• Economic analysis. A fundamental conclusion about major
transformations of current Corridor patterns that are extended, low-
density commercial strips is that the retail needs to be concentrated,
and that some of the commercial land should convert to high-density
residential uses. In similar restructuring projects in other parts of the
country examined for this project, local property owners resisted the
removal of retail entitlements, believing that the retail market would
rebound and demand for retail in a Corridor would increase. A
comprehensive economic study that identifies prototypical
developments that are viable in a restructured Corridor is necessary to
show property owners that there is an alternative to retail.

The economic study has the additional benefit of showing how a
restructured Corridor and the accompanying policies would increase
the value of properties over the long term. Such a study would help
jurisdictions defend themselves against potential Measure 37 claims
(assuming that the economic study can demonstrate a likely increase in
property values).

• Local evaluation. Many of the findings of the case-study Corridors
are applicable in some form to Corridors throughout the region
(primarily in suburban locations), but local conditions will dictate how
restructuring occurs.

• How close is the regional or town center?

• Are there logical locations for neighborhood centers?

• Are there specialty segments along the Corridor?

• What is the local market for housing, office, and lodging?

• Are parcels in the Corridor difficult to redevelop because of
size (especially the depth of the parcels)?

• What are the existing transportation conditions, including
volumes, speeds, transit service, accident history, bicycle and
pedestrian environment and streetscape design?

• Are existing uses thriving, stagnant, or blighted?
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• State, regional, and local funding for transportation improvements
along Corridors is necessary to support the land use and development
alternatives. A consistent message throughout this study was “there is not
enough money to do Centers; where will the money for Corridors come
from?” This question is in part one about priorities and has the obvious set
of answers: increase total funding so there is more for Corridor
restructuring; shift money from Centers to Corridors; or decide that public
investment in restructuring of Corridors is not a high enough priority to
merit a share of the limited funding available.3

                                                  
3 The next chapter addresses funding in more detail.
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Chapter 3 Policy Options

This chapter recommends changes in policy at the state, regional, and local
level. The recommendations are contingent: If Metro or other state agencies or
local governments believe that there is value in public policy and investment
aimed at transforming its designated Corridors, then the types of actions outlined
in this chapter are relevant considerations. The chapter has three sections:

• Context for decisions about regional policy for Corridors illustrates
how policies at the state, regional, and local levels have effects on land use
and transportation in Corridors, and describes the general policy directions
for Metro policy.

• Policy options to implement 2040 Corridor objectives summarizes the
policy changes that would be necessary to implement the land use,
development, and transportation recommendations.

• Next steps describes the short-term decisions and actions that Metro could
take to implement the recommendations of this study.

CONTEXT FOR DECISIONS ABOUT REGIONAL
POLICY FOR CORRIDORS

EXISTING STATE, REGIONAL, AND LOCAL POLICIES

Most technical evaluations of policy options include a description of current
policies. In the context of this study, what state, regional, and local policies are
now doing to affect transportation and land use in Metro Corridors is relevant to
decisions about whether to change policy.

Chapter 2 described Corridors as defined by the 2040 Growth Concept, and
what Metro is trying to achieve in its Corridors. The Metro objectives are not very
specific. The Functional Plan defines Corridors as follows: “Along good quality
transit lines, Corridors feature a high-quality pedestrian environment, convenient
access to transit, and somewhat higher than current densities” (3.07.130); it
recommends an average density of 25 persons per acre (3.07.170). The 2040
Growth Concept also engendered polices about “regional streets,” which are
envisioned to have high-quality transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities that
include transit amenities at stops, sidewalks that are buffered from motor vehicles,
crosswalks at major intersections, bike lanes, and so on. In short, the objectives
are: better environment for pedestrians and transit riders, and higher density.

The implication of these policies is that what now happens in Corridors for
pedestrian, transit, and density is inadequate. The solutions for fixing these
inadequacies are acknowledged as variable: the 2040 Growth Concept notes that
as long as the average target densities and uses are allowed and encouraged along
a Corridor, many different development patterns—nodal or linear—may meet the
Corridor objectives.
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Both state and local governments have policy interests that go beyond Metro
policy. The state (ODOT) has an interest in ensuring that Corridors that are also
state highways maintain reasonable traffic flows and meet other state standards
for access, alternative modes, and so on. Local governments have a broad range of
objectives and requirements for land use and transportation in Corridors,
including those relating to type and density of use; building, site, and streetscape
design; and transportation impact fees.

In short, there are many policies at the state, regional, and local level that have
an impact on how land and transportation develop in Metro Corridors. Table 3-1
shows some of them; the list is meant to be illustrative, not exhaustive.1

Table 3-1. Examples of land use and transportation policies in
Corridors, Portland metropolitan region, 2005

Jurisdiction Land Use Transportation

State Statewide Planning Goals
Funding for planning (land use and
transportation) (TGM grants)

Funding (STIP)
Oregon Highway Plan
Oregon Highway Design Manual
AASHTO

Region 2040 Growth Concept
Regional Framework Plan

Regional Transportation System Plan
Regional Street Design Classification
Regional Motor Vehicle System
Transit Planning (TriMet)
Creating Livable Streets Handbook— Street
Design Guidelines
Green Streets Handbook—Innovative
Solutions for Stormwater and Stream
Crossings
Transportation Funding
Process—Transportation Priorities 2006-09
(MTIP)

Local Comprehensive Plan
Development Code
Development incentives

Transportation System Plans
Transportation funding

Source: ECONorthwest, 2005.

The greatest degree of policy variability is at the local level. Portland
metropolitan jurisdictions have incorporated Metro Corridor objectives (as
described in Chapter 2) to varying degrees. The Phase I Report reviewed sample
policies in Beaverton (Beaverton-Hillsdale Highway), Gresham (Powell
Corridor), and Clackamas County (McLoughlin Boulevard). The City of
Beaverton and Clackamas County had specific “Corridor” designations, while
Gresham did not. Residential uses are allowed in all three Corridors, though not
required. The three Corridors include specialty districts such as Corridor Mixed
Use and Special High Density. These designations are permissive, not
prescriptive. For example, they do not require a mixture of residential and
commercial or office uses. They do not limit commercial to “nodes” or
intersections, with the exception of Powell Boulevard in the City of Gresham,
which clusters districts at specific intersections.

                                                  
1 Not all of the policies listed in Table 3-1 apply to all Corridors. For example, The Oregon Highway Plan policies only apply to Corridors
that are designated as state highways.
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The Phase I Report concluded that the policies that guide development in the
three Corridors lack a clear policy direction, resulting in a lack of political and
regulatory forces to change the conditions of these Corridors, regardless of the
planning and overarching goals attributed to them.

Given these findings and the objectives for this study, the presumption is that
Metro and ODOT are interested in knowing what else might be done at the state,
regional, or local level to get more of the kind of development in Corridors that
2040 Growth Concept appears to support (i.e., higher-density, more supportive of
alternative modes of transportation). The rest of this chapter explores both general
policy direction and specific policy changes.

POLICY DIRECTION FOR CORRIDORS

There are several dimensions along which policies relating to Corridors could
be categorized. Some examples:

• By type of issue addressed. At the broadest level, one could distinguish
between land use issues and transportation issues. Subsets of issues could
include, for land use for example, location, type, density, and design of
development.

• By type of government action.2 At the broadest level, one could
distinguish between regulations and incentives. Regulations require certain
actions—developing without complying with those actions is illegal.
Incentives encourage certain types of development, typically by reducing
its costs to private developers. Costs might be reduced by relaxing certain
regulations in return for certain types of development, or by directly
contributing resources (e.g., land, public facilities) to a development. In
general, regulations are required; incentives are voluntary.

• By type of government. At the broadest level, one could distinguish
among policies that are most appropriately implemented by state (e.g.,
ODOT), regional (e.g., Metro), or local (e.g., cities and counties)
government. That organization is the best way to answer the question,
Who should do what? The last section of this report organizes policies by
this category.

• By direction of change from existing policy. At the broadest level, one
could distinguish between changing policy or not; and if changing policy,
is the change to reduce or increase regulations or incentives? That
organization is useful for thinking broadly about what public policy is
trying to achieve, and what direction it should head. The rest of this
section is organized that way, to emphasize three broad directions for
policy with respect to Corridors:

• Maintain the status quo. No change to state, regional, or local
policies regarding land use and transportation in Corridors. Change to

                                                  
2 This categorization was the one used in the report evaluating policy in Metro Centers entitled Beaverton Downtown Regional Center
Development Strategy, by Johnson Gardner, Group Mackenzie, and ECONorthwest for Metro, (2004).
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Corridor development patterns would occur slowly and in small
pieces, probably depending on where ODOT decides improvements
are needed to state highways and in response to market factors.

• Reduce requirements and incentives. Remove 2040 Corridor
requirements and let the market determine what happens in Corridors.

• Increase requirements and incentives. Pursue policies that take a
more aggressive approach to implementing the 2040 Corridor
objectives, such as disallowing certain uses in Corridors, encouraging
redevelopment and infill to densify Corridors, and requiring and
funding transportation and streetscape improvements.

MAINTAIN THE STATUS QUO

This option assumes that Metro retains the 2040 Corridor objectives as they
exist and does not require or encourage any other changes at the state, regional, or
local level. Changes in Corridors would occur primarily in response to market
forces operating in the context of current policy requirements. The market would
determine the highest and best use of land within Corridors given current
regulations and policies. This option implies that jurisdictions will not provide
much in the way of incentives (whether financial or regulatory) to encourage
different land or transportation uses in Corridors.

The short-term benefits of this policy direction to local jurisdictions are:

• Relief from potential investment requirements. State funds for highway
improvements focus on traffic; money for the kinds of streetscape
improvements that would help transform Corridors is limited to
nonexistent, at least now. Regional funding is focused on Centers, not
Corridors. Few jurisdictions have the resources (financial or staff) to
dedicate to Corridor revitalization.

• Political expediency. Presumably, many property and business owners
currently located along Corridors have profitable businesses and have few
market or public policy incentives to change in the short run. They may
resist efforts to redevelop a Corridor. At a minimum, Corridor
redevelopment efforts will require public involvement and education to
convince local property and business owners that they can benefit from
redevelopment.

There are problems with this approach (as there are with the other two that
follow). Most of them relate in some way to the reasons that Metro adopted a
Corridor policy in the first place: if there are net benefits to the public of
transforming some Corridors, then not assisting that transformation means
foregoing those benefits and living longer with Corridors and their effects as they
exist now. For example, Metro policy generally assumes that more efficient land
use in Corridors will result in better transportation, more efficient services, better
neighborhoods, and a reduction in need to expand the UGB.  Not providing for
Corridors so they may reach their full potential under the 2040 Growth Concept
will reduce the overall success of the 2040 Growth Concept.
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REDUCE 2040 CORRIDOR REQUIREMENTS AND INCENTIVES

The purpose of this study is to evaluate how 2040 Corridor goals can be
achieved: relaxing requirements or reducing incentives does not move in that
direction. Nonetheless, there are certainly cases where policy evaluations have
found that regulations have gone too far, are inefficient in their attempts to
achieve desired goals, or are aimed at the wrong goals. A full evaluation of
Metro’s options with respect to Corridor policy should include the option of doing
less.

Some local jurisdictions may view the removal of requirements as an
opportunity for greater control over land use and transportation policies or, at
least, a relief from regulatory requirements that they have little interest in or
ability to implement. They may or may not amend their local plans to reflect the
changes in Metro policy. Other jurisdictions may consider the removal of 2040
Corridor regulations as negative because it reduces regional coordination and their
ability to justify desirable local changes based on regional policy requirements.
Removing 2040 Corridor requirements and the corresponding local policies may
be inconsistent with statewide transportation policies that require multi-modal
facilities. The Oregon Department of Transportation would also be concerned
about policies that jeopardize the capacity of Corridors. Metro and local
jurisdictions have invested significant time and resources into the development
and implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept, including considerable citizen
participation and local planning staff input. The removal of some of the
requirements could be difficult both technically and politically.

This study did not further evaluate this policy direction. Rather, it started from
the assumption that Metro wanted to evaluate the next policy direction: what more
it could do to change land use and transportation development in Corridors
sooner.

INCREASE 2040 CORRIDOR REQUIREMENTS OR INCENTIVES

This study evaluated policies to identify strategies that implement the 2040
Corridor objectives more aggressively than the status quo. The broad categories of
options are:

• Change the types of land uses

• Change the intensity of land uses (redevelopment and infill)

• Implement transportation improvements and streetscape improvements.

These options are not mutually exclusive; it may be appropriate to implement
all three, depending on the local conditions, the ability and willingness of the
local jurisdiction, or other factors. Each section describes some of the benefits and
challenges of each policy option.

Change the types of land uses
This policy category is fundamental: if the public disapproves of the

development pattern in Corridors, then it should favor policies that change that
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pattern by disallowing some current uses, and by requiring or encouraging other
uses.

The analysis for this study, both of corridors in general and of specific
Corridors in the Metro region, suggests that (1) Corridors compete with Centers
for many types of retail uses, and (2) some Corridors have more retail than the
surrounding neighborhood can support. These findings suggest a policy to reduce
the amount of land zoned for retail in Corridors (and, potentially, increase zoning
for retail in Centers). While such a policy could hasten the transition of the
Corridor to a development pattern that better reflects market realities,
transportation constraints, and community desires for more appealing main
streets, it also has problems:

• Some uses may not relocate to Centers if excluded from Corridors. This
policy option does not address the question of why certain retail and office
uses are locating in the Corridors rather than Centers in the first place. The
lower land prices and auto-oriented environment of a Corridor may be
better suited than Centers for certain retail and office uses; those uses
might not automatically migrate to Centers if they were excluded from
Corridors.

• Centers may not be competing with Corridors for certain types of uses.
The fact that Corridors contain a significant share of retail and office
activity in the region is not necessarily an indication of competition with
Centers for those uses. If the auto-oriented environment of a Corridor is in
fact better suited than Centers for certain types of businesses, the land uses
currently along Corridors may be complementary, catering to business
types that rarely are compatible with Centers.

• A combination of incentives and education may be required to get local
property owners support of redeveloped Corridors. The changes required
to implement the 2040 Corridors are significant, as illustrated by the
conceptual land use and development plan developed in the case study
(see Figure 3-1). Change will require an extensive public involvement
process, but even that will not be sufficient unless a local jurisdiction can
show that a different type of land use will be more valuable than retail.
While the details of implementation of Measure 37 are still being
discussed in the legislature, the thrust of the measure is clear: government
actions that reduce property value may require a local jurisdiction to either
pay compensation, or waive the regulations.
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Figure 3-1. Land use and development alternative concept, Canyon
Road and Beaverton-Hillsdale Highway Corridors, 2005

Source: Freedman Tung & Bottomley, 2005.

Changes might occur in density and design as well as use. As noted above,
such changes may take the form of regulations (e.g., rezoning segments of
Corridors, or changing the density requirements of existing zones) or incentives
(e.g., allowing a mix of uses, reducing parking requirements, funding
streetscape improvements). 3

Change the intensity of land uses (redevelopment and infill)
Redevelopment and infill along Corridors is desired by Metro policy, but the

current low-density development may be the most profitable type allowed by
zoning, given other market and policy conditions. Allowing redevelopment and
infill to occur may be helpful where policy prohibits it. But in many cases, just
allowing it is not enough to make it happen. Even if higher-density development
is more profitable than low-density development for new construction on vacant
sites, the cost of redevelopment (demolition and site preparation) may make it
unprofitable in the short- to medium-term in redevelopment situations.

Thus, the effective policies in this category are more likely to be incentives
than regulations. Whatever policies are selected, the evaluation leading to their
selection should consider that:

                                                  
3 The Beaverton Downtown Regional Center Development Strategy, (2004), a study of Metro Centers, and Metro Urban Centers: An
Evaluation of the Density of Development, (2001) Metro, described regulatory- and incentive-based tools to increase density. Many of these
tools are appropriate to apply in Corridors, if the objective of the regulation or incentive is changed from density in all places (general
objective in the Beaverton Centers study), to density in targeted locations, or other types of land uses that implement the Case Study Report
land use and transportation concept for 2040 Corridors.
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• Higher densities in Corridors might increase competition with Centers by
making Corridors more Center-like. Where they had previously presented
a complementary product of auto-dominated retail and office, Corridors
would now present a product with similar urban design features. In the
extreme case, Corridors would become extended Centers or continuous
main streets. Both Centers and Corridors might be better off if “Center-
like” mixed uses were limited to major intersections along Corridors, and
allowed uses between the intersections included at least some lower-
density uses like drive-through restaurants, car sales, and medium-box
retail. On the other hand, some redevelopment and infill is probably
possible and could be encouraged with the types of uses that are currently
on the Corridor. Corridors should not have to mimic the economic
composition of existing Centers to successfully redevelop.

• There are more Corridors with potential for redevelopment than there are
government resources to make the necessary changes to encourage that
redevelopment. The number and length of Corridors designated in the
Portland metropolitan region and the lack of funding to satisfy existing
needs, much less new Corridor redevelopment needs, make it unlikely that
the majority of Corridors will get public funding to stimulate
redevelopment.

Implement transportation and streetscape improvements

The previous two categories of policy options focused on land use; this one
focuses on transportation.

Access management can improve through-flow for all modes. It may support
the higher densities that are desired for Corridors. But as densities increase, the
amount of congestion may increase as more trips are made to and from locations
along a Corridor, and as more trips go through a Corridor to and from Centers. As
congestion increases, a higher degree of access management may be required to
support these higher densities.

Streetscape improvements would include those urban design elements that are
not part of the private land uses. Rather than requiring higher densities or smaller
setbacks, for example, streetscape improvements would focus on wider sidewalks,
street trees, boulevard treatment with planted median strips, street lights, banners,
benches, etc. The goal, ultimately, should be to improve Corridors to encourage
redevelopment without making them linear Centers.
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Figure 3- 2. Examples of streetscape improvements for residential
uses along Corridors, 2004

  
Source: Freedman Tung & Bottomley, 2004.

Publicly provided streetscape improvements are incentives to private
redevelopment; they can substitute for regulations. For example, jurisdictions
could install landscaped medians along segments of Corridors between major
intersections. The landscaped medians prohibit left-hand turns, a condition that
most retailers do not like. This may force vulnerable retailers to relocate or go out
of business, while at the same time creating an environment that is conducive to
medium- to high-density residential uses. The landscaped medians buffer traffic
noise and slow vehicles.

POLICY OPTIONS TO IMPLEMENT METRO
CORRIDOR OBJECTIVES

The recommendations in this section are primarily from the Phase-II Case-
Study Report (see Appendix A of this report or Chapter 5 of the Case-Study
Report for a full description). They start from the assumption that Metro and the
local jurisdictions affected by its requirements want to achieve Metro’s stated
objectives (in its 2040 planning documents) for land use and transportation
development designated Corridors. Not everyone on the case-study advisory
group agreed with all those objectives; a similar group assembled for other
Corridors would have probably voiced similar differences of opinion.

It is not the task of this report to make an absolute recommendation about
what to do in Corridors. Rather, it is making a contingent recommendation: if you
want to move in the direction of meeting 2040 objectives for Corridors more
thoroughly or more rapidly, then here are the kinds of things that should be done.
Those things are described for three levels of governments: state (ODOT), region
(Metro), and local (cities and counties). An obvious alternative, and one not
explored in this report, is to substantially relax requirements for land use and
transportation in Corridors, or eliminate the Corridor designation entirely.

The policy changes are organized by the type of jurisdiction, from the one
with the largest boundaries to the ones with the smallest:

• State (S) - ODOT

• Regional (R) - Metro
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• Local (L) - City and County

STATE AGENCY RULES AND POLICIES

S1: Re-examine AASHTO interpretation within Corridors. ODOT
should re-examine its policies regarding street-tree spacing and other
street design elements along Corridor sections to allow the provision of
street trees and other street design changes envisioned in the Corridor land
use and development alternatives.

S2: Designate UBAs only in Neighborhood Centers. As part of
individual corridor plans, the local jurisdiction, Metro, and ODOT should
consider whether the use of a UBA would assist in the transition of land
uses within neighborhood centers.

S3: Develop state-local agreements regarding transportation and
streetscape improvements in the Corridors. ODOT, Metro, and
local governments should prepare local 2040 Corridor Plans as
refinements to Transportation System Plans (TSPs). The 2040 Corridor
Plans should identify the functional classifications related to land use and
provide system detail for all modes, the desired cross-section, street
design, access management, mobility standard, funding strategies, and the
best timing for implementing new road designs or improvement projects.
These plans should identify who is responsible for the construction,
operations, and maintenance of improvements and the plans should note if
a transfer of ownership is planned for the corridor. This recommendation
does not suggest that ODOT should require additional management plans
beyond the existing freight route plans. The intent is to recognize that the
complex ownership status of some Corridors can be a hindrance to the
appropriate redevelopment of the right-of-way and application of new
standards. Intergovernmental agreements (IGAs) are one way to clarify
improvement schedules and responsibilities.

S4: Increase funding for Corridors in the State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP). Funding for transportation
improvements along Corridors is necessary to support the land use and
development alternatives. Since many 2040 Corridors are state highways,
ODOT should work with Metro and local jurisdictions to identify and
create opportunities for funding Corridor transportation improvements.
For example, more state funding may be available if the region provides
matching funds, which would satisfy state funding criteria for leveraging
local funds. In addition, ODOT preservation and safety projects in the
STIP should also provide a significant opportunity to leverage the long-
term vision for these areas.

REGIONAL AGENCY RULES AND POLICIES

R1: Recognize Corridor segment typologies as a tool for corridor
planning. Two questions about Metro’s Corridor policy should be
addressed at the policy level: (1) Should all the Corridors now designated
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continue to be Corridors? and (2) For whatever Corridors remain, should
policy recognize different Corridor types and requirements?

Number of Corridors. The consultant team recommends that all 2040
Corridors be re-evaluated to determine if they should still be designated as
Corridors in the 2040 Growth Concept, based on the likelihood that the
Corridor could be transformed to the proposed land use and transportation
alternative. Some corridors will be easier to restructure to accommodate
residential growth (or other types) based on the existing uses, land
characteristics, or the ability of the local jurisdiction to invest supportive
streetscape and transit improvements.

The evidence suggests that there are more Corridors than the market or
public funding will be able to restructure over the next 20 years. Metro has
identified over 400 miles of Corridors in the 2040 Growth Concept.
Roadway improvement funds already fall well short of the
need—narrowing the number of Corridors that potentially could be in
competition for funds is practical.

The question for Metro is one of focus. On the one hand, all the Corridors
could remain designated if the policies that apply to them are relatively
general—if they point to a desired direction for change without mandating
near-term changes that are inconsistent with current markets or funding
capacity and, thus, strong impediments to continued development in the
Corridors. On the other hand, if the policies are to be stronger, then they
should be focused on the Corridors that are most important and most likely
to be redeveloped; that focus also focuses public funding.

The question about the number of Corridors is not independent of the
question about Corridor types: a larger number of Corridors is more likely
to be workable if there are subcategories of Corridor types that have
different requirements, and different priorities for the timing of the
conversion.

Corridor Types. Phase 1 of this study made clear that 2040 designated
Corridors are very different in function and character, and that not all
Corridors are suitable for redevelopment to the proposed alternative. The
consultant team recommends that whatever Corridors remain as Corridors
(after the re-evaluation of the number of Corridors recommended above)
should be classified by the Corridor segment typologies identified in Phase
1, Chapter 2 (defined below).  These typologies can help identify which
Corridors or segments of Corridors may be vulnerable to change, and
which ones may have the potential support of the community for change.
One result of this re-evaluation may be that portions of the currently
designated 2040 Corridors remain so designated, but that other sections
drop that designation, resulting in a non-continuous pattern of Corridor
designation along some routes. Another outcome is the prioritization of
Corridors for redevelopment funding purposes (described in greater detail
in R2).

There is a decision to made about whether the Corridor designations are to
describe existing conditions or desired future conditions. In general, plan
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designations do the latter. The designations that follow, however, do the
former.

• Residential Parkway. These segments are characterized by
exclusively residential uses on properties contiguous to a Corridor
right-of-way, and are almost always buffered from the thoroughfare by
landscaping, grade changes, or an orientation of development away
from the roadway. The northern half of Canyon Road is an example.
These segments in general do not seem very vulnerable to change. The
consultant team assumes that there would be little support at the
regional, municipal, or neighborhood levels for policy to encourage
these areas redevelop as Corridors envisioned in the 2040 Growth
Concept. Metro policy should not be interpreted as encouraging a
conversion of these residential areas to employment areas, and it
should have some guidance on what, if any, requirements there are for
residential types and density, and transportation design. This should
include guidance on what levels of residential density are appropriate
to support the 2040 Corridor objectives and the level of transit service
planned for the corridor in the RTP.

• Specialty Segments (dominance by a single land use such as
automobile sales and service, or office employment). There is a
strong market demand for specialty uses (like automobile sales and
service) along some Corridors. This segment recognizes the need for
these uses and the appropriate locations based on the large scale and
low coverage of the properties, the need for substantial on site parking,
and the need for visibility and access for prospective customers. These
segments are not vulnerable to change in the near future, and the
consultant team does not recommend use changes. However, these
segments may need streetscape improvements to improve pedestrian,
bicycle, and transit use.

• Commercial Strip. These primarily retail-oriented Corridors are
characterized by auto-dominated, low-intensity development with
rapidly moving traffic, and a lack of integrated design or design
standards. The result is so well-known that it needs only the
name—commercial or retail strip—for most people to get an image of
what it looks like. That image, typically, is one high function but low
aesthetics. These areas are usually described as locations of general
retail rather than specialty or clustered retail, and of low-intensity and
lower-quality development. For reasons described in the Phase I
report, these areas provide some of the best opportunity for change and
should be prioritized for redevelopment funding.

• Neighborhood Sales and Service. These areas often share many of
the characteristics of strip development except for their short length.
They are often short interruptions in residential parkway corridors that
provide neighborhood uses to those adjacent residential areas. They
are often found along the narrower Corridors and not along the wider
ones with the greatest vehicular capabilities. There is potential for
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smaller scale change to increase retail and service support for the
adjacent neighborhoods.

R2: Provide Functional Plan support for retail clusters. An important
element of the case-study land use and development alternative is to cluster
retail development into nodes (i.e., into regional-center-support areas and
neighborhood centers, as defined below). Building on the 2040 Corridors
that have the potential to transform to mixed-use pedestrian friendly
environments (Policy R-1), Metro should add sub-categories (see definitions
below) to the Corridor design type as defined in the Functional Plan Section
3.07.130. These non-regulatory sub-category descriptions, derived from the
case study analysis, could assist in the development of local government
corridor plans by the identification of locations along Corridors that have the
greatest potential for redevelopment. The Functional Plan should include
criteria to determine the appropriate location and type of retail nodes. The
Functional Plan could also encourage local governments to use a variety of
tools to achieve retail clusters.

CORRIDOR SUB-CATEGORIES DESCRIPTIONS AND CRITERIA FOR
LOCATION

• Regional Center Support.  Large-format retailers are concentrating at
major Corridor intersections and freeway on-and-off ramps that are
near Centers. Auto-oriented commercial sales, drive-in uses, sales of
large-scale goods.

Potential criteria for designation: Land adjacent to Corridors with
existing or the potential for large format retailers. Land aggregation
potential may be necessary to realize large format retailer uses.

• Neighborhood Center.  A Corridor segment at major intersections
with small-scale businesses anchored by supermarkets oriented to
nearby neighborhoods, preferably integrated into a mixed-use
building.

Potential criteria for designation: major intersections with land
aggregation potential of a minimum of 10 to 15 acres/pre-existing
commercial nodes that are under-utilized/concentration of like uses
such as recreation and school facility/existing anchor facility.

• Workforce District.  An established employment portion of the
Corridor that is functioning as a distinct and separate land use of
sufficient size and quality to ensure its continued existence.  An
example may be a cluster of office parks that are integrated into the
fabric of the adjacent residential uses.

Potential criteria for designation: Areas of existing employment that
can be strengthened by improving the transportation system or by
increasing workforce housing in nearby locations.

• Corridor Neighborhood.  A Corridor segment between Regional,
Town and neighborhood centers that does not have one of the previous
Corridor designations. Land uses envisioned are mid-to-high-density
residential, office, lodging, institutional, or limited retail uses.
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Potential criteria for designation: High vacancy rates or low land
values (compared to other commercial Corridors), disinventment,
congestion, poor pedestrian environment, and limited transit
opportunities.

TOOLS TO ACHIEVE RETAIL CLUSTERS

• New development code district/overlays (see “Local” section for
details)

• New performance-based development code language

• Economic studies that support rezoning efforts

• Street improvements

R3: Emphasize the importance of corridor planning to improve
transportation system and enhance centers. Metro could reinforce
the importance of corridor planning and implementation of the 2040
Regional Plan at the local level with regulations (R2 and R3), funding (R4),
or both. Metro could require that planning for Corridors be done as part of
local TSP/TSP updates and refinements for governments within Metro
boundaries. If this option were pursued, then the level of TSP refinements
that would trigger Corridor planning would need to be identified. It is not
the intent of this recommendation that Corridor plans are triggered when a
local jurisdiction is completing a minor adjustment for an entirely different
purpose.

Corridor plans should determine the functional classifications for all modes,
the appropriate cross-section (including number and type of lanes and
widths), street design, access management, mobility standards, funding and
implementation strategies, and the best timing for implementing new road
designs or improvement projects. Corridor plans should establish policy
both for the roadway and the land use, so that improvements in the desired
direction may be made over time as development occurs.

As part of the Centers improvement measures being recommended by the
Get Centered program, Metro could require local governments to examine
existing Corridors, classify their segments, and evaluate their potential
economic relationship to proximate Centers. Metro should provide
assistance in the form of funding or staff time. A jurisdiction would then
suggest, as with the case study Corridors in this report, specific measures it
would take to implement the 2040 Corridor objectives.

R4: Increase the priority of Corridor funding in the Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP). Funding for
transportation improvements along Corridors is necessary to support the
land use and development alternatives. Metro may need to recognize the
need for corridor improvements in MTIP and other regional funding
priorities and award credits for projects that propose corridor improvements
in accordance with corridor plans and improvements that will encourage
Regional Corridor goals.
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This policy is obviously a controversial one. On the one hand, there is not
enough money in the MTIP to do many of the improvements that are
desirable within centers. On the other hand, if there is to be no funding for
streetscape improvements in Corridors, then change will be slower and, in
some cases, impossible. Individual property owners, even with the
assistance of local governments, will not be able to assemble the capital to
complete a concentrated and coordinated redevelopment of the streetscape,
resulting in piecemeal development that is unlikely to create an integrated
streetscape.

If funding is not available, it would be preferable for Metro to acknowledge
that the Corridor policy is suggestive and voluntary: it could (1) state its
belief that a restructuring of land use and transportation in Corridors along
the lines described above would be advantageous for citizens, local
governments, and the private sector; (2) provide materials that show the
private sector and local governments how that restructuring could take place
in a world of limited public funds and incremental private development; and
(3) hope that ‘1’ plus ‘2’, plus changing market conditions and local
government desires, are enough to get the desired change in some Corridors.

Metro should continue to monitor street preservation and modernization
programming and track conversions of “complete street” Corridors to ensure
coordination with other potential funds to reinforce the importance of the
Corridor goals of the Metro 2040 Plan. There are other funding mechanisms
for Corridor planning, such as urban renewal funding (Tax Increment
Financing) that local governments may be able to use in addition to MTIP
funds. The recommendation here does not preclude any other creative
financing, but suggests that the regional funding priorities make the
connection between improvements to Corridors as one way to improve
Centers in certain circumstances.

R5: Clarify the use of medians along corridors. Metro could amend the
Regional Street standards to specify that raised medians should be used
along the majority of corridors to provide comfortable and safe multimodal
travel. The appropriate spacing and location of median breaks should be
established through a corridor refinement plan that comprehensively reviews
the state and local access management requirements, the local grid network,
and the type of land uses adjacent to the corridor. In most cases, the breaks
in the medians should occur no closer than 600 feet. Right-in-right-out
accesses could be provided at closer intervals. Metro could also amend the
RTP to support the use of access lanes, cross-over easements, and other
tools that can be used to support successful access management in corridors.
The use of these access management strategies and tools are needed to
achieve the goals of corridors.

R6: Develop gateways in the Corridors. The case study concluded that the
Beaverton Corridors would be improved if they had some feature that gave
some relief to the sameness of the commercial strip to announce a new sub-
area: a “gateway.” No policy changes are necessary to implement gateways.
The description of Metro design types should include a discussion of
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gateways and their value. Regional transportation funding could be used in
new gateway projects (with the same caveat: in a world of constrained
funding for roadway maintenance and improvements, how likely is it that
the available funding will be shifted to the creation of gateway features?).

R7: Coordinate with housing providers and advocacy groups to
identify and implement a pilot project. Metro should coordinate with
housing providers and advocacy groups to identify and obtain sources of
funding to complete additional studies on implementation issues. This
would include the initial groundwork for the identification and
implementation of a pilot project. A pilot project is useful in demonstrating
to the development community that a mixed-use nodal focused development
project can be successful while supporting the continued growth of the
nearby Center.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT POLICIES AND DEVELOPMENT
CODES

L1: Change road design policies within Transportation System
Plans (TSPs) and/or public works standards to encourage
transportation improvements that support the land use and
development alternatives and remove barriers. Local
governments should encourage different road designs for Corridors in
their TSPs or public works standards, remove policy obstacles, and
acknowledge the importance of road improvements, streetscape, and
funding as alternatives to achieve 2040 Corridor objectives. See also R.3
related to funding.

L2: Rezone the neighborhood corridor segments to limit the
amount of retail and allow for the density of residential, office,
lodging, institutional and limited commercial uses envisioned
by the land use and development alternatives. This could be
achieved through the following policy changes:

• Examine commercial zoning types along corridors, see if the following
designations could apply, create a vision for each corridor, and match
local districts as appropriate to the following zoning categories. Create
new districts (or existing Corridor commercial zoning districts as
needed) in Development Codes with use restrictions and design
standards that buffer adjacent single-family residential areas.

• In terms of applying the districts, work with local private organizations
such as chambers of commerce or local business groups to get
property owners to voluntarily apply the new districts and make the
changes “friendly legislative changes” or streamlined individual zone
changes consistent with a locally adopted corridor plan.

• New district categories:

• Regional Center Support: allows big box, auto-oriented
development
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• Workplace District: allows employment uses (both commercial
and industrial)

• Corridor Neighborhood: a new district that allows mid- to high-
density residential, office, lodging, and other limited commercial
uses)

• Neighborhood Center: Allows mixed-use and a concentration of
neighborhood oriented retail, such as an anchor grocery store with
additional retail. Expected retail building sizes would be less than
40,000 square feet and would have building orientation towards the
street. The uses include retail, small offices, and residential above
ground floor non-residential uses.

L3: Implement transportation and street-design strategies to
support the land use and development alternative. Improvements
could include:

• Standards for “public frontage,” sidewalk location, and street tree
planting (where appropriate) for new development.

• Volunteer tree planting and publicly/privately funded maintenance
programs.

• Redevelopment (required or encouraged) off street-side parking lots
and frontages to achieve better pedestrian protections.

L4: Review current codes for appropriate design guidelines and
development standards for retail in corridors. The appropriate
standards should include:

• Minimum building heights for retail buildings

• Maximum building setbacks (or “build to” lines) to a certain
percentage of “frontage coverage” along street lot lines

• Public street frontage requirements

• Public street network circulation and spacing guidance

• Limitations on parking location and design (to the side and rear and
with “orchard” landscaping of one tree per five spaces and exterior
screening)

• Building entrances oriented to streets as well as parking lots

• Limits on building massing (required “breaks” and/or material/color
changes)

• Design of open air storage and display

L5: Provide incentives to encourage the redevelopment of
Corridors. There are numerous regulatory and non-regulatory incentives
that local jurisdictions could provide to property owners and developers to
encourage implementation of 2040 Corridor objectives. Other studies on
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Centers4 describe regulatory and non-regulatory tools to increase density.
Many of these tools are appropriate in Corridors, if the objective of the
regulation or incentive is adjusted to the 2040 Corridor objectives.

Examples of regulations that encourage the redevelopment of Corridors:

• Regulatory relief in the permitting process or design standards.

• Mixed-use zoning in neighborhood centers with limited application in
neighborhood corridors.

• Interim development standards that limit development through large
lot zoning, development moratoria, or land banking until the land can
be developed at planned densities.

• Shadow platting to allow infill of higher density uses in the future.

Examples of incentives are:

• Form of Vertical Housing District(s) to provide incentives for mixed
use and higher intensity developments. Review or “audit” existing
code specifications for residential densities so that residential densities
are appropriate (not too high or too low) for the desired, or expected
development.

• Conduct research and education to inform property owners,
developers, and others of the long-term benefits of implementing the
2040 Corridor objectives.

• Purchase or transfer of development rights that allow for property
owners to purchase development rights from M37 claimants to
increase the density of development on their property (or other
benefit).

• Purchase small parcels of land and assemble them into larger parcels
for easier development.

NEXT STEPS
The consultant team identified four immediate steps Metro should take to

implement the findings of the project. They are:

• Determine if Metro will change policy to implement the 2040
Corridor goals. The recommendations listed above and the next steps
in this section are contingent on a decision by Metro Council that it
wants to dedicate the time and resources necessary to affect greater
change in land use and transportation in Corridors. That probably
requires that a Councilor recommend such action to the Council, and

                                                  
4 The Beaverton Downtown Regional Center Development Strategy, (2004), a study of Metro Centers, and Metro Urban Centers: An
Evaluation of the Density of Development, (2001).
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agree to provide direction to staff and champion the recommendations
at Council.

• Work with ODOT and local jurisdictions to implement policy
changes. There is a fundamental choice about the number of segments
and miles that Metro wants to cover with Corridor policy. Since local
support is critical to the implementation of the recommendations in
this report, Metro may want to encourage additional input from local
jurisdictions that are interested in implementing 2040 Corridor policies
within their jurisdictions.

• Reevaluate the Corridor designation and prioritize Corridors for
funding purposes. If the decision is made to apply policy to more
than a small number of similar Corridors, then Metro should
distinguish between types of Corridors and establish priorities for
planning and funding.

• Identify funding sources. Most of the recommendations require
funding and staff resources for implementation. Implementing
streetscape recommendations and transportation system improvements
will require significant funding in most locations.

• Conduct a pilot project. Given limited funding, Metro should look to
a Corridor where market and land-use conditions are encouraging of
redevelopment, local government supports such redevelopment, and
ODOT is planning to make transportation improvements. A pilot
project should include an economic study that can address Measure 37
issues, and a public outreach plan, but it should ultimately be a
construction project (e.g., change in traffic design and streetscape for a
four-block length of a Corridor at a key intersection). The best way to
get the many Metro Corridors to redevelop in the ways that Metro
policy desires is to show that such redevelopment is possible and
successful.
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Corridors as Defined in
Appendix A Metro Policy Documents

This appendix is a summary of how corridors are defined in different Metro
policy documents as well as a brief summary of the Metropolitan Transportation
Improvement Plan (MTIP) funding process as it relates to corridors1. It has five
sections:

• 2040 Growth Concept

• Regional Transportation Plan

• Creating Livable Streets Handbook—Street Design Guidelines

• Green Streets Handbook—Innovative Solutions for Stormwater and
Stream Crossings

• Transportation funding process—Transportation priorities 2006-09

2040 GROWTH CONCEPT
Corridors are not as dense as centers, but are also located along good quality

transit lines.  They provide a place for densities that are somewhat higher than
today and feature a high-quality pedestrian environment and convenient access to
transit. Typical new developments would include rowhouses, duplexes and one-
to three-story office and retail buildings, and average about 25 persons per acre.
While some corridors may be continuous, narrow bands of higher-intensity
development along arterial roads, others may be more nodal, that is a series of
smaller centers at major intersections or other locations along the arterial that
have high quality pedestrian environments, good connection to adjacent
neighborhoods and good transit service. As long as the average target densities
and uses are allowed and encouraged along the corridor, many different
development patterns – nodal or linear – may meet the corridor objective.

Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan reiterates a
recommendation for population and employment density of 25 persons per acre in
Corridors.

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
For funding purposes the RTP places the 2040 Design Types into a hierarchy

based on investment priority (see Table A-1). Corridors are in the secondary land-
use component classification and occupy the last position within the
classification.

                                                  
1 Summarized by Metro staff (Tim O’Brien), March 2005.
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Table A-1. Hierarchy of 2040 Design Types

Primary land-use components Secondary land-use components

Central city

Regional centers

Industrial areas

Intermodal facilities

Station communities

Town centers

Main streets

Corridors

Other urban land-use components Land-use components outside of the
urban area

Employment areas

Inner neighborhoods

Outer neighborhoods

Urban reserves

Rural reserves

Neighboring cities

Green corridors

Source: Metro, Regional Transportation System Plan, 2004.

While more locally oriented than the primary components, the secondary
components are significant areas of urban activity. Because of their density and
pedestrian-oriented design, they play a key role in promoting public
transportation, bicycling, and walking as viable travel alternatives to the
automobile, as well as conveniently close services from surrounding
neighborhoods. As such, these secondary components are an important part of the
region’s strategy for achieving state goals to limit reliance on any one mode of
travel and increase walking, bicycling, carpooling, carpooling, and use of transit.

Corridors will not be as intensively planned as station communities, but
similarly emphasize a high-quality bicycle and pedestrian environment and
convenient access to public transportation. Transportation improvements in
corridors will focus on nodes of activity – often at major street intersections –
where transit and pedestrian improvements are especially important. Corridors
can include auto-oriented land uses between nodes of activity, but such uses are
carefully planned to preserve the pedestrian orientation and scale of the overall
corridor design.

The target for non-single-occupancy-vehicle (SOV) trips within Corridors and
Centers is 45-55% of all trips—slightly higher than the 40-45% non-SOV share
for neighborhoods, industrial areas, and employment areas, but significantly lower
than the 60-70% target for the Central City.

Beaverton Hillsdale Highway and Canyon Road are both classified as
“regional streets” within the Regional Street Design Classification. The regional
street design classification is intended to serve multiple modes of travel in a
manner that supports the specific needs of the Corridor 2040 Design Type.
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REGIONAL STREETS

Regional streets are designed to carry significant vehicle traffic while also
providing for public transportation, bicycle, and pedestrian travel. These facilities
serve a development pattern that ranges from low-density residential
neighborhoods to more densely developed corridors and main streets, where
buildings are often oriented toward the street at major intersections and transit
stops. Regional street designs accommodate moderate motor vehicle speeds and
usually include four vehicle lanes. Additional motor vehicle lanes may be
appropriate in some situations. These facilities have some to many street
connections, depending on the district they are serving. Regional streets have few
driveways that are combined whenever possible. On-street parking may be
included, and a center median serves as a pedestrian refuge and allows for left
turn movements at intersections.

Figure A-1. Regional Street Design Classifications and the 2040
Growth Concept

 Source: Metro, Regional Transportation System Plan, 2004.

These facilities are designed to be transit-oriented, with high-quality service
and substantial transit amenities at stops and station areas. Although less
substantial than in boulevard designs, pedestrian improvements are important
along regional streets, including sidewalks that are buffered from motor vehicle
travel, crossings at all intersections and special crossing amenities at major
intersections. Regional streets have bike lanes or wide outside lanes where bike
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lanes are not physically possible, or are shared roadways where motor vehicle
speeds are low. They also serve as primary freight routes and may include loading
facilities within the street design, where appropriate. Figure A-2 illustrates a
typical cross-section of a regional street.

Figure A-2. Regional Street Design Elements
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 Source: Metro, Regional Transportation System Plan, 2004.

REGIONAL MOTOR VEHICLE SYSTEM

The regional motor vehicle system is designed to provide access to the central
city, regional centers, industrial areas and intermodal facilities with an emphasis
on mobility between these destinations. Beaverton Hillsdale Highway and Canyon
Road are both classified as Major Arterials in the Regional Motor Vehicle
System.

MAJOR ARTERIALS

Major arterials serve as primary links to the principal arterial system. Major
arterials, in combination with principal arterials, are intended to provide general
mobility for travel within the region. Motor vehicle trips between the central city,
regional centers, industrial areas and intermodal facilities should occur on these
routes. Major arterials serve as freight routes, with an emphasis on mobility.
These routes fall within regional boulevard, regional street, urban road and rural
road designs, as defined in the regional street design concepts.

Major arterial system design criteria:

• Major arterials should provide motor vehicle connections between the
central city, regional centers, industrial areas and intermodal facilities and
connect to the principal arterial system. If more than one route is available,
the more direct route will be designated when it supports the planned
urban form.

• Major arterials should serve as primary connections to principal arterials,
and should also connect to other arterials, collectors and local streets,
where appropriate.

• Freight movement should not be restricted on the principal arterial
network.
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• The principal and major arterial systems in total should comprise 5-10
percent of the motor vehicle system and carry 40-65 percent of the total
vehicle miles traveled.

Figure A-3. Relationship Between Regional Street Design and Motor
Vehicle Classifications

Source: Metro, Regional Transportation System Plan, 2004.

REGIONAL FRAMEWORK PLAN

The Transportation Chapter of the Regional Framework Plan (RFP) discusses
the implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept, similar to funding hierarchy
stated in the RTP.

 20.1 2040 Growth Concept implementation
Implement a regional transportation system that supports the 2040 Growth

Concept through the selection of complementary transportation projects and
programs.

• Place the highest priority on projects and programs that best serve the
transportation needs of the central city, regional centers, intermodal
facilities and industrial areas.

• Place a high priority on projects and programs that best serve the
transportation needs of station communities, town centers, main streets
and corridors.
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2.11 Regional Street Design
Design regional streets with a modal orientation that reflects the function and

character of surrounding land uses, consistent with regional street design
concepts. Support local implementation of regional street design concepts and
Green Streets design alternatives in local transportation system plans and
development codes.

CREATING LIVABLE STREETS HANDBOOK: STREET
DESIGN GUIDELINES

The purpose of the handbook is to provide regional street design guidelines
that support the goals adopted in the 2040 Growth Concept and the RTP. The
design guidelines in the handbook focus on a broader set of design classifications
that support the 2040 Growth Concept, linking the design of streets to multi-
modal street function, community livability and economic vitality. All of the
guidelines are consistent with RTP street design policies and are organized into
four areas: street realm, travelway realm, pedestrian realm, and adjacent land use.
Within the handbook are street-sections for the regional street classification.

GREEN STREETS HANDBOOK: INNOVATIVE
SOLUTIONS FOR STORMWATER AND STREAM
CROSSINGS

The Green Streets Handbook was created to further develop a strategy for
designing streets that builds upon the Creating Livable Streets Handbook. The
handbook addresses the potential conflict of protecting or restoring streams and
wildlife corridors with the development of an efficient and safe multi-modal
transportation system. The book includes a potential street section for the regional
street classification, similar to the street section in the Creating Livable Streets
Handbook.

TRANSPORTATION FUNDING PROCESS:
TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES 2006–09

The primary policy objective for the Transportation Priorities 2006 – 09
program is to leverage economic development in priority 2040 land-use areas
through investment that support:

• 2040 Tier I and II mixed-use areas (central city, regional centers, town
centers, main streets and station communities)

• 2040 Tier I and II industrial areas (regionally significant industrial areas
and industrial areas), and

• 2040 Tier I and II mixed-use and industrial areas within UGB expansion
areas with completed concept plans.
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2040 designated Corridors are not included in the list of Tier I and II mixed-
use areas, even though they are identified as a Tier II or secondary 2040 land use
component in the RTP. This is due to the fact that there has been no direction at
the regional level to determine how mixed-use corridors are to function. It is
expected that a regional policy direction and implementation at the local level
would need to be completed prior to Corridors being added to the funding list.

Of the total 100-point scoring system for transportation funding, 40 points are
related to how the proposed project supports 2040 land use objectives. Of the 40
points, 20 points are related to economic and community development.
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Policy options to implement
Appendix B Metro corridor objectives

This appendix reproduces the policy options for restructuring corridors as
presented in Chapter 5 of the Metro Corridors Case Study Report. It has two
sections:

• Introduction

• Policy issues and recommended changes

INTRODUCTION
The rest of this chapter uses the term “policy” broadly to mean “anything that

the public sector might do.” It includes not only policies, but also strategies,
actions, programs, incentives, and investments. Its general topic is policies related
to land use and transportation that should be revised if the objective is to increase
the probabilities of getting land use and transportation development along the
lines described in Chapter 4. This chapter does not discuss he many ways in
which existing policies (strategies, actions, programs and incentives) may be used
to implement the preferred land use alternative.

• Policy issues and recommended changes identifies existing policies that
possibly conflict, or at least do not support, the land use and development
alternatives (specifically) and, by implication, Metro’s development
objectives for land use and transportation in its designated corridors. The
top level of organization for the presentation of policy issues and
corresponding policy changes is by type of jurisdiction, from the one with
the largest boundaries to the ones with the smallest:

• State (S)

• Regional (R)

• Local (City and County) (L)

The discussion of policies at each jurisdictional level has two parts:

• Policy issues. Each section starts with a summary of the main
policy issues regarding the implementation of the land use and
development alternatives (described in Chapter 4).

• Policy changes necessary to achieve the land use and
development alternative. For state, regional, and local
jurisdictions, the policy implications begin with a general
description, and is then followed by a summary of what type, who,
and when.
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POLICY ISSUES AND RECOMMENDED CHANGES
The recommendations in this section start from the assumption that Metro and

the local jurisdictions affected by its requirements want to achieve Metro’s stated
objectives (in its 2040 planning documents) for land use and transportation
development designated Corridors. Not everyone on the case-study advisory
group agreed with all those objectives; it seems safe to conclude that a similar
group assembled for other Corridors would have similar differences of opinion.

It is not the task of this report to make an absolute recommendation about
what to do in Corridors. Rather, it is making a contingent recommendation: if you
want to move in the direction of meeting 2040 objectives for Corridors more
thoroughly or more rapidly, then here are the kinds of things that should be done.
Those things are described for three levels of governments: state (ODOT), region
(Metro), and local (cities and counties). An obvious alternative, and one not
explored in this report, is to substantially relax requirements for land use and
transportation in Corridors, or eliminate the Corridor designation entirely.

STATE AGENCY RULES AND POLICIES

POLICY ISSUES

State agencies have many policies that affect redevelopment in 2040
Corridors. The case study showed that several existing Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) policies might be in conflict with, or at least have policy
implications for, the development of the case-study land use and development
alternatives and corresponding transportation strategies. No policy changes are
recommended for statewide planning goals and their associated rules (Goal 9,
Economic Development, and Goal 12 and its associated Transportation Planning
Rule). The three state policy issues are:

• Interpretation of AASHTO policy regarding the placement of street trees

• Corridor segment designations

• Maintenance issues

The case study documents potential conflicts with ODOT interpretations of
AASHTO (American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials).
The interpretations would restrict the location of street trees and other objects that
may impair the vision of drivers. According to ODOT’s interpretation of the
policy, the spacing of street trees could occur at a minimum of 300 feet from
intersections. This policy effectively prohibits the use of street trees and other
objects due to the spacing of accesses and intersections along the corridor. This
requirement for the spacing of trees or other objects would make the creation of a
leafy corridor (along the corridor) difficult if not impossible.

Other agencies throughout Oregon and the nation have interpreted the same
AASHTO policy so as to not place these restrictions on street trees in the right-of-
way. ODOT’s interpretation should be reexamined to reflect current research and
the practices of other agencies. Research suggests that constrained sight lines
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along busy roads can increase driver awareness and produce slower speeds. Trees
in the median and roadside features that frame the Corridor reduce speeds,
communicate expectations of pedestrian activity and increased conflict points to
motorists, and enhance the roadway environment for non-vehicular modes.
Further, the inability to enhance Corridors with trees and landscaping reduces the
potential to attract infill with the mix of activities that can achieve the
transportation and land use goals of the 2040 Corridor objectives.

The Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) includes policies and actions that recognize
that some highway segments should be planned, designed, and managed
differently than other highway segments. In accordance with the OHP, Corridors
could be designated as Special Transportation Areas (STAs), Urban Business
Areas (UBAs), or urban other. As discussed in Chapter 4, the potential for UBA
designations was evaluated as part of the case study. The UBA designation was
created to enable transition from auto-oriented strip retail commercial
development patterns to multi-modal mixed-use patterns. UBA designations in
2040 Corridors will be most beneficial at neighborhood centers. Local plans
should align access standards and land uses described in the OHP policies for a
UBA designation to ensure that the access and parking provided along Corridors
advance both the goals of the UBA designation and 2040 Corridor objectives.

Though local jurisdictions want greater flexibility in street design standards
than allowed by ODOT policies, they are often unwilling or unable to commit the
funds necessary to improve and maintain these facilities themselves. It is often
difficult for ODOT to justify construction and maintenance of enhancements
when weighed against demands for greater highway capacity and safety.
Therefore, since public resources are typically insufficient and noncompetitive for
beautification alone, such projects should be considered and receive priority based
on their ability to:

• Stimulate redevelopment

• Create greater non-SOV mode share

• Increase taxable revenue

Projects meeting these goals can then justifiably benefit from local general
fund support, state transportation fund support, and business improvement district
assessments.

POLICY CHANGES NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE THE LAND USE AND
DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE

S1: Re-examine AASHTO interpretation within Corridors. ODOT
should re-examine its policies regarding street-tree spacing and other street
design elements along Corridor sections to allow the provision of street trees
and other street design changes envisioned in the Corridor land use and
development alternatives.

What type: Voluntary
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Who: ODOT
When: Immediate/ongoing

S2: Designate UBAs only in Neighborhood Centers. As part of
individual corridor plans, the local jurisdiction, Metro and ODOT should
consider whether the use of a UBA would assist in the transition of land
uses within neighborhood centers.

What type: Voluntary
Who: ODOT and local jurisdictions through Transportation

System Plan amendments
When: Immediate/ongoing

S3: Develop state-local agreements regarding transportation and
streetscape improvements in the Corridors. ODOT, Metro, and
local governments should prepare local 2040 Corridor Plans as refinements
to Transportation System Plans (TSPs). The 2040 Corridor Plans should
identify the functional classifications related to land use and provide system
detail for all modes, the desired cross-section, street design, access
management, mobility standard, funding strategies, and the best timing for
implementing new road designs or improvement projects. These plans
should identify who is responsible for the construction, operations, and
maintenance of improvements and the plans should note if a transfer of
ownership is planned for the corridor. This recommendation does not
suggest that ODOT should require additional management plans beyond the
existing freight route plans. The intent is to recognize that the complex
ownership status of some Corridors can be a hindrance to the appropriate
redevelopment of the right-of-way and application of new standards.
Intergovernmental agreements (IGAs) are one way to clarify improvement
schedules and responsibilities.

What type: Voluntary IGAs
Who: ODOT and local jurisdictions
When: Ongoing

S4: Increase funding for Corridors in the State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP). Funding for transportation
improvements along Corridors is necessary to support the land use and
development alternatives. Since many 2040 Corridors are state highways,
ODOT should work with Metro and local jurisdictions to identify and create
opportunities for funding Corridor transportation improvements. For
example, more state funding may be available if the region provides
matching funds, which would satisfy state funding criteria for leveraging
local funds. In addition, ODOT preservation and safety projects in the STIP
should also provide a significant opportunity to leverage the long-term
vision for these areas.
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What type: Funding
Who: ODOT
When:  Ongoing

REGIONAL AGENCY RULES AND POLICIES

POLICY ISSUES

The case-study land use and development concept described in Chapter 4
suggests that, in general, retail uses should be more limited in the Corridors and
concentrated in neighborhood centers as well as in existing centers (regional and
town centers). Current Metro design types (i.e., designations in the 2040
documents of categories of Centers and Corridors) do not address retail at a
smaller scale than “Main Street,” and not at sub-levels within Corridors. Given
that the implementation of the land use and development alternatives requires
Corridors with long commercial strips to transition to Corridors with retail
concentrated at major intersections, new design types at the sub-corridor level
may be necessary.

Phase I concluded that Metro’s designated Corridors are not identical
throughout the region; that there are different corridor types. Metro should
consider whether some Corridors types continue to have residential targets in
Metro’s capacity calculations. For example, does it make sense to have residential
targets in primarily employment corridors?

Prioritizing Corridor improvements is necessary for implementation of the
land use and development alternatives. Transportation improvements (such as
corridor corridor streetscape) may be the most effective way to initiate land use
changes along Corridors. Currently, Metro’s RTP and transportation funding
program focuses on leveraging economic development in priority 2040 land uses
through investments in mixed-uses areas (the central city, regional centers, town
centers, main streets and station communities) and industrial areas. Metro can
change transportation funding priorities to implement the alternatives that also
include mixed-use areas at the sub-corridor level. In addition, Metro can revise
the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan and the RTP, a Metro functional
plan, to refine the objectives for 2040 Corridors and encourage the
implementation of these objectives.

Finally, because the recommendations at the regional level include
suggestions that funding for improvements and studies be increased for Corridors,
one recommendation suggests guidance on the levels of density and mixed-use
components are needed to qualify these areas as a regional priority for funding. In
addition, if this project moves forward with 2040 Corridor sub-category
recommendation, then the subcategories could be given comparable priority to
other 2040 designations for purposes of identifying funding priority–for example
neighborhood centers = main streets; freeway oriented retail and specialty areas =
employment areas; corner store = inner/outer neighborhood).
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POLICY CHANGES NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE THE LAND USE AND
DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE

R1: Recognize Corridor segment typologies as a tool for corridor
planning. Two questions about Metro’s Corridor policy should be
addressed at the policy level: (1) Should all the Corridors now designated
continue to be Corridors? and (2) For whatever Corridors remain, should
policy recognize different Corridor types and requirements?

Number of Corridors. The consultant team recommends that all 2040
Corridors be re-evaluated to determine if they should still be designated as
Corridors in the 2040 Growth Concept, based on the likelihood that the
Corridor could be transformed to the proposed land use and transportation
alternative. Some corridors will be easier to restructure to accommodate
residential growth (or other types) based on the existing uses, land
characteristics, or the ability of the local jurisdiction to invest supportive
streetscape and transit improvements.

The evidence suggests that there are more Corridors than the market or
public funding will be able to restructure over the next 20 years. Metro has
identified over 400 miles of Corridors in the 2040 Growth Concept.
Roadway improvement funds already fall well short of the need—narrowing
the number of Corridors that potentially could be in competition for funds is
practical.

The question for Metro is one of focus. On the one hand, all the Corridors
could remain designated if the policies that apply to them are relatively
general—if they point to a desired direction for change without mandating
near-term changes that are inconsistent with current markets or funding
capacity and, thus, strong impediments to continued development in the
Corridors. On the other hand, if the policies are to be stronger, then they
should be focused on the Corridors that are most important and most likely
to be redeveloped; that focus also focuses public funding.

The question about the number of Corridors is not independent of the
question about Corridor types: a larger number of Corridors is more likely to
be workable if there are subcategories of Corridor types that have different
requirements, and different priorities for the timing of the conversion.

Corridor Types. Phase 1 of this study made clear that 2040 designated
Corridors are very different in function and character, and that not all
Corridors are suitable for redevelopment to the proposed alternative. The
consultant team recommends that whatever Corridors remain as Corridors
(after the re-evaluation of the number of Corridors recommended above)
should be classified by the Corridor segment typologies identified in Phase 1,
Chapter 2 (defined below).  These typologies can help identify which
Corridors or segments of Corridors may be vulnerable to change, and which
ones may have the potential support of the community for change. One result
of this re-evaluation may be that portions of the currently designated 2040
Corridors remain so designated, but that other sections drop that designation,
resulting in a non-continuous pattern of Corridor designation along some
routes. Another outcome is the prioritization of Corridors for redevelopment
funding purposes (described in greater detail in R2).
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There is a decision to made about whether the Corridor designations are to
describe existing conditions or desired future conditions. In general, plan
designations do the latter. The designations that follow, however, do the
former.

• Residential Parkway. These segments are characterized by exclusively
residential uses on properties contiguous to a Corridor right-of-way, and
are almost always buffered from the thoroughfare by landscaping, grade
changes, or an orientation of development away from the roadway. The
northern half of Canyon Road is an example. These segments in general
do not seem very vulnerable to change. The consultant team assumes that
there would be little support at the regional, municipal, or neighborhood
levels for policy to encourage these areas redevelop as Corridors
envisioned in the 2040 Growth Concept. Metro policy should not be
interpreted as encouraging a conversion of these residential areas to
employment areas, and it should have some guidance on what, if any,
requirements there are for residential types and density, and transportation
design. This should include guidance on what levels of residential density
are appropriate to support the 2040 Corridor objectives and the level of
transit service planned for the corridor in the RTP.

• Specialty Segments (dominance by a single land use such as
automobile sales and service, or office employment). There is a strong
market demand for specialty uses (like automobile sales and service) along
some Corridors. This segment recognizes the need for these uses and the
appropriate locations based on the large scale and low coverage of the
properties, the need for substantial on site parking, and the need for
visibility and access for prospective customers. These segments are not
vulnerable to change in the near future, and the consultant team does not
recommend use changes. However, these segments may need streetscape
improvements to improve pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use.

• Commercial Strip. These primarily retail-oriented Corridors are
characterized by auto-dominated, low-intensity development with rapidly
moving traffic, and a lack of integrated design or design standards. The
result is so well-known that it needs only the name—commercial or retail
strip—for most people to get an image of what it looks like. That image,
typically, is one high function but low aesthetics. These areas are usually
described as locations of general retail rather than specialty or clustered
retail, and of low-intensity and lower-quality development. For reasons
described in the Phase I report, these areas provide some of the best
opportunity for change and should be prioritized for redevelopment
funding.

• Neighborhood Sales and Service. These areas often share many of the
characteristics of strip development except for their short length. They are
often short interruptions in residential parkway corridors that provide
neighborhood uses to those adjacent residential areas. They are often
found along the narrower Corridors and not along the wider ones with the
greatest vehicular capabilities. There is potential for smaller scale change
to increase retail and service support for the adjacent neighborhoods.
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What type: Non-regulatory planning descriptions
Who: Metro and local governments
When:  Immediate/ongoing

R2: Provide Functional Plan support for retail clusters. An important
element of the case-study land use and development alternative is to cluster
retail development into nodes (i.e., into regional-center-support areas and
neighborhood centers, as defined below). Building on the 2040 Corridors
that have the potential to transform to mixed-use pedestrian friendly
environments (Policy R-1), Metro should add sub-categories (see definitions
below) to the Corridor design type as defined in the Functional Plan Section
3.07.130. These non-regulatory sub-category descriptions, derived from the
case study analysis, could assist in the development of local government
corridor plans by the identification of locations along Corridors that have the
greatest potential for redevelopment. The Functional Plan should include
criteria to determine the appropriate location and type of retail nodes. The
Functional Plan could also encourage local governments to use a variety of
tools to achieve retail clusters.

CORRIDOR SUB-CATEGORIES DESCRIPTIONS AND CRITERIA FOR
LOCATION

• Regional Center Support.  Large-format retailers are concentrating at
major Corridor intersections and freeway on-and-off ramps that are
near Centers. Auto-oriented commercial sales, drive-in uses, sales of
large-scale goods.

Potential criteria for designation: Land adjacent to Corridors with
existing or the potential for large format retailers. Land aggregation
potential may be necessary to realize large format retailer uses.

• Neighborhood Center.  A Corridor segment at major intersections
with small-scale businesses anchored by supermarkets oriented to
nearby neighborhoods, preferably integrated into a mixed-use
building.

Potential criteria for designation: major intersections with land
aggregation potential of a minimum of 10 to 15 acres/pre-existing
commercial nodes that are under-utilized/concentration of like uses
such as recreation and school facility/existing anchor facility.

• Workforce District.  An established employment portion of the
Corridor that is functioning as a distinct and separate land use of
sufficient size and quality to ensure its continued existence.  An
example may be a cluster of office parks that are integrated into the
fabric of the adjacent residential uses.

Potential criteria for designation: Areas of existing employment that
can be strengthened by improving the transportation system or by
increasing workforce housing in nearby locations.

• Corridor Neighborhood.  A Corridor segment between Regional,
Town and neighborhood centers that does not have one of the previous
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Corridor designations. Land uses envisioned are mid-to-high-density
residential, office, lodging, institutional, or limited retail uses.

Potential criteria for designation: High vacancy rates or low land
values (compared to other commercial Corridors), disinventment,
congestion, poor pedestrian environment, and limited transit
opportunities.

TOOLS TO ACHIEVE RETAIL CLUSTERS

• New development code district/overlays (see “Local” section for
details)

• New performance-based development code language

• Economic studies that support rezoning efforts

• Street improvements

What type: Implementation guidance for local governments
Who: Metro
When: Immediate/ongoing

R3: Emphasize the importance of corridor planning to improve
transportation system and enhance centers. Metro could reinforce
the importance of corridor planning and implementation of the 2040
Regional Plan at the local level with regulations (R2 and R3), funding (R4),
or both. Metro could require that planning for Corridors be done as part of
local TSP/TSP updates and refinements for governments within Metro
boundaries. If this option were pursued, then the level of TSP refinements
that would trigger Corridor planning would need to be identified. It is not
the intent of this recommendation that Corridor plans are triggered when a
local jurisdiction is completing a minor adjustment for an entirely different
purpose.

Corridor plans should determine the functional classifications for all modes,
the appropriate cross-section (including number and type of lanes and
widths), street design, access management, mobility standards, funding and
implementation strategies, and the best timing for implementing new road
designs or improvement projects. Corridor plans should establish policy
both for the roadway and the land use, so that improvements in the desired
direction may be made over time as development occurs.

As part of the Centers improvement measures being recommended by the
Get Centered program, Metro could require local governments to examine
existing Corridors, classify their segments, and evaluate their potential
economic relationship to proximate Centers. Metro should provide
assistance in the form of funding or staff time. A jurisdiction would then
suggest, as with the case study Corridors in this report, specific measures it
would take to implement the 2040 Corridor objectives.
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What type: Consistency with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
Who: Metro and local jurisdictions
When: Immediate/ongoing

R4: Increase the priority of Corridor funding in the Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP). Funding for
transportation improvements along Corridors is necessary to support the
land use and development alternatives. Metro may need to recognize the
need for corridor improvements in MTIP and other regional funding
priorities and award credits for projects that propose corridor improvements
in accordance with corridor plans and improvements that will encourage
Regional Corridor goals.

This policy is obviously a controversial one. On the one hand, there is not
enough money in the MTIP to do many of the improvements that are
desirable within centers. On the other hand, if there is to be no funding for
streetscape improvements in Corridors, then change will be slower and, in
some cases, impossible. Individual property owners, even with the
assistance of local governments, will not be able to assemble the capital to
complete a concentrated and coordinated redevelopment of the streetscape,
resulting in piecemeal development that is unlikely to create an integrated
streetscape.

If funding is not available, it would be preferable for Metro to acknowledge
that the Corridor policy is suggestive and voluntary: it could (1) state its
belief that a restructuring of land use and transportation in Corridors along
the lines described above would be advantageous for citizens, local
governments, and the private sector; (2) provide materials that show the
private sector and local governments how that restructuring could take place
in a world of limited public funds and incremental private development; and
(3) hope that ‘1’ plus ‘2’, plus changing market conditions and local
government desires, are enough to get the desired change in some Corridors.

Metro should continue to monitor street preservation and modernization
programming and track conversions of “complete street” Corridors to ensure
coordination with other potential funds to reinforce the importance of the
Corridor goals of the Metro 2040 Plan. There are other funding mechanisms
for Corridor planning, such as urban renewal funding (Tax Increment
Financing) that local governments may be able to use in addition to MTIP
funds. The recommendation here does not preclude any other creative
financing, but suggests that the regional funding priorities make the
connection between improvements to Corridors as one way to improve
Centers in certain circumstances.

What type: Policy (change to Regional Transportation Plan) and
(change to Transportation Priorities Program funding
criteria)

Who: Metro
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When: Ongoing

R5: Clarify the use of medians along corridors. Metro could amend the
Regional Street standards to specify that raised medians should be used
along the majority of corridors to provide comfortable and safe multimodal
travel. The appropriate spacing and location of median breaks should be
established through a corridor refinement plan that comprehensively reviews
the state and local access management requirements, the local grid network,
and the type of land uses adjacent to the corridor. In most cases, the breaks
in the medians should occur no closer than 600 feet. Right-in-right-out
accesses could be provided at closer intervals. Metro could also amend the
RTP to support the use of access lanes, cross-over easements, and other
tools that can be used to support successful access management in corridors.
The use of these access management strategies and tools are needed to
achieve the goals of corridors.

What type: Regulatory
Who: Metro
When: Ongoing

R6: Develop gateways in the Corridors. The case study concluded that the
Beaverton Corridors would be improved if they had some feature that gave
some relief to the sameness of the commercial strip to announce a new sub-
area: a “gateway.” No policy changes are necessary to implement gateways.
The description of Metro design types should include a discussion of
gateways and their value. Regional transportation funding could be used in
new gateway projects (with the same caveat: in a world of constrained
funding for roadway maintenance and improvements, how likely is it that
the available funding will be shifted to the creation of gateway features?).

What type: Funding
Who: ODOT, Metro, and local jurisdictions
When: Immediate/ongoing

R7: Coordinate with housing providers and advocacy groups to
identify and implement a pilot project. Metro should coordinate with
housing providers and advocacy groups to identify and obtain sources of
funding to complete additional studies on implementation issues. This
would include the initial groundwork for the identification and
implementation of a pilot project. A pilot project is useful in demonstrating
to the development community that a mixed-use nodal focused development
project can be successful while supporting the continued growth of the
nearby Center.

What type: Funding and coordination
Who: Metro
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When: Immediate

IMPLICATIONS FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT POLICIES AND
DEVELOPMENT CODES

POLICY ISSUES

The case study suggests that street design should be “contextual”—matched to
support and encourage the desired adjacent development. This concept does not
fit neatly within current TSP requirements, nor with the way a road hierarchy is
mapped and roads are built. If local jurisdictions are to implement the
transportation and streetscape improvements, they most evaluate their design
policies to encourage connectivity between the Corridor and the surrounding
neighborhood.

The case study suggests that certain segments of the Beaverton Corridors
should be transformed to Corridor Neighborhood, a new land use overlay or
district concept that would help the Corridor act like a green seam between
neighborhood, town, and regional centers. The Corridor Neighborhood district has
less commercial activity and uses; instead it includes transit supportive uses such
as residential, office, and lodging in long green segments. One way that local
governments can limit the amount of retail along corridor corridors is by adopting
new zoning districts.

There are a variety of tools that local governments can use to implement the
land use and development alternative without changing the zoning. For example,
regional and local governments can provide educational opportunities (like the
Metro program Get Centered!) that discuss the issues with 2040 Corridor
objectives and how developers can avoid pitfalls. There are also tax incentive
programs that local jurisdictions can adopt, or they could waive fees for pilot
projects and pay moving costs for businesses that relocate out of the corridor.

Vertical Housing Tax Credits provide financial incentives to developers of
mixed-use buildings within a Vertical Housing Tax Credit district. Local
governments must adopt these special tax districts, and only buildings built or
renovated within those areas are eligible. Local Governments can spur
redevelopment and mixed-use buildings by using this relatively new state law
(ORS 285C.450 to 285C.480)1.

The case study existing conditions analysis, focus groups, developer
interviews, and advisory committee all found that the design aesthetics of
buildings and the streetscape need improvement. They recommended that design
standards be encouraged or required in the corridors.

                                                  
1 The 2005 legislature is considering changes to the existing law that may change the details described in this section.
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POLICY CHANGES NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE THE LAND USE AND
DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE

L1: Change road designs policies within the Transportation System
Plans (TSPs) or public works standards to encourage
transportation improvements that support the land use and
development alternatives and remove barriers. Local governments
should encourage different road designs for Corridors in their TSPs or
public works standards, remove policy obstacles, and acknowledge the
importance of road improvements, streetscape, and funding as alternatives to
achieve 2040 Corridor objectives. See also R.3 related to funding.

What type: Revise TSPs (regulatory) during updates and refinements
Who: Local jurisdictions
When: Immediate/ongoing

L2: Rezone the neighborhood corridor segments to limit the amount
of retail and allow for the density of residential, office, lodging,
institutional and limited commercial uses envisioned by the land
use and development alternatives. This could be achieved through the
following policy changes:

• Examine commercial zoning types along corridors, see if the following
designations could apply, create a vision for each corridor, and match
local districts as appropriate to the following zoning categories. Create
new districts (or existing Corridor commercial zoning districts as
needed) in Development Code with use restrictions, design standards
that buffer adjacent single-family residential areas.

• In terms of applying the districts, work with local private organizations
such as chamber of commerce or local business groups to get property
owners to voluntarily apply the new districts and make the changes
“friendly legislative changes” or streamlined individual zone changes
consistent with a locally adopted corridor plan.

• New district categories:

• Regional Center Support: allows big box, auto-oriented development

• Workplace District: allows employment uses (both commercial and
industrial)

• Corridor Neighborhood: a new district that allows mid- to high-
density residential, office, lodging, and other limited commercial
uses)

• Neighborhood Center: Allows mixed-use and a concentration of
neighborhood oriented retail, such as an anchor grocery store with
additional retail. Expected retail building sizes would be less than
40,000 square feet and would have building orientation towards the
street. The uses include retail, small offices, and residential above
ground floor non-residential uses.
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What type: Regulatory
Who: Local jurisdictions
When: Immediate/ongoing

L3: Implement transportation and street-design strategies to
support the land use and development alternative. Improvements
could include:

• Standards for “public frontage,” sidewalk location, and street tree
planting (where appropriate) for new development.

• Volunteer tree planting and publicly/privately funded maintenance
programs.

• Redevelopment (required or encouraged) off street-side parking lots and
frontages to achieve better pedestrian protections, as shown in Figure
B-1.

Figure B-1. Possible right-of-way and street front parking
configurations, Beaverton-Hillsdale Highway and Canyon Road case
study corridors, 2005

Source:  Freedman Tung & Bottomley, 2005.

What type: Revise TSPs, fund streetscape improvements
Who: Local jurisdictions
When: Immediate/ongoing
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L4: Review current codes for appropriate design guidelines and
development standards for retail in corridors. The appropriate
standards should include:

• Minimum building heights for retail buildings

• Maximum building setbacks (or “build to” lines) to a certain percentage
of “frontage coverage” along street lot lines

• Public street frontage requirements

• Public street network circulation and spacing guidance

• Limitations on parking location and design (to the side and rear and with
“orchard” landscaping of one tree per five spaces and exterior screening)

• Building entrances oriented to streets as well as parking lots

• Limits on building massing (required “breaks” and/or material/color
changes)

• Design of open air storage and display

Figure B-2. Example of retail design, (side of building with parking)

Source:  Freedman Tung & Bottomley, 2005.

What type: Revise TSPs, fund streetscape improvements
Who: Local jurisdictions
When: Immediate/ongoing
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L5: Provide incentives to encourage the redevelopment of
Corridors. There are numerous regulatory and non-regulatory incentives
that local jurisdictions could provide to property owners and developers to
encourage implementation of 2040 Corridor objectives. Other studies on
Centers2 describe regulatory and non-regulatory tools to increase density.
Many of these tools are appropriate in Corridors, if the objective of the
regulation or incentive is changed to the 2040 Corridor objectives.

Examples of regulations that encourage the redevelopment of Corridors:

• Regulatory relief in the permitting process or design standards.

• Mixed-use zoning in neighborhood centers with limited application in
neighborhood corridors.

• Interim development standards that limit development through large lot
zoning, development moratoria, or land banking until the land can be
developed at planned densities.

• Shadow platting to allow infill of higher density uses in the future.

Examples of incentives are:

• Form of Vertical Housing District(s) to provide incentives for mixed use
and higher intensity developments. Review or “audit” existing code
specifications for residential densities so that residential densities are
appropriate (not too high or too low) for the desired, or expected
development.

• Conduct research and education to inform property owners, developers,
and others of the long-term benefits of implementing the 2040 Corridor
objectives.

• Purchase or transfer of development rights that allow for property
owners to purchase development rights from M37 claimants to increase
the density of development on their property (or other benefit).

• Purchase small parcels of land and assemble them into larger parcels for
easier development.

What type: Regulation and incentives
Who: Local jurisdictions
When: Immediate/ongoing

                                                  
2 The Beaverton Downtown Regional Center Development Strategy, (2004), a study of Metro Centers, and Metro Urban Centers: An
Evaluation of the Density of Development, (2001).
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M E M O R A N D U M 
600 Northeast Grand Avenue 

(tel) 503-797-1700 
Portland, Oregon 97232-2736 
(fax) 503-797-1797 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
To: Metro Council 

 
From: Dennis Yee, Chief Economist 

Data Resource Center 
 

Subject: Council of Economic Advisors’ 
Findings and Results 

 
Date: 

 
November 8, 2006 

 
 
Background. 
 
A technically capable and reasonable regional forecast is an integral element behind 
sound transportation and land use decision-making. The Metro regional forecast is 
prepared on a regular cycle to coincide with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and 
the Urban Growth Report (UGR). The forecast also has major uses in a variety of corridor 
planning projects such as the Portland streetcar study, South corridor light rail study, I-
5/99W Connector Study, and Columbia River Crossing Study – to name a few. In the 
past, an informal panel of local experts had been convened to validate the regional 
forecast. Now under more scrutiny, the Metro Council appointed an independent panel of 
economic advisors to formally review and validate the regional forecast and its methods. 
This memorandum summarizes their expert review of the regional forecast on behalf of 
the Metro Council. 
 
The need for Metro’s regional forecast to be validated has never been more acute. 
Various interest groups and local governments have challenged the accuracy of Metro’s 
regional forecast. The Oregon appeals court recently ruled on the merits of the regional 
forecast and determined that it was reasonable, sound and demonstrated best practices.  
 
Federal guidelines charge local metropolitan planning organizations (MPO) like Metro to 
perform feasibility studies for federally funded projects for highway and transit. There is 
an expectation that Metro’s regional forecast meets tests of reasonableness and validity. 
 
There are also legally mandated environmental guidelines that require Metro test for air 
conformity and address environmental justice concerns during the planning process. In 
accordance with FHWA guidance and regulations, best practices necessitate model 
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simulation tools like the ones Metro uses. The regional forecast is one of the standard 
tools in the toolkit that is needed to satisfy minimum planning requirements demanded by 
federal authorities. 
 
The appointment of an independent expert review panel to critique and review the 
validity of Metro’s forecasting approach is an important step in certifying the soundness 
and reasonableness of its regional forecast. 
 
Summary of the Panel Proceedings 
 
The council of economic advisors was called upon to review several main topics: 

1. Validate the current modeling and forecasting approach, 
2. Check the reasonableness of Metro’s forecast, 
3. And to review and to recommend alternative regional forecasting methods (i.e., 

point forecast vs. range forecasts). 
 
The Metro regional forecast is prepared using a state-of-the-art regional macroeconomic 
model of the 7-county Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton PMSA. This econometric model is 
based on a structural model equation approach that produces detailed economic (e.g., 
employment, income and wages) projections by industry classifications and population 
and household projections by age. The household, income, age and employment forecast 
estimates feed directly into Metroscope and the Metro travel demand models. The 
econometric model provides essential data inputs to the operation of Metro’s 
transportation and land use models.  
 
1. Validation of the Metro forecast is checked at different points of the forecasting 

process. Validation at each stage adds to the credibility and thus reasonableness of the 
forecast if all the inputs and processes are deemed to be within the norm of customary 
and best practices. Key validation issues in the regional forecast include: 

 
• Is the model framework the right type and is it suitable for answering the kind of 

problem(s) it is tasked to answer? The panel members noted that a structural 
model as typified by the Metro econometric model is best for the type of 
applications employed by Metro. A structural model has the advantage of being 
better suited at preparing credible long-range employment and population 
projections than any other econometric forms. It has the virtue of maximizing the 
use of all available data in generating a forecast that conforms to the data inputs 
needed by Metro’s real estate and travel demand models. 

• Is the structure of the model efficient and accurate? Efficiency and model 
accuracy can be tested using econometric tests for goodness of fit (e.g., R-square, 
F-Test, t-test, etc.). Staff researched with panel members and participants using 
advanced statistical testing techniques (e.g., Inverted Autoregressive Unit Root 
Tests) to determine if individual model equations stood up to a battery of 
econometric tests. The panel specifically reviewed individual equations and the 
overall fit of the model. Metro’s econometric model was deemed to use state-of-
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the-art modeling methods and represents one of the more advanced regional 
econometric models in the country. Members were intrigued with the embedded 
input-output coefficients, citing its unique ability to capture inter-industry 
economic flows.   

• U.S. macroeconomic inputs and regional drivers? The regional forecast utilizes 
Census, BLS, BEA and various state data sources in the estimation of coefficients 
in the model equations. This is standard practice. The panel was satisfied with 
Metro using U.S. economic projections from Global Insight (GI) as national 
factors to drive the regional forecast. It was noted that the State of Oregon also 
uses GI assumptions in the preparation of the biennium budget. 

 
2. The reasonableness of the forecast is verified by the soundness of the forecasting 

process and secondly by the behavior or sensitivity of the model to external 
(exogenous) shocks. 

 
• The panel members reviewed the employment multipliers computed from the 

battery of sensitivity tests conducted by staff. They were given both short and 
long-run employment multipliers to examine. The multipliers summarize and 
describe the internal properties and workings of the model – it is one of many 
diagnostic tools. Exceedingly large multipliers would indicate the model to 
exhibit unstable properties and explosive non-convergence, which would tend to 
invalidate the model. None of the employment multipliers in the short or long-run 
displayed a significant problem with the calculated employment multipliers. 

• The regional model rigorously passed all the econometric and statistical tests for 
goodness of fit. 

  
3. Review of Alternative Economic Forecasting Methods 
 
The panel of economic advisors discussed the merits between a single “base-case” trend 
forecast versus a range forecast. A range forecast could be developed in at least two ways:  

• Scenario based – by hypothesizing and manipulating key economic and 
demographic inputs, alternative growth rates could be generated to represent high, 
medium or low growth options. Variations in these key inputs could be derived 
based on historical variances or subjective assessment of risk or ranges in these 
key inputs. 

• Probability based – one approach jointly developed by staff with assistance from 
Dr. Larry Carter (professor emeritus - UO) is based on monte carlo simulation 
using boot-strapped probabilities that have been calculated from historical trends 
and forecasted error variances of key input variables.  

 
Principal Findings and Conclusions 
 
1. The Metro regional macroeconomic model represents one of the best models in the 

country for forecasting economic and demographic growth for a region. It is the right 
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type of model to be used for estimating long-range economic and population growth 
projections. 

2. The regional forecast fully delivers what is expected from it. Econometric properties 
of the model exhibit sound economic theory. The model has been validated through a 
battery of rigorous econometric test and statistics. 

3. The forecast passes reasonable tests of sensitivity, thus it is as accurate as are the 
statistics and the inputs that are used to generate the forecast. 

4. In the context of risk analysis, a “range forecast” can be superior to a single “point 
forecast”. Uncertainty in the future go hand-in-hand with forecast risk. To the extent 
that planners can help policy makers quantify this uncertainty using risk analysis, the 
likelihood of making a better decision can be improved.  

 
There are certainly clear advantages to some form of probabilistic population (and 
employment) forecasting or scenario-derived population forecast. Staff has developed 
an in-house probabilistic population forecast model that is a monte carlo bootstrap to 
the regional model. Population forecast variances are derived from quantifying all the 
possible values a “risky variable” could take and the likelihood of each value 
occurring. Thus, through multiple sampling of each “risky variable”, a probability 
distribution for population change begins to emerge from repeated sampling. This 
distribution can then be used to quantify a 90% confidence interval from which a 
population range can be drawn from. 
 
Alternatively, a set of scenario ranges can be generated using the existing regional 
model with alternating high, medium and low growth rate assumptions taken from the 
U.S. Census Bureau and Global Insight. Both Census and GI have developed national 
population and economic drivers for high, medium and low growth projections. These 
alternate scenarios can be employed to generate a range forecast for the region. 
 
The economic advisors stopped short of recommending one approach above the other, 
but were in favor of risk analysis as a means of quantifying growth risks. The panel 
also fell short of recommending a means of selecting a “point” out of a “range” 
forecast. It was felt that determination of a value within a range ultimately may have 
to be based on political and/or policy considerations that economic reasoning alone 
can not answer. 
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In 1995 citizens of the region developed Metro’s 2040 Growth Concept, a vision for how 
the region grows that is based on a set of shared community values identified through 
an extensive public process. These values have been reconfirmed over the years through 
public opinion research. The vision of the 2040 Growth Concept is to establish complete 
communities that include:

n   safe and stable neighborhoods for families

n   compact development that uses both land and money more efficiently

n   a healthy economy that generates jobs and business opportunities

n   protection of farms, forests, rivers, streams and natural areas

n   a balanced transportation system to move people and goods

n   and housing for people of all incomes in every community.

 
Regional choices 
for how we grow

Toolkit
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The six policy elements are:

1.  Focus fiscal resources and taxation tools to stimulate development in centers, 
corridors and employment areas

2.  Coordinate growth with neighboring communities

3.  Base urban growth boundary expansion decisions on urban performance

4.  Designate and plan urban reserves

5.  Designate areas that shall not be urbanized

6.  Prioritize and invest in transportation improvements that support efficient   
development and strengthen the economy

Since Metro adopted the 2040 Growth Concept in 1995, updated population forecasts 
predict the region will grow even more rapidly than initially expected, bringing new 
opportunities as well as new challenges. More people and the accompanying needs for 
land to provide jobs and housing place a premium on the efficient use and redevelop-
ment of urban land. Rising costs for public facilities and services further highlight the 
need for efficient use and reuse of the limited supply of land that already has access to 
urban services, including roads, sewers, transit, and schools. An additional consideration 
is the aging of our population; as people get older, they often seek higher-density housing 
within walking distance of transit, retail areas, and medical facilities. Metro’s New Look 
at Regional Choices is an effort to identify what we’ve been doing well in the region to 
achieve the vision of the 2040 Growth Concept, capitalize on our successes, and focus 
our efforts where we need to do better.

Policy framework
In 2006, the Metro Council and regional leaders developed a policy framework com-
posed of six integrated elements that are intended to accelerate the achievement of 
the benefits envisioned in the 2040 Growth Concept. The policy elements are guided 
by principles stating that all regional growth and investment decisions should rein-
force and support growth in centers, corridors and employment areas; that decisions 
to expand the boundary will balance urban needs with protection of agricultural and 
important natural areas; and that a collaborative approach is crucial to the successful 
implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept. 

Investing in our communities
The first policy element is to focus efforts to stimulate investment in existing commu-
nities. A key component of investing in our communities is to develop strategies, part-
nerships, and tools to best use the land in centers, along corridors, and in employment 
and industrial areas. There are many examples of successful public investment that has 
stimulated private development within the region and in our neighboring cities, includ-
ing several communities around light rail stations, Lake Oswego’s downtown, and the 
South Waterfront area in Portland to name just a few. 

Toolkit
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More than one million additional people are expected to live in the metro region by 
2040. Accommodating such growth while maintaining the quality of life residents 
expect will require substantial investment from the public and private sectors. Regional 
leaders have emphasized the importance of maximizing the land development potential 
in existing communities to help balance urban land needs with the importance of pre-
serving land for the agricultural economy and retaining natural features. 

The 2040 vision calls for growth to be concentrated in nearly 40 regional and town 
centers, along transit corridors, and in employment and industrial areas as an impor-
tant strategy to maintain livable communities and support a strong economy. The ben-
efits of developing in centers and along corridors include greater transportation choices, 
better air quality, and more effective targeting and coordination of public investments. 
Mixed-use centers also maintain consistently high property values, create a sense of 
community, and attract new businesses. Promoting redevelopment and well-designed 
residential development along major transportation corridors, which typically have 
good transit access and are often developed in low-density commercial uses, can pro-
vide similar benefits. 
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The Region 2040 Growth Concept was adopted on December 14, 1995 in
Ordinance No. 95-625-A and amended in the following:

Ordinance No. 96-655-E March 6, 1997
Ordinance No. 97-690-A July 10, 1997
Ordinance No. 97-706-A October 2, 1997
Ordinance No. 98-744-B July 23, 1998
Ordinance No. 98-779-D December 17, 1998
Ordinance No. 98-981-D December 17, 1998
Ordinance No. 98-982-C* December 17, 1998
Ordinance No. 98-986-C December 17, 1998
Ordinance No. 98-788-C December 17, 1998
Ordinance No. 99-809 June 4, 1999
Ordinance No. 99-812-A* December 16, 1999
Ordinance No. 99-834 December 16, 1999
Ordinance No. 00-843 March 2, 2000
Ordinance No. 00-872-A September 14, 2000
Ordinance No. 01-892-A April 12, 2001
Ordinance No. 01-893 April 12, 2001
Ordinance No. 02-981-A November 14, 2002
Ordinance No. 02-986 November 14, 2002
Ordinance No. 02-969-B December 5, 2002
Ordinance No. 02-983-B December 5, 2002
Ordinance No. 02-984-A December 5, 2002
Ordinance No. 02-985-A December 12, 2002
Ordinance No. 02-986-A December 12, 2002
Ordinance No. 02-987-A December 12, 2002
Ordinance No. 02-990-A December 12, 2002
Ordinance No. 03-1014 October 15, 2003
Ordinance No. 04-1040-B June 24, 2004

* Areas brought into the Urban Growth Boundary under Ordinance Nos.
98-782-C and 99-812-A have been remanded to Metro by the Land Use

Board of Appeals and affirmed by the Court of Appeals. These areas
have been removed from the map.

600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE
TEL (503) 797-1742
drc@metro.dst.or.us

PORTLAND, OREGON 97232-2736
FAX (503) 797-1909
www.metro-region.org

Note: Areas brought into the Urban Growth Boundary
under Ordinance No. 04-1040-B have not been
acknowledged by the Oregon Land Conservation
and Development Commission.

Map Updated September 24, 2004
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vi   

However, higher intensity urban development with the amenities that allow for an 
enhanced quality of life and redevelopment of underused urban land sometimes 
requires a higher initial investment than traditional greenfield and suburban develop-
ment. Creative solutions are needed to help cities work with developers and lenders to 
achieve the types of development that enhance our communities as the region grows.

Exploring policy choices for public investment
To better understand how public investment can encourage the efficient use of land, 
Metro has explored scenarios using MetroScope, a simulation model for testing plan-
ning policies in the urban land marketplace. These scenarios described the effect of 
targeting public investment in specific locations and compare low, medium, and high 
levels of public investment in mixed-use areas throughout the region between today 
and 2035. The results were evaluated to determine how much investment is needed to 
attract enough households and jobs to make these communities vital and self-sustain-
ing. Investment is defined as reducing the construction costs in targeted areas – this can 
be accomplished through a variety of development incentives. Potential tools include 
financial incentives, changes to local codes, and design standards that reduce devel-
opment costs. This toolkit provides examples of local successes using these tools and 
includes resources to help focus investment in our communities. 

Comparing the results of the low, medium, and high investment scenarios indicate that 
the provision of public investment in targeted areas is likely to be an effective tool to 
spark private investment and therefore achieve the benefits envisioned in the 2040 
Growth Concept. The low investment scenario presumes that local resources will not 
continue to be targeted to spur private investments in these areas. The medium invest-
ment scenario assumes that local governments in the region will continue investing 
public resources at the current level of effort. The high investment scenario represents a 
significant increase in public investments across the region to accelerate the implemen-
tation of the 2040 vision. Therefore, local decisions to build on current successes and 
expand the use of public resources to invest in our communities will shape the future of 
the metro region.  

The analysis concludes that more investment could double the amount of 

housing developed in centers, while reduced investment in the region’s centers 

pushes more jobs and housing out to our neighboring communities, increasing 

congestion and pressure on the transportation system.

Financial incentives: preface  
June 2007
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Toolkit for investing in our communities 
Metro’s New Look at Regional Choices seeks to identify proven strategies and tools 
that can be used to stimulate investment in the region’s centers, corridors, employment, 
and industrial areas to implement the 2040 Growth Concept. The strategies address:

n  financial incentives

n  local zoning and building codes

n  urban design 

n  employment and industrial areas.

The toolkit provides local governments, developers, nonprofit organizations, property 
owners, and investors with important information, considerations, and local perspec-
tives for the various investment tools in the region. Highlighting the region’s success 
stories, the toolkit demonstrates how these strategies are achieving results and serves 
as a guide for future investors. With technical assistance from Metro consultants, this 
toolkit will help these investors build vibrant downtowns and main streets and create 
places for businesses to flourish.

The toolkit was developed through extensive research and collaboration with repre-
sentatives from local governments, nonprofit organizations, and stakeholder groups, 
as well as developers, investors, and citizens through advisory committees and public 
forums such as the Regional Forum held in June 2006. 

Achieving the benefits envisioned in the 2040 Growth Concept relies on initiative by 
local leaders and governments. Metro and its partners will continue to build aware-
ness of innovative and successful development strategies and work to provide techni-
cal assistance to local leaders and practitioners. Metro’s technical assistance will help 
facilitate the use of new and existing fiscal tools and resources, modify local policies, 
and broaden public awareness of these tools and policies and the potential benefits 
they bring for local community development. The toolkit is an integral component that 
complements this technical assistance. The toolkit supplies information and resources 
to help local communities achieve the benefits envisioned in the 2040 Growth Concept 
in a way that best fits their community needs.
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Financial incentives are mechanisms to help achieve healthy communities 

throughout the region by reducing development costs for smart growth 

projects and stimulating the types of development desired and appropriate 

for different areas. Specific financial incentives, when used in the region’s 

centers, corridors and employment areas, can encourage investments that 

help reach a balance between jobs and housing, create unique blends of 

urban amenities, and reduce transportation trips.

Financial incentives: 
tools for investing in our communities

Section 1Introduction

Financial incentives: introduction
June 2007

Toolkit
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Mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented development projects built around special places typi-
cally require a much higher up front cost, resulting in a higher risk to investors and 
developers regardless of impressive mid- and long-term returns. Thus, financial incen-
tives can bridge the gap between traditional financing levels and the costs of building 
higher quality, more sustainable projects and make these desired developments pos-
sible in the region’s centers and corridors. 

Historically, federal funding programs have provided most of the financial resources 
for local community and economic development efforts. Current use of federal fund-
ing programs in the region such as Community Development Block Grants, Low 
Income Housing Tax Credits, and New Market Tax Credits can help achieve 2040 
objectives. However, in the case of most federal funding programs, policy objectives 
and funding levels are set at the national level and then administered by state, county, 
or local agencies. Thus the local community does not determine the amount of avail-
able financial resources or programmatic guidelines. In addition, most federal fund-
ing programs help stimulate investment in low-income and underserved communities, 
and therefore, are available to a limited number of communities in the metro region. 

These limitations, combined with an overall decrease in funding for these federal 
programs, present cities and counties with the need to find new sources of revenue to 
fund local community development activities. Several financial incentives exist in the 
region that can promote opportunities for efficient land use and investment in 2040 
centers, corridors, and employment areas. Oregon’s Vertical Housing Program, Ore-
gon’s Transit-Oriented Tax Exemption, brownfields assessment and cleanup funds, 
urban renewal and tax increment financing, local improvement districts, economic 
improvement districts, business improvement districts, impact-based system devel-
opment charges, and enterprise zones are all financial incentives used to stimulate 
investment in the region’s centers, corridors, industrial and employment areas. Many 
of these also promote housing choices for all citizens of the region. 

Many cities and counties in the region are currently using financial incentives suc-
cessfully as a method of encouraging development in specific locations. The following 
map, on page 5, depicts some of the financial incentives currently used by local cities 
and counties. Not all of the financial incentives used by local jurisdictions appear on 
the map. The tools depicted on the map relate to specific geographic areas, districts, 

Section 1Tools for investing in our communitiesFinancial 
Incentives

Toolkit
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June 2007
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or zones within a city or county as opposed to being a site-specific or regionwide 
tool. The investment tools represented on the map include: the Vertical Housing Pro-
gram, Transit-Oriented Tax Exemption programs, urban renewal areas, and improve-
ment districts as well as enterprise zones, an important financial incentive in employ-
ment and industrial areas, which is discussed in further detail in the section of this 
guide that focuses on strategies for employment and industrial lands.

The financial incentives section of the toolkit explores and assesses the potential use 
of each of these incentive programs through additional application and modification. 
It also highlights the use of each financial incentive in the region and the issues and 
considerations that arise from the use of these tools. The various cities or counties in 
the metro region face different political, regulatory, and financial situations and will 
need to assess which financial tool or combination of tools can best stimulate invest-
ment in their communities. Thus the following section of the toolkit also examines 
the flexibility and applicability of each of the tools to the different types of cities and 
counties in the region.

It can be complicated to develop compact, mixed-use projects, particularly due to 
cost premiums to achieve vertical mixed-use in locations without existing comparable 
development types. Conventional financing for these types of projects may be difficult 
to implement, and creative approaches have often been necessary to close financing 
gaps. The financial incentives described in this section of the toolkit can serve to help 
close financing gaps; often several incentives need to be used in effective combinations. 

Metro houses several technical and financial assistance programs that help overcome 
these financing gaps by encouraging or providing the use of financial incentives. 
Metro’s Transit Oriented Development and Centers implementation program has 
been providing this assistance in various communities in the region, which includes 
several of the success stories highlighted in this guide. Metro’s TOD/Centers program 
brings about the construction of “transit villages” and projects that concentrate a 
mix of retail, housing and jobs in areas around regional light-rail systems and other 
transit lines and in regional and town centers. The TOD/Centers program operates 
through a series of cooperative agreements between Metro, local jurisdictions and 
private developers. Metro’s TOD/Centers program staff are experienced in working 
with local jurisdiction staff and developers to make complicated projects work, and 
provide both funds to purchase key properties and important technical resources. 
Examples of projects that have utilized this program include North Main Village in 
Milwaukie, and the Crossings and the Beranger in Gresham.

Financial incentives: introduction
June 2007
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Through the process of developing this guide and documenting the successful use of 
these financial incentives by cities and counties in the region, Metro has identified the 
following recommendations to increase investment in our communities and accelerate 
implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept:

n   Continue using these incentives to encourage dense, mixed-use housing and 
employment opportunities.

n   Increase the use of these programs in our centers, corridors, and employment areas 
making local policy changes where needed in order to maximize the effective use of 
these tools.

n   Consider collaborating with other local jurisdictions, stakeholders, and organi-
zations to explore state legislative changes to make these tools work even better, 
particularly in the following areas:

Vertical Housing Program: Explore ways to prevent special taxing districts from 
opting out of a Vertical Housing Development Zone after the zone is established.

Urban Renewal and Tax Increment Financing (TIF): Modify the financing structure 
to provide some increase in fiscal return to local taxing districts prior to the expira-
tion of the urban renewal area (e.g. rate of inflation, the increment increase on the 
land value, a kickback after set time periods) or expand the allowed costs under TIF 
to cover non-construction related items (e.g. fire trucks) in order to reduce opposi-
tion from local taxing districts, and create additional TIF authorities in order to use 
TIF separately from Urban Renewal.

Local Improvement Districts: Expand what services and improvements the assess-
ment fees can recover and also reduce the financial risks to local jurisdictions by 
clarifying the long-term liability and by tying the upfront costs to property owners.

Financial incentives: introduction  
June 2007

Section 1Metro’s recommendationsFinancial 
Incentives
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7

Oregon’s Vertical Housing Program offers a financial incentive to stimulate 

mixed-use development in centers and along corridors. It encourages developers 

to build dense, mixed-use projects in specific areas designated by local 

jurisdictions by reducing costs at the front end of the developer’s investment 

through a temporary tax relief on the improvements. With immediate relief 

from a significant increase in taxes, developers can invest additional funds in 

projects that often have higher initial costs.

Vertical Housing Program

North Main Village, 
vertical housing project,

City of Milwaukie

Section 1Financial incentives
Toolkit
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Oregon’s Vertical Housing Program (VHP) encourages construction or rehabilitation 
of properties in targeted areas called Vertical Housing Development Zones (VHDZs) 
by providing a tax abatement opportunity for higher density, mixed-use developments 
in these areas. The VHP provides the region with a strong financial tool for spurring 
housing and mixed-use to help achieve the growth envisioned for our 2040 centers and 
corridors. Developers, citizens, local jurisdictions, and the region benefit from the VHP, 
which is apparent when analyzing the applicability and manageability of the program 
as well as its effects on local taxing entities and local and regional community values.    

How to use it: A local jurisdiction, or a combination of jurisdictions, may apply to 
the state for the designation of a Vertical Housing Development Zone (VHDZ). The 
state considers the proximity of light rail station areas, transit-oriented areas, and 
core areas of urban centers to help determine the merits of a proposed VHDZ. Once 
a VHDZ is approved, developers follow local project standards and codes, but apply 
directly to the state for the Vertical Housing tax abatement for projects within the zone. 

To be eligible, projects must:

n   be entirely located within an approved VHDZ

n   be comprised of a multiple-story building, or a group of buildings, which include at  
least one multiple-story building

n   include a portion of residential and nonresidential uses

n   construct or rehabilitate each building included in the project

n   follow required application procedures

n   establish the costs of all new construction and improvements

n   calculate residential development into equalized floors1 contained in the project, not 
counting parking, patio, or porch areas unless granted an exception.

Abatement: All projects meeting state regulations receive the property tax abatement 
on the improvement value for a 10-year period. The number of floors constructed or 
rehabilitated for residential use in proportion to the total square footage of a project 
determines the tax exemption rate the developer will receive. The rate of the abatement 
ranges from 20 to 80 percent:  

n   20 percent for one floor of housing

n   40 percent for two floors of housing

n   60 percent for three floors of housing

n   80 percent for four or more floors of housing.

Existing use of the tool in the region: Since the state created the program 
10 years ago, it has approved four projects. The state approved most of these proj-
ects between May 2005 and October 2006. Currently in the region, only the cities of 
Gresham and Milwaukie have established Vertical Housing Development Zones. Alter-
natively, the City of Beaverton has decided to use this investment tool on a project-by-
project basis, only pursuing a VHDZ for a project it wants to secure.

1.   “Equalized Floor” means the quotient that results from the division of total square footage of 
a project (as determined by the Department) by the number of actual floors of the project that 
are at least 500 square feet per floor. Definition from OAR Chapter 813, Division 013.

Section 1The nuts and boltsVertical 
housing
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The City of Milwaukie set up a Vertical Housing Development Zone in 2002 
at the request of a developer that needed the abatement to make a pro-
posed mixed-use project in the city’s downtown financially feasible. When the 
developer first approached the city, it was unaware of the VHP. When the city 
established the VHDZ, its sole intention was to secure the proposed develop-
ment project. Thus, the VHDZ only encompassed the project site.   

Before filing the VHDZ application, the City of Milwaukie met with special tax-
ing districts (e.g. the fire district) within the proposed zone in order to explain 
the benefits of the program and relieve concerns about tax abatement. By 
working with special taxing districts, the city gained their full support and 
participation in the VHDZ. Learning that the tax abatement only applies to 
improvements, is limited to a maximum of 80 percent, and lasts only 10 years 
helped special taxing districts recognize that the improvements from the proj-
ect would provide a greater benefit through an increase in overall tax revenue 
and may serve to attract additional development in the area. Both the city 
and the state recognize this outreach as a critical component to the success of 
Milwaukie’s VHDZ and an important step for other jurisdictions to take when 
developing a Vertical Housing Program.  

The City of Milwaukie regards the VHP as an ideal tool for smaller cities to 
provide an incentive to a developer since the tax abatement is limited and 
acquiring it is very manageable. If another developer hesitates and needs the 
assistance on a project, the city will consider using the VHP again and apply-
ing for another VHDZ either for the project site or to encompass a larger area 
in its downtown.  

“As Milwaukie’s city 
manager, I have been 
actively involved in the 
creation of a vertical 
housing tax abatement 
zone. I believe that it is 
an economic develop-
ment tool that works. 
Moreover, I believe 
that it is a tool that 
can be readily used by 
small jurisdictions such 
as mine.”

– Mike Swanson 
 City Manager, 
 City of Milwaukie

North Main Village project, City of Milwaukie, September 2006

Section 1City of MilwaukieSuccess
story
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Applicability: Cities and counties can set up a VHDZ as broad as a downtown area 
or as specific as a project site. In addition, there is no limit to the number of VHDZs 
a city or county may designate. This allows cities or counties to establish a VHDZ 
encompassing multiple sites in order to stimulate development in a specific area and 
minimize staff time processing the tax abatements or to establish site specific VHDZs 
for each project the city or county approves of in order to prevent giving unnecessary 
tax abatements and also to acquire additional community returns. Whether applied on 
a project-by-project basis or through a broader VHDZ, cities and counties can use this 
tool in numerous centers and corridors to increase density and mixed-use development. 
In addition, state statutes authorize local jurisdictions to acquire property located in a 
VHDZ for the purpose of developing vertical housing projects.

Manageability: This financial incentive demands minimal staff resources and exper-
tise from the local jurisdiction and is relatively easy to use for both local jurisdictions 
and developers. Creating a VHDZ only requires a short, manageable application, and 
once a jurisdiction establishes a VHDZ it continues indefinitely. However, a jurisdiction 
can modify or discontinue its VHDZ at any time with a brief application to the state. 
This quick, non-restrictive program is easy to manage and also helps reduce unneces-
sary tax abatements.   

Taxing districts: Municipalities and local taxing districts will not receive the total 
tax revenue generated on development improvements occurring within the VHDZ 
until the 10-year abatement period is over. This may be difficult for cities with limited 
resources. However, the tax abatement is limited to a portion of the tax revenue gen-
erated by qualifying improvements in the VHDZ. This minimizes the reduction in tax 
revenue to special taxing districts especially in comparison to other tax abatement pro-
grams. Often, the tax revenue generated to these taxing districts is higher than the reve-
nue generated by the current use even with the Vertical Housing tax abatement in place.  

Special taxing districts can opt out of the VHDZ while the city is establishing the zone 
or at any time after it is established. This could affect the amount of the tax abatement 
after it is approved for a project. This is of particular concern where special districts 
provide many municipal services. Thus far, local taxing districts affected by the Vertical 
Housing Program have participated in the local VHDZ recognizing the long-term ben-
efits of increased development and overall revenue increases.  

Community: The Vertical Housing Program does not replace or override any of the 
local building and planning regulations in the various jurisdictions, and thus it main-
tains design standards suitable for the local community. In addition, if a city or county 
chooses to apply the Vertical Housing Program on a site-by-site basis, it can apply the 
tax abatement to projects developing higher quality and sustainably designed projects.  

Oregon statutes also allow cities and counties to acquire or dispose of real property 
located in the VHDZ for the purpose of developing vertical housing projects. The juris-
diction may sell this acquired property at real market value or, if it will prudently encour-
age the development of a vertical housing project, at a lesser value. This and the addi-
tional property tax abatement on the tax lot encourage the development of housing, 
including affordable housing units, and mixed-use development in various communities.

Section 1Keep in mind. . .Vertical 
housing

“The VHP is 
superior to earlier 

tax abatement 
programs in 

two ways: it is 
streamlined and 
predictable. The 

streamlined process 
means that once the 

city has approved 
the program, it is 

not necessary to go 
through a permit 

process at the local 
level. The program 

is predictable in that 
developers know 

that if they propose 
a project that meets 

the definitions in 
the VHP ordinance, 

they receive the 
abatement.”

– Janet Young, 
 Economic Development 
 Director, 

City of Gresham
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The City of Gresham received approval for its Vertical Housing Development 
Zone from the state in March 2006. Gresham’s VHDZ covers a large area of 
their regional center. In the past, the City of Gresham established a transit-ori-
ented tax exemption program (TOTE) for a similar purpose of encouraging more 
mixed-use, dense development, particularly housing, in its center. However, that 
process included additional rules and required a public hearing process that left 
developers with uncertainty about receiving the abatement. Gresham deter-
mined that the VHP was a better tool for the city since public input occurs at 
the forefront, when the jurisdiction establishes the VHDZ and eliminates the 
public hearing process for each development project. Thus the City of Gresham 
conducted a public process to establish the VHDZ and public input led toward 
acceptance of the program. Now, when developers apply for the abatement, 
the state guarantees approval of the abatement to qualifying projects since the 
public process already approved the VHDZ.

The City of Gresham’s experience with tax abatement financing resulted in 
more dense and attractive developments than were possible without the abate-
ment. Thus, under the VHP, the city chose to establish a broad VHDZ in order 
to send a strong signal to the development community and attract mixed-use 
projects to this area. However, Gresham is also willing to consider other VHDZs 
on a case-by-case basis elsewhere in the city. Since adopting the VHDZ, the city 
of Gresham has received several inquiries from developers regarding the VHP 
and one developer planning to locate a project in the VHDZ submitted a project 
application to the state for the abatement.

Beranger Development Project, pending approval of the VHDZ abatement, City of Gresham

“Mixed-use develop-
ment is extremely 
challenging and, 
coupled with high cost 
penalties due to its 
construction type and 
potential rents or sales 
not supporting pro 
forma gaps, it takes 
every tool available to 
reduce these gaps. Once 
understood, the Vertical 
Housing Program truly 
is a win/win tool for 
the jurisdiction, devel-
oper and taxing district. 
It facilitates the devel-
opment of a project 
that has a much higher 
value than what would 
be developed other-
wise, usually offsetting 
the abated taxes. When 
the abatement ends, 
a property with up to 
three to five times the 
market value of what 
would have otherwise 
been built, becomes 
fully taxable.”

– Mike Rossman, 
 Peak Development, LLC, 
 Beranger Development 
 Project, City of Gresham

Section 1City of GreshamSuccess
story
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Housing choices: The program provides abatements for both rental and for sale 
housing. If the project includes rental units, the developer directly receives the benefit 
of reduced costs over the first ten years of the project due to the partial tax abatement. 
When developing for sale housing, the tax abatement is passed on to the buyer who 
receives a partial property tax abatement over the first ten years. This reduction in costs 
to the buyer can help the developer secure quicker sale of the units. Alternatively, the 
developer could consider the reduction in monthly housing costs to the buyer in deter-
mining the sale price of the units and potentially capture some of the value of the tax 
exemption in the final sale price. Ultimately the local community benefits from addi-
tional rental and home ownership opportunities.

If a development project contains at least one equalized floor of low-income hous-
ing, the developer also receives a partial property tax exemption on the land value. 
The developer must identify in the application whether the project contains affordable 
housing units for persons or families with 80 percent or less of the area median income 
and continue to meet that requirement for the entire period for which the vertical hous-
ing project is certified. In the region, 80 percent household median income is approxi-
mately $38,000 in annual income for a single person, which equates to $850 per month 
in housing costs. This feature of the tool is particularly effective at achieving mixed-
income housing developments, and when used in conjunction with other incentives and 
funding resources, it has the ability to improve the feasibility of projects comprising 
entirely affordable units. 

Vertical
housing

The City of Beaverton assessed the local applicability of the Vertical Housing 

Program. It decided not to establish a VHDZ, but rather to use the program as 

a strategic tool on a case-by-case basis. The city prefers to maintain control of 

the certification process for projects the city supports and that have a distinct 

reason for the tax abatement. This allows the City of Beaverton to assure the 

abatement is only given when needed to finance the project or when a public 

benefit is provided by the project (e.g. plaza, route to transit, park, etc.). It also 

allows the City of Beaverton to place additional requirements on the devel-

opment project in exchange for the tax abatement. By using this approach 

with the VHP, the City of Beaverton implements this investment tool through 

a development agreement for the project and then applies for a VHDZ for the 

project site. 

Section 1Keep in mind. . .Vertical 
housing

Section 1City of BeavertonSuccess
story
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The Vertical Housing Program is a financial incentive that can stimulate desired invest-
ments in centers and along corridors region wide. The program is particularly useful 
when targeted to specific areas where the local housing market is relatively flat or in 
local housing markets that are on the cusp of achieving sufficient rents or sale prices to 
support unsubsidized multi-story mixed-use development. However, the Vertical Hous-
ing Program contains the flexibility to allow each locale within the region to designate 
VHDZs in an approach appropriate to reaching its own community’s goals.   

Cities with more resources, a strong development interest, or higher land values may 
choose to apply the program on a project-by-project basis in order to limit tax abate-
ments to only those projects that need it, provide additional community benefits, or 
make maximum density and preferred facilities (e.g. affordable housing or a parking 
structure) feasible. The Vertical Housing Program also provides cities or counties that 
have limited resources an opportunity to attract investments. Each city or county in the 
region has the ability to apply the Vertical Housing Program in a way that is most suit-
able for that area in order to focus density and increase investment in its centers and 
corridors.  

Tips for implementing the Vertical Housing Program at the local level:

n   Analyze the housing market and community environment in the city or county and 
choose the most applicable approach to meet the local community’s needs.

n   Calculate the local jurisdiction’s threshold for the tax abatement before establishing 
a VHDZ.

n   Work with special taxing districts when considering applying for a VHDZ.

n   Consider the goals in the city or county when pursuing a VHDZ and the option of 
applying additional local requirements to achieve these goals by using the program 
on a site-by-site basis.

n   Set a future date to analyze the results of using the program and reconsider the 
local jurisdiction’s need for using the program and the appropriate approach.

 

City staff were 
involved in drafting 
the legislation that 
created the VHP, and 
the city supports it in 
concept. However, the 
lack of local control of 
approval of a property 
tax abatement for a 
project after a VHDZ 
is established has led 
the city to the posi-
tion that we will only 
apply for a VHDZ for 
a project site after we 
are certain the project 
would benefit the citi-
zens of Beaverton.

– Hal Bergsma, 
 Principal Planner, 
 Community Development 

Department,
 City of Beaverton

Putting it together
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For additional information on Oregon’s Vertical Housing Program, including 
application materials, visit:
Oregon Housing and Community Services (OHCS)
725 Summer St. NE, Suite B
Salem, OR 97301-1266
(503) 986-2000
http://www.ohcs.oregon.gov/OHCS/HFS_VerticalHousingProgram.shtml

OHCS Metro Regional Advisor’s Office
123 NE 3rd St., Suite 470
Portland, OR 97232
(503) 963-2289
http://www.ohcs.oregon.gov/OHCS/DO-RegionalAdvisors.shtml

For more information on the use of the Vertical Housing Program 
in the region, contact:
City of Gresham
Community and Economic Development
1333 NW Eastman Parkway
Gresham, OR 97030
(503) 661-3000
http://www.ci.gresham.or.us/departments/cedd/

City of Milwaukie
Community Development
City of Milwaukie Johnson Creek Facility 
6101 SE Johnson Creek Blvd. 
Milwaukie, OR 97206
(503) 786-7600
http://www.cityofmilwaukie.org/departments/cdadmin/cdadmin.html

City of Beaverton
Community Development
PO Box 4755
4755 SW Griffith Drive
Beaverton, OR 97076
(503) 526-2494
http://www.beavertonoregon.gov/departments/CDD/

For more specific details on the statutory guidelines of the VHP, 
see Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) Chapter 803, Division 013 at:
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_800/OAR_813/813_250.html

Vertical
housing

Section 1ResourcesVertical 
housing
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Transit-Oriented Development
Tax Exemption (TOTE)
The Transit-Oriented Development Tax Exemption encourages the construc-
tion of transit-supportive, multiple-unit housing in urban centers in order to 
improve the balance between the residential and commercial nature of those 
areas. It seeks to ensure full-time use of urban centers as places where citizens 
of the community have an opportunity to live as well as work. Local jurisdic-
tions design the local application of the TOTE to encourage dense, mixed-use 
projects in transit-oriented areas by reducing operating costs through a prop-
erty tax exemption on the improvements. With immediate relief from a signifi-
cant increase in taxes, projects become feasible and developers can invest addi-
tional funds in these developments.

The Crossings,
TOTE recipient, 

City of Gresham

Section 1Financial incentives

Financial incentives: TOTE
June 2007
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The TOTE provides the region with a strong financial tool for spurring density, housing 
and mixed-use development to help achieve the growth envisioned for our 2040 centers 
and corridors. Developers, citizens, local jurisdictions, and the region benefit from local 
TOTE programs, which is apparent when analyzing the applicability and manageability 
of the program as well as its financial and community-based outcomes.    

State law enables cities and counties to establish and design programs to attract new 
development of multiple-unit housing, and commercial and retail property, in areas 
located within a light rail station area, transit oriented area or downtown (city core) 
area by means of a local property tax exemption. According to state statutes, the local 
programs shall emphasize the following:

n   the development of vacant or underutilized sites in light rail station areas, transit 
oriented areas or core areas, rather than sites where sound or rehabilitable multiple-
unit housing exists

n   the development of multiple-unit housing, with or without parking, in structures 
that may include ground level commercial space

n   the development of multiple-unit housing, with or without parking, on sites with 
existing single-story commercial structures

n   the development of multiple-unit housing, with or without parking, on existing sur-
face parking lots

n   the preservation, construction, addition or conversion of units at rental rates or sale 
prices accessible to a broad range of the general public.

How to use it: To use the Transit-Oriented Development Tax Exemption, cities and 
counties need to adopt, by resolution or ordinance through a public process, the pro-
visions of ORS 307.600 to 307.637. Then, the city or county shall designate an area 
within which it proposes to allow exemptions through its TOTE program, which the 
city or county may amend at a later date. In addition, a city or county with a popu-
lation of over 300,000 may apply the TOTE within a designated urban renewal or 
redevelopment area. A city may designate core areas, light rail station areas, or tran-
sit-oriented areas whereas a county may designate areas as light rail station areas or 
transit-oriented areas but may not designate core areas. A county’s use of the tool is not 
limited to its unincorporated areas.

n   Light rail station area means an area defined in regional or local transportation 
plans to be within one-half mile radius of an existing or planned light rail station.  

n   Transit-oriented area means an area defined in regional or local transportation 
plans to be within one-quarter mile of a fixed route transit service.

Once the jurisdiction establishes a TOTE area, cities or counties shall develop an appli-
cation form as well as standards and guidelines to consider applications and make 
determinations about applying the TOTE. Applicants must apply on or before Feb. 1 
the year prior to which the applicant is requesting the exemption. The city or county 
may permit the applicant to revise an application prior to making a final decision.  

The local jurisdiction has 180 days to approve or deny an application for the TOTE.  
Before approving use of the TOTE for a project, a city or county must hold a public 
hearing in order to determine whether the project meets the qualifications. In addition, 
to receive the TOTE, a project needs the approval from local taxing districts represent-
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Central Point (top, left), Landmark at 8th (top, right) and The Crossings all received the 
TOTE, City of Gresham

In the past, the City of Gresham has used the transit-oriented tax abatement. 
The projects receiving the TOTE resulted in significantly more dense and 
attractive projects than would have been possible without the exemption. 

Receiving the tax abatement motivated the developers and helped make 
the projects feasible. The program proved successful in the City of Gresham 
resulting in more dense, attractive development projects near transit such as 
Central Point and Gresham Central Apartments. Each project required a public 
hearing process to decide whether or not the developer would receive the tax 
exemption. This was a lengthy process due to political considerations in the 
City of Gresham.

Despite these complications, the city recognized the importance of the 
exemption and continued to use the program until the state implemented 
the Vertical Housing Program. The City of Gresham saw this new program 
as a means to encourage similar development patterns while minimizing 
the review process experienced in Gresham with the locally controlled TOTE 
program.

Section 1City of GreshamSuccess
story
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ing 51 percent or more of the total combined rate of taxation levied on the property. 
Final action upon an application by the city or county shall be in the form of an ordi-
nance or resolution approving or denying the application and the jurisdiction must pro-
vide to the applicant, in writing, the reasons for a denial.  

Qualifying projects: In order for a local jurisdiction to approve a project for the 
TOTE, the project must meet the definition of a multiple-unit housing project: 

n   involves the production, rehabilitation, establishment or preservation of hous-
ing affordable to those with a defined level of household income in an agreement 
between a public agency and the property owner OR 

n   develops new structures, stories or other additions to existing structures as well as 
structures converted in whole or in part from another use to dwelling units.  

It also needs to meet the following criteria:

n   includes the minimum number of dwelling units as specified by the local jurisdiction

n   excludes transient accommodations, including hotels and motels

n   integrates design elements benefiting the general public as specified by the local 
jurisdiction, such as open spaces, parks, child care facilities, and pedestrian design 
elements 

n   conforms with all local plans and planning regulations applicable at the time the 
TOTE application is approved

n   meets the local jurisdiction’s basic requirements for a TOTE application 

n   relates physically or functionally to and enhances the effectiveness of the light rail 
line or mass transportation system if located in a light rail station or transit ori-
ented area.

Tax exemption: If approved, the property receives a 100 percent tax exemption on 
the “improvement” value for all residential areas. The exemption may also include 
the parking constructed as part of the multiple-unit housing construction, addition, 
or conversion. In the case of a converted structure or additions to a structure, only 
the increase in value attributable to the addition or conversion is tax exempt. The tax 
exemption applies only to the taxes levied in that jurisdiction and of those taxing dis-
tricts that agree to participate. The exemption can last for no more than 10 successive 
years. Local jurisdictions may terminate an approved Transit-Oriented Tax Exemption 
for failure to complete construction or comply with Oregon statute or local TOTE pro-
gram provisions.

Existing use of the tool in the region: Since the state authorized local juris-
dictions to establish abatement programs for transit-oriented development projects, 
numerous projects have received the TOTE. Currently in the region, only the City of 
Portland has an active transit-oriented development abatement program. In the past, 
the City of Gresham used the TOTE and approved several projects to receive the 
exemption. 

Section 1The nuts and bolts
TOTE
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Section 1City of PortlandSuccess
story

The City of Portland created its Transit Oriented Development (TOD) tax abate-
ment in 1996 to provide the TOTE to high density housing and mixed-use 
projects located on vacant or underutilized sites along transit corridors whose 
design and features encourage building occupants to use public transit. The 
PDC manages the TOD abatement program and sets the requirements and 
guidelines for projects eligible to receive the TOTE. The cost to apply in Portland 
is $5,000.

Project sponsors must first demonstrate that the property tax exemption is nec-
essary to make the project financially feasible. The project must also contain 
ten or more dwelling units. The project design must provide for a continuous 
pedestrian connection to a light rail station or mass transit system, include one 
or more of several specific design features, and must  provide one or more pub-
lic benefits.  

The Bookmark Apartments, in the Hollywood Town Center, is a mixed-use 
development with a ground floor library branch that received the TOTE through 
Portland’s TOD abatement program. Other projects made feasible through Port-
land’s program are Russellville Commons Townhouse Apartments at Southeast 
102nd Avenue and Pine Street in a light rail station community on the aban-
doned Russellville School site; Gateway Towers in the Gateway Regional Center 
and the Cooper Street Town Homes in the Lents Town Center.  

Ten years after implementing the program, Portland is still committed to pro-
viding tax abatements to multiple-unit housing projects in TOD areas. In 
2006, the city renewed the TOD abatement program with revisions in order to 
increase the effectiveness of the program. With additional financial and staffing 
resources in the City of Portland, the advantages of a locally designed program 
outweigh complications experienced similar to those in Gresham.

The Bookmark Apartments in Hollywood Town Center, City of Portland

“The TOD Tax Abate-
ment program has 
been an invaluable 
tool in our condo-
minium developments 
in the Gateway area 
of northeast Portland. 
Nearly 93 percent of 
all purchasers have 
qualified for the tax 
abatement, and it is 
safe to say that nearly 
all of them would 
have been unable to 
qualify for their loans 
had they not had the 
advantage of the lower 
payment this afforded 
them. The TOD Tax 
Abatement program 
has increased our 
absorption rate and 
reduced our market-
ing costs, which has 
allowed us to keep our 
unit prices extremely 
affordable. The result 
in Gateway is 138 
homeowners who 
would most likely still 
be renting if it were 
not for this program.”

– Gordon C. Jones,
 Real Estate Developer
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Local programs: The Transit-Oriented Tax Exemption, similar to the Vertical Hous-
ing Program, provides local tax abatement for dense, mixed-use housing. However, 
with the TOTE program the jurisdiction has more control, because it establishes its 
own program and guidelines and approves the abatement locally. This enables a juris-
diction to tailor the program to the local needs. A jurisdiction may require an applicant 
to demonstrate the abatement is necessary to achieve economic feasibility for the proj-
ect and may also leverage or require the project to develop other public benefits. 

On the other hand, local control does require sufficient staff resources to develop and 
administer a local program. Taking advantage of the TOTE takes a significant amount 
of staff time to understand the state TOTE guidelines and then to create the local pro-
gram and review abatement applications. The jurisdiction can offset the financial costs 
by setting an application fee with the assistance of the county assessor in an amount 
sufficient to cover the cost incurred by the local government in administering the 
program. 

Even after setting up the program, the review requires a public hearing process which 
adds an additional time commitment for both the jurisdiction and the developer. This 
process carries a financial risk for the developer by slowing down the development 
process and presenting uncertainty as to whether or not the applicant will receive the 
abatement. The jurisdiction may also incorporate a pre-application meeting into the 
application process in order to reduce the risk to developers by providing information 
up front on how to prepare successful applications.

Community: This tax exemption encourages the development of housing and mixed-
use development in centers and corridors. Since the state gives programmatic control to 
the local jurisdiction, the city or county can also leverage public benefits for the needs 
of the local community such as affordable housing, open space, ground floor service or 
commercial use, family-oriented recreational facilities, sustainable designs, or transit 
amenities. In addition, this program does not replace or override any of the local build-
ing and planning regulations in the various jurisdictions, and thus it maintains design 
standards suitable for the local community. There is no limit to the number of TOTE 
areas a jurisdiction may designate. Therefore, a program can be tailored to the specific 
needs of a variety of locations.

Housing choices: The state enacted legislation to provide the TOTE in order to pro-
mote the development of multiple-unit housing in core areas and transit areas. The 
program provides the tax exemption for both rental and for sale housing. This provides 
the local community with additional rental and home ownership opportunities, particu-
larly in central areas with access to public transportation and services.

If the project includes rental units, the developer directly receives the benefit of reduced 
costs over the abatement period (maximum of 10 years) of the project. When develop-
ing for-sale housing, the tax abatement is passed on to the buyer who receives the tax 
abatement for up to ten years or longer if it is an affordable housing unit. Combined 
with the access to transit, which results in a potential reduction in personal transpor-
tation costs, the reduction in purchase price can help the developer secure quicker 
sale of the units. Alternatively, the developer could consider the reduction in monthly 

Keep in mind...Section 1Keep in mind. . .
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housing costs to the buyer in determining the sale price of the units and potentially 
capture some of the value of the tax exemption in the final sale price.  

The TOTE program encourages the preservation and creation of housing that is afford-
able to all segments of the population through the use of the 100 percent tax exemp-
tion for these types of properties in a TOTE area. Furthermore, a city or county may 
designate the entire city or county as a TOTE area in order to allow this tax exemption 
for affordable housing under an agreement between the public agency and the property 
owner. Likewise, the city or county may extend the duration of the TOTE for this type 
of affordable housing as long as it remains low-income housing under the agreement. 
This encourages a long-term supply of affordable housing units. If utilizing a TOTE for 
this type of housing, state statute requires the applicant to demonstrate that the TOTE 
is necessary to preserve or establish the low-income units. In addition, a local jurisdic-
tion may establish its own housing affordability guidelines such as requiring qualifying 
projects to include a specific percentage of affordable housing units for different house-
hold median income ranges.

Fiscal impacts: The exemption provides 100 percent property abatement on the 
improvement value for the residential areas of a project rather than a partial abate-
ment. In addition, if taxing jurisdictions representing 51 percent or more of the assessed 
value in the county approve the project for abatement, then the entire abatement is 
still received. This is more attractive to developers than a partial abatement program 
such as Oregon’s Vertical Housing Program, which reduces the abatement a developer 
receives based on local taxing authorities that decide to opt out. Conversely, projects 
requesting the TOTE may receive additional opposition from local taxing districts, 
because of an increase in the loss of revenue they will experience.  

Although local taxing districts will not gain tax revenue on project improvements dur-
ing the temporary abatement, they will experience a significant increase in tax revenue 
after the expiration of the abatement. In most cases that increase in tax revenue would 
not have occurred without the project. If the TOTE secures the project, then the tem-
porary exemption provides an integral role in increasing the livability and financial 
well being of an area. In addition, since the state gives programmatic control to the 
local jurisdiction, the city or county may require an applicant to demonstrate that the 
abatement is necessary for the project to achieve economic feasibility. This ensures local 
jurisdictions and taxing districts do not lose needed tax income due to giving unneces-
sary abatements.  

In cities or counties that require transit supportive features, such as Portland, these fea-
tures can raise the construction cost of a project significantly. Thus, in cities or neigh-
borhoods not located in a strong housing market, affordable housing may not be an 
appropriate requirement or public benefit need whereas increasing density may be the 
primary goal and program requirement in order to promote investment in transit as a 
growth management strategy in keeping with the 2040 Growth Concept.

Additional TOTE projects 
include the Cooper Street 
Town Homes (top), Lents 
Town Center; Gateway 
Towers (center), Gateway 
Regional Center; and Rus-
sellville, City of 
Portland (bottom)

Financial incentives: TOTE
June 2007

134



22   

One strategy for achieving the goals of the 2040 Growth Concept is to direct develop-
ment to regional and town centers and along corridors in order to create higher-density 
areas that combine housing, employment, retail, and cultural and recreational activi-
ties in a walkable environment that is well-served by transit. The locally implemented 
TOTE program encourages this type of development, and both the City of Gresham 
and the City of Portland have experienced these results through successful use of the 
TOTE program. Additional centers and corridors can benefit from using the TOTE to 
encourage local investment and achieve development patterns that support the 2040 
Growth Concept. 

Tips for implementing the TOTE at the local level:

n   Consider implementing a program in your jurisdiction to provide a TOTE to quali-
fying projects along main streets, frequent bus corridors, in light rail station areas, 
and along future light rail corridors. 

n   Carefully consider and seek advice on what guidelines and steps in the local appli-
cation process to include in the local program.

n   Assess what requirements and optional benefits the community needs and the local 
market can implement in determining the guidelines of the program.

n   Consider providing developers with a choice of which public benefit(s) to incorpo-
rate into the project in order to provide flexibility to the developer and to meet the 
needs at a specific project location. 

For more specific details on the TOTE guidelines, see: 
ORS Chapter 
307.600 – 307.637
http://www.leg.state.or.us/ors/307.html

For additional information or clarification about the Portland TOD abatement 
programs, contact:
Portland City Code 
Chapter 3.103
Portland Development Commission
(503) 823-3269
http://www.pdc.us/housing_serv/hsg_development/todguide.asp

For information on Gresham’s past experiences, contact:
City of Gresham 
Community and Economic Development Department 
1333 NW Eastman Parkway 
Gresham, OR 97030-3825 
(503) 618-2504

TOTE Keep in mind...Section 1Putting it together
TOTE

Keep in mind...Section 1Resources
TOTE
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Brownfields Assessment
and Cleanup Funds

The Oregon Convention 
Center was built on  

an old brownfield site,
City of Portland

Properties with unknown environmental conditions deter communities, devel-
opers, and investors from developing these sites due to cleanup complica-
tions and added costs, leaving communities with unused and underutilized 
properties. The region’s centers, corridors and employment areas contain such 
“brownfield” sites. Through brownfields assessment and cleanup funds from 
the state and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), cities, counties and 
property owners can identify and clean up brownfield sites, leading to their 
redevelopment. Recycling brownfields within the urban growth boundary helps 
reduce sprawl and implement the 2040 vision.  

Section 1Financial incentives
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2. “Brownfields 2006 Grant Fact Sheet: Metro, Portland, OR.” U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency.  May 2006.

3. “Nonprofit organization” means any corporation, trust, association, cooperative, or other 
organization that is operated mainly for scientific, education, service, charitable, or similar 
purpose in the public interest; is not organized primarily for profit; and uses net proceeds to 
maintain, improve, or expand the operation of the organization.  Definition from Section 4(6) 
of the Federal Financial Assistance Management Improvement Act of 1999, Public Law 106-
107, 31 USC 6101, Note.

“A brownfield site is real property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which 
may be complicated by the presence or potential presence of a hazardous substance, 
pollutant, or contaminant.”2 In 1994, the EPA created the Brownfields Program to 
address the nation’s 600,000 abandoned or underused properties due to suspicion of 
contamination. The program took a locally based approach to implement solutions 
and ensure benefits from the revitalization efforts remained in local neighborhoods. In 
2002, the program expanded to incorporate technical assistance for a range of non-
Federal brownfields stakeholders. 

The U.S. EPA’s Brownfields Program focuses on four basic principles: protecting the 
environment, partnering for success, stimulating the marketplace, and promoting sus-
tainable reuse. The program empowers local brownfields programs primarily by pro-
viding grants for environmental assessment, cleanup, and job training activities. Brown-
fields programs and funds provide the region with a strong financial tool for spurring 
the redevelopment of underutilized lands for housing, mixed-use, and job creation 
opportunities in order to help achieve the growth envisioned for our centers, corridors, 
and employment areas. Developers, citizens, local governments, and the region benefit 
from recycling brownfields, which is apparent when analyzing the financial and com-
munity-based impacts of the program.      

How to use it: The EPA Brownfields Program now provides funding for revolving 
loan fund grants, cleanup grants, and assessment grants of which the first two require a 
20 percent cost share.

n   Revolving Loan Fund grants: for coalitions to provide no- or low-interest grants 
from a revolving loan fund to carry out cleanup activities at brownfield sites

n   Cleanup grants: for cleanup activities at a specific brownfield site 

n   Assessment grants: for site-specific or community-wide proposals that inventory, 
characterize, assess, and conduct cleanup and redevelopment planning and commu-
nity involvement related to brownfield sites

Eligible applicants in the Metro region that may apply for these grant programs 
include: a unit of local government, quasi-governmental entity that operates as an agent 
of the local government, a government entity created by a state legislature, or a regional 
council or group of general purpose units of local government, a redevelopment agency, 
the state or an Indian Tribe. In addition, nonprofit organizations3 may apply for site-
specific cleanup grants. Also, a coalition of a group of two or more eligible entities may 
submit one revolving loan fund grant proposal under the name of the coalition. Finally, 
to receive a cleanup grant, the applicant must be the sole owner of the property that is 
the subject of its cleanup grant proposal.  

Section 1Keep in mind. . .Brownfields 
cleanup
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Since 1996, the City of Portland has worked with businesses and communities 
to foster the restoration and reuse of contaminated land and promote revital-
ization of neighborhoods in Portland. Through public and private partnerships, 
the city has cleaned up and recycled hundreds of acres of contaminated prop-
erty and created thousands of jobs, while promoting brownfields redevelop-
ment, pollution prevention, and greenspace protection. 

In 1998, Portland received national recognition as one of sixteen Brownfield 
Showcase Communities located throughout the United States. Today, the Port-
land Brownfield Program continues to restore properties and revitalize the city’s 
neighborhoods by providing Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs) and tech-
nical assistance on properties throughout Portland.  

The Portland Brownfield Program assisted in the redevelopment of a site at 
North Interstate Avenue and North Skidmore Street. Formerly a gas station, 
this site remained a vacant lot prior to redevelopment. The Environmental Site 
Assessment identified petroleum contamination that led to cleanup efforts, 
which isolated the contamination. 

Redevelopment of the site resulted in a new building which now houses a 
coffee shop, dance studios, office and workshop space. The developer uti-
lized sustainable building practices and products during waste disposal and 
construction. The City of Portland recognizes redevelopments such as this as 
an important component of continuing to revitalize the community along the 
North Interstate corridor.

Photographs of the site at North Interstate Avenue and North Skidmore Street
before (left) and after (right), City of Portland

“Successful brown-
field redevelopment 
achieves environmen-
tal, economic and 
social goals all in one 
project. For example, 
the Arciform project 
took a blighted prop-
erty, cleaned it up 
and integrated green 
building in a manner 
that supported small 
business. Brownfield 
projects also have 
risks, but public pro-
grams such as those at 
the City of Portland 
and Metro help to 
answer the unknowns 
and make formerly 
unthinkable projects 
feasible again.”
– Clark Henry, 
 Portland Brownfield Program, 
 City of Portland

Section 1City of PortlandSuccess
story
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Currently, the EPA reviews all applications on a yearly basis with grant applications 
generally due the December prior to the year for which an entity is requesting funds. 
When reviewing the applications and issuing the different grants, the EPA considers 
the following factors: community need, impact on human health and the environment, 
site eligibility or selection process, effective use of existing infrastructure, community 
involvement, leveraging of other funds, eligibility for funding from other sources, and 
the ability to manage grants.  

Brownfields Law excludes the following three types of properties from funding eligibility:

n   facilities listed (or proposed for listing) on the National Priorities List

n   facilities subject to unilateral administrative orders, court orders, administrative 
orders on consent or judicial consent decrees issues to or entered into by parties 
under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability 
Act (CERCLA), commonly known as Superfund

n   facilities that are subject to the jurisdiction, custody or control, of the U.S. government.

In addition, no part of a grant or loan from EPA may be used to pay costs at a brown-
field site for which the recipient of the grant or loan is potentially liable. Potentially lia-
ble parties consists of current owners and operators of a facility, owners and operators 
of a facility at the time of disposal of a hazardous substance, parties that arranged for 
the treatment or disposal of hazardous substances, and parties that accepted hazardous 
substances for transport to disposal or treatment facilities.  

Section 1The nuts and boltsBrownfields 
cleanup
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The South Waterfront Redevelopment project began with major environmental challenges and 
now is quickly developing into a dense, mixed-use neighborhood with residential units, public ser-
vices, riverfront amenities, a section of the Willamette Greenway and public transit connections. 
City of Portland
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Section 1MetroSuccess
story

Through a grant awarded by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
Metro has developed a Brownfields Recycling Program to provide technical and 
financial assistance to local jurisdictions, landowners and other stakeholders. In 
collaboration with local jurisdictions and regional experts, Metro will research and 
select properties for Environmental Site Assessments. 

Site selection will focus on properties that are located in communities where 
a significant portion of the census tracts has a household income below the 
median income for the region or contain a higher percentage of minority popula-
tions than the regional average, are not currently served by other EPA brownfields 
programs, and have a high potential for positive economic, social, and environ-
mental impacts. Findings from these assessments will aid in the development of 
plans to move sites toward cleanup and redevelopment. 

Metro can assist local governments working with property owners and devel-
opers in their communities to overcome redevelopment obstacles by providing 
assistance in the investigation of potentially contaminated properties, identifying 
and securing funding in the form of grants and loans, and accessing technical 
resources needed for site cleanup and redevelopment. Metro will also conduct 
informational meetings and technical workshops with property owners, develop-
ers, local jurisdictions, regulators, and environmental experts.

In providing assistance, Metro will draw on its experience with the acquisition of 
more than 8,000 acres of land for natural areas as well as the 240-acre St. Johns 
Landfill, the region’s primary waste disposal site for 50 years until it closed in 
1991. Metro took over operations from the City of Portland in 1980 and assumed 
ownership in 1990. Since then, Metro has implemented a restoration program 
designed to convert the site from a liability to a community asset within the 
Metro-managed Smith and Bybee Wetlands Natural Area. The program includes 
environmental protection and monitoring systems, habitat development using 
native plants, streambank repair, and planning for trails that will connect the 
site to the St. Johns neighborhood. Currently, Metro is also conducting a 
detailed site investigation to identify and remediate any remaining risks not con-
trolled by the existing program. 

“Through this pro-
gram, the region has 
an extraordinary 
opportunity to identify 
the most contaminated 
sites and promote their 
restoration as commu-
nity assets. Brownfield 
cleanup provides sig-
nificant opportunities 
to create jobs in the 
region by developing 
industrial and mixed-
use centers, as well as 
affordable housing, 
parks or open spaces.”
– David Bragdon, 
 Metro Council President

St John’s land-
fill before and 

after (far right) 
cleanup and 

redeveloment 
by Metro, City 

of Portland

Financial incentives: brownfields
June 2007

140



28   

Section 1The nuts and boltsBrownfields 
cleanup

However, certain liability protections also exist to protect owners and prospective pur-
chasers of contaminated properties who are not responsible for the contamination (and 
not affiliated with a responsible party) and comply with certain specific conditions pro-
vided in federal statute CERCLA §107. In addition, the Brownfields Law clarified the 
innocent landowner defense and established liability protections for contiguous prop-
erty owners and bona fide prospective purchasers of contaminated land.  

Despite these recent improvements, the federal liability protections remain quite lim-
ited. In Oregon, the Prospective Purchaser’s Agreement (PPA) offers additional support 
to prospective purchasers of contaminated land. The PPA is a legally binding agreement 
with Oregon’s Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), which defines and limits 
the buyer’s potential liability to DEQ for environmental cleanup of the property. In 
return for this liability release, the purchaser must provide the state with a substantial 
public benefit such as commitment to perform substantial cleanup or productive reuse 
of a vacant facility.  

Both federal and state programs, despite their limitations, can be integral to the ac-
quisition, cleanup, and redevelopment of contaminated property. A PPA reduces the 
potential risk for both buyers and investors making redevelopment possible. Likewise, 
property owners or prospective purchasers of a contaminated site that qualify for one 
of the federal liability protections also become eligible for funding, which can bridge a 
financing gap for a brownfield redevelopment project. 

In order to qualify for any of these programs, landowners must comply with certain 
obligations to take “appropriate care” after purchasing a property, and a prospective 
landowner must conduct “all appropriate inquiries” prior to purchasing a property.  

n   Appropriate care includes cooperating and not impeding with cleanup, site access, 
site information requests, and legal notice requirements; stopping any continuing 
releases, preventing future releases, and preventing or limiting human and environ-
mental exposure to releases; and complying with land use controls.    

n   All appropriate inquiries is the federally mandated process of evaluating a prop-
erty’s environmental conditions and assessing potential liability for any contami-
nation. These must be conducted or updated within one year prior to the date of 
acquisition of a property by an environmental professional.

Existing use of the tool in the region: Currently in the region, Gresham, Portland, 
Clackamas County and Metro have received EPA funds and established brownfields 
programs. Individual property owners have also applied for and received federal and 
state site-specific assessment and cleanup funds to redevelop and revitalize properties.

Financial incentives: brownfields 
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Clackamas County received an EPA assessment grant in May 2002 and a sec-
ond in September 2006. The county’s primary objective is to stimulate the 
cleanup and redevelopment of brownfields in order to reuse the county’s 
industrial land areas. The county’s goal is to collaboratively redevelop strategic 
brownfield sites and to focus on economic diversification and revitalization that 
will help the county to create more jobs, increase property values, and reduce 
blight and health hazards for its citizens.

The county used its EPA funds to host brownfields forums, reach out to indus-
trial property owners to assist them with brownfields issues, conduct environ-
mental site assessments on certain properties, and develop a remediation plan 
with cleanup strategies and next steps for selected sites. Clackamas County 
provided in-depth technical assistance to forty property owners, completed 
twenty-seven Phase I ESAs, and conducted seven Phase II ESAs of which six 
received “no further action” letters from the Oregon Department of Environ-
mental Quality. These sites are now an asset to the county and are ready for 
reuse or redevelopment.

Clackamas County found ten sites with redevelopment potential if cleanup 
efforts could be stimulated, six sites already in the clean up process, and four 
sites with property owners willing to cover cleanup costs or uninterested in 
addressing contamination issues in the near term due to the ongoing busi-
nesses located on those sites. After conducting these assessments, the county 
can now pursue grants for those sites ready for cleanup efforts and explore 
incentives for private sector brownfields redevelopment. 

“The EPA Pilot Assessment program has been critical to Clackamas County’s 
brownfield program and successful in spurring industrial property owners to 
understand and address contamination issues on their sites. Technical assis-
tance and assessment funds are effective incentives for redevelopment. The ulti-
mate goal of the program is economic development, increased assessed values, 
additional sites for traded sector industries and family wage jobs.”

– Renate Mengelberg, 
 Clackamas County Business and Economic Development Services

Success
story

Clackamas County
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Community: The redevelopment of brownfield sites provides economic, social and 
environmental benefits and reinvigorates communities through the facilitation of job 
growth, creation of affordable housing, parks and open spaces, elimination of health 
risks, and an increase in the community’s tax base. The community benefits from 
reclaiming these properties from blight and recycling them into spaces that provide 
the community with an improved image, a sense of pride and an important neighbor-
hood asset. Recycling these sites also utilizes existing infrastructure and removes devel-
opment pressure from undeveloped, open land by focusing growth within the urban 
growth boundary.

However, designation of a brownfield without providing clear information about the 
site and a plan for mitigation can create a stigma for that property and the surrounding 
properties. Even though there is little requirement for formal community involvement 
in project planning, working with the community and property owners is essential to a 
successful brownfields program. 

Financial: Federal and state programs provide liability assistance and funding to 
assess and clean up brownfield sites. This reduces the contamination risks and financial 
burdens to potential property owners and redevelopment projects. The federal program 
leveraged more than $6.5 billion in private and public funds for brownfields cleanup 
and redevelopment creating approximately 25,000 new jobs. However, the application 
for these funds is extremely competitive. Less than half of applicants receive funding, 
and besides the revolving loan fund, grants do not exceed $200,000 each. Federal fund-
ing also comes with Davis-Bacon wage requirements, which can increase project costs. 
In addition, certain communities struggle with the political will to address blighted 
properties and the lack of additional economic incentives needed for development.

Local programs: The federal Brownfields Program provides states with the author-
ity to design and implement independent cleanup programs. This allows a state to 
focus resources and tailor their local programs to address their specific situations and 
concerns. As a result, Oregon could establish the Prospective Purchaser Agreement pro-
gram to provide additional liability protections and develop a number of financial and 
technical assistance programs under the DEQ and Oregon Economic and Community 
Development Department to more successfully facilitate the redevelopment of local 
brownfield sites. Local jurisdictions and nonprofit organizations can also obtain federal 
EPA funds to set up locally tailored and targeted programs that can finance the assess-
ment and clean up of brownfield sites. This offers another resource to property owners, 
prospective purchasers and local communities.

Keep in mind. . .Brownfields 
cleanup
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The Oregon Museum 
of Science and Industry 
resides on an old 
brownfield site cleaned 
by Portland General 
Electric and the Bureau of 
Environmental Services’ 
Brownfield Program. 
City of Portland
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Ava Roasteria is a new coffee shop located in the City of Beaverton’s town 
center on the site of an abandoned gasoline station. Several years ago, 
Oregon’s Department of Environmental Quality identified the site as a 
brownfield needing immediate attention. The previous owners were unable 
to finance the cleanup. At the time, the state paid for the evaluation of the 
contamination and installed monitors due to conern regarding groundwater 
contamination.  

Interested in developing the property, NEEK Engineering signed a prospec-
tive purchaser’s agreement with the DEQ and worked with the previous 
property owners in order to purchase their interests in the site. The firm then 
secured a cleanup loan with the Oregon Economic and Community Devel-
opment Department, which works with property owners and DEQ to move 
brownfield projects forward. 

NEEK Engineering removed four underground storage tanks and the con-
taminated soil. The firm also worked with the community to identify a 
desired future use of the building and with the city to design an innovative 
project that also met local code. Neighboring properties, frustrated by the 
contaminated site for years, sent letters of gratitude and support for the 
redevelopment work. NEEK Engineering also enjoys the income generated 
by the increased land values associated with moving the property from an 
abandoned gas station to an operating community business.

“It’s been an exciting 
addition to the down-
town core. It serves 
as an example of 
the kinds of projects 
urbanized areas can 
utilize. I hope we see 
more of this kind of 
revitalization.”4

– Rob Pochert, 
 Economic Development 
 Program Manager,
 City of Beaverton

Ava Roasteria, site of a previously abandoned gas station, City of 
Beaverton

4. Lent, Christina. Fresh Brew: Ava Roasteria perks up a former 
brownfield site in downtown Beaverton.  The Beaverton Valley Times, 
September 28, 2006.
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Ava Roasteria in Beaverton
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Putting it togetherBrownfields
& Clean-up

Properties with unknown environmental conditions exist throughout the region. In 
keeping with 2040, the region should prioritize the recycling of brownfields in order to 
reduce sprawl to surrounding farmland, forestland and natural areas and to promote 
investments, job growth, affordable housing, parks, and the elimination of health risks. 
Local jurisdictions, property owners, and developers can all benefit from recycling 
brownfields and using local and federal funding programs when needed in order to 
assess, cleanup, and redevelop these sites.

Tips for implementing a brownfields program at the local level:

n   Prioritize the identification and redevelopment of brownfield sites in centers, corri-
dors, and employment areas.

n   Apply for federal community-wide and/or site-specific assessment and/or cleanup 
funds from the EPA.

n   Develop outreach materials to inform the community of the benefits and plans for 
local brownfields initiatives.

n   Work with local property owners to educate them and facilitate the move toward 
assessment, cleanup and redevelopment.

n   Facilitate the connection between property owners, regulators, investors and devel-
opers in order to ease concerns and brainstorm opportunities.

n   Seek technical and financial assistance from state, regional, and local jurisdictions 
with brownfields program experience.

Putting it togetherBrownfields 
cleanup
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Resources

If you know of a property that may be contaminated or would like more infor-
mation about the Metro Brownfields Recycling Program including upcoming infor-
mational meetings, technical workshops and other resources, contact Metro’s Plan-
ning Department at (503) 797-1839

For more information about local programs, eligibility, and technical support, 
contact:
City of Portland 
Bureau of Environmental Services, Portland, OR 97204 
(503) 823-5863   •   http://www.portlandonline.com/BES/index.cfm?c=dfaai

Clackamas County
Business & Economic Development
9101 SE Sunnybrook Blvd., Clackamas, OR 97015
 (503) 353-4329   •   http://www.co.clackamas.or.us/business/assist/toolbox.htm

City of Gresham
Community and Economic Development Department
1333 NW Eastman Parkway, Gresham, OR 97030
(503) 661-3000
http://www.ci.gresham.or.us/departments/cedd/bia/industrial/brownfields.asp
 
The State of Oregon’s Brownfields Redevelopment Fund is a direct loan and grant 
program to assist municipal and non-municipal applicants with environmental actions 
linked to site redevelopment that facilitates economic development or community revi-
talization. http://www.econ.state.or.us/brownfields.htm

The Technical Outreach Services for Communities (TOSC) is a free program, housed 
at Oregon State University, that provides assistance to communities affected by environ-
mental contamination. http://tosc.oregonstate.edu/

More information on EPA’s Brownfields Cleanup and Redevelopment Program 
can be found online at http://www.epa.gov/brownfields
CERCLA §104(k) contains more detailed information on sites eligible for Brownfields 
funding. http://www.epa.gov/R5Brownfields/pdf/term_and_conditions_cleanup.pdf

Liability protection information for contiguous property owners and prospective 
purchasers can be found at http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/policies/cleanup/
superfund/common-elem-guide.pdf

All appropriate inquiry information can be found at:
http://www.epa.gov/brownfields/regneg.htm
http://www.epa.gov/brownfields/aai/aai_final_factsheet.pdf

Putting it togetherBrownfields
& Clean-up

ResourcesBrownfields 
cleanup
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In Oregon, urban renewal and its associated financial tool, tax increment financ-
ing (TIF), serve as a strong financial incentive to stimulate investment in targeted 
areas by borrowing against the projected increase in property values in those 
areas. Some of the region’s centers, corridors, and employment areas suffer from 
a lack of investment due to a range of development risks that diminish confi-
dence in investment returns, making them difficult to develop. Using TIF allows 
these areas to provide a substantial source of equity to make capital improve-
ments and development projects financially viable while kick-starting private 
investments.

Urban Renewal 
and Tax Increment Financing

Tanner Springs Park in 
the Pearl District is part 

of the River District 
Urban Renewal Plan, 

City of Portland, 
Portland Development 

Commission

Section 1Financial incentives
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Urban Renewal began as a federal program that offered municipalities federal loans 
and grants to redevelop communities and stimulate private investment in areas that 
otherwise would remain stagnant. In 1951, the Oregon Legislature enabled legisla-
tion for local urban renewal agencies. Voters approved a constitutional amendment in 
1960, which authorized the use of tax increment financing to increase available local 
resources to match the federal urban renewal funds. In 1979, the Oregon legislature 
expanded the definition of “blighted” to make it relatively broad. This means central 
areas needing capacity improvements for their infrastructure as well as newly incor-
porated areas that are underdeveloped and lacking adequate infrastructure can both 
qualify as urban renewal areas.

Through TIF, the assessed value of real property within the defined area of investment 
is frozen and the authorized agency acquires capital by issuing bonds against the future 
projected increase in property taxes for that area. The bond proceeds are invested in 
improvements or projects within the area. Public and private investments in the desig-
nated area increase property values above the frozen assessment, and the tax revenue 
collected on the incremental property value is then used to service the bonded debt. 

Urban renewal and the use of tax increment financing provide the region with a strong 
financial tool for spurring housing and mixed-use to help achieve the growth envi-
sioned for our centers, corridors, and employment areas. Developers, citizens, local 
jurisdictions, and the region benefit from urban renewal, which is apparent when ana-
lyzing the applicability and financial impacts of the program as well as its effects on 
local communities in the region.  

How to use it: Any municipality can benefit from tax increment financing if it 
establishes an urban renewal area, adopts an urban renewal plan, and manages these 
through an urban renewal agency consisting of the governing body or an independent 
organization. To be eligible:

n   the urban renewal agency must complete an eligibility and feasibility study of an 
area

n   an area must be defined by “blight,” which consists of deteriorated buildings or lack 
of adequate infrastructure

n   an urban renewal plan must contain goals and objectives, authorized projects, spe-
cific provisions for acquiring and disposing of land, expenditures, and a process for 
amending the plan

n   projects must involve construction or improvement of streets, utilities, and other 
public uses; rehabilitation or conservation of existing buildings; acquisition and 
improvement of property; and/or resale or lease of property.

Oregon’s statutes place limitations on the use of tax increment financing. This financial 
tool is limited to use within urban renewal areas. In addition, in municipalities with 
more than 50,000 people, according to the latest state census, the total land area of 
all the urban renewal areas using TIF in the municipality cannot exceed 15 percent of 
the total land area of that municipality, and the total assessed value for all the urban 
renewal areas using TIF in the municipality cannot exceed 15 percent of the total 
assessed value of that municipality (this excludes any increased assessed value for other 
urban renewal areas). For municipalities with less than 50,000 people, according to the 

Section 1The nuts and boltsUrban 
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The City of Sherwood formed its Urban Renewal District on August 29, 2000 
in order to rejuvenate the Old Town area. The goals and objectives of the 
Urban Renewal plan include promoting private development and perform-
ing arts; rehabilitating the existing buildings; and improving the streets, 
streetscapes, open spaces, local utilities, parking, and public facilities. In addi-
tion, the plan outlined an investment strategy for telecommunications infra-
structure. This brought high speed Internet and free Wi-Fi hot spots into Old 
Town, which resulted in a business owner developing a multi-use building, 
relocating to Old Town, and increasing the tax rolls in the area. This repre-
sented the first building permit in Old Town in over forty years.

The City of Sherwood also worked with the school district in order to receive 
their support for the Urban Renewal area. Thus, the urban renewal plan 
included improvements for the local high school’s playing fields and field 
house. Currently, the city has spent approximately $20 million of the $35 
million generated through TIF on façade improvements, a civic building and 
library, street and utility improvements, high speed Internet hot spots, a multi-
purpose facility for a field house and office space, a turf field for the high 
school, and the demolition and remediation of a blighted building in the city’s 
Old Town. 

“The urban renewal 
process has been 
critical to Sherwood 
as we have revitalized 
our city’s core. It has 
not only had a huge 
impact on our citizens, 
but, some of the proj-
ects made possible by 
urban renewal have 
had positive impacts 
on the region.”

– Ross Schultz, 
 City Manager, 
 City of Sherwood

New construction in Old Town sparked by the Urban Renewal Internet investment 
strategy, City of Sherwood

Section 1City of SherwoodSuccess
story
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latest state census, the total land area of all the urban renewal areas using TIF in the 
municipality cannot exceed 25 percent of the total land area of that municipality, and 
the total assessed value for all the urban renewal areas using TIF in the municipality 
cannot exceed 25 percent of the total assessed value of that municipality (this excludes 
any increased assessed value for other urban renewal areas). 

Tax laws also place limitations on TIF. As a result of Measure 5 (1990), TIF is cat-
egorized as local government taxes subject to the $10 per $1,000 real market value 
tax limit. Measure 50 (1997) limits property taxes and results in 50 to 60 percent 
less revenue through TIF than under Measure 5. As a result, existing urban renewal 
plans were grandfathered and allowed to complete their projects without this limita-
tion. Despite a decrease in revenue due to these tax measures, especially for new urban 
renewal areas, TIF remains a powerful financial tool for redevelopment projects.

Existing use of the tool in the region: In the Metro region, 10 of 25 cities and 
Clackamas County currently have urban renewal areas in place. In addition, three 
neighboring cities use urban renewal, and 11 of the 2040 centers are located or par-
tially located within an urban renewal area. Urban renewal programs in the region 
have revitalized deteriorated communities, produced catalyst projects, and completed 
significant public improvements. The Portland Development Commission has received 
national recognition for its ability to provide extensive public improvements such as 
Tom McCall Waterfront Park, Pioneer Place, and Union Station. Despite the successful 
use of this tool, many jurisdictions within the region are not using urban renewal at all 
or to the capacity allowed by state law as shown in Table 1. 

Portland

Wilsonville

Sherwood

Gladstone

Gresham

Oregon City

Tualatin

Unincorporated 
Clackamas Co.

Tigard

Lake Oswego

Troutdale

15%

25%

25%

25%

15%

25%

25%

15%

25%

25%

25%

14.0%

22.1%

19.2%

18.1%

8.1%

14.2%

13.9%

3.1%

2.5%

2.3%

1.5%

9.4%

2.7%

9.4%

14.5%

7.4%

2.7%

.7%

.4%

not available

1.0%

not available

93.5%

88.5%

77%

72.4%

53.8%

69.4%

55.5%

20.8%

10.2%

9.1%

6.2%

Jurisdiction

Percent     
allowed in 
UR areas

Percent of         
total land   

in UR areas

Percent of              
assessed value 

in UR areas

Percent 
UR capacity

used

Table. 1. Use and capacity of urban renewal in the region5

5.   The table shows the local jurisdictions in the region using urban renewal, the capacity (in percent) allowed 
by the state for that jurisdiction, the percentage of total land area designated within urban renewal areas 
for each jurisdiction, the total percent of the jurisdiction’s assessed value that is within its urban renewal 
areas, and the remaining capacity for the use of urban renewal within the jurisdiction. The capacity used is 
measured by the percentage each jurisdiction is using of its total urban renewal capacity allowed in urban 
renewal areas.
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The City of Oregon City established its urban renewal plan in 1983 and has 
two urban renewal districts: the Hilltop Urban Renewal District and the Down-
town/North End Urban Renewal District. The plans’ strategies focused on pro-
moting activities, transportation, parks and open spaces, redevelopment assis-
tance, civic improvements, infrastructure, property acquisition and planning 
and administration. The plan also established the maximum debt level for the 
urban renewal areas by estimating projects costs, the increment of increased 
value, and bonding and borrowing capacities.

Oregon City established the Hilltop District in 1989 and discontinued the area 
as an Urban Renewal district in 2005. The city estimated the net assessed 
value of the Hilltop District grew from $5 million to $65 million during this 
time period. A significant improvement in this district was the improvement 
and expansion of Beavercreek Road through TIF and funds from SDCs and 
Public Works. 

The city established the Downtown/North End Urban Renewal District in 1990 
in its 2040 Regional Center. Thus far, the city estimates the net assessed value 
of the Downtown/North End District grew from $50 million to $132 million 
with tax revenues increasing approximately $2.2 million. Objectives specific to 
this area include mitigating blighted conditions on an old landfill site, cultural 
and historical rehabilitation, and achieving 2040 Regional Center goals. The 
Seventh Street Corridor project provided a significant improvement to this 
district resulting in dozens of storefront improvements, additional restaurants, 
and a renewed interest in Oregon City. With matching funds from the Oregon 
Department of Transportation and the Metropolitan Transportation Improve-
ment Program, the district’s next major project encompasses significant 
improvements to McLoughlin Boulevard and the Riverfront.

“Urban renewal 
districts provide a 
creative way for cit-
ies to invest in their 
future by using long 
term public funding 
to leverage private 
investment for projects 
that can transform 
a community to a 
more livable place. 
These projects often 
include downtown 
redevelopment, afford-
able housing, infra-
structure improve-
ments and economic 
development.”

– Dan Drentlaw, 
 Community Development 
 Director, 
 City of Oregon City

Transportation improvements and historic rehabilitation completed in Oregon City’s 
Urban Renewal districts, City of Oregon City

Section 1Oregon CitySuccess
story
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The map on page 47 shows regional capacity for urban renewal by land area. It depicts 
what percentage each jurisdiction is using of its total urban renewal capacity by land 
area. The jurisdictions represented in white use zero percent of their capacity, as they 
do not have urban renewal areas, and therefore have 100 percent of their capacity 
available, whereas the jurisdictions with the darkest shade are close to meeting their 
urban renewal capacity allowed by state law. 

The city and county capacity by assessed value is not depicted on the map. According 
to state law, the use of urban renewal cannot exceed the same percentage in either land 
area or assessed value within a jurisdiction. In the Metro region, the percent of total 
land area in urban renewal areas exceeds the percent of total assessed value in urban 
renewal areas for every jurisdiction in the region as shown above in Table 1. Thus, at 
this time, the capacity for urban renewal for each jurisdiction is measured by the dif-
ference between the total land area currently in urban renewal areas and the percent 
allowed by state law for each jurisdiction. 

Fiscal impacts: By establishing an urban renewal area, local jurisdictions can use 
tools such as low-interest loans and selling land at “fair reuse value” in order to lower 
redevelopment costs and stimulate activity in disinvested urban and non-urban areas. 
Tax increment financing provides an immediate funding source, which can leverage 
additional sources of revenue and private sector partnerships in order to complete 
important or more extensive public improvement projects. However, some communi-
ties lack the economy to gain enough of an increment to finance any consequential 
redevelopment. Alternatively, unnecessary subsidies for the private sector could occur if 
too much land is included in an urban renewal area or if the market is nearly ready to 
invest in that area.

Taxing districts: Local taxing districts, such as schools and fire departments, do 
not gain revenue from the increase in tax value for the properties located in an Urban 
Renewal area until the program expires even though the urban renewal improvements 
often add new customers that the local districts need to serve. Therefore, these taxing 
districts sometimes oppose urban renewal in their communities. Jurisdictions in this 
region have resolved this opposition by including projects for the taxing districts in the 
urban renewal plan. Another local solution, used by the City of Wilsonville, is to peri-
odically modify the urban renewal area boundaries to return properties back to the tax 
rolls at their total assessed value, and thus, provide the taxing districts with additional 
tax revenue before the completion of the urban renewal plan. 

Local experts and practitioners have discussed other approaches that would require 
modifications of the existing law. One solution would allow certain taxing entities to 
opt out in order to get the urban renewal area approved. Another would limit the tax 
increment to the improvements only, which would allow the taxing entities to capture 
revenues from the increased land value. Taxing entities could also collect the share of the 
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Section 1City of TualatinSuccess
story

Tualatin Commons, a project located in Tualatin’s Urban Renewal area, City of Tualatin

The City of Tualatin established its first Urban Renewal area in 1975 with the 
adoption of the Central Urban Renewal Plan. Initially, the city adopted urban 
renewal to alleviate blighted conditions in the city’s core caused by a manufac-
turing industry within the commercial district. Over the years, the city expanded 
the original Central Urban Renewal area and attempted to develop a Village 
Square during the late 1980’s. The city turned to community members for input 
and received clear direction for a pedestrian oriented downtown with a strong 
civic focus.  

The result of this engagement was the Tualatin Commons development at the 
heart of the Central Urban Renewal District. Tualatin Commons consists of a mix 
of restaurants, office buildings, a hotel, townhomes and apartments, and open 
space surrounding a 3-acre lake. The city’s plan for this area also outlines future 
improvements to remove blight and to further ensure the vitality of the Tualatin 
Commons and downtown area including projects to add pedestrian crossings, 
and enhance the streetscape and signage. The city’s last amendment of the 
Central Urban Renewal plan occurred on May 22, 2002.

Tualatin adopted a second urban renewal area in 1982, the Leveton Tax 
Increment District. The city annexed a large area of land located west of the 
existing city limits in order to provide the level of infrastructure and services 
necessary to support appropriate industrial development. The city wanted 
the area for a highly demanded campus-like industrial development. The 
area provided a significant opportunity for this with its single property owner, 
relatively flat landscape, and accessibility within the region. The city established 
an urban renewal area in order to use tax increment financing to add services 
such as sewer, water and roads to the annexed area, which was blighted, 
underdeveloped, and faced a variety of physical and economic obstacles to its 
future use. The result is the Tualatin Business Campus, significant infrastructure 
investment, and an opportunity for the city to recruit businesses. 

“Tualatin lacked a 
strong identity of its 
own and was in danger 
of becoming simply an 
ordinary suburb—that 
is, until a combination 
of circumstances and 
vision and hard work 
led to a solution:
the development of 
a central place, a 
downtown, a civic 
“living room” on a 
19-acre site. This new 
city center has given 
Tualatin a unique and 
positive identity. Its 
realization testifies 
to the power of a 
true public-private 
partnership.”6 
   
  — Dave Leland, Developer

Financial incentives: urban renewal
June 2007

6. Unsprawl Case Study: 
Tualatin Commons, Oregon.  
http://www.terrain.org/un-
sprawl/4
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revenue from increased improvement values that is tied to the rate of inflation. In addi-
tion, expanding the costs allowed under urban renewal to allow local jurisdictions to 
provide items such as fire trucks and park maintenance would reduce the costs of and 
opposition from local taxing districts. Finally, a change to current law that would allow 
a pass through agreement to provide resources to the local taxing districts after a cer-
tain time period, but before the end of the urban renewal period. 

Housing choices: Urban renewal is an effective program with the potential to help 
achieve a number of public policy objectives. Through local legislation a portion of 
TIF revenue can be dedicated to a specific policy objective, including the provision of 
affordable housing. The Portland Development Commission and the City of Portland, 
guided by the city’s Comprehensive Plan Housing Policy, adopted policy (Ordinance 
No. 180547) that dedicates 30 percent of TIF revenue over the life of all city urban 
renewal districts for the sole purpose of developing, rehabilitating and preserving hous-
ing for households with incomes below 100 percent of median family income. 

While the Portland 30 percent TIF set aside is applicable to all urban renewal districts, 
proposed income guidelines under consideration as of January 2007 would allow varia-
tion between districts in the allocation of revenues to housing units serving 0 to 30 
percent, 30 to 60 percent, and 60 to 100 percent of median family income. However, 
it should be noted that the proposed income guidelines would require a minimum 
threshold expenditure on housing serving 0 to 30 percent median family income and 
cap expenditure on housing serving 60 to 100 percent median family income. Flexible 
income guidelines allow for a more targeted approach that considers housing policy 
objectives for each individual district.

Community: Although new urban renewal areas commonly incorporate community 
involvement as an integral component to their plans, some of the first urban renewal 
programs in the country cleared large areas, demolishing entire neighborhoods, in order 
to rebuild these areas. This can still stir up fear and opposition to new urban renewal 
programs. In addition, defining an area as “blighted” can carry a negative stigma. 
Furthermore, many urban renewal programs lead to and do not reduce the impacts of 
gentrification, and therefore, current residents oppose urban renewal in fear of their 
eventual displacement. In this region, some jurisdictions also have provisions in their 
charters requiring voter approval for urban renewal areas or even prohibiting the use 
of urban renewal due to previous community opposition.

Some jurisdictions in the region have resolved community issues by limiting the use of 
eminent domain, remaining transparent and honest through the urban renewal plan-
ning and development processes, working with and gaining the support of the local fire 
departments and school districts, and by demonstrating the jurisdiction’s current and 
past planning and development successes to the local citizenry.

Flexibility: While tax increment financing was authorized in Oregon as an urban 
renewal financing method, many other states have enacted legislation that permits the 
use of TIF as a funding mechanism for local jurisdictions to finance redevelopment in 
other areas. Using TIF independently from urban renewal would enhance the flexibility 
of this tool in the region. Jurisdictions could continue to use urban renewal as a power-
ful redevelopment tool but could also use TIF for other areas and development oppor-
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tunities where it is important to remove the additional barriers associated with urban 
renewal. 

Some situations in which TIF can be used outside of urban renewal include: 

n   in non-blighted areas that may just need infrastructure improvements

n   in small business districts where setting up a separate urban renewal agency and 
plan would be unmanageable but the area needs upfront financial assistance to 
improve the area and attract additional revenue

n   and in communities where urban renewal would face opposition. 

Using TIF independently also allows site specific and small TIF districts as opposed to 
the traditionally large urban renewal areas. 

These small TIF districts often face less opposition from local taxing districts because 
the opportunity cost of forgone incremental tax revenue is less than in a large urban 
renewal area. Despite consisting of small areas that generate less tax increment for 
investment, many main street programs and business improvement districts have suc-
cessfully used TIF to make important streetscape, façade, and infrastructure improve-
ments to attract and retain development, commercial tenants, and pedestrian and 
consumer activities. Using TIF separately from urban renewal would allow additional 
communities in the region, particularly those in centers and along corridors, to use TIF 
to encourage additional development. In order to take advantage of this financial tool 
in these situations, legislative authority would need to change state statute by adding a 
section defining redevelopment areas and enabling the use of TIF in such defined areas. 

Tax increment financing helped fund the redevelopment of the Heritage Building (before, left and 
after, right) in the Convention Center Urban Renewal Area, City of Portland, Portland Develop-
ment Commission
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Urban renewal provides a powerful financial tool that can enable redevelopment proj-
ects to improve local infrastructure, revitalize communities, and spur additional invest-
ments to the area. In this region, jurisdictions of various sizes and attributes have expe-
rienced great success from using urban renewal. 

As outlined by Tashman Johnson, LLC, most successful urban renewal plans in Oregon 
are rooted in a clear vision for the area, contain a re-evaluation process, link to adopted 
community plans, provide flexibility to take risks, anticipate and resolve controversial 
issues, maintain honesty with the local citizens, and leverage other resources.7 Likewise, 
projects including a mix of residential and industrial or commercial uses generate the 
greatest increment and more fully revitalize a community.

Tips for implementing urban renewal and tax increment financing at 

the local level:

n   Use urban renewal and TIF in centers, corridors, and employment areas to make 
important infrastructure and redevelopment projects possible or more extensive.

n   Determine the financial capability for establishing an urban renewal area/TIF 
district.

n   Calculate the estimated time needed to generate enough of a tax increment to ser-
vice the debt on the first project.

n   Analyze community reception to urban renewal/TIF and resolve any issues in order 
to make urban renewal/TIF districts possible in the local jurisdiction. 

n   Work with special taxing districts to alleviate their concerns and establish support 
for the urban renewal area/TIF district and plans.

n   Consider setting aside a portion of the tax increment to finance public goods and 
social infrastructure such as affordable housing.

7.   Tashman Johnson, LLC (2002). Urban Renewal in Oregon: History, Case Studies, Policy 
Issues, and Latest Developments.
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Section 1Other statesSuccess
story

The State of Michigan uses tax increment financing independently as a 
powerful financing tool for various re-investment programs. State law autho-
rizes four TIF authorities. Downtown development authorities focus on busi-
ness and main street districts. A general TIF authority is broader and focuses 
on all types of urban neighborhoods. Both capture the tax increment within 
the set plan boundaries. A local development financing authority focuses on 
employment and economic growth and captures the tax increment on each 
eligible property or within certified business and technology parks, and a 
brownfields authority focuses on brownfield redevelopment zones capturing 
the tax increment for each of the brownfield parcels included in the brown-
fields plan (one or more parcels). A city can set up more than one TIF author-
ity, but only one of each type. Each authority has a slightly different focus, but 
the general purpose for all of them is not to reinvest in blighted areas, but to 
prevent deterioration and promote economic development, revitalization and 
historic preservation in all areas.  

The State of Massachusetts also uses tax increment financing separate 
from Urban Renewal through the Development Improvement Financing pro-
gram. Cities and towns are eligible to utilize this financing alternative without 
qualifying the district as blighted, substandard, or economically impaired. 
A city or town first designates a development district and a corresponding 
development program, which must be certified by the state. Each district must 
have an implementation and financial plan for infrastructure and development 
improvements. A development district may be as small as one parcel or may 
comprise up to 25 percent of a town or city’s land.

 
The State of Vermont established a new Tax Increment Financing District 
Program in 2006 despite a different political environment than when most TIF 
programs were established in the 1970’s and 1980’s. The program was com-
panion legislation to their growth centers program in order to provide a new 
financial mechanism for municipalities to fund infrastructure improvements, 
such as sewer and parking, within their growth centers. The purpose is to pro-
vide revenues for improvements in the district, which will stimulate develop-
ment, employment, and economic vitality without a requirement for “blight” 
in the community. Eligible communities are expected to be able to submit 
applications for TIF District designation beginning in 2007.

Financial incentives: urban renewal
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For additional information on urban renewal in Oregon, and to link to addi-
tional Urban Renewal Resources, visit: 
The Association of Oregon Redevelopment Authorities  
http://orurbanrenewal.org/

For more information about local programs, visit:
City of Portland
222 NW Fifth Ave., Portland, OR 97209
(503) 823-3200
http://www.pdc.us

City of Sherwood
22560 SW Pine Street, Sherwood, OR 97140
(503) 625-4202
http://www.ci.sherwood.or.us/index.html

City of Oregon City
P.O. Box 3040, 320 Warner Milne Road, Oregon City, OR 97045
(503) 657-0891
http://www.orcity.org/

For information on programs using TIF separately from urban renewal, visit: 
The Council of Development Finance agencies
http://www.cdfa.net/cdfa/cdfaweb.nsf/pages/tifstatestatutes.html

State of Michigan TIF Authorities
Citizens Research Council of Michigan
Livonia Office: (734) 542-8001  •  Lansing Office: (517) 485-9444
http://www.crcmich.org/EDSurvey/toc.html#fpta

Massachusetts TIF Program
http://www.mass.gov/envir/smart_growth_toolkit/pages/mod-diftif.html

Vermont TIF District Program
Department of Economic Development
Vermont Economic Progress Council      
National Life Building, Drawer 20     
Montpelier, VT 05620-0501     
(802) 828-5256
http://www.thinkvermont.com/vepc/index.html

For more specific details on the statutory guidelines of urban renewal and TIF 
in Oregon, visit:
ORS Chapter 457 at http://www.leg.state.or.us/ors/457.html

ResourcesUrban 
renewal
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By establishing Improvement Districts, local jurisdictions can provide 

another incentive for investment in centers, corridors and employment areas. 

Improvement districts fund integral physical and visual improvements as well 

as the activities needed to maintain these vibrant, healthy neighborhoods and 

to attract additional development, investment and public use.

Improvement Districts 
(LIDs, BIDs and EIDs)

The Hillsboro City 
Council approved a 
LID in August 1996 
to build pedestrian 

and streetscape 
improvements as well 

as transit amenities 
to implement the 

vision of the 
downtown light rail 

improvements, 
City of Hillsboro

Section 1Financial incentives
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Improvement districts are assessment districts in which property owners choose to 
be assessed a fee, which is collected on their behalf by the local jurisdiction in order 
to finance local improvements or to promote a business area. Slight differences exist 
between Local Improvement Districts (LIDs), Economic Improvement Districts (EIDs), 
and Business Improvement Districts (BIDs).

These improvement districts provide communities with a financial tool to pay for infra-
structure and program management activities that support the growth envisioned for 
our centers, corridors, and employment areas. Developers, citizens, local jurisdictions, 
and the region benefit from the use of improvement districts, which is apparent when 
analyzing the applicability and manageability of the program as well as its effects on 
local communities.  

Local 
Improvement 
District (LID)

Cities of Beaverton, 
Cornelius, Forest 
Grove, Gladstone, 
Hillsboro, Oregon 
City, Portland, Tigard 
and Wood Village; 
Clackamas and 
Washington counties

Improvement 
district

Finances Approval 
source

Time 
period

Jurisdictional 
use

Funding
source

Fee collected 
from 
property 
owners

Infrastructure 
improvements

Ordinance 
or 
resolution 
by local 
jurisdiction

Until 
project 
debt is 
fully 
paid

Economic 
Improvement 
District (EID)

Assessment 
to property 
owners of 
businesses

Non-physical 
revitalization 
programs and 
projects

City 
council 
approval

Five 
years; 
renewal 
option

City of Gresham

Business
Improvement 
District (BID)

A fee or 
surcharge to 
the business 
owner on 
the business 
license

Non-physical 
revitalization 
programs and 
projects

City 
council 
approval

Five 
years; 
renewal 
option

City of Portland

Economic and
Business
Improvement 
District 
combined

Assessment 
to property 
owners and 
a fee or a 
surcharge to 
the business 
owner

Non-physical 
revitalization 
programs and 
projects

City 
council 
approval

Five 
years; 
renewal 
option

Cities of Portland 
and Milwaukie

Section 1The nuts and boltsImprovement 
districts
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The City of Canby has an EID, which funds the operation of Canby Business 
Development (CBD) through assessments to commercial and industrial property 
owners. CBD is a nonprofit organization, started in 1994, which promotes and 
develops Canby’s commercial and industrial areas while supporting continued 
revitalization efforts. The organization provides information and assistance to 
new and existing commercial and industrial businesses regarding development 
resources and available properties, as well as providing market, promotional, 
and technical materials and support.

In addition, CBD works with the Canby Urban Renewal District Agency to pro-
vide and implement projects such as a Commercial Market Analysis, Canby 
Downtown/Highway 99E Design Standards Project, Redevelopment Grant Pro-
gram, and the Canby Façade Improvement Program. The Façade Improvement 
Program provides matching grants for design work and zero-interest loans for 
construction activities. The first project assisted by the Façade Improvement Pro-
gram is the Canby Herald building, which is in the permit stage of development. 
The city’s Urban Renewal program also provides funds to the CBD for the Rede-
velopment Grant program. The program provides financing to property owners 
in the downtown area in order to hire an architect and create a redevelopment 
plan for that property. Last year, the program awarded four grants. Three of 
these grants have advanced into $20 million in development projects.

The EID in Canby is a great example of how partnerships between agencies and 
the collaboration of financing can result in significant developments in a commu-
nity. The City Council, the local Chamber of Commerce, and the Canby Business 
Development each have a role in the various projects. This combined effort of 
management and financing makes the programs feasible and successful.

“I am an advocate of 
Economic Improve-
ment Districts because 
they provide a stable 
funding source that 
allows staff to work 
for at least three to 
five years focused on 
specific projects rather 
than on fundraising. 
In Canby, the EID has 
been a great tool for 
marketing and recruit-
ment of companies in 
the industrial park and 
revitalization proj-
ects in the downtown, 
because staff can focus 
on marketing and 
development efforts 
and responding to 
business inquiries.”
– Catherine Comer, 
 Executive Director, 
 Canby Business Development

Section 1City of CanbySuccess
story

The Canby Herald building with renderings of the facade improvements, Canby Busi-
ness Development Facade Improvement Program, City of Canby
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Local Improvement Districts collect fees to pay for infrastructure improvements 
including new construction or the reconstruction of deteriorated facilities such as storm 
and sanitary sewers, street paving, curbs, sidewalks, water lines, recreational facili-
ties, street lighting, and off-street parking. The local jurisdiction determines the cost to 
develop the improvements in order to establish the fee collected from the local property 
owners. The following are characteristics of a LID:

n   State statute outlines collection guidelines for the assessments, but local govern-
ments (cities and counties) may impose additional procedural requirements.

n   Many jurisdictions choose not to establish LIDs unless initiated by local property 
owners.

n   If a jurisdiction initiates and imposes the assessment for local improvements, own-
ers of any property charged may seek a review of the assessment.

n   If a local government reaches its taxing limits imposed by Measures 5, 47, or 50, 
the LID needs voter approval for the city to issue LID bonds for particular projects.

n   Payment continues until the debt from the project is paid.

Economic Improvement Districts are similar to Local Improvement Districts but 
are meant to fund non-physical projects as part of a revitalization program including 
business retention and recruitment, planning, promotion and marketing, maintenance, 
and management. It can also fund landscaping and the maintenance of public spaces as 
well as improvements in parking systems or parking enforcement. EIDs may determine 
the assessment fee in a variety of ways. Examples include basing the assessment on the 
value of the property, the amount of square footage of the parcel, linear footage of the 
storefront, or the assessed or market value of the building. In any year, the total assess-
ment cannot exceed one percent of the real market value of all the real property located 
within the district. 

Business Improvement Districts are similar to Economic Improvement Districts 
in what they fund as part of a revitalization program including business retention and 
recruitment, planning, promotion and marketing, landscaping, parking facilities, main-
tenance, and management. The difference is that the business owner pays a fee or a sur-
charge on the business license in a BID. As with an EID, the BID can establish various 
assessment criteria. Examples include the number of employees or the gross revenue of 
the business. BIDs may be voluntary, meaning a business can opt out, or involuntary.

Characteristics of Business Improvement Districts and Economic Improvement Districts 
are as follows:

n   Only commercial properties may be assessed within the district.

n   Only cities can establish a BID or EID, and the city council establishes the district.

n   The district may continue for a maximum of five years; but it may be renewed 
indefinitely.

n   Assessed properties decide the district boundaries, assessment formula, budget, and 
program.

n   After the city council determines the amount of the assessment for each property in 
the district, property owners may object at a public hearing, and the council shall 
reconsider and may adopt, correct, or modify the proposed assessments.

n   If property owners equaling more than 33 percent of the total assessment object, 
the council shall not pass the district; cities can choose to lower this percentage. 

Section 1The nuts and boltsImprovement 
districts
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n   A city council may choose to make the district voluntary or involuntary: voluntary 
means the council will waive the fee from those property or business owners object-
ing to the assessment, and involuntary means all property or business owners are 
obligated to pay the assessment fee if the district passes; however, a new owner of 
that property may agree to the assessment later, and the council must reapportion 
the assessment fees.

n   Assessed property remains subject to assessment even after change of ownership.

 
Another option for improvement districts is to combine an EID and a BID to provide a 
more comprehensive funding mechanism for downtown revitalization projects. In addi-
tion, the existence of local improvement districts or urban renewal districts in a city 
does no affect the creation of an EID or BID.

How to use it: Typically local property and business owners benefiting from and 
paying for the improvements initiate improvement districts. Then they request, or 
petition, the city to establish a funding district on their behalf. Once the city council 
approves an enabling ordinance, the improvement district proposal or plan is sent to all 
affected property owners. The council then conducts public hearings. If there is no sig-
nificant opposition from affected business and property owners, the council generally 
approves the improvement district. On average, passing a new improvement district can 
take a minimum of 10 to 12 months.

Steps to implement an improvement district successfully include:8

n   forming a district committee composed of local owners and representatives from 
local organizations and government involved in downtown development ready to 
commit the time needed to form the district

n   selecting the right funding mechanism for the district

n   working with city staff to define roles and responsibilities in the collection process 
once the district passes

n   setting well-defined and achievable goals for the local owners 

n   developing a district proposal, which establishes an assessment method and bud-
get, designates boundaries, outlines organization programs and funding needs, and 
accounts for political and financial realities present in the area

n   gathering support through local organizations, leaders and chamber of commerce 

n   administering the district program as outlined in the proposal

n   highlighting achievements, involving owners and keeping owners informed for long-
term management and district renewals.

Existing use of the tool in the region: Several local governments in the region 
currently use LIDs. These include: Beaverton, Cornelius, Forest Grove, Gladstone, Hill-
sboro, Oregon City, Portland, Tigard, Wood Village, Clackamas County, and Washing-
ton County. In addition, Wilsonville, Lake Oswego, and Sherwood have had LIDs in 
the past, but do not currently have active districts. This level of use reflects the wide-
spread knowledge of LIDs and the benefits of their use to meet specific goals especially 
in the region’s downtown areas. However, far fewer EIDs and BIDs operate within the 
region. The City of Portland has a BID and the City of Gresham has an EID. The City 
of Portland and the City of Milwaukie both have a combined EID/BID.

8.  Oregon Downtown Development Association (1999). The EID/BID Handbook.
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Fiscal impacts: Local Improvement Districts provide a source of funding for infra-
structure improvements. LID bonds also increase the financial security for private 
developers by sharing the risk of new development with the local government and 
taking advantage of lower government interest rates. However, it is difficult for low-
income areas to establish and maintain an improvement district. Nonetheless, the Lents 
neighborhood in Portland made a LID feasible by combining the property owners’ con-
tribution with a TIF contribution from the local urban renewal area. The City of Canby 
also combines funds from the BID and the urban renewal area to finance some of its 
economic development programs.

LIDs can also carry a significant financial risk. The final expenses for the infrastructure 
improvements remain unknown until a design is developed. If the project turns out to 
be expensive, this can cause the LID process to fall apart. This presents a huge risk to 
the party that initially put forth the money for the design process. Established LIDs 
also face the risk of property owners not being able to pay the fee in the future. The 
ultimate responsibility to pay this debt falls upon the local government bond issuer. 
According to state statute, assessments shall become a lien upon the property. Thus, a 
transfer of the property is subject to the lien, and the local government may cause the 
real property to be sold to collect unpaid assessments after one year from the due date 
of the assessment. This process and its implications can often cause a city council to 
deny a LID even if there is 100 percent support from the currently affected property 
owners.

Administrative: A city may find that managing several Local Improvement Districts 
at any one time is a cumbersome process. To resolve this issue, some jurisdictions in 
the region streamlined the LID process by using development agreements instead. This 
requires the developer to pay for the infrastructure improvements up-front at time of 
development. If the developer is not the sole owner, then the city collects payment from 
property owners as they move into the new development and returns these funds to 
the developer. The city can also incorporate the cost of staff time spent administering 
the LID into the assessment fee, which compensates the city for their work, but also 
increases the cost to the owners and decreases the feasibility of the LID.

Community: LIDs provide a source of funding for much needed and deteriorated 
infrastructure, and these improvements can increase the safety and value of the neigh-
borhood. However, LIDs take strong commitment and consensus from the local prop-
erty owners. It is very difficult for the property owners to come to a consensus on the 
improvements, how to complete them, and how much money they are willing to spend. 
In addition, this process can take months to complete. Regional representatives with 
experience establishing improvement districts also highlight the importance for a local 
jurisdiction to work on a marketing strategy for a BID or EID with the local property 
owners to shape the message before beginning promotion throughout the broader com-
munity. This can take a lot of one-on-one meetings with various groups to get the sup-
port needed to make these districts work. 

The voluntary EID and BID also present an important equity issue in the community. 
The property owners that opt out of paying for the improvements or services still 
receive the benefits paid for by the other owners in the district because of their location. 

Section 1Keep in mind. . .Improvement 
districts
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Downtown Portland’s Business Improvement District (BID), one of the old-
est, largest and most successful BIDs in the nation, encompasses a 213-block 
area of downtown Portland. Businesses within this district tax themselves to 
raise money that supplements publicly financed services for neighborhood 
improvement. 

Portland’s BID funds the Downtown Clean and Safe Program, which provides 
cleaning, security and community justice services downtown; the Downtown 
Retail and Marketing Program, which focuses on market research, retail advo-
cacy, marketing and communication; and the Sidewalk Ambassador Program, 
which offers information and assistance to downtown visitors. The BID has 
been in place since 1988.9

“Downtown prop-
erty owners have been 
focused over the last 
year on public safety, 
and this reduction in 
crime shows that these 
efforts are working. 
We have seen a very 
positive impact down-
town from our Clean 
and Safe Program and 
our work with Mayor 
Potter on public safety 
issues.”
– Sandra McDonough, 
 President and CEO, 
 Portland Business Alliance

Through the Downtown Retail and 
Marketing Program, Portland’s BID 
funds the annual tree lighting and 
provides lights for the festive holiday 
season in downtown Portland

The City of Portland’s Business Improvement District boundaries,
http://www.portlandalliance.com

Section 1City of PortlandSuccess
story

9.  Portland Business Alliance (2006). http://www.portlandalliance.com
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Improvement districts provide an important mechanism to complete needed infra-
structure improvements or to promote additional investment in a business area. This 
is apparent by the extensive use of these districts throughout the entire metro region. 
Jurisdictions of varying size and characteristics use these districts to make targeted 
investments and improvements in their local communities. The representatives from 
these areas consistently expressed that improvement districts are most successful when 
established for small, very localized projects due to the nature of the issues that can 
arise when establishing these districts and since this financial incentive is initiated and 
managed locally. 

Tips for implementing improvement districts at the local level:

n   Expand the use of improvement districts in centers, corridors, and employment 
areas.

n   Market improvement districts by focusing on promoting the ideas and vision for 
the area and by highlighting the different benefits, including financial advantages, of 
the new investments.

n   Develop outreach and resolution strategies to work with local property owners to 
establish consensus and implement and maintain LIDs, BIDs, and EIDs.

n   Identify sources within your jurisdiction that can provide a matching fund to the 
assessment fees, especially to cover the costs associated with staff work time.

n   Consider whether a voluntary or involuntary BID is most appropriate given the spe-
cific circumstances and try to find additional ways to resolve the equity issues that 
may arise from a voluntary BID.

n   Explore less risky ways to fund the design work costs and upfront investments. 

Section 1Putting it togetherImprovement 
districts
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For additional information or to seek technical assistance in implementing a BID 
or EID in your jurisdiction, contact
Oregon Downtown Development Association 
161 High St. SE #236
Salem, OR 97301 
(503) 587-0574
http://www.odda.org/

For more information about local programs, eligibility, and technical support, 
visit:
City of Portland
Portland Business Alliance
200 SW Market St., Suite 1770, Portland, OR 97201
(503) 224-8684
http://www.portlandalliance.com/

City of Portland
Office of Transportation
1120 SW Fifth Ave., Rm 800, Portland, OR 97204
(503) 823-5185
http://www.portlandonline.com/transportation/index.cfm?c=35715

City of Canby
Canby Business Development
PO Box 438
253 NW Second Ave., Canby, OR 97013
(503) 266-3720 
http://www.canbydevelopment.com/

For more specific details on the statutory guidelines, see: 
ORS Chapter 223.387-223.401 (LIDs), 223.112-223.132 (EIDs), and 
223.141-223.161 (BIDs)
http://www.leg.state.or.us/ors/223.html
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Creative approaches for applying System Development Charges (SDCs) can 

serve as a financial incentive for more efficient provision of facilities and services, 

to manage urban growth and reduce urban sprawl, and to encourage infill 

development. Cities and counties can restructure their SDC methods and fee 

schedules to more accurately capture the costs of infrastructure development, 

determine charges reflective of the impact of different development patterns, and 

promote development consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept Plan. 

Impact-based 
System Development Charges

Financial incentives

Financial incentives: SDCs
June 2007

Bioswale at the New 
Columbia housing 

development controls 
stormwater runoff, 
one way to reduce 
stormwater system 

development charges, 
City of Portland

Toolkit
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System Development Charges (SDCs) provide a mechanism for local governments to 
pay for infrastructure needs associated with growth without raising taxes or fees for 
services. Government entities levy SDCs against developers at the time of development 
to cover the additional costs to serve the new development. Oregon law allows the 
collection of SDCs for only five types of infrastructure: water, wastewater, stormwater, 
transportation, and parks and recreation. 

SDCs provide the most common source of funds for capital improvements in Oregon. 
However, most cities and counties assess a uniform SDC throughout the jurisdiction 
without consideration for the variation in impacts related to development design or 
location. This creates a disincentive for developers interested in building compact 
projects in centers and corridors that already have higher development costs. 
However, restructuring SDC fee schedules to reflect the real impact of development on 
infrastructure can reduce the financial burden of developing in centers and corridors, 
provide an incentive to build lower-impact projects and encourage development in 
areas with access to existing infrastructure systems.

How to use it: Cities and counties calculate SDC fees to recover the cost of 
infrastructure needed to serve new customers and can assess these SDCs differently 
in order to meet local needs. In accordance with Oregon law, SDCs may consist of 
reimbursement and improvement fees. 

n   Reimbursement fees recover the costs to serve future system users with facilities 
already constructed or under construction. In determining this fee, a local 
jurisdiction must consider the cost of the existing facilities, previous contributions 
and sources of financing, and the value of the unused capacity available for future 
system users. 

n   Improvement fees charge for the costs associated with capital improvements to be 
constructed. In determining this fee, a city or county must specify in an ordinance 
or resolution the projected costs of capital improvements as identified in an 
adopted plan, which is required to increase capacity and meet the demands of new 
development. 

When determining the final SDC fee schedule, cities and counties can choose to charge 
one or both types of fees as well as the percentage of the costs it intends to recover 
through the SDC. Some jurisdictions also choose to recover the costs of developing 
their capital improvement plans (CIP) through SDCs by incorporating these planning 
expenses into the fees. Oregon statute allows SDCs to recover all costs of complying 
with the statutory provisions, which require the preparation of a capital improvement 
plan and development of a SDC methodology and accounting system. 

State law also requires cities and counties to provide credits against improvement 
fees in the SDC if the developer constructs qualified public improvements. Local 
jurisdictions may choose to use this method as an opportunity to complete a more 
extensive public improvement. In some cases a well-capitalized developer can more 
efficiently construct a public improvement by including the cost in the overall project 
development budget, which in turn would limit the number of project funding sources 
and speed the pace of construction. In exchange for constructing and funding the 
public improvement the developer would receive credit toward SDC fees. 

The nuts and bolts
SDCs

Financial incentives: SDCs  
June 2007
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The City of Wilsonville recently updated its SDCs working cooperatively with 
the development community in the adoption of the amendment and the 
methodology. The city established impact-based methodologies that help acquire 
the accurate and varying costs of development projects. The methodology 
includes costs associated with estimated project financing as well as a revenue 
credit provided for future rate payments needed to remedy existing deficiencies. 
The city also developed a compliance charge that recovers facility planning and 
SDC fund accounting costs. 

Likewise, the city uses a demand system to determine SDC fees by identifying the 
different demands on facilities for various size dwelling units, number of persons 
per household, and type of development. Basing cost on demand also allows 
the city to develop alternate SDC calculations for specific developments such 
as projects built near light rail lines and senior citizen centers, which place less 
demand on the road system and more demand on public transit. The city also 
calculates and uses their transportation SDCs to cover pedestrian improvements 
and parking structures that are part of their transportation system. 

In addition, the city uses supplemental SDCs to cover the costs of significant 
infrastructure improvements in developing areas with increased demand. For 
example, the demand at the ramp intersections on Wilsonville Road and at the 
adjacent intersections recently exceeded its level of service capacity. The city 
amended its transportation capital improvements plan to include its share of the 
improvement project. To pay back the initial financing, the city then calculated 
and collected a supplemental SDC from developments in the local area whose 
trip generation led to the need for the added capacity. The supplemental SDC 
allowed the city to add capacity, which led to new developments such as a $50 
million mixed use development of commercial retail, office space, and residential 
apartments and condominiums.  

Section 1City of WilsonvilleSuccess
story

“By basing SDCs 
on demand and 
the actual impact 
to infrastructure 
facilities, the city can 
offer developers an 
equitable adjustment 
process. The city will 
complete alternate 
calculations for 
specific development 
projects to reflect 
a project’s actual 
demands so the fee 
will be fair.”
 
– Mike Kohlhoff, Attorney, 
 City of Wilsonville

Financial incentives: SDCs
June 2007

The ramp intersections on Wilsonville Road before (left)  and after( right) the infrastructure 
improvements that were funded, in part, by the supplemental SDC, City of Wilsonville
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SDC methodologies generally include unit costs of capacity, revenue credits for other 
funding sources, and a demand schedule establishing capacity requirements for differ-
ent type or sizes of developments. Impact-based SDCs and innovative approaches to 
calculating SDCs consider additional variations for each of these items when calculat-
ing their fee schedules. The best approaches reflect both full cost recovery, including fa-
cility planning and construction and SDC development and management, and recogni-
tion of potential cost variations across the service area. To the extent that development 
may be less costly to serve based on density, location, configuration, or other consider-
ations, SDCs can be a tool to encourage this type of development, and at the same time 
fully recover infrastructure costs.

Existing use of the tool in the region: More and more jurisdictions throughout the 
country and the State of Oregon are implementing SDC methodologies designed to 
recover the real costs of infrastructure development and promote sustainable develop-
ment patterns. Jurisdictions within the region that have adopted innovative SDC 
approaches with these goals in mind include the City of Gresham, City of Portland, and 
City of Wilsonville. 

Financial incentives: SDCs  
June 2007

The nuts and bolts

Keep in mind

SDCs

SDCs

Housing choices: SDCs do increase the amount of upfront capital a developer must 
have, resulting in higher total per housing unit cost. However, some innovative SDC 
approaches address this issue by lowering SDCs for projects with a lower impact on 
public facilities. Thus, residential development located near transportation corridors 
and in mixed-use development areas, as well as housing developments that service 
specific populations that use transportation less frequently, would pay a lower 
transportation SDC than other housing projects. 

Impact-based and innovative SDCs present a concern to some affordable housing 
advocates. If location and density impact SDC rates, developers may not find affordable 
housing feasible in areas with high SDCs resulting in the concentration of affordable 
housing to specific areas. However, some local jurisdictions may choose to waive, 
reduce, or defer the SDC fee for developments that include affordable housing. The 
reduction in upfront capital costs to the developer provides an incentive that improves 
the financial feasibility of an affordable housing project.

Manageability: Connecting SDCs directly to the specific projects included in facilities 
plans that are linked to capital improvement plans can require a lot of work up front 
for the jurisdiction to create alternative calculations and establish various SDC fees and 
funds that reflect the actual infrastructure improvement projects. Developing innovative 
SDC approaches, which include varying SDCs by location and development character-
istics, may also take more time up front to develop the data to support the fee differ-
entials, construct the SDC methodology, educate the public and elected officials, and 
implement necessary administrative procedures. 
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Section 1City of GreshamSuccess
story

The City of Gresham recently developed a new SDC methodology, which 
established three districts for calculating and collecting SDCs: Pleasant Valley, 
Springwater, and within current city limits. The city calculated the rates based 
on the costs of servicing these areas determined by facilities plans. Water and 
wastewater charges remained the same for all three areas, but the transportation 
facilities, parks, and stormwater facility charges increased in Pleasant Valley and 
Springwater due to the additional costs of the needed infrastructure projects 
in these areas. Location, lack of existing infrastructure facilities, and landscape 
features contributed to the increase in costs. The result of this approach is fees 
that are significantly higher in the new districts, compared to the current city 
limits. 

In addition, the City of Gresham lowered its SDC fees due to the effect of low-
impact design elements it established in its development codes. The city set green 
street requirements for street developments and improvements to help capture 
and manage the local rainwater. By integrating this green design element, the 
city did not need as many holding tanks, decreasing facility costs. Furthermore, 
the margin of cost differential between the green street designs and traditional 
streets was not significant. Thus, the overall SDC fee for development decreased 
while supporting lower impact development. 

A property tax credit is also included in the city’s SDC methodology to recognize 
the potential contribution of new growth to the costs needed to remedy existing 
deficiencies. The city also charges a compliance fee that includes the costs of 
master planning; annual SDC and capital improvement plan management, 
accounting, and reporting costs; and the costs associated with development of 
the SDC methodology. Finally, the methodology includes a basis for adjusting 
the fees annually for construction and land inflation. During the process of 
establishing the new SDC methodology, the city ensured the legal defensibility, 
educated the public, and built public and political acceptance for the differing 
SDC rates.

“Funding urbanization 
of major urban growth 
boundary expansion 
areas requires careful 
facility planning.”

– Dale Jutila, 
 Department of Environmental 

Services, 
 City of Gresham

Using pervious pavers, porous concrete, and swales are all green streets practices that can 
reduce impact fees, City of Gresham
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However, as these methods become institutionalized within the region, they will 
enhance data availability and public awareness and may support further development 
and administration of such approaches. Furthermore, greater coordination among land 
use and facility planning functions and SDC approaches will develop data regarding 
the differing costs and impacts of various development patterns and designs. It can 
also make updating SDCs easier. Jurisdictions can reflect any changes made to planned 
facility projects by modifying that portion of the SDC calculation and developing a 
new SDC fee. Despite the additional up-front efforts, this process helps establish a more 
accurate SDC, and cities and counties can include these costs of planning for future 
capital needs and developing methodologies to pay for the facilities in the fees.

Equity: Applying a methodology that calculates SDCs directly based on capital 
improvement plans and planned facilities projects can establish a more accurate SDC 
fee schedule. Incorporating the different levels of demand on the infrastructure system 
from various types and locations of developments also helps establish a more accurate 
SDC fee schedule. In addition, this fee schedule promotes a more equitable approach by 
connecting the actual impact of a project to the SDC paid by that project. 

More defined SDCs ensure that development and growth more accurately pays for itself 
and its impacts on the community’s infrastructure without being compensated by the 
rest of the community or other developments. This helps maintain that compact, infill 
development near services pays for the infrastructure improvements in that area, but 
is not subsidizing the more expensive infrastructure expansions to newly developing 
areas.

Community: Cities and counties can face pressure from current residents and the 
development community regarding SDCs. Current residents are concerned about being 
charged twice and developers assume the up-front costs for the public improvements. 
As a result, many jurisdictions choose not to recover the full costs of new facilities 
through SDCs. However, if cities and counties can demonstrate that the SDCs are based 
on impact to the system and link the charges to impact, then where impact varies, 
different charges are defensible and this approach can gain more public and political 
acceptance. Politically, cities and counties also need to demonstrate the link between 
SDCs and overall community development goals. By connecting SDCs to facility plans 
based on comprehensive plans, the resulting SDC fee schedules can then promote 
development patterns envisioned by the community and create greater public and 
political approval.

Sustainability: Applying varying SDC rates based on the impacts to public facilities 
promotes sustainable development patterns. Lower SDC fees for low-impact, green 
development and compact infill and redevelopment may encourage developers to build 
more environmentally-friendly projects in sustainable locations. 

Keep in mind
SDCs
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Traditionally, cities and counties in Oregon determine SDC fees at the local level and 
make some distinctions between level of service and type of use. However, innovative 
SDC fee schedules base fees more specifically on the impact of the development to 
public facilities. This approach charges lower fees for development in areas with 
access to existing infrastructure and higher fees for projects in areas where little or no 
infrastructure is currently in place.

Metro hired a consultant to further research opportunities to recalibrate SDCs in the 
region. The study is intended to provide cities and counties with another potential tool 
to accelerate the implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept. As part of this work, 
a subcommittee representing city and county needs and expertise provided input and 
guidance throughout the process to inform and enhance the final report.

The report, “Promoting Vibrant Communities with System Development Charges,” 
provides model approaches and recommendations for modifying SDCs throughout 
the Metro region in order to acquire the real costs of infrastructure development and 
promote more sustainable development throughout the region. These approaches 
outline SDC methodologies and approaches that promote more efficient provision of 
facilities and services, manage containment of urban growth to reduce urban sprawl, 
and encourage infill development. The model approaches for SDCs provide flexibility 
and applicability for the different cities and counties in the region.

Putting it together

Tips for implementing Impact-based System Development Charges 
at the local level:

n  Coordinate land use and facility planning functions with SDC development.

n  Ensure SDCs recover all of the costs needed to serve development as it is currently 
envisioned by the comprehensive plan and proposed through planned facilities 
projects.

n  Define level of service standards for different development designs and locations 
when calculating SDCs.

n  Consider having multiple SDCs based on the different impact and demand levels of 
various development patterns.

n  Take into account the full array of costs needed to plan, design, construct, and 
finance public facilities for future growth and include these costs in the SDCs.

n  Work with developers and educate the public whenever recalculating SDCs to 
build support for the new fee schedule and necessary infrastructure for projected 
development.

n  Review the report, “Promoting Vibrant Communities with System Development 
Charges,” for more information on the different calculation methodologies, compare 
to the jurisdiction’s current methodology, and consider modifications to promote 
local and regional development goals.

n  Use the report, “Promoting Vibrant Communities with System Development 
Charges,” to revise SDC methods and fee schedules to incorporate applicable model 
SDC approaches.

n  Regularly update fees and methodologies to keep pace with inflation and changing 
land use and facility plans.
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To access “Promoting Vibrant Communities with System Development 
Charges,” contact:
Metro
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232
(503) 797-1839
http://www.metro-region.org

For more information on the use of Impact-based SDCs in the region, contact:
City of Gresham
1333 NW Eastman Parkway
Gresham, OR 97030
(503) 661-3000
http://www.ci.gresham.or.us

City of Wilsonville
Wilsonville City Hall 
29799 SW Town Center Loop E 
Wilsonville, OR 97070
(503) 682-4960
http://www.ci.wilsonville.or.us

For more details on the statutory guidelines for SDCs, see: 
OAR 223.297
http://www.leg.state.or.us/ors/223.htm

For more information on innovative approaches to calculating and assessing 
SDCs, visit:
http://www.impactfee.org
http://www.impactfee.com

Section 1Resources
SDCs

Financial incentives: SDCs
June 2007
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Executive Summary 

Project Overview 
Metro’s New Look at Regional Choices work program is re-examining the way we carry out the 
region’s long-range plan, the 2040 Growth Concept.  A portion of the New Look work program 
focuses on promoting opportunities for efficient land use and stimulating investment in 2040 
centers, corridors, and employment and industrial areas.  A key component of this work is to 
identify various new and existing tools that finance planning and infrastructure, promote job 
creation and economic vitality, and encourage desired developments in centers and along corridors. 

System development charges (SDCs)1 are a principal source of funding for the region’s planning 
and infrastructure costs related to growth, and also provide a tool for promoting sustainable 
development patterns.   As the relative cost of serving developments within the targeted 2040 
centers and corridors is often less than serving development outside these areas – due to reduced 
system impacts, and often lower infrastructure costs per unit -- assessing differential SDCs can 
promote greater financial equity and at the same time promote the region’s 2040 Growth Concept 
by reducing the up-front costs of targeted developments.  SDCs are only one – sometimes relatively 
small – part of overall development costs; however, reducing SDCs in the targeted areas may help 
level out the “playing field” across the region, supporting efforts to attract development to urban 
centers where developers may face additional costs.   

Some local jurisdictions within the Metro area do not levy sufficient funds through SDCs to pay for 
the total cost of needed infrastructure development to serve growth.  In addition, most cities and 
counties in the Metro area charge a uniform SDC for development within their jurisdiction 
regardless of whether the costs of servicing different developments vary due to factors such as 
location and density.   

Through identification of model approaches to SDCs from around the region and country that are 
designed to both fully recover the costs of needed planning and infrastructure, and by recognizing 
the varying costs of providing services to developments of different types and locations, Metro can 
support local communities as envisioned by the region’s long range plan.   Local jurisdictions in the 
Metro area can review the model approaches contained in the full report and select approaches that 
best integrate SDC development and assessment with the community’s broader development 
policy objectives. 

For purposes of this study, the scope did not include an evaluation of the impact of SDC programs 
on development choices, but instead focused on the methodologies applicable to this region for 
achieving impact-based SDCs and cost recovery through SDCs.  In addition, recovering the full 
costs of development could incorporate recommendations for establishing SDCs for public facilities 
such as schools, fire, safety, and libraries.  However, this study provided recommendations within 

                                                      

1 SDCs are one-time charges to new development – usually assessed at the time a building permit is issued – designed to recover the costs of infrastructure capacity 
needed to serve that development.  Since 1989, Oregon law (ORS 223.297 to 223.314) has authorized the imposition of SDCs for water, wastewater, storm drain, 
transportation and park systems.   
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the framework of current Oregon legislation in order to offer local jurisdictions approaches they can 
apply immediately.  Next steps should include additional research in these areas for application in 
the region. 

Findings and Recommendations 
Jurisdictions may choose among a number of different technical and policy options when crafting 
an SDC methodology.  The selection of specific methodological approaches is generally a function 
of technical, financial, political and legal considerations.  As infrastructure system design and 
community development characteristics vary across jurisdictions, approaches that are valid in one 
jurisdiction may not be applicable to another.  The full report: Promoting Vibrant Communities 
through SDCs provides information on an array of methodological options available to local 
jurisdictions, including examples of how these options have been applied by other communities to 
meet local conditions and objectives.  Below is a summary of the key findings and 
recommendations from this study. 

Full Cost Recovery  
Based on Oregon law, SDCs may consist of a reimbursement fee (to recover existing facility 
capacity available for growth), an improvement fee (to recover planned capacity improvements for 
growth), or both. In many cases, both components are needed to fully recover capacity costs needed 
to serve growth.   Beyond the cost of the improvements themselves, SDCs may also recover costs 
associated with compliance with the SDC statutes and with placement of the facilities in service 
(including the planning and financing of improvements.) 

The recommended model SDC approaches related to full cost recovery include the following:  

� Long-term project cost recovery: The SDC methodology is based on a recently adopted 
capital improvement or facility plan that projects needed improvements for a minimum of 
10 years to serve existing and future growth as defined by the comprehensive plan.  These 
comprehensive and facility plans also need to be updated to incorporate the facility types 
needed to serve development consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept Plan, to the extent 
such facilities may be related to provision of capacity for growth. 

� Existing system cost recovery:  To the extent that existing system facilities will be used to 
meet the service delivery needs of new development, the fee structure reflects a 
reimbursement component designed to recover available capacity costs from growth. 

� Recovery of other costs:  Beyond the direct facility costs themselves, the methodology allows 
for recovery of costs associated with the placement of facilities in service (e.g., planning and 
financing costs), and the recovery of costs related to compliance with SDC statutes (e.g., SDC 
fund accounting and development of the methodology). 

� Inflationary adjustments: the methodology includes a mechanism for adjusting the fees 
annually for changes in cost factors, including land and materials. 

As capital funding sources are limited and face continued pressure from the need to address 
infrastructure rehabilitation and replacement, in addition to expanding capacity, the extent that 
SDCs can more fully fund the infrastructure needed for growth, will allow for addressing more of 
the region’s capital needs.  Furthermore, as more and more jurisdictions across the region adopt 
real cost recovery SDCs, political concerns related to relative fee levels may be mitigated. 
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Impact-Based SDCs  
A goal of this study is to develop SDCs that reflect the real costs associated with serving different 
developments.  A new development’s impact on public infrastructure may relate to its specific type 
(e.g., single family residential vs. multifamily residential), size, density, location, or configuration.  
The relevancy of different development characteristics to system design and capacity requirements 
varies across infrastructure systems.  Therefore, development of impact-based SDCs should 
consider the relevant system service units as follows: 

• Parks:  Service units are generally measured as people and, therefore, are most significantly 
impacted by development size and type, although location may also be a factor to the extent 
that household demographics vary across the service area. 

• Transportation: Service units are trips and vehicle miles traveled (VMT), so cost of service is 
influenced by household and building type and size, as well as location, density and 
configuration. Development type and size are potential indicators of motor vehicle trip 
generation rates.   Density influences the choice of transportation modes used to reach 
particular destinations and the distance traveled to reach those destinations. Location, to the 
extent that it relates to proximity to public transit may also be a significant factor related to 
system impact.  Development configuration is also a factor in system impact for 
transportation systems.  When services that support living, working and shopping activities 
are all nearby, fewer car trips are needed and the distance traveled is reduced. 

• Water, Sewer, and Stormwater: Service units are typically volume (and in some cases, 
quality) of use or discharge, which most significantly relates to development type and size.  
Higher density development generates smaller lot sizes, which generally correlate to 
reduced water demand per unit.  If the amount of impervious area attributable to each lot is 
also lower, stormwater fees based on impervious area may also favor (through reduced 
fees) higher density development.  Area density may also impact certain cost components 
(distribution and conveyance networks, for example), with more dense areas requiring less 
reduced pipe length per unit.  Location may also be a factor in determining relative cost of 
utility service if unique facilities are required to provide service, or demand differences may 
be established. 

With respect to 2040 Growth Concept, development consideration of density, location and 
configuration are the most relevant characteristics, though to the extent that higher density 
development is characterized by smaller structures and lot sizes, SDCs that, at a minimum, favor 
(through lower fees) smaller structures and lots may promote higher density goals.  The use of 
approaches based on density, configuration and location are recommended for consideration, 
particularly for transportation systems, by jurisdictions facing significant growth and the need to 
address varying development patterns and locations.       

Recognition of Cost Variations by Location  
Historically, SDCs have been assessed uniformly across service areas based on system-wide 
average costs.  However, as discussed above, location can be an important indicator of relative cost 
of serving development, and use of location-based SDCs can also promote 2040 Growth Concept 
development.  In addition to being a potential indicator of system impact (as discussed above), 
location can impact the cost of providing services due to variations in cost factors (e.g. land prices) 
and levels of service (e.g., a portion of the service area desires significantly more park acreage per 
capita).   
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Consideration of location-based SDCs is recommended for jurisdictions with diverse areas, where 
cost differences may be significant and consistent.  This approach is particularly relevant for areas 
that anticipate growth in new, currently unserved areas vs. existing served areas, and for 
communities that want to direct growth into particular areas, like Regional and Town Centers. 

Green Design 
Historically, consideration of “green” design characteristics have had limited application in the 
assessment of SDCs.  However, recent examples within the region highlight potential use of these 
design characteristics in the future, particularly for stormwater systems.  For example, adoption of 
green design standards applicable to all development has lead to reduced SDCs in some 
communities, through reduced need for public infrastructure investment.  Communities have also 
adopted SDC schedules that include discounts for implementation of certain building and site 
design features that are designed to reduce system impact.  Local governments are encouraged to 
further consider green design impacts on infrastructure systems and incorporate such features in 
SDC schedules.   

Technical vs. Policy-Based Solutions 
The development of SDC schedules may reflect technical or policy-based considerations.  Technical 
approaches allow for development of impact-based SDCs that reflect costs of providing service to 
developments of different characteristics.  The vision of the 2040 Growth Concept promotes 
redevelopment and infill growth patterns.  To the extent that these types of development may be 
less costly to serve due to reduced infrastructure impact related to density, location, configuration, 
or other considerations, the SDC fees for these developments should reflect the lower costs.  Thus, 
technically-based SDC methodologies can encourage 2040 development patterns and at the same 
time fully recover infrastructure costs, as costs may be allocated among developments in 
proportion to impact.  This can result in lower fees for development types and locations that are 
less costly to serve and higher fees for more costly developments.  Developing a technical basis for 
SDC differentials will likely require additional planning and analysis by local jurisdictions, as well 
as additional stakeholder education.  The additional resources required to develop and implement 
such approaches should be considered in the context of the jurisdiction’s community development 
and infrastructure cost recovery goals.  

In contrast, policy-based approaches tend to offer a less rigorous approach to reducing SDCs to 
targeted developments.  Such discounts are generally supported conceptually by cost relationships 
from national data sources, and may reflect qualitative rather than quantitative analyses.  Policy-
based adjustments may also include exempting targeted developments from certain costs (like 
existing capacity costs), and are generally not offset by increases in fees to other developments, but 
instead may be funded through other revenue sources (e.g., general fund support).   As such, 
policy-based approaches, aligned with community development goals need to be weighed against 
infrastructure cost recovery goals.   
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VII 

Conclusion 
This report shows the role of SDCs in providing necessary revenue to fund infrastructure generally, 
as well as playing an important role in helping communities achieve broader policy objectives 
related to community and economic development.  Local jurisdictions can choose among a number 
of technical and policy-based approaches to tailor SDCs to meet the physical and financial 
requirements of the systems and promote infrastructure and development as envisioned in local 
comprehensive and system plans.   Jurisdictions in the Metro region do not have to look far for 
examples of approaches to achieving real cost recovery through SDCs; there are a number of local 
communities that have implemented innovative approaches to SDC development and assessment 
in recent years, and more are likely to follow as the region’s infrastructure funding needs continue 
to grow.  Metro can work in partnership with local jurisdictions, the development community and 
other stakeholders to raise awareness related to regional infrastructure needs and development 
impacts, as well as support the implementation of SDC approaches that will encourage 2040 
development patterns and further strengthen the region’s local communities. 
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Section 1 

Introduction 

Background 
Metro’s New Look at Regional Choices work program is re-examining the way we carry out the 
region’s long-range plan, the 2040 Growth Concept.  A portion of the New Look work program 
focuses on promoting opportunities for efficient land use and stimulating investment in 2040 
centers, corridors and employment and industrial areas.  A key component of this work is to 
identify various new and existing tools that finance planning and infrastructure, promote job 
creation and economic vitality, and encourage desired developments in centers and along corridors. 

During the past decade, communities across the country have turned to system development 
charges (SDCs) 2 as a principal source of revenue for funding infrastructure system facilities.  This 
trend is due, in part, to the fact that state and federal assistance for system construction has become 
more limited.  As much of the capital cost burden has shifted to the local level, SDCs have taken on 
even greater importance, as communities look for ways to address the significant costs for ongoing 
infrastructure rehabilitation and replacement, as well as meeting additional capacity needs. 

Some local jurisdictions within the Metro area do not levy sufficient funds through SDCs to pay for 
the total cost of infrastructure development and improvements.  In addition, most jurisdictions in 
the Metro area charge one standard SDC fee for development within their jurisdiction regardless of 
whether the costs of servicing different developments vary due to factors such as location and 
density.  In January 2007, Metro initiated a project to identify model approaches to development 
and assessment of SDCs for parks, transportation, water, wastewater, and stormwater that can help 
local governments implement the region’s 2040 Growth Concept, as described in local visions and 
comprehensive plans.  The products from this work effort will be integrated with additional 
research efforts evaluating other financial, regulatory, and informational tools into a “Toolkit” for 
focusing investment in centers, corridors, and employment lands.    Local jurisdictions will be able 
to use the work products to revise their SDC methods and fee schedules to incorporate the model 
SDC approaches identified through this effort. 

Promoting 2040 Growth Concept Development 
In addition to their role in providing necessary revenue to fund infrastructure generally, SDCs can 
also play an important role in helping communities achieve broader policy objectives related to 
community and economic development, including promoting 2040 growth patterns.  As the relative 
cost of serving developments within the targeted 2040 centers and corridors is often less than 
serving development outside these areas – due to reduced system impacts and often lower 
infrastructure costs per unit -- assessing differential SDCs can promote greater financial equity, and 

                                                      

2 SDCs are a one-time charge to new development – usually assessed at the time a building permit is issued – designed to recover the costs of infrastructure capacity 
needed to serve that development.  Oregon state law (ORS 223.297 to 223.314) has authorized the imposition of SDCs for water, wastewater, storm drain, 
transportation and park systems, since 1989.   
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at the same time promote the region’s 2040 Growth Concept by reducing the up-front costs of 
targeted developments.  SDCs are only one – sometimes relatively small – part of overall 
development costs.  However, reducing SDCs in the targeted areas may help level out the ‘playing 
field’ across the region, supporting efforts to attract development to urban centers where 
developers may face additional costs.   

This report presents examples from communities across the country and in Canada that have 
adopted SDC schedules reflecting various development characteristics, including location, 
configuration, and density.  As will be demonstrated in subsequent sections of this report, these fee 
systems often result in lower SDCs for developments located in high density, mixed use areas, often 
with direct access to public transportation.  The development of such programs is generally 
reflective of a desire to increase the equity of the fee system (costs are assessed in proportion to 
system impact), and in many cases to encourage certain types of development (e.g., high density or 
redevelopment) or locations (e.g., areas with proximity to existing public services or transit 
networks).   

Project Authorization and Scope 
Galardi Consulting, LLC was authorized by Metro in January 2007 to perform a review of SDC 
approaches used by jurisdictions throughout North America to promote real cost recovery of 
infrastructure and sustainable development patterns.  For purposes of this study, ‘real’ cost 
recovery is intended to reflect both full cost recovery (costs related to both the array of facility and 
cost types needed to provide capacity for growth generally and specifically related to implementing 
the 2040 vision are included), as well as recognition of potential cost variations among 
developments, with respect to specific development characteristics, like density, location, and 
configuration.  

The project scope included the following tasks: 

1. Research examples from jurisdictions, both inside and outside the Portland metropolitan 
area (Metro area) that set SDC fee schedules which acquire the real costs of infrastructure 
development and promote development in urbanized areas before building in undeveloped, 
non-serviced areas. 

2. Evaluate the applicability and potential use of the different model SDC fee systems to the 
Metro area. 

3. Identify the potential issues local jurisdictions in the Metro area may face while adopting 
the model SDC approaches and recommend steps for implementation. 

4. Prepare a comprehensive report that summarizes the complete findings and 
recommendations.  

The scope of this study does not include an evaluation of the impact of SDC programs on 
development choices, but instead is intended to provide examples from other communities of: 

� Technical approaches for evaluating system impacts by development type/location 

� Designing SDCs to reflect system impacts 

� Implementing policy-based adjustments to provide certain development incentives. 
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In this way, jurisdictions in the Metro area can evaluate potential approaches that support the 
implementation of 2040.  

Report Organization 
The following sections of this report are: 

Section 2: Legal and Methodological Framework -- includes a brief discussion of the legal 
framework and SDC methodological concepts.   

Section 3: Cost Recovery of 2040 Infrastructure – describes approaches to recovering the costs of 
2040 infrastructure through SDCs, applicability of approaches to jurisdictions in the Metro region, 
and recommended steps to implementation.   

Section 4: Assessment of Impact-Based SDCs – describes approaches for varying SDCs for 
different developments based on characteristics like location, configuration, and design. 
Applicability of the approaches to jurisdictions in the Metro region, and steps to implementation, 
are also discussed. 

Section 5: Summary of Recommendations – The recommendations are summarized.  

The following Appendices are provided to supplement the information provided in the core 
sections of this report: 

A. Oregon Statutory Requirements 

B. SDC Methodological Considerations and Components 

C. Examples of Model Approaches to Real Cost Recovery 

D. Examples of Model Approaches to Assessment of Impact-Based SDCs 
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Section 2 

Legal and Methodological Framework 

Legal Authorization 
Oregon state law has authorized the imposition of SDCs since 1989.  The statutes, at Oregon 
Revised Statutes (ORS) 223.297 to 223.314, as they have been amended over the past 18 years, 
authorize cities, counties and special districts to assess SDCs on new development to fund 
identified public facility needs.  In broad overview, the statutes address: 

� Which public facilities may be funded in whole or in part with SDCs; 

� How the amount of SDCs must be determined; 

� How revenue generated from SDCs must be expended; and 

� How a new or modified SDC may be judicially reviewed. 

As defined by the statutes, SDCs may consist of a reimbursement fee, an improvement fee, or 
both. Improvement fees are fees associated with capital improvements to be constructed; 
reimbursement fees are designed to recover the costs associated with capital improvements already 
constructed or under construction. In combination, for example, a reimbursement component may 
be developed to recover a portion of the cost of existing facilities for which there is excess capacity 
to serve new development (such as water and wastewater treatment plants having more capacity 
available to serve new development than is needed to serve existing development), and an 
improvement component may help fund improvements under construction or planned to extend 
service to new development.   

Appendix A includes a more detailed summary of Oregon SDC law, along with the actual text from 
the statutes. 

SDC Methodological Concepts 
In order to understand how SDCs may potentially be used to help jurisdictions achieve 
infrastructure and development objectives, it is first necessary to have an understanding of the 
basic SDC methodological components.   

SDC methodologies generally include the following basic components: 

1. Unit Cost:  The capital cost of constructing capacity to serve new development is 
determined on a per service unit3 basis after subtracting any non-local funding sources, such 
as state and federal funds, and local contributions. 

                                                      

3 Service units will vary by infrastructure system.  For example, water and wastewater service units are typically measured by volume of water consumed or 
wastewater discharged; park units are generally people; drainage units may be square feet of impervious area or other land measure, and transportation units are 
generally trips generated or vehicle miles traveled.  
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2. Revenue credits.  New development generates revenue that may be used to help finance 
facilities also financed by SDCs.  For example, a bond issue to expand park and recreation 
facilities paid from property taxes means that new development paying such taxes will help 
retire the bond.  Such “revenue credits” are generally subtracted from the total capital cost 
per unit to assure that new development is not paying twice for the same facilities. The 
result is "net capital cost." 

3. Demand Schedule:  Units required to service different development types are estimated.  
Such schedules may differentiate demand by land use type, size, location, or other factors.   

The SDC for a specific development is the product of the net capital cost and the total service units 
attributable to the development. 

For individual development projects, the SDC may be reduced to reflect contributions of facilities 
offered by a development, such as a new public park that was shown as needed in the capital 
improvement plan (CIP) to accommodate new development.  For example, if the park and 
recreation SDC would be $1 million and the park value is $500,000, the impact fees are reduced to 
$500,000.  These “construction credits” (also known as credits for “qualified public improvements” 
under Oregon SDC law) are determined on a case-by-case basis. 

Within each of these basic methodological components, jurisdictions may choose among a number 
of different options when crafting an SDC methodology.  The selection of specific methodological 
approaches is generally a function of technical, political and legal considerations.   

A more detailed discussion of SDC methodological components is provided in Appendix B.   

Technical Terms and Abbreviations 
2040 Growth Concept – the Portland metropolitan region’s strategy for managing growth that was 
adopted in December 1995 through the Region 2040 planning and public involvement process 

Asset Valuation—the costs attributed to existing system facilities, for purposes of developing the 
reimbursement fee unit cost 

CAC—Citizen Advisory Committee 

CBD—Central Business District 

CIP—Capital Improvement Plan 

DCC—Development Cost Charge 

DU—Dwelling Unit 

ERU—Equivalent Residential Unit 

GIS—Geographical Information System  

Greenfield Development—new development on a parcel or parcels of more than one contiguous acre  

IGA—Intergovernmental Agreement  

Improvement Fee—the portion of the SDC charged to cover an equitable share of the capital 
improvements required to increase capacity of the system to accommodate new development 
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Infill Development—new development on a parcel or parcels of less than one contiguous acre located 
within the UGB   

ITE—Institute of Transportation Engineers  

LOS—Level of Service -- the measure of the relationship between service capacity and service 
demand for public facilities in terms of demand-to-capacity ratios 

Metro—The Regional Government of the Portland metropolitan area 

MGD—Million Gallons per Day  

Mixed Use Development –includes areas of a mix of at least two of the following land uses and 
includes multiple tenants or ownerships: residential, retail, and office 

OCP—Official Community Plan 

ORS—Oregon Revised Statutes 

Redevelopment—development that replaces or significantly alters an existing structure or structures 

Reimbursement Fee—the portion of the system-specific SDC charged to recoup the community’s 
past or current investment in extra capacity in anticipation of future growth 

Revenue Credits—adjustments to the SDC unit cost to recognize past or future contributions by new 
development to system improvements 

System Improvements —capital improvements that are public facilities and are designed to provide 
service for the community at large, as opposed to specific developments 

SDC—System Development Charge, means a reimbursement fee, an improvement fee or a 
combination thereof assessed or collected at the time of increased usage of a capital improvement 
or issuance of a development permit, building permit or connection to the capital improvement 
(ORS 223.299) 

SDC Unit Cost —costs associated with serving future development, stated in terms of a cost per unit 
of system capacity 

SDC Demand Schedule —the capacity requirements attributable to different development types or 
locations for purposes of assessing SDCs 

SFE—Single Family Equivalent 

TDM—Transportation Demand Management 

TGSF—Thousand Gross Square Feet 

UDB—Urban Development Boundary 

UGB—Urban Growth Boundary 

VMT—Vehicle Miles Traveled 
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Section 3 

Cost Recovery of 2040 Infrastructure 

Introduction 
An objective of this study is to develop model SDC approaches that recover costs of infrastructure 
needed to support 2040 Growth Concept development.  This objective is primarily addressed in the 
SDC methodology through calculation of the SDC unit cost.  Issues related to revenue credits are 
also discussed.  The fundamental question to be addressed is whether the SDCs accurately capture 
the range of costs needed to deliver service to new development under the 2040 Growth Concept 
model.   

From a methodological framework, development of the unit cost and revenue credits requires the 
following steps: 

1. Definition of system improvement costs to be recovered through the SDCs.   

2. Selection of a unit cost structure and valuation approach. 

3. Updating to keep SDCs current with inflation and system planning assumptions. 

4. Adjustment for past or future payments by new development for capital improvements. 

Appendix B provides a detailed description of the methodological issues and approaches related to 
development of the SDC unit cost and revenue credits.  This section focuses on those approaches 
that are considered most consistent with the objective of real cost recovery and Oregon SDC law 
(discussed generally in Section 2 and in more detail in Appendix A). Recommended steps to 
implementation of these approaches are also identified in this section.  

Model Approaches to Cost Recovery of 2040 Infrastructure 
Table 3-1 summarizes the model approaches for cost recovery of 2040 infrastructure.  The model 
approaches are identified for each element of the SDC methodology related to the development of 
the unit cost and revenue credits. 

Definition of System Improvement Costs 
Project List Sources and Planning Horizon 
Real cost recovery SDCs are supported by planning documents beginning with the comprehensive 
plan that defines the service delivery standards for each infrastructure system.  The service 
standards and development projections contained in the comprehensive plan form the basis for 
development of specific infrastructure system plans that identify capital improvements needed 
over the planning period to deliver service to existing and future development.   
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Table 3-1. Model Approaches to Cost Recovery of 2040 Infrastructure 

Methodology Component Model Approaches Rationale Appendix C Example(s) 

Determination of System Improvements 

 Project List Source(s) Infrastructure system plan(s). Required by Oregon law; ensures consistency 
with planning documents and 2040 Growth 
Concept. 

All 

 Planning Horizon Long-term (10 or more years).  Unless the system has ample existing excess 
capacity throughout, a long-term planning 
horizon is generally needed to fully capture all 
of the facility types/costs needed for growth as 
envisioned by local comprehensive plans. 

All 

 Project Cost Allocation A structured process is established by 
which individual capital improvement 
projects are evaluated for their role in 
providing capacity to growth, including 
projects needed specifically to support 
2040 growth concept development.   
 

Oregon law requires demonstration that 
projects or portions of projects to be recovered 
through SDCs are: 

• Needed to provide capacity for future 
growth at a level of service consistent with 
existing system users. 

• Not being funded by other sources. 

Metropolitan Wastewater 
Management Commission of 
Eugene/Springfield (MWMC) 
Sewer SDCs 
City of Wilsonville Sewer SDCs 
City of Portland Transportation 
SDCs 

 Other costs Consider costs associated with placing 
the facilities in service, including planning 
and financing costs and SDC law 
compliance costs. 

Oregon law allows for SDCs to be used to pay 
debt service and for compliance with SDC 
statutes. 

City of Wilsonville Sewer SDCs 
City of Kelowna, BC (Appendix D) 

Unit Cost Structure 
Basic approach Improvements-based Required by Oregon law All 
Fee structure � Buy-In 

� Capacity Expansion 
� Marginal Cost 
� Average Cost, and  
� Total Cost-Attribution (Combined 

Improvement and 
Reimbursement”) 

Oregon law allows for recovery of both existing 
and future facility costs. Selection of specific 
approach will depend on level of service 
analysis which will show how capacity needs 
for growth will be met – through existing 
facilities, future facilities, or a combination. 

Total Cost Attribution: MWMC 
Sewer SDC and City of Wilsonville 
Sewer SDC 
Capacity Expansion: City of 
Portland Transportation SDC, City 
of Gresham Parks SDC, City of 
Albuquerque Parks SDC 

Existing System Valuation 
Basis 

� Book value 
� Original cost 
� Replacement cost  
� Replacement cost less depreciation 

The selection of a valuation approach is a local 
policy decision.   

Replacement Cost: MWMC Sewer 
SDC 
Original Cost: City of Wilsonville 
Sewer SDC 
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Table 3-1. Model Approaches to Cost Recovery of 2040 Infrastructure 

Methodology Component Model Approaches Rationale Appendix C Example(s) 

Differential Unit Costs Vary unit costs within the service area To the extent that capital improvement costs or 
service standards vary significantly and 
consistently by area, differential unit costs and 
SDCs may promote real cost recovery.  

City of Albuquerque Parks SDC 
City of Scottsdale Water SDC 
City of Gresham Parks SDC 
Sacramento Regional County 
Sanitation District Sewer SDC  

Updating 
Inflation Annually adjust fees based on a 

construction or land index, or a 
combination of the two. 

Oregon law allows for periodic adjustment of 
fees based on a specific cost index or data 
source published by a recognized 
organization, separate from the SDC 
methodology.  

City of Gresham Parks SDC 

Methodology The methodology is reviewed regularly 
(3-5 years), to ensure consistency with 
projected facility needs and costs, and 
planning assumptions. 

Regular updating needed to reflect accurate 
mix/cost of projects and level of service. 

MWMC Sewer SDC 

Revenue Credits 
Past Payments Determine present value of past 

estimated payments by undeveloped 
property for infrastructure. 

Prevent growth from being charged twice for 
system improvements. 

MWMC Sewer SDC 

Future Payments Determine present value of future 
estimated payments for existing system 
deficiencies. 

Prevent growth from being charged twice for 
system improvements. 

MWMC Sewer SDC and City of 
Wilsonville Sewer SDC 
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Oregon law requires that improvement SDCs be based on “a capital improvement plan, public 
facilities plan, master plan or comparable plan that includes a list of the capital improvements 
that may be funded with improvement fee revenues and the estimated cost and timing for each 
improvement.”4 Basing the SDC unit cost development on a long-term infrastructure plan will 
allow for cost recovery consistent with adopted service standards and development patterns.  It 
is important that system plans be kept current with comprehensive plans, so that the SDCs may 
recover the specific facility types and costs needed to service the particular development that is 
anticipated. 

Project Cost Allocation 
Further, to comply with Oregon law, the SDC methodology must include an evaluation of each 
capital improvement on the capital project list, and its role in providing capacity for growth.  
Specifically, ORS 223.304(2) describes that the improvements included in the SDC must be 
“needed to increase the capacity of the systems to which the fee is related” and that cost recovery 
is limited to that amount that can be demonstrated to provide capacity for future users.   

A structured process for evaluation of capital improvement projects includes: 

� Identification of relevant facility design criteria and level of service (LOS) standards.5 

� Estimation of total capacity to be provided by each improvement, and that portion of 
capacity related to meeting the needs of future growth vs. remedying existing service 
deficiencies. 

� Any necessary adjustments in SDC-related cost for external funding sources (e.g. grants 
or developer contributions). 

Example Allocation 
To illustrate the required analysis to support project cost allocation, consider the following park 
SDC examples.  The relevant design criteria are generally the type of park or facility (e.g., 
neighborhood or community parks).  Assume a neighborhood park, where the jurisdiction has 
adopted a LOS of 5 acres of park land per 1,000 residents.  Further, assume a project 
improvement that will add 5 acres of park land, and that the community is expected to grow by 
1,000 people over the planning horizon, such that the capacity needed to serve the new 
population is 5 acres.  If the community has 1,000 people now and 5 acres of neighborhood parks, 
then new development will need 5 new acres of park land, and the total costs of the project 
improvement may be allocated to growth, assuming that the jurisdiction does not anticipate a 
grant or other external funding for that improvement.   

Alternatively, if the community has only 4 acres of park currently, then based on its adopted 
LOS, it is deficient by 1 acre with respect to meeting current resident needs.  In this case, 
assuming an expanded project improvement of 6 acres (in order to address both the 1 acre 
existing deficiency and 5 acre future development need), approximately 16 percent (1 divided by 
6 acres) of the acquisition cost and capacity is needed for existing residents; therefore, in 
determining the SDC unit cost only about 84 percent of the project costs are growth-related. 

                                                      

4 ORS 223.309(1). 

5 Level of service is a measure of the relationship between service capacity and service demand for public facilities in terms of demand-to-capacity ratios. 
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2040 Growth Concept Projects 
The 2040 Growth Concept, as relevant here, encourages development in urban centers at higher 
densities; therefore improvements that support higher density development and urban centers, 
such as parking structures and upgrades to existing infrastructure capacity should be considered 
for inclusion in the SDC methodology.  The primary legal consideration applicable in this context 
is again that the improvements must be “needed to increase the capacity of the systems to which 
the fee is related” and that cost recovery is limited to that amount that can be demonstrated to 
provide capacity for future users.   

As communities further identify the infrastructure investments needed to implement 2040, it is 
important that system plans be updated to include such projects, and that the SDC 
methodologies reflect the portion of those costs associated with meeting the capacity needs of 
future development.  Appendix C includes a case study from the City of Portland that 
demonstrates consideration of 2040-related infrastructure in its SDC project list.  Among projects 
included in the city’s existing SDC methodology are street car and regional center improvements.   

Other Costs 
Oregon statutory provisions related to expenditure of SDCs provide guidance on what does and 
does not constitute an SDC eligible cost; specifically, ORS 223.307: 

� States that both reimbursement and improvement SDCs may be used for expenditures 
relating to repayment of debt. 

� Excludes “costs associated with the construction of administrative office facilities that are 
more than an incidental part of other capital improvements.”  

� Allows for expenditure of SDC revenue on “costs of complying with the provisions of  
ORS 223.297 to 223.314, including the costs of developing system development charge  
methodologies and providing an annual accounting of system development charge 
expenditures.”  

The fact that SDCs may be used to fund debt service suggests that beyond facility improvement 
costs, the SDCs may also recover costs of debt financing (e.g., interest costs).  In addition, the 
methodology may also allow for recovery of compliance costs, which generally include the costs 
of developing the SDC methodology, conducting annual SDC fund accounting, and planning 
costs associated with the development of the SDC project list.  All of these cost components are 
‘real costs’ associated with providing capacity needs for growth, and therefore should be 
considered in the SDC methodology.   

In its 20 Year Servicing Plan and Financing Strategy 2020, the City of Kelowna, BC recognizes the 
additional costs associated with financing wastewater treatment capacity by including an interest 
component in the development charges.  Additional aspects of Kelowna’s development charge 
methodologies are presented in Appendix D. 

Unit Cost Structure 
Basic Approach 
The requirement that the improvement fee be based on a specific list of capital improvements, 
limits the SDC methodology to an ‘improvements-based’ approach. This basic approach is 
compared and contrasted to the ’consumption-based’ approach in Appendix B.  Examples of both 
approaches may be found across the country; however, model approaches for jurisdictions in 
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Oregon are limited to the improvements-based approach, as required by law.  Furthermore, to 
the extent that the capital project list is kept current and linked to comprehensive plans, the use 
of the improvements approach may allow for more accurate estimation and recovery of real costs 
of development.  

Fee Structure 
Great flexibility is provided within the statutory requirements with respect to selection of a unit 
cost fee structure and valuation approach, given that SDCs may include a reimbursement fee, an 
improvement fee, or a combination of the two.  The key methodological requirement is 
demonstration that the SDC results in recovery of costs related to capacity which will serve the 
needs of growth – either through existing system available capacity, future capacity expansion, or 
a combination.   

Of critical importance to determination of costs needed to serve new development – and 
establishment of a unit cost structure that will effectively recover those costs -- is the relationship 
between the adopted LOS and the actual LOS existing at the time the SDCs are developed.  For 
example, if a community has adopted a higher LOS than it is currently providing, then the 
system is deficient in capacity to meet the needs of even existing development.  In this case, the 
SDC structure would be limited to an improvement fee, as there is no existing available capacity 
for new development to utilize.  Similarly, if the system is just meeting the adopted LOS, then 
there is sufficient capacity for existing development, but again there is no excess capacity 
available for growth.  Only in cases were the existing system has excess capacity (as is the case 
when the existing LOS is higher than the adopted standard) may a reimbursement component be 
considered.  An example is a water system with a storage standard of 2.0 times the average day 
water demand (to meet peak and emergency demands).  If the system currently has capacity to 
provide storage of 2.5 times average day demand (i.e., the actual LOS exceeds the standard), then 
there is available capacity in the system to help meet the needs of future growth.       

Because LOS and capacity requirements and conditions vary across communities, what is 
deemed to be the optimal SDC approach in one community may differ from that of another 
community.  The important consideration is not whether jurisdictions prescribe to a single unit 
cost approach, but whether the local jurisdiction has conducted the necessary planning to 
identify the needs of growth, and whether the selected methodology accurately reflects the 
conditions specific to that jurisdiction.   

As described in Appendix B and listed in Table 3-1, there are various methodological approaches 
to development of reimbursement (also referred to as “buy-in”) and improvement fee unit cost 
structures; the selection of which depends on a number of factors including cost recovery goals 
(related to existing system valuation discussed below) and financial and engineering data 
availability. 

Existing System Valuation 
To the extent that existing system facilities will be used to meet the capacity needs of growth, an 
approach to valuing that capacity must be selected.  In Oregon, reimbursement fees must be 
calculated consistent with the elements of ORS 223.304, which requires in essence that the fees be 
based on the “value of unused capacity available to future system users.”  Selection of a valuation 
approach is a policy decision, and various methods are used across the state and country, 
perhaps the most common approaches being original cost and replacement cost (sometimes 
adjusted for accumulated depreciation).  Appendix B further discusses the valuation approaches 
and provides numerical examples. 
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Differential Unit Costs 
The most common approach to establishing SDC unit costs (and assessment of fees) historically 
has been to develop system-wide average unit costs, without differentiation within the service 
area.  However, to the extent that real costs of infrastructure vary significantly and consistently 
across the service area due to differences in land values, area-specific improvements, or other 
factors, development of differential unit costs (and assessment schedules) may further promote 
real cost recovery.  Appendix C includes examples of jurisdictions that have adopted differential 
unit costs based on the following approaches: 

1. Variations due to cost factors: The City of Albuquerque, NM adopted SDCs for parks that 
vary across planning areas within the city.  The differences in SDCs reflect in part, 
different assumptions about the value of land in each of the service areas.  Similarly, the 
City of Scottsdale assesses water SDCs for two different areas within the city.  Fees are 
reduced in one area, reflecting the fact that additional water rights are not required, 
whereas the other area requires procurement of future supplies.  Similarly Kelowna, BC 
allocates planned capital improvement projects among different service areas and 
develops specific fees for each area, reflecting the estimated cost of service.   

2. Variations due to levels of service:  The City of Gresham implemented parks SDCs for 
separate areas within the overall parks planning area, based on the specific LOS to be 
provided in each area.  Because newly developing areas have a higher LOS for parks than 
other areas of the city, the fees are higher. 

3. Variations due to cost allocations:  The Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District 
adopted an alternative SDC designed to encourage infill development by offering reduced 
fees in specified infill areas, compared with “new growth” areas.  The fee differences 
reflect an alternative cost allocation process, whereby new growth areas are allocated the 
higher initial costs of conveyance system improvements, while infill areas are allocated 
the lower incremental costs of upsizing the facilities for full build-out needs.  
Redevelopment areas are also eligible for lower treatment fees made available through an 
Economic Development Treatment Bank which purchased low-cost capacity from 
industries that left the service area. 

4. Variations due to policy-based decisions:  The City of Albuquerque’s parks SDC 
schedule reflects a decision to not charge for historical system investment that will 
provide capacity to growth.  As the degree of reliance on existing system facilities varies 
across the service area, this contributes to differential SDCs.   

Updating 
Oregon SDC law allows for regular updating of SDCs to reflect changes in “the cost of materials, 
labor or real property applied to projects or project capacity” upon which the fees are based, 
presuming that the update is based on “the application of one or more specific cost indexes or 
other periodic data sources…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.”  Such adjustments are required to be “incorporated as part of the established 
methodology or identified and adopted in a separate ordinance, resolution or order.”6 

                                                      

6 ORS 223.304(8) 
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Development Plan  
Basic planning 
assumptions 

Type and location of 
development 

Facility/Master Plan 
Level of service standards 

New development demands (aggregate 
and by type) 

Existing and future facilities to meet 
growth needs specific to planned 

development pattern 

SDC Methodology  
Growth projections 

Cost of existing and future growth related 
capacity in aggregate and by development type

Financial Plan  
Capital financing plan 
Funding sources for 
existing deficiencies 

Beyond regular inflationary adjustments, comprehensive review and update of the methodology 
should be conducted regularly as system planning documents are revised and new long-term 
capital improvement plans are adopted.  Likewise, these facility plans should be updated as 
comprehensive community plans get revised. 

Revenue Credits 
While not explicitly required by Oregon law, it is standard practice around the country to include 
a mechanism in the SDC methodology to adjust fees for past or future non-SDC revenues paid by 
new development that fund capital projects for existing system users, including the costs to 
remedy existing deficiencies.  As the SDCs are designed to recover from new development, full 
costs up-front for capacity needs, past or future contributions to capacity improvements may be 
construed as over collecting with respect to real cost recovery.  The model approach to 
calculating revenue credits is to estimate the present value of past and future contributions, and 
adjust the SDC unit cost accordingly. 

Recommended Steps to Implementation of Model Approaches to 
Cost Recovery of 2040 Infrastructure 
Steps to implementation of the model approaches discussed above are provided in Table 3-2. 

Financial/Technical 
Implementation of SDCs reflecting real cost recovery requires current planning and cost data to 
support the SDC methodology.  Figure 3-1 illustrates how the SDC methodology is informed by 
various planning processes, including the comprehensive plan, facility and master planning, and 
financial planning to ensure that the SDCs reflect the needed infrastructure to meet anticipated 
growth needs, and are consistent with development and financial policies.  

Figure 3-1.  Model Approaches: Recommended SDC Development Process 
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Table 3-2. Steps to Implementation of Model Approaches to Cost Recovery of 2040 Infrastructure 

Consideration Specific Issue(s) Recommended Action(s) Ownership 

Financial/Technical 
Data to clearly identify 
real costs to serve growth.  

System plans and SDC project list is not 
current with respect to development 
plan.  
Project list does not address long-term 
development needs. 
SDC methodology does not include 
costs associated with placing assets in 
service. 

Keep system plans and SDC project lists current 
with development plans.  Tie SDC updates to 
completion of master or facility plans.  Base SDCs 
on long-term (e.g. 20-year or build-out) projected 
needs, as defined by system plans. 
Coordinate development of SDC methodology 
with update of capital financing plan to estimate 
financing costs and revenue credits.  
Include planning costs in SDCs to allow for more 
frequent updating of system plans and SDC 
methodology.   

Local jurisdictions: Coordination among 
finance, planning, and public works 
departments. 
Metro: Help identify infrastructure related 
to 2040 development through completion 
of regional infrastructure analysis. 

Political/Governance 
Political support to 
implement real cost 
recovery SDCs. 

Not all potentially eligible projects get 
funded. 

Develop structured process for project selection 
that is linked to other policies and objectives (e.g., 
prioritize projects that help implement 2040 growth 
concept). 
Provide references to studies that show SDCs not 
a barrier to economic development. 

Local jurisdictions: Demonstrate linkages 
between development plans, 
infrastructure, and SDCs.  Engage 
stakeholders to balance community 
objectives. 
Metro: Increase public education about 
the importance and use of SDCs as 
funding mechanism (e.g., tool kit). 

Legal/Regulatory 
Costs specifically related 
to growth capacity needs. 

Certain types of projects the local 
jurisdiction would like to fund may not be 
SDC eligible. 

Develop structured process for evaluation of each 
project in the capital plan and how it relates to 
meeting growth capacity needs, including 2040-
related improvements. 

Local jurisdictions 
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A key recommendation is that local jurisdictions use a coordinated process for development and 
updating of SDCs to reflect current development, facility, and financial plans.  Infrastructure 
system plans should be updated regularly to keep current with development projections and 
patterns.  Update of system plans should trigger review and update of both the system capital 
financing plan and the SDC methodology.  The SDC methodology will determine what portion of 
capital costs may legally be funded through SDCs; the capital financing plan will identify how 
existing deficiencies will be funded, as well as how SDCs will be used – either to cash fund 
facilities, or to repay debt service over time.  To the extent that debt will be used to finance the costs 
of facility expansion, the SDC methodology may consider the additional costs associated with long-
term financing (e.g., interest and issuance costs). 

Inclusion of planning costs in the SDC methodology7 can help to offset costs of developing and 
updating the capital project lists. 

Metro can help promote real cost recovery by initiating studies to identify regional infrastructure 
needs and financing specifically related to 2040 Growth Concept development.8 

Political/Governance 
Political support is needed to implement real cost recovery SDCs.  Building support may require 
overcoming the perception that SDCs will limit growth in general and economic development 
specifically.  While the number of studies on the impact of SDCs on economic development is still 
limited, recent reports suggest that SDCs can in fact promote economic development, through 
provision of necessary infrastructure.9   

Local governments can help strengthen political and public support for SDCs by demonstrating 
how SDCs will fund high priority projects, in a manner that is consistent with the community’s 
development goals.  By coordinating development of the SDC methodology with development of 
system plans, linkages can be made between SDCs and delivery of service at required standards (in 
the case of regulated systems like water, sewer, and in some cases stormwater) and locally and 
regionally desired standards (in the case of parks and transportation).  Coordination of the SDC 
methodology with development of the capital financing plan can help illustrate funding gaps 
associated with general revenue supported infrastructure, as well as the impacts on other revenue 
sources (like utility rates) of implementation of SDCs at levels below real cost recovery. 

Many communities use a citizen advisory committee process (CAC) to develop SDC 
recommendations.  This can be an effective way to balance local objectives related to infrastructure 
funding and development.  This can be a particularly effective process when the CAC has also been 
involved in the development of the system plans, so that there is greater understanding of the need 
for the capital improvements themselves. 

 

                                                      

7 Master planning costs may be prorated between growth and existing development based on population, future capacity needs, overall allocation of capital 
improvement costs, or other relevant basis 

8 Metro is embarking on a study in June 2007 to analyze regional infrastructure needs and financing mechanisms.  Results from this process are expected to be 
available in early 2008. 

9 See for example: Paying for Prosperity: Impact Fees and Job Growth (2003). The Brookings Institution Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy. 
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The City of Albuquerque, NM adopted SDCs in 2004 (some of which are described in Appendix C 
and D), which resulted from a large-scale, community-driven visioning approach to address issues 
of urban form, land use and facility efficiencies, equity, long-range capital facility financing, and 
related “big picture” issues.  That process led to the Planned Growth Strategies plan which was 
adopted in 2004.  This plan served as the policy framework from which the city’s SDCs were 
developed.   

Legal/Regulatory 
Oregon SDC law limits costs that may be included in the SDC methodology to capacity-related 
capital improvement needed for growth.  Local governments should conduct a detailed evaluation 
of each project (using processes described previously in this section and examples presented in 
Appendix C) on the capital improvement plan to determine potential SDC eligibility within the 
allowable infrastructure systems.  Certain improvements – such as safety improvements, improved 
pedestrian and bicycle access, and similar improvements – will require careful articulation of the 
specific ways in which they contribute to additional capacity.  Generally, an increase in capacity can 
be demonstrated by: 

� Adding additional facilities – this can mean adding more of the same type of facilities 
already existing in the system (e.g., additional neighborhood parks or wastewater clarifiers), 
and adding new facility types (e.g., skate parks or a new treatment process).  In the latter 
case it is important to recognize that existing development will also benefit from the new 
facility types, so growth cannot be required to pay for the entire improvement costs. 

� Increasing the level of performance provided by existing facilities (e.g., building a 
parking structure to remove existing on-street parking). 

� Upsizing existing facilities, to the extent that any replacement capacity cost benefiting 
existing development is not allocated to growth. 

Summary of Model Approach Recommendations 
SDC methodologies from communities within the Metro region and around the country were 
reviewed to identify approaches that would support the objective of real cost recovery.  For 
purposes of this report, ‘real’ cost recovery is intended to reflect both full cost recovery (the full 
array of facility and cost types needed to provide capacity for growth generally and specifically 
related to 2040 growth concept development are included), as well as recognition of potential cost 
variations across the service area. The model approaches are provided in Table 3-1, along with 
references to examples of these approaches as applied in specific communities and described in 
Appendix C.  Below is a summary of the recommendations related to full cost recovery and cost 
variation. 

Full Cost Recovery 
Key attributes of the recommended model SDC approaches related to full cost recovery include the 
following, as illustrated in Figure 3-2: 

� Long-term project cost recovery: The SDC methodology is based on a recently adopted 
capital improvement or facility plan that projects needed improvements for a minimum of 
10 years to serve existing and future growth as defined by an up-to-date comprehensive 
plan.  As such, the project list includes facilities needed to build-out the system according to 

207



18 

local and regional growth objectives, including costs oriented to urban center facilities, to 
the extent that these projects relate to provision of capacity for growth. 

� Existing system cost recovery:  To the extent that existing system facilities will be used to 
meet the service delivery needs of new development, the fee structure reflects a buy-in 
component designed to recover available capacity costs from growth. 

� Recovery of other costs:  Beyond the direct facility costs themselves, the methodology allows 
for recovery of costs associated with placing facilities in service (e.g., planning and financing 
costs), and recovery of SDC act compliance costs (e.g., SDC fund accounting and development 
of the methodology). 

� Inflationary adjustments: the methodology includes a mechanism for adjusting the fees 
annually for changes in cost factors, including land and materials inflation. 

 

Recognition of Cost Variations  
Historically, SDCs have been assessed uniformly across service areas based on system-wide 
average unit costs of capacity.  The review of model approaches yielded examples both within the 
Metro region and elsewhere around the country, where cost variations within service areas have 
been developed in order to promote equity and development objectives.  Specifically, four types of 
model approaches were identified with variations based on: 

1. Cost factors 

2. Levels of service 

3. Cost allocations   

4. Policy-based decisions   

Existing system 
available capacity 

System Planning 
Costs 

Inflationary Adjustments

Financing Costs 

SDC Act 
Compliance 

Costs 

Cost Recovery 
Spectrum 

Long term capital 
improvements  

FIGURE 3-2 

Spectrum of Full Cost Recovery 
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The first three approaches are designed to achieve full cost recovery with respect to costs of serving 
growth.  The fourth approach, as applied in the Albuquerque example, resulted from a large scale 
community visioning process.  Among the outcomes of this process was establishment of service 
tiers across the city: “fully served,” “partially served,” and “unserved.”  The purpose of the tiers 
was to recognize that some areas of the city already had most or all the infrastructure needed to 
serve new development but other areas did not.  Also, “fully served” areas were more likely than 
“partially served” ones to have infill and redevelopment opportunities.  From the city’s perspective, 
it would be a more efficient use of existing resources to encourage development in fully served 
areas – where facilities already exist – and also encourage more efficient development patterns in 
partially served areas through a pricing structure in part based on SDCs.    
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Section 4 

Assessment of Impact-Based SDCs 

Introduction 
An objective of this study is to develop model SDC approaches to assessment of SDCs based on 
system impact.  As discussed previously, assessment of impact-based SDCs is one tool local 
jurisdictions can use to promote 2040 Growth Concept development, as the relative cost of serving 
developments within targeted high-density nodes and transit corridors is often less than serving 
development outside these areas, due to reduced system impacts.  This objective is primarily 
addressed in the SDC methodology through development of the demand schedule, which defines 
how capacity requirements will be measured overall, and with respect to particular development 
characteristics.   

The fundamental question to be addressed is whether the SDCs reflect the impact of new 
development on facilities.  Variations in system impact related to the following development 
characteristics are considered: 

� Land use type 

� Development Size 

� Density 

� Location 

� Configuration 

This section presents the model approaches considered most consistent with the objective of 
assessment of impact-based SDCs. Recommended steps to implementation of these approaches are 
also identified in this section.   

Model Approaches to Impact-Based SDC Assessment 
Table 4-1 summarizes the model approaches to impact-based SDC assessment.  As development 
characteristics vary in impact on different infrastructure systems, the table is organized by 
infrastructure system and development characteristic.  Examples of some of these approaches may 
be found in Appendix D (with some references to the examples in Appendix C). 

A discussion of system impacts by development characteristic follows. 
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Table 4-1. Model Approaches to Assessment of Impact-Based SDCs  

System/Development 
Characteristic Model Approaches Rationale Appendix D Example(s) 

Transportation 

 Land Use Type Vary fees by dwelling and nonresidential 
land use type. 

Data from Institute of Transportation Engineer 
(ITE) manuals provide data on trip 
characteristics by numerous land use 
categories. 

City of Tucson 
City of Albuquerque 

 Development Size Vary residential fees by house size. Nonresidential SDCs are commonly assessed 
based on development size, based on data from 
ITE manuals.  Recent examples of residential 
SDC assessment relate trip generation to 
number of occupants and house size.  

City of Tucson 
City of Albuquerque 

 Density Vary residential fees based on number of 
units per lot. 

Higher density development has less impact on 
roadway system and is less costly to serve per 
unit due to reduced linear feet of roadway. 

City of Kelowna 
City of Prince George 

 Location and Configuration Reductions in SDCs for downtown core 
and mixed use areas. 
Reductions in SDCs for development along 
transit/bus corridors. 

Compact nature of area leads to reduced trip 
generation and shorter trips. Proximity to 
nonmotorized modes and mixed use leads to 
reduced trip generation and shorter trips. 

City of Tucson   
City of Olympia 
City of Atlanta 

Green Design SDC discounts for transportation demand 
management measures and site design 
features. 

Certain site design features (e.g., bike parking) 
may reduce vehicle trip generation. 

City of Olympia 

Water 
 Land Use Type Vary fees based on average number of 

occupants/employees per unit. 
The average number of occupants per unit 
varies by dwelling type (single family vs. 
multifamily) and land use type (nonresidential 
employment density).  The number of 
occupants/employees is an indicator of potential 
water demand. 

City of Prince George 

 Development Size Vary residential fees by lot size. Systems are sized for peak demands which 
often relate to summer irrigation and lot size.  
Offers greater variation in fees than standard 
scaling measures like meter size. 

City of Santa Fe 
City of Scottsdale (single family) 
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Table 4-1. Model Approaches to Assessment of Impact-Based SDCs  

System/Development 
Characteristic Model Approaches Rationale Appendix D Example(s) 

 Density Vary residential fees by density of lot. The number of units per lot is an indicator of 
both house and lot size, and thus an indicator of 
potential water demand.  Higher density/reduced 
lot width per unit requires reduced linear feet of 
water main. 

City of Scottsdale (multifamily) 
City of Kelowna, BC 
City of Prince George, BC 

Location Vary fees by area. Projected demand per unit varies by area. City of Scottsdale 
 

Green Design Discount SDCs for certain building or site 
design features. 

Building and site design may be a factor in 
reducing water use per unit.  

None identified. 

Storm Water 
Land Use Type Vary fees based on estimated runoff 

equivalencies. 
Potential runoff is generally a function of the 
amount of impervious area which relates to the 
dwelling density for residential, site coverage for 
nonresidential, and average percent impervious 
coverage by land use type. 

City of Prince George 

Development Size Vary fees by impervious area of specific 
development. 

The amount of impervious area is an indicator of 
potential runoff which may be measured for 
each individual development. 

City of Albuquerque (Appendix C) 

Density Vary fees by number of residential units 
per acre. 

Higher density/reduced lot width per unit 
requires reduced linear feet of stormwater 
mains. 

City of Prince George 

Location Vary fees by area. Projected capital investment needs vary by 
area. 

City of Prince George 

Green Design Discounts for on-site detention above 
development standards; Reduced fees 
overall as a result of required design 
standards (e.g., green streets). 

On-site improvements may be effective at 
controlling runoff beyond standards.  Requiring 
all developments to control runoff can reduce 
need for system capacity overall. 

City of Eugene  
City of Prince George 
City of Gresham 

Sewer  
 Land Use Type Vary fees based on average number of 

occupants or employees per unit. 
The average number of occupants per unit 
varies by dwelling (single family vs. multifamily) 
and land use type (nonresidential employment 
density).  The number of occupants/employees 
is an indicator of potential water demand and 
resulting wastewater volume. 

City of Prince George 
City of Scottsdale 
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Table 4-1. Model Approaches to Assessment of Impact-Based SDCs  

System/Development 
Characteristic Model Approaches Rationale Appendix D Example(s) 

 Development Size Vary residential fees by house size. House size relates to number of occupants, 
which relates to winter average water use 
(typically used to estimate sewage flow).   

City of Eugene 
 

 Density Vary residential fees by density of lot. The number of units per lot is an indicator of 
house size, and thus an indicator of potential 
wastewater volume.  Higher density/reduced lot 
width per unit requires reduced linear feet of 
sewer mains. 

City of Scottsdale (multifamily) 
City of Kelowna, BC 
City of Prince George, BC 

Location Vary fees by area. Projected system flow contribution per unit 
varies by area. Projected capital investment 
needs vary by area. 

City of Scottsdale 
City of Prince George 

Green Design Discount SDCs for certain building design 
features. 

Building design may be a factor in reducing 
wastewater flow volume. 

None identified 

Parks 
Land Use Type Vary fees by dwelling and nonresidential 

land use type. 
Dwelling type is an indicator of number of 
occupants.  Nonresidential depends on nexus, 
but generally related to number of employees 
per unit. 

City of Prince George 

Development Size Vary fees by house size. House size is an indicator of number of 
occupants. 

City of Albuquerque (Appendix C) 

Density/Location Vary fees by location/density. Number of occupants per unit varies by 
location/density. 

City of Albuquerque (Appendix C) 
City of Olympia 

Configuration, Green Design None identified. None identified. None identified 
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Land Use Type 
Land use is a factor in SDC assessment especially for parks and transportation systems, which at a 
minimum, reflect land use type and most often, include differentiations by dwelling type to 
recognize variations in average number of occupants per unit.  For stormwater, water, and 
wastewater systems, SDCs are often assessed based on a scaling measure that is uniformly applied 
to all land use types.  For example, impervious area is most often used for assessment of 
stormwater10 SDCs for all land use types.  Similarly, SDC programs for water and sewer are often 
based on plumbing fixture units or meter size and assessed uniformly for all development types. 

In some cases, certain land uses may be exempt from SDCs altogether.  Historically, this has been 
most often the case for nonresidential land uses and park SDCs.  Assessment of SDCs requires 
demonstration of a rational nexus between the development and need for system capacity.   
Recently, more and more jurisdictions have adopted park SDCs for nonresidential development, 
including the cities of Beaverton, Gresham, Hillsboro, Lake Oswego, Oregon City, Sherwood, 
Tigard, Washington Co., and Wilsonville.  The nexus for nonresidential development and park 
demand is typically established through park surveys, hours of opportunity (where potential park 
use is estimated for work vs. home-based time), or other models. 

Development Size 
Most fee schedules for all infrastructure systems include some basis for assessing differential SDCs 
to nonresidential development based on development size.  Scaling measures are common in the 
assessment of SDCs for nonresidential development, due to the wide variation in developments 
(see Appendix B for common scaling measures).  Variation in SDCs based on size of development 
has been less common practice for assessing residential development, though that is changing. As 
with dwelling type, dwelling size is a potential indicator of the number of occupants, and therefore 
an important factor in park and other system SDC assessments.   

Table 4-2 shows the relationship between house size, persons per unit, and lot size based on 
national data; specifically, as house size increases so does persons per unit and lot size.   

Table 4-2. Relationship between House Size, Persons per Unit, and Lot Size 

House Size  Persons  Lot Size 

Less than 500 square feet  2.21  0.22 

500 to 999 square feet  2.27  0.25 

1,000 to 1,499 square feet  2.51  0.33 

1,500 to 1,999 square feet  2.69  0.37 

2,000 to 2,499 square feet  2.89  0.43 

2,500+ square feet   3.02  0.52 

Source:  Adapted from American Housing Survey 2001. 
 

                                                      

10 The use of land use categories is sometimes used to estimate impervious area based on standard coverage ratios.  Also, as runoff water quality issues become 
more important and costly to address, development of differential fees based on the quality of runoff by land use type may become more common practice. 
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The relationships illustrated in Table 4-2 may vary locally, particularly for lot size, when there is a 
high incidence of large homes on small lots.  Appendix D provides examples (City of Tucson and 
City of Eugene) of how house size has been correlated to system impacts for transportation and 
utilities based on local census and other data.11   

Density 
Density of the geographic area within which development occurs (as opposed to density of the 
development itself) is an important characteristic for certain infrastructure systems, namely 
transportation and utilities.  

Transportation 
As indicated by Table 4-3, for transportation systems, density has a strong influence on mode 
choice to destinations and distance to destinations.  Higher-density areas may lend themselves to 
more walking and bicycling to some destinations than lower-density areas, and higher-density 
areas may have public transit options that lower-density areas do not.  Also, higher-density areas 
may make the trips between destinations shorter.   

Table 4-3. Trip Distribution by Density, 2001 

Housing Units Per Square Mile 
Private Motor 

Vehicle Bus Rail Bicycle Walk 
All Other 
Modes 

26 – 750 97.0% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 1.7% 0.5% 

751 - 2,000 95.4% 1.1% 1.2% 0.3% 1.4% 0.6% 

2,001 - 4,000 92.4% 2.8% 1.6% 0.4% 2.4% 0.4% 

4,001 - 6,000 82.4% 7.4% 3.2% 1.4% 5.0% 0.7% 

6,000+ 56.6% 13.7% 18.7% 1.4% 8.6% 0.9% 

All (average) 90.9% 2.90 2.5% 0.5% 2.8% 0.5% 
Source:  Adapted from Nationwide Household Transportation Study 2001, calculated based on mode journey to work by 
workers using only complete responses and grouping detailed mode categories into the ones reported here. 
 

As shown in Table 4-3, although the private motorized vehicle mode (car, van, sport utility vehicle, 
pick-up truck, large truck) dominates in all categories, use of this mode falls considerably between 
the 4,000-6,000 and over 6,000 unit-per-square-mile categories (essentially cluster home to 
townhouse density).  The data show that trips via bus nearly double between the same density 
categories, while rail trips increase nearly six-fold.  Walking to work increases at about the same 
rate between the three most-dense categories.  

Regional data from Metro’s 1994 Travel Behavior Survey also show that area density and proximity 
to transit reduce vehicle miles per capita, as reliance on auto use decreases in favor of transit and 
other modes (walking and bike). 

                                                      

11 For a more complete discussion of using house size as a variable in impact fee assessment, see “Impact Fees and Housing Affordability: A Guidebook for 
Practitioners” (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Washington DC, April 2007) 
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As indicated in Table 4-1, Appendix D provides examples of impact-based SDC assessment, where 
reduced fees are assessed in the high-density urban core area, relative to other parts of the city. 

Utilities   
Studies have also shown that area density is a substantial influencing factor in extending water, 
wastewater and stormwater systems.  Burchell’s synthesis of literature suggests that areas with 
higher-density development (more than 6 units per acre) are about 20 percent to 30 percent less 
costly to serve with utility services than lower density.12  Two separate issues are considered.  First, 
as density decreases the cost of providing the network of mains and other improvements outside 
subdivisions increases.  Second, the costs of central water and wastewater facilities are roughly 
constant for average daily personal use, but increases in water demand in certain months occurs as 
density declines reflecting greater outdoor use for irrigation, swimming pools, and car washing. 

For the network cost, consider a very simplistic set of assumptions: a) the same size of water and 
wastewater main can serve the same number of people whether they are concentrated in one 
square mile of development or 10 (that is, as land area increases density decreases proportionately); 
b) the main traverses through the center of a square mile and residential developments tap onto it 
and internalize costs of extending the network within them (that is, each connecting development 
serves an area a half mile wide); c) the terrain is unproblematic; and d) the cost to install a mile of 
water and wastewater mains is $250,000 each or $500,000 together. These simplistic assumptions 
allow for calculation of the variation in water and wastewater network costs by density which is 
shown in Table 4-4.  

Table 4-4. Water and Wastewater Network Costs per Unit by Density 

Residential Units Per Square Mile, Range Residential Units Per Square Mile, Average Cost Per Unit* 

26 – 700 500 $1,000  
701 - 2,000 1,200 $417  

2,001 – 4,000 3,000 $167  
4,001 – 6,000 5,000 $100  

>6,000 7,000 $71  

*Based on $250,000 per mile for water and wastewater mains 
 

While the example in Table 4-4 indicates that costs of providing the network of mains may decrease 
in higher density areas, the simplifying assumptions may not hold true in all cases and tends to 
limit use of density as a factor in SDC assessment.  Specifically, for high density areas where infill 
and redevelopment requires upsizing existing mains, installation costs per unit may actually be 
higher than lower density areas due to construction complexities (e.g., the need to dig up existing 
infrastructure beyond just the water mains to replace the existing facilities).   

An example of assessing SDCs based on area density was discussed in Section 3 (Sacramento 
Regional County Sanitation District Sewer SDC).  In this case, the SDC schedule for higher density 
infill areas was lower than the fees in other areas, reflecting a reduced allocation of conveyance  

                                                      

12 Robert Burchell, et al., The Costs of Sprawl Revisited, National Academy of Sciences (2000). 
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system costs that stemmed from the district’s policy objective to encourage development in infill 
areas.  Appendix D provides an example from the City of Prince George, BC, where higher density 
developments are assessed lower fees based on the reduced lot width, which is assumed to 
correlate to reduced linear feet of required water, sewer, and stormwater mains.      

As discussed above, area density may be an indicator of peak water demands that impact sizing of 
capacity in central facilities.  Peak water use is driven largely by outdoor water uses, and in 
particular lawn irrigation and in some areas swimming pools, both which tend to increase with 
larger lots.  However, lot size is the more common approach to assessing SDCs.  As indicated in 
Table 4-1, the City of Scottsdale assesses SDCs based on the density of the lot (number of units per 
acre) which is an indicator of individual unit lot sizes which the city has further correlated to 
variations in water use per unit.  Similarly, the City of Kelowna, BC, has determined relative water 
and sewer capacity demands per unit for four levels of residential density. 

Location 
Location in this section focuses on distance from service and demand variations by area, as a 
potential indicator of system impact.  Section 3 addressed location variations attributable to cost 
factors like land prices and LOS considerations.   

Proximity to service as a factor in SDC assessment has been most commonly applied in 
transportation SDC development, related specifically to proximity to public transit.  National 
studies have shown that dwelling units within one-half mile of transit stations have about 60 
percent fewer automobiles than their metropolitan area averages.  Such data led the City of Atlanta 
to offer discounts on SDCs to developments located near transit.  In addition, studies have shown 
that rail transit ridership ranges from 25 to 50 percent of workers living within ¼ mile of stations 
and half that between ¼ and ½ mile.  Bus transit ranges from 15 to 30 percent for workers living 
within ¼ mile of the bus line and about half that between ¼ and ½ mile.  Local data to conduct such 
analyses is available from the Census Transportation Planning Package for metropolitan areas. 

Research for this project did not reveal any examples of location variation with respect to distance 
from service for other infrastructure systems (i.e., utilities and parks).  The integrated nature of 
utility systems tends to limit the use of distance from service as an indicator of system impact.  As 
Table 4-1 indicates, the City of Scottsdale does assess differential water SDCs to two service areas 
within the city reflecting both differences in water supply costs by area (as discussed in Section 3), 
and area-specific water demand patterns per unit. 

Parks system impact is predominantly measured by people, which generally relates more to 
density, unit size or type, than location.  Though, as indicated in Table 4-1, the City of Albuquerque 
has developed a park SDC that varies by location, reflecting area-specific average occupants per 
unit.  The City of Olympia also charges a lower SDC to multifamily developments locating in the 
downtown area, compared to other parts of the City, reflecting analysis of downtown 
demographics indicating a reduction in demand for parks. 

Configuration 
Development configuration as a factor in system impact and SDC assessment, like proximity to 
service, is generally limited to transportation systems.  Mixed uses and, greater still, master-
planned mixed-use developments, have been found to reduce automobile use substantially. When 
living-working-shopping-services are all nearby, fewer car trips are needed and the distance 
traveled is reduced.  For example, in a typical single-use office/business park, walking trips may 
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account for 3 to 8 percent of all mid-day trips. That figure rises to 20 to 30 percent when other uses 
are accessible such as shopping, and personal and financial services. 

Even greater gains are made when new community design combines compact development, mixed 
uses, connectivity, and networks of pedestrian and bicycle pathways - even in the suburbs.  Modern 
neo-traditional or new urbanism designs reduce trip lengths and induce non-vehicular use for short 
trips, especially if also served by mass transit. Studies in California have shown that when 
compared to conventional suburban subdivisions with single or few uses, curvilinear streets, and 
cul-de-sacs, modern new community design can reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by 50 percent.  
These adjustments would need to be made on a case-by-case basis. 

On this point, it is useful to note that most road SDC ordinances allow a developer to prepare an 
“individual fee calculation study” to demonstrate that their project will have less impact on the 
road system than indicated by the fee schedule.  The developer of a mixed-use project could use 
this option to quantify the reduction in external trips that should be expected due to the nature of 
the project.  For example, the current edition of ITE’s Trip Generation shows an across-the-board 
reduction of about 10 percent in trips generated within planned unit developments.   

Green Design 
Though historically, consideration of ‘green’ design characteristics have had limited application in 
the assessment of SDCs, recent examples within the region highlight potential use in the future, 
particularly for stormwater systems.  For example, adoption of green design standards applicable 
to all development have led to reduced SDCs in some communities, through reduced need for 
public infrastructure investment.  Communities have also adopted SDC schedules that include 
discounts for implementation of certain building and site design features that are designed to 
reduce system impact.  For example, the City of Olympia provides reductions in SDCs for 
implementation of transportation demand management measures, including installation of bicycle 
parking structures, and other features to encourage reduced motor vehicle use. 

Recommendations to Implementation of Model Approaches to 
Impact-Based SDC Assessment 
Recommended actions related to the implementation of impact-based SDCs are provided in Table 
4-5. 
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Table 4-5.  Steps to Implementation of Model Approaches to Impact-Based SDC Assessment 

Considerations Specific Issue(s) Recommended Action(s) Ownership 

Financial/Technical 
Information to substantiate 
cost differences by 
development characteristic.  

Cost factors vary by jurisdiction.  
Need to quantify development 
characteristic/system impact 
relationships. 
Impacts of green design features less 
established and require mechanism for 
long-term enforcement. 

Utilize all available local data sources (e.g., 
system models, water use records, U.S. Census 
data, and engineering studies). 
Supplement local data with regional and national 
data, and developer-provided information. 
Disaggregate SDC cost components to allow for 
discount of particular component costs (e.g., 
water treatment vs. distribution). 
Consider policy-based adjustments to encourage 
particular development design features (e.g., bike 
parking or green streets). 
Consider municipal code revisions to allow for 
enforcement (e.g., long-term maintenance of 
drainage systems or other features).  

Local jurisdictions: data analysis and 
development; policy based adjustments 
Metro: Regional source of data for 
transportation system information. 
Continue to share information on other 
infrastructure systems as regional 
infrastructure analysis continues.  

Perceived need to create 
benefit districts. 

Limiting revenue to a particular district 
will limit flexibility and feasibility of 
funding projects. 

Establish assessment districts except in limited 
circumstances when specialized facilities are 
required for specific areas. 

Local jurisdictions 

Political/Governance 
Political support to 
implement differential SDCs. 

Public understanding of relative 
impacts. 
Concern about increased 
administrative burden. 
Intergovernmental coordination may be 
required. 

Outreach/involve stakeholders in the SDC 
development process. 
Focus on the equity of linking different fees to 
different system impacts. 
Use SDC revenue to pay for initial methodology 
development cost.  Track costs over time. 
Pursue intergovernmental agreements for joint 
planning areas. 

Local jurisdictions 

Legal/Regulatory    

Statutory requirements do 
not limit consideration of 
development characteristics. 

Challenges require demonstration that 
SDC decisions are based on 
substantial evidence. 

Document methodological decisions. Local jurisdictions 
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Financial/Technical 
Establishing Development Characteristic/System Impact Relationships 
One of the primary considerations related to implementation of model approaches that differentiate 
SDCs is establishing the cost of service differences of specific development characteristics.   

As discussed above, our research found a number of development characteristic and system impact 
relationships fairly well documented and accepted,13 including: 

� Lower roadway system impact associated with higher density (particularly central 
city/urban core) and mixed use development areas and areas with proximity to alternative 
transportation modes. 

� Reduced water and sewer demand for smaller house sizes and lots. 

� Increased park system and other system impacts associated with larger house sizes and 
dwelling unit types with greater number of occupants per unit.14 

In addition, the notion that it is less expensive to add capacity than length (i.e., higher density 
development can be served at a lower cost per unit) is generally accepted when it comes to 
developing new areas (as illustrated in Table 4-4 for example).  However, if additional capacity is 
required in already developed areas (particularly urbanized areas), then construction costs may be 
impacted by the need to navigate existing infrastructure, traffic, etc., which may potentially 
mitigate some of this cost savings of serving higher density development in urban areas, relative to 
greenfield areas, at least in the short run.  However, the fact that existing developed areas tend to 
have some amount of available capacity already, may make the average costs of accommodating 
higher density infill and redevelopment relatively lower than unserved areas.    

As illustrated by the examples in Appendix D, local jurisdictions can use both technical and policy-
based approaches to establish differential SDCs reflective of development characteristics.  
Specifically, as indicated in Table 4-5, local jurisdictions can take the following steps to build a basis 
for assessing impact-based SDCs: 

� Explore local sources of data to evaluate development demand characteristics related to 
location (primarily transit corridors and centers vs. other areas), density, and house size.  
Data sources may include transportation models, water use records, and census data. 

� Supplement local data with regional or national data on demand characteristics including: 
alternative transportation modes, trip lengths, water/wastewater demand by house/lot 
size, and persons per household. 

� Allow developers to submit impact studies based on defined parameters (as discussed 
previously in this section under “Configuration”). 

                                                      

13 See Appendices C and D for sample analyses conducted at a local level; other studies include, The Costs of Sprawl Revisited, National Academy of Sciences 
(2000). And “Do Development Cost Charges Encourage Smart Growth and High Performance Design? An Evaluation of Development Cost Charge Practices in British 
Columbia”, Coriolis Consulting Corp for West Coast Environmental Law (September 2003) 

14 See “Impact Fees and Housing Affordability: A Guidebook for Practitioners” (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Washington DC, April 2007) 
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� Consider existing local data (e.g., planning and engineering studies, recent capital 
improvement project experience) available to support development of cost differences by 
location and density.  

Green Design Issues 
As discussed previously in this section, incorporation of building design and site feature impacts in 
SDC assessment is still limited, but examples of green design application are growing, particularly 
in the Metro area. 

Recommended steps related to continued development of green design SDC applications include: 

� ‘Unbundling’ the SDCs – computing separate cost elements for each system component – to 
allow for a technical basis for discounting specific SDC components.  For example, water 
SDCs may comprise multiple components including: supply/treatment, distribution, and 
storage components.  To the extent that green building features are expected to delay need 
for additional water supply, then the portion of the SDC related to that cost element could 
be discounted. 

� Use of policy- based reductions for implementation of best management practices (BMPs).  
For example, the City of Eugene provides nominal reductions in SDCs to encourage 
implementation of BMPs.   

� Incorporation of green design features in development codes, as a means of reducing 
capacity needs system-wide and therefore reducing SDCs for all development, as has been 
done in Gresham. 

� Exploring grant funding from state and federal agencies for pilot projects to evaluate the 
impacts of different design concepts.  Grant funds from the Environmental Protection 
Agency are currently being used to explore stormwater design impacts in the Metro area 
through a project administered by Portland State University, with participation from the 
City of Wilsonville and Costa Development Communities in the Villebois community.  

� Municipal code revisions to provide an ongoing enforcement mechanism of green design 
features.  This is sometimes done for affordable housing SDC waivers, where code 
provisions require that the land use be maintained for a certain number of years in order to 
be eligible for the SDC reduction; otherwise, there is a mechanism to recover the fees should 
development change. 

Assessment vs. Benefit Districts 
Finally, a consideration specific to implementation of location-based SDCs is whether the money 
collected in the specific area, also needs to be spent in the specific area, potentially limiting the 
flexibility and the feasibility of funding capital projects throughout the service area.  There are two 
approaches to location-based SDCs: 1) assessment districts, and 2) benefit districts.  In both cases, 
differential SDCs are assessed by district.  The difference between the two types of districts is how 
the revenue collected is spent within the service area.  In the case of assessment districts (as used for 
example by the City of Olympia for transportation and parks SDCs), the revenue may be applied 
system-wide (it is not limited to expenditure within the district); however, in the case of benefit 
districts (as used for example by the City of Scottsdale for water SDCs), the revenue remains in the 
specific area collected.   

The following recommendations are provided with respect to districts: 
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� Clearly identify the basis for SDC differences; charge differentials based on demand 
characteristics (e.g., in Olympia, trip generation rates and average household occupancy) 
alone would not lend themselves to establishment of benefit districts, as the unit cost for the 
SDCs (the costs and facilities upon which the SDC is based) is the same system-wide. 

� Consider benefit districts in limited cases where SDC differential is based on cost, for 
example, when specialized investments are needed to serve an area (for example, the City of 
Scottsdale, where additional water resource investments were needed to serve a particular 
area), or where multiple jurisdictions are servicing an area (as in the case of the City of Santa 
Fe’s transportation SDC) such that there is an expectation that the differential fees will result 
in investments unique to the area.    

Political/Governance 
Since most jurisdictions currently charge uniform SDCs, implementation of SDCs that differentiate 
by location or other development characteristic may require additional education to explain the 
rationale for the changes.  However, once stakeholders understand how the revised approaches 
help achieve greater equity, public and political support will likely follow.  An additional 
consideration for location-based SDCs is the need to develop intergovernmental agreements with 
neighboring jurisdictions for joint planning and assessment of charges (this was done for example 
in Clackamas County where an agreement was established for development and collection of 
transportation SDCs for new development in Happy Valley). 

Recommendations related to political/governance considerations include: 

� Enhance public education support through outreach/involvement of stakeholders in the 
SDC development process.  To the extent that stakeholders understand the basis for 
potential cost differences, there is likely to be greater support. 

� Initial development of these model approach SDCs may in fact require added time and 
expense up-front to develop the methodology.  However, SDC statutes allow for recovery of 
costs associated with development of the methodology through the SDCs.  As local and 
regional systems are put in place and data is developed to support these model approaches, 
the cost of updating/maintaining these models should be reduced.  Frequent updates to 
these documents can also lead to long-term cost effectiveness as jurisdictions make only 
relevant changes regularly rather than overhauling facility plans and SDC assessments 
when completing an update. 

� Consider development of intergovernmental agreements (IGA) where necessary to allow for 
joint planning and assessment of SDCs in areas where more than one jurisdiction has a 
financial interest.  While development of an IGA may require additional efforts up-front, 
such an agreement is necessary to ensure that roles and responsibilities of each jurisdiction 
with respect to development, assessment, and accounting of the SDC have been clearly 
defined, in order to reduce problems later.   

Legal/Regulatory 
Oregon SDC law does not specifically address assessment of differential SDCs based on 
development characteristics, nor does the law address service areas specifically.  Therefore, there 
are no legal limitations to the establishment of the model approaches related to impact-based 
assessment.  Should a local jurisdiction have its methodology challenged, the local government 
must demonstrate the decision is based on substantial evidence.  Therefore, as with any 
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methodological issue, it is important that the methodology be well-documented and based on the 
best available data. 

Summary of Model Approach Recommendations 
SDC methodologies from communities within the region and around the country were reviewed to 
identify approaches that would support the objectives of impact-based SDC assessment.  For 
purposes of this report, impact-based SDCs are intended to reflect the costs of serving growth with 
respect to specific development characteristics, including development characteristics relevant to 
promotion of the 2040 Growth Concept (in particular, density, location, and configuration). The 
recommended approaches are provided in Table 4-1, along with references to examples of these 
approaches as applied in specific communities and described in Appendix D.   

Development Characteristic Impacts by System 
As described in this section, some development characteristics are more relevant to determining 
SDCs for different infrastructure systems as follows: 

• Parks:  Service units are generally measured as people, and therefore, are most significantly 
impacted by development size and type, although location may also be a factor to the extent 
that household demographics vary across the service area. 

• Transportation: Service units are number of trips or VMT, so cost of service is influenced by 
household and building type and size, as well as location, density and configuration. 
Development type and size are potential indicators of motor vehicle trip generation rates.   
Density has a strong influence on mode choice to destinations and distance to destinations. 
Location, to the extent that it relates to proximity to public transit may also be significant 
factor related to system impact.  Development configuration is also a factor in system 
impact for transportation systems; when living-working-shopping-services are all nearby, 
fewer car trips are needed and the distance traveled is reduced.   

• Water, Sewer, and Stormwater: Service units are typically volume (and in some cases, 
quality) of use or discharge, which relates to development type and size.  Higher density 
development generates smaller lot sizes, which generally correlate to reduced water 
demand per unit.  If the amount of impervious area on each lot is also lower, stormwater 
fees based on impervious area may also favor (through reduced fees) higher density 
development.  Area density may also impact certain cost components (distribution and 
conveyance networks, for example), with more dense areas requiring reduced pipe length 
per unit.  Location may also be a factor in determining relative cost of utility service if 
unique facilities are required to provide service, or demand differences may be established. 

To the extent that these characteristics are not included in SDC methodologies, development that is 
less costly to serve may pay proportionately more than its impact, while development that is more 
costly pays less. The issue of proportionality is one of the keys to sustainability. If SDCs are charged 
based on the real cost of serving development with higher cost development paying more than 
lower cost development, development will likely be resorted to become less costly on average. 
More compact development would occur, as would infill and redevelopment.15 

                                                      

15 Residential development is the focus of this discussion, as it is the single largest consumer of land and arguably the most sensitive to costs as a location factor. 
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Applicability of Approaches to Specific 2040 Growth Goals 
In order to develop model SDC fee systems that are relevant to cities and counties throughout the 
Metro area with respect to 2040 Growth Concept development objectives, Table 4-6 provides a 
summary of the recommended model approaches related to specific objectives and infrastructure 
systems.  The following objectives are considered: 

• Encourage higher density development: With higher density development, come smaller 
lot sizes, which generally correlate to reduced water demand per unit.  To the extent that 
structures are also smaller and potentially have fewer occupants per unit, a correlation may 
be established between higher density development and reduced sewer, park, and 
transportation impact per unit.  If the amount of impervious area attributable to each lot is 
also lower, stormwater fees based on impervious area may also favor (through reduced 
fees) higher density development. 

• Direct growth into infill areas: The fact that infill areas are already served by infrastructure, 
provides an opportunity for recognizing potential cost to serve differences between areas 
served by existing excess capacity vs. planned improvements, at least for system 
components that serve localized areas (e.g., local water, sewer, storm water mains) as 
opposed to centralized facilities (e.g., water supply and treatment facilities).  Relative LOS 
for infill and other areas (to the extent that infill areas have a lower LOS) may be another 
technical basis for reducing fees in these areas. Fee differentials based on relative costs of 
service will at the same time, support real cost recovery, in contrast to a policy based 
approach that attempts to direct development to already served areas by not charging for 
existing available capacity.  Local jurisdictions need to weigh cost recovery and 
development objectives when considering policy-based adjustments. 

• Direct growth into Regional and Town Centers:  To the extent that Regional and Town 
Centers are already served to some extent by existing infrastructure or exhibit reduced LOS 
standards, the strategies discussed under infill development may also apply.  Furthermore, 
for transportation systems, Regional and Town Centers – through greater access to public 
transportation and mixed use development patterns – provide an opportunity for reducing 
SDCs for developments in these areas based on system impact.  Policy-based adjustments, 
most often in the form of discounts for transit oriented development may also be used to 
encourage development along transit corridors.  As discussed previously, the impact of 
policy-based adjustments on cost recovery should also be considered.  

• Assign Real Costs to Greenfield Development:  As Greenfield areas require building 
infrastructure “from the ground up”, larger investment in new facilities may be required 
relative to already served areas.  To the extent that these new areas may also desire a higher 
LOS, higher SDCs for Greenfield development may promote real cost recovery objectives.  
Consideration should also be given to relative demand characteristics in Greenfield vs. other 
areas, particularly for transportation systems. 
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Table 4-6. Model Approaches to Fee Assessment by Infrastructure System and 2040 Growth Objectives 

 2040 Objectives 

Infrastructure System 
Encourage Higher Density 

Development 
Direct Growth into Infill 
Areas (mixed densities) 

Direct Growth into Regional 
or Town Centers (mixed 
use/access to services) 

Assign “Real Costs” to 
Greenfield Areas (mixed 
densities/less access to 

services) 

Water Scale fees based on lot size 
(Santa Fe), density of lot 
(Scottsdale) or house/building 
size.  

Incremental cost allocation of 
pipe size to infill areas 
(Sacramento County). 

Establish assessment districts 
that recognize cost differentials 
related to availability of existing 
capacity and specific planned 
improvements. 

Geographically differentiated fees 
based on improvement cost 
allocation. (Kelowna) 

 

Sewer Scale fees based on density of 
lot (Kelowna) or house/building 
size (Eugene).  

Incremental allocation of pipe 
size to infill areas (Sacramento 
County). 

Establish assessment districts 
that recognize cost differentials 
related to availability of existing 
capacity and specific planned 
improvements.  

Geographically differentiated fees 
based on improvement cost 
allocation. (Kelowna) 

 

Stormwater Scale fees based on 
impervious area (Eugene) or 
density of lot (Kelowna). 

Incremental allocation of pipe 
size to infill areas (Sacramento 
County). 

Establish assessment districts 
that recognize cost differentials 
related to availability of existing 
capacity and specific planned 
improvements. 

Geographically differentiated fees 
based on improvement cost 
allocation. (Kelowna and 
Albuquerque) 

 

Parks Scale fees based on dwelling 
type or house/building size 
(Albuquerque). 

Reduced or no charge if total 
growth need to be met by 
existing facilities only 
(Albuquerque). 

Establish assessment districts 
based on area-specific LOS 
and demographics (Gresham 
and Olympia). 

Geographically differentiated fees 
based on improvement cost 
allocation. (Gresham and 
Albuquerque)  

Transportation Scale residential fees based on 
house size (Albuquerque) or 
density of lot (Prince George). 

Reduced or no charge if total 
growth need to be met by 
existing facilities only 
(Albuquerque). 

 

Assessment districts based on 
area-specific trip rates and trip 
lengths (Olympia and Tucson). 

Discounts for TOD (Atlanta). 

Geographically differentiated fees 
based on improvement cost 
allocation. (Kelowna) 
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 Section 5 

Summary of Recommendations 

SDC methodologies from communities within the Metro area and around the country were 
reviewed to identify approaches that would support the objectives of: 1) real cost recovery, and 2) 
impact-based SDC assessment.  For purposes of this report, ‘real’ cost recovery is intended to 
reflect both full cost recovery (the full array of facility and cost types needed to provide capacity 
for growth generally and specifically related to 2040 Growth Concept development are included), 
as well as recognition of potential cost variations across the service area. Impact-based SDCs are 
intended to reflect the costs of serving growth with respect to specific development 
characteristics, including development characteristics relevant to promotion of the 2040 Growth 
Concept (in particular, density, location, and configuration).  

The recommended approaches are provided in Tables 3-1 and 4-1, along with references to 
examples of these approaches as applied in specific communities described in Appendices C and 
D.  A summary of the key attributes of the recommended approaches are summarized below, 
including considerations for local jurisdictions. 

Full Cost Recovery  
The recommended model SDC approaches related to full cost recovery include the following:  

� Long-term project cost recovery: The SDC methodology is based on a recently adopted 
capital improvement or facility plan that projects needed improvements for a minimum of 
10 years to serve existing and future growth as defined by the comprehensive plan.   

� Existing system cost recovery:  To the extent that existing system facilities will be used to 
meet the service delivery needs of new development, the fee structure reflects a buy-in 
component designed to recover available capacity costs from growth. 

� Recovery of other costs:  Beyond the direct facility costs themselves, the methodology 
allows for recovery of costs associated with placing facilities in service (e.g., planning and 
financing costs), and recovery of SDC act compliance costs (e.g., SDC fund accounting and 
development of the methodology). 

� Inflationary adjustments: the methodology includes a mechanism for adjusting the fees 
annually for changes in cost factors, including land and materials. 

Long-term system plans are required for water, wastewater, and transportation systems, from 
which SDC methodologies may be developed.  Some smaller communities may not have access 
to park and stormwater system plans, so may need to rely on shorter term capital improvement 
plans for purposes of SDC development.  The optimal frequency of updating the system plans 
and associated SDC methodologies will vary by jurisdiction based on size, development plans, 
and other factors.  Regardless of how often comprehensive updates to SDC project lists and 
methodologies occur, local jurisdictions are encouraged to apply annual inflationary adjustments 
to SDCs to keep current with rising construction and land costs.  Recovery of other types of costs 
should at least include recovery of SDC act compliance costs, which are generally straightforward 
to estimate based on professional service fees.  For some jurisdictions, inclusion of debt financing 
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costs may be technically and politically difficult to implement, without a corresponding capital 
financing plan.   

It is recommended that to the extent possible, SDCs reflect the full array of facility types and 
capacity costs needed to serve new development including costs associated with development of 
2040 centers and corridors (like parking garages), to the extent such facilities may be related to 
provision of capacity for growth.  As capital funding sources are limited and face continued 
pressure from the need to address infrastructure rehabilitation and replacement, in addition to 
expanding capacity, the extent that SDCs can more fully fund the needed infrastructure for 
growth, will allow for addressing all of the region’s capital needs.  Furthermore, as more and 
more jurisdictions across the region adopt real cost recovery SDCs, political concerns related to 
relative fee levels may be mitigated. 

Impact-Based SDCs  
Recommendations for impact-based SDCs include development of fee schedules that reflect 
development characteristics, including land use type, size, density, location and configuration.  
Some development characteristics are more relevant when determining impact-based SDCs for 
the different infrastructure systems, as follows: 

• Parks:  Service units are people, so most significantly impacted by development size and 
type, although location may also be a factor to the extent that household demographics 
vary across the service area. 

• Transportation: Service units are trips and VMT, so cost of service is influenced by 
household and building type and size, as well as location, density and configuration. 
Density has a strong influence on mode choice to destinations and distance to 
destinations. Location, to the extent that it relates to proximity to public transit may also 
be significant factor related to system impact.  Development configuration is also a factor 
in system impact for transportation systems.  Mixed uses and, greater still, master-
planned mixed-use developments, have been found to reduce automobile use 
substantially. When living-working-shopping-services are all nearby, fewer car trips are 
needed and certainly the distance traveled is reduced.   

• Water, Sewer, and Stormwater: Service units are typically volume (and in some cases, 
quality) of use/discharge, which relates to development type and size.  With higher 
density development, come smaller lot sizes, which generally correlate to reduced water 
demand per unit.  If the amount of impervious area attributable to each lot is also lower, 
stormwater fees based on impervious area may also favor (through reduced fees) higher 
density development.  Area density may also impact certain cost components 
(distribution and conveyance networks, for example), with more dense areas requiring 
less reduced pipe length per unit.  Location may also be a factor in determining relative 
cost of utility service if unique facilities are required to provide service, or demand 
differences may be established. 

With respect to 2040 Growth Concept development consideration of density, location and 
configuration are the most relevant characteristics, though to the extent that higher density 
development is characterized by smaller structures and lot sizes, SDCs that at a minimum, favor 
(through lower fees) smaller structures and lots, may promote higher density goals.  The use of 
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approaches based on density, configuration and location are recommended for consideration, 
particularly for transportation systems, by jurisdictions facing significant growth generally, and 
the need to address varying growth types and locations.       

Recognition of Cost Variations by Location  
Historically, SDCs have been assessed uniformly across service areas based on system-wide 
average costs.  However, location can be an important indicator of relative cost of serving 
development, and use of location-based SDCs can also promote 2040 Growth Concept 
development.  In addition to being a potential indicator of system impact (as discussed above), 
location can impact the cost of providing services due to variations in cost factors (e.g. land 
prices) and levels of service (e.g., a portion of the service area desires significantly more park 
acreage per capita).   

Consideration of location-based SDCs is recommended for jurisdictions with diverse areas, 
where cost differences may be significant and consistent.  This approach is particularly relevant 
for areas that anticipate growth in new, currently unserved areas vs. existing served areas, and 
for communities that want to direct growth into particular areas, like Regional and Town 
Centers. 

Technical vs. Policy-Based Solutions 
The development of SDC schedules may reflect technical or policy-based considerations.  
Technical approaches allow for development of impact-based SDCs that reflect costs of providing 
service to developments of different characteristics.  The 2040 vision promotes redevelopment 
and infill growth patterns, and to the extent that these types of development may be less costly to 
serve due to reduced infrastructure impact related to density, location, configuration, or other 
considerations, the SDC fees for these developments should reflect the lower costs.  Thus, 
technically-based SDC methodologies can be a tool to encourage 2040 development patterns, and 
at the same time fully recover infrastructure costs, as costs may be allocated among 
developments in proportion to impact – resulting in lower fees for development types and 
locations that are less costly to serve and higher fees for more costly developments.  Developing a 
technical basis for SDC differentials will likely require additional planning and analysis by local 
jurisdictions, as well as additional stakeholder education.  The additional resources required to 
develop and implement such approaches should be considered in the context of the jurisdiction’s 
community development and infrastructure cost recovery goals.  

In contrast, policy-based approaches tend to offer a less rigorous approach to reducing SDCs to 
targeted developments.  Such discounts are generally supported conceptually by cost 
relationships from national data sources, and may reflect qualitative rather than quantitative 
analyses.  Policy-based adjustments may also include exempting targeted developments from 
certain costs (like existing capacity costs), and are generally not offset by increases in fees to other 
developments, but instead may be funded through other revenue sources (e.g., general system 
revenue).   As such, policy-based approaches, aligned with community development goals need 
to be weighed against infrastructure cost recovery goals.   
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PROMOTING VIBRANT COMMUNITIES WITH SDCS 

APPENDIX A-1 

Appendix A: Oregon SDC Statutory Requirements 

Summary of Oregon SDC Law  
Public Facilities Eligible for Funding 
The purpose of Oregon’s SDC law is “to provide equitable funding for orderly growth and 
development in Oregon’s communities.16” The statutes allow SDCs to be assessed, collected and 
spent for capital improvements for the following identified public facilities: 

� Water supply, treatment and distribution; 

� Waste water collection, transmission, treatment and disposal; 

� Drainage and flood control; 

� Transportation; and/or 

� Parks and recreation. 

Notably, the law does not authorize the imposition of SDCs for schools, police or fire services; 
previous attempts to amend the law by broadening it to include these categories of improvements 
have to date been unsuccessful.17 

SDC Calculation 
SDCs may consist of a reimbursement fee, an improvement fee, or both. Improvement fees are fees 
associated with capital improvements to be constructed; reimbursement fees are designed to 
recover the costs associated with capital improvements already constructed or under construction. 
In combination, for example, a reimbursement component may be developed to recover a portion 
of the cost of existing facilities for which there is excess capacity to serve new development (such as 
water and wastewater treatment plants having more capacity available to serve new development 
than is needed to serve existing development), and an improvement component may help fund 
improvements under construction or planned to extend service to new development.  The statute 
requires that where a combination SDC is charged, the methodology must demonstrate that “the 
charge is not based on providing the same system capacity.18” 

 

                                                      

16 ORS 223.297. 

17 Two bills currently pending before the 2007 Oregon Legislature would amend the SDC law to add eligible facilities.  HB 2581 would add law enforcement, fire 
protection, libraries and K-12 public schools to ORS 223.299. SB 45 would amend the SDC statutes to authorize system development charges to fund capital 
improvements for schools that are made available for public recreation uses, while limiting the amount of system development charges that local government may 
collect for parks and recreation and schools. 

18 ORS 223.304(3). 
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Reimbursement fees must be calculated consistent with the elements of ORS 223.304, which 
requires in essence that the fees be based on the “value of unused capacity available to future 
system users” and a list of other factors.  The goal, as stated in the statute, is that future system 
users should be asked to contribute “no more than an equitable share” to the cost of previously 
constructed facilities that will benefit those users.  This standard, being subject to interpretation, is 
frequently the basis of challenges to SDC methodologies.  Since a reviewing court will defer to the 
local government’s determinations of factual matters, careful attention to this aspect of the legal 
requirements is warranted in the development of a reimbursement component of a new or 
modified SDC. 

The other potential component of a SDC, the improvement fee, is a capital charge for needed future 
capacity that the local government must build to meet future demands. The statute requires that the 
improvement fee be based on “a capital improvement plan, public facilities plan, master plan or 
comparable plan that includes a list of the capital improvements that may be funded with 
improvement fee revenues and the estimated cost and timing for each improvement.”19   In rough 
terms, the improvement fee equals the expected cost of the capital improvements needed to meet 
the future demands of the growing community divided by the increase in capacity in the relevant 
unit of measurement (for example, new automobile trips generated by growth in a transportation 
improvement fee).  For the same reasons discussed above relative to the reimbursement fee, the 
allocation of needed improvements as a cost to new development must be carefully articulated in 
the adopted SDC methodology. 20  

The requirement that the methodology capture only the capital improvements identified in the 
applicable project list means that local government is limited to funding capital improvements, as 
contrasted with the cost of operating and maintaining those improvements, with SDC revenues.21  
Other revenue sources must be considered in the methodology, so that the total revenue collected 
pursuant to an adopted SDC does not exceed the total cost of the needed or reimbursable 
improvements.22 

In addition to recovery of the cost of the improvements themselves, the SDC methodology may be 
designed to recover certain other identified costs.  For example, where debt is incurred as in the 
issuance of bonds, both the improvement fee and the reimbursement fee may include the cost of 
debt financing.  The local government can also recover the cost of compliance with the statutes in 
its methodology. 

Credits for Qualified Public Improvements 
A final component that must be considered in the development of the SDC methodology is that a 
credit policy is required for the improvement fee portion of the SDC.  In essence, the credit policy is 
intended to fairly compensate developers who are required as a condition of development approval 

                                                      

19 ORS 223.309(1). 

20 See, for example, Home Builders Association of Lane County, et al v. Cities of Eugene and Springfield, Lane County Circuit Court Case Nos. 16-04-15534 and 
15996, decided June 17, 2005. 

21 ORS 223.299(1)(b) excludes operation and maintenance from the definition of “capital improvement.” 

22 ORS 223.304(1)(a)(C) specifically requires that the methodology consider “gifts or grants from federal or state government or private persons.”  The combination of 
other requirements in the statutes, though, results in the requirement that additional factors that would reduce the total cost of the needed improvements be considered, 
as discussed herein. 
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to make improvements to one or more of the identified public facilities in the capital improvement 
plan that forms the basis for the SDC.  The credit is required to be available where those 
improvements are either not on the development site or are required to be constructed at a greater 
capacity than is actually needed to serve the development itself.23   

Authorized Expenditures 
Expenditures of funds generated by the imposition of SDCs are limited by statute to payment for 
the identified capital improvements in the capital improvement plan, plus certain limited 
additional purposes.24  These additional purposes include the cost of issuing debt to fund the 
improvements, and the cost of complying with the statutes (i.e., development of a legally sound 
methodology).  The revenues generated to build a particular category of improvements may only 
be spent on those same improvements (water SDC revenues may not be spent on roads, for 
example) and there is a special limitation at ORS 223.307(3) prohibiting the use of SDC revenues for 
all but a very limited category of “administrative office facilities.” 

Legal challenges to SDCs 
The state law establishes a limited window and limited judicial review for challenging a new or 
modified SDC methodology.  Such challenges are to be filed within 60 days of the local government 
decision adopting or modifying a methodology.  The challenges are filed as writ of review 
proceedings pursuant to a separate statutory scheme at ORS Chapter 34,25 and are not land use 
decisions.26   

The writ of review statutes provide for a limited scope of review of local government action, but a 
careful local record must be generated since the court will base its decision on the local government 
record.  The local government decision must be demonstrated to be based on substantial evidence, 
and as such the reviewing court’s inquiry is very fact-specific.  Writs of review, being creatures of 
statute, are also subject to arcane and complex legal precedent governing who has standing to seek 
a writ, the scope of the court’s authority to grant relief, and what actions the local government may 
take following conclusion of the litigation.  This is an evolving area of the law in Oregon at present, 
making careful documentation at the local level even more critical. 

Recent amendments to the SDC laws also impose additional procedural requirements that must be 
adhered to in the adoption or modification of a methodology.  A public hearing is required, and 90 
days’ advance notice to persons who have requested such notice must be provided.27 

                                                      

23 ORS 223.304(4) and (5). 

24 ORS 223.302 (administrative provision) and 223.307 (spending limitations). 

25 ORS 223.309(2)(d). 

26 ORS 223.314. 

27 ORS 223.304(7).  Prior to adoption of any new or modified SDC methodology, the local government should update the list as allowed by ORS 223.304(7)(a) so that 
the recipients of notice are clearly identified. 
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Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 223.297 to 223.314, “System 
Development Charges”  
SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGES 

 223.297 Policy. The purpose of ORS 223.297 to 223.314 is to provide a uniform framework for 
the imposition of system development charges by local governments, to provide equitable funding 
for orderly growth and development in Oregon’s communities and to establish that the charges 
may be used only for capital improvements. [1989 c.449 §1; 1991 c.902 §25; 2003 c.765 §1; 2003 c.802 
§17] 

 Note: 223.297 to 223.314 were added to and made a part of 223.205 to 223.295 by legislative 
action, but were not added to and made a part of the Bancroft Bonding Act. See section 10, chapter 
449, Oregon Laws 1989. 

 223.299 Definitions for ORS 223.297 to 223.314. As used in ORS 223.297 to 223.314: 

 (1)(a) “Capital improvement” means 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. 

 (b) “Capital improvement” does not include costs of the operation or routine maintenance of 
capital improvements. 

 (2) “Improvement fee” means a fee for costs associated with capital improvements to be 
constructed. 

 (3) “Reimbursement fee” means a fee for costs associated with capital improvements already 
constructed, or under construction when the fee is established, for which the local government 
determines that capacity exists. 

 (4)(a) “System development charge” means a reimbursement fee, an improvement fee or a 
combination thereof assessed or collected at the time of increased usage of a capital improvement 
or issuance of a development permit, building permit or connection to the capital improvement. 
“System development charge” includes that portion of a sewer or water system connection charge 
that is greater than the amount necessary to reimburse the local government for its average cost of 
inspecting and installing connections with water and sewer facilities. 

 (b) “System development charge” does not include any fees assessed or collected as part of a 
local improvement district or a charge in lieu of a local improvement district assessment, or the cost 
of complying with requirements or conditions imposed upon a land use decision, expedited land 
division or limited land use decision. [1989 c.449 §2; 1991 c.817 §29; 1991 c.902 §26; 1995 c.595 §28; 
2003 c.765 §2a; 2003 c.802 §18] 

 Note: See note under 223.297. 
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 223.300 [Repealed by 1975 c.642 §26] 

 223.301 Certain system development charges and methodologies prohibited. (1) As used in 
this section, “employer” means any person who contracts to pay remuneration for, and secures the 
right to direct and control the services of, any person. 

 (2) A local government may not establish or impose a system development charge that requires 
an employer to pay a reimbursement fee or an improvement fee based on: 

 (a) The number of individuals hired by the employer after a specified date; or 

 (b) A methodology that assumes that costs are necessarily incurred for capital improvements 
when an employer hires an additional employee. 

 (3) A methodology set forth in an ordinance or resolution that establishes an improvement fee 
or a reimbursement fee shall not include or incorporate any method or system under which the 
payment of the fee or the amount of the fee is 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. [1999 c.1098 §2; 2003 c.802 §19] 

 Note: See note under 223.297. 

 223.302 System development charges; use of revenues; review procedures. (1) Local 
governments are authorized to establish system development charges, but the revenues produced 
therefrom must be expended only in accordance with ORS 223.297 to 223.314. If a local government 
expends revenues from system development charges in violation of the limitations described in 
ORS 223.307, the local government shall replace the misspent amount with moneys derived from 
sources other than system development charges. Replacement moneys must be deposited in a fund 
designated for the system development charge revenues not later than one year following a 
determination that the funds were misspent. 

 (2) Local governments shall adopt administrative review procedures by which any citizen or 
other interested person may challenge an expenditure of system development charge revenues. 
Such procedures shall provide that such a challenge must be filed within two years of the 
expenditure of the system development charge revenues. The decision of the local government 
shall be judicially reviewed only as provided in ORS 34.010 to 34.100. 

 (3)(a) A local government must advise a person who makes a written objection to the 
calculation of a system development charge of the right to petition for review pursuant to ORS 
34.010 to 34.100. 

 (b) If a local government has adopted an administrative review procedure for objections to the 
calculation of a system development charge, the local government shall provide adequate notice 
regarding the procedure for review to a person who makes a written objection to the calculation of 
a system development charge. [1989 c.449 §3; 1991 c.902 §27; 2001 c.662 §2; 2003 c.765 §3; 2003 c.802 
§20] 

 Note: See note under 223.297. 

 223.304 Determination of amount of system development charges; methodology; credit 
allowed against charge; limitation of action contesting methodology for imposing charge; 
notification request. (1)(a) Reimbursement fees must be established or modified by ordinance or 
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resolution setting forth a methodology that is, when applicable, 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. 

 (b) The methodology for establishing or modifying a reimbursement fee must: 

 (A) Promote the objective of future system users contributing no more than an equitable share 
to the cost of existing facilities. 

 (B) Be available for public inspection. 

 (2) Improvement fees must: 

 (a) Be established or modified by ordinance or resolution setting forth a methodology that is 
available for public inspection and demonstrates consideration of: 

 (A) The projected cost of the capital improvements identified in the plan and list adopted 
pursuant to ORS 223.309 that are needed to increase the capacity of the systems to which the fee is 
related; and 

 (B) The need for increased capacity in the system to which the fee is related that will be required 
to serve the demands placed on the system by future users. 

 (b) Be calculated to obtain the cost of capital improvements for the projected need for available 
system capacity for future users. 

 (3) A local government may establish and impose a system development charge that is a 
combination of a reimbursement fee and an improvement fee, if the methodology demonstrates 
that the charge is not based on providing the same system capacity. 

 (4) The ordinance or resolution that establishes or modifies an improvement fee shall also 
provide for a credit against such 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. 

 (5)(a) The credit provided for in subsection (4) of this section is only for the improvement fee 
charged for the type of improvement being constructed, and credit for qualified public 
improvements under subsection (4)(b) of this section 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. The applicant shall 
have the burden of demonstrating that a particular improvement qualifies for credit under 
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subsection (4)(b) of this section. 

 (b) A local government may deny the credit provided for in subsection (4) of this section if the 
local government demonstrates: 

 (A) That the application does not meet the requirements of subsection (4) of this section; or 

 (B) By reference to the list adopted pursuant to ORS 223.309, that the improvement for which 
credit is sought was not included in the plan and list adopted pursuant to ORS 223.309. 

 (c) When the construction of a qualified public improvement gives rise to a credit amount 
greater than the improvement fee that would otherwise be levied against the project receiving 
development approval, the excess credit may be applied against improvement fees that accrue in 
subsequent phases of the original development project. 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. 

 (d) Credits must be used in the time specified in the ordinance but not later than 10 years from 
the date the credit is given. 

 (6) Any local government that proposes to establish or modify a system development charge 
shall maintain a list of persons who have made a written request for notification prior to adoption 
or amendment of a methodology for any system development charge. 

 (7)(a) Written notice must be mailed to persons on the list at least 90 days prior to the first 
hearing to establish or modify a system development charge, and the methodology supporting the 
system development charge must be available at least 60 days prior to the first hearing. The failure 
of a person on the list to receive a notice that was mailed does not invalidate the action of the local 
government. The local government may periodically delete names from the list, but at least 30 days 
prior to removing a name from the list shall notify the person whose name is to be deleted that a 
new written request for notification is required if the person wishes to remain on the notification 
list. 

 (b) Legal action intended to contest the methodology used for calculating a system development 
charge may not be filed after 60 days following adoption or modification of the system 
development charge ordinance or resolution by the local government. A person shall request 
judicial review of the methodology used for calculating a system development charge only as 
provided in ORS 34.010 to 34.100. 

 (8) A change in the amount of a reimbursement fee or an improvement fee is not a modification 
of the system development charge methodology if the change in amount is based on: 

 (a) A change in the cost of materials, labor or real property applied to projects or project 
capacity as set forth on the list adopted pursuant to ORS 223.309; or 

 (b) The periodic application of one or more specific cost indexes or other periodic data sources. 
A specific cost index or periodic data source must be: 

 (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 
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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. [1989 c.449 §4; 1991 c.902 §28; 1993 c.804 §20; 2001 c.662 §3; 2003 
c.765 §§4a,5a; 2003 c.802 §21] 

 Note: See note under 223.297. 

 223.305 [Repealed by 1971 c.325 §1] 

 223.307 Authorized expenditure of system development charges. (1) Reimbursement fees may 
be spent only on capital improvements associated with the systems for which the fees are assessed 
including expenditures relating to repayment of indebtedness. 

 (2) Improvement fees may be spent only on capacity increasing capital improvements, 
including expenditures relating to repayment of debt for such improvements. An increase in system 
capacity may be established if a capital improvement increases the level of performance or service 
provided by existing facilities or provides new facilities. The portion of the improvements funded 
by improvement fees must be related to the need for increased capacity to provide service for 
future users. 

 (3) System development charges may not be expended for costs associated with the 
construction of administrative office facilities that are more than an incidental part of other capital 
improvements or for the expenses of the operation or maintenance of the facilities constructed with 
system development charge revenues. 

 (4) Any capital improvement being funded wholly or in part with system development charge 
revenues must be included in the plan and list adopted by a local government pursuant to ORS 
223.309. 

 (5) Notwithstanding subsections (1) and (2) of this section, system development charge 
revenues may be expended on the costs of complying with the provisions of ORS 223.297 to 
223.314, including the costs of developing system development charge methodologies and 
providing an annual accounting of system development charge expenditures. [1989 c.449 §5; 1991 
c.902 §29; 2003 c.765 §6; 2003 c.802 §22] 

 Note: See note under 223.297. 

 223.309 Preparation of plan for capital improvements financed by system development 
charges; modification. (1) Prior to the establishment of a system development charge by ordinance 
or resolution, a local government shall prepare a capital improvement plan, public facilities plan, 
master plan or comparable plan that includes a list of the capital improvements that the local 
government intends to fund, in whole or in part, with revenues from an improvement fee and the 
estimated cost, timing and percentage of costs eligible to be funded with revenues from the 
improvement fee for each improvement. 

 (2) A local government that has prepared a plan and the list described in subsection (1) of this 
section may modify the plan and list at any time. If a system development charge will be increased 
by a proposed modification of the list to include a capacity increasing capital improvement, as 
described in ORS 223.307 (2): 

 (a) The local government shall provide, at least 30 days prior to the adoption of the 
modification, notice of the proposed modification to the persons who have requested written notice 
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under ORS 223.304 (6). 

  

 (b) The local government shall hold a public hearing if the local government receives a written 
request for a hearing on the proposed modification within seven days of the date the proposed 
modification is scheduled for adoption. 

 (c) Notwithstanding ORS 294.160, a public hearing is not required if the local government does 
not receive a written request for a hearing. 

 (d) The decision of a local government to increase the system development charge by modifying 
the list may be judicially reviewed only as provided in ORS 34.010 to 34.100. [1989 c.449 §6; 1991 
c.902 §30; 2001 c.662 §4; 2003 c.765 §7a; 2003 c.802 §23] 

 Note: See note under 223.297. 

 223.310 [Amended by 1957 c.397 §3; repealed by 1971 c.325 §1] 

 223.311 Deposit of system development charge revenues; annual accounting. (1) System 
development charge revenues must be deposited in accounts designated for such moneys. The local 
government shall provide an annual accounting, to be completed by January 1 of each year, for 
system development charges showing the total amount of system development charge revenues 
collected for each system and the projects that were funded in the previous fiscal year. 

 (2) The local government shall include in the annual accounting: 

 (a) A list of the amount spent on each project funded, in whole or in part, with system 
development charge revenues; and 

 (b) The amount of revenue collected by the local government from system development charges 
and attributed to the costs of complying with the provisions of ORS 223.297 to 223.314, as described 
in ORS 223.307. [1989 c.449 §7; 1991 c.902 §31; 2001 c.662 §5; 2003 c.765 §8a; 2003 c.802 §24] 

 Note: See note under 223.297. 

 223.312 [1957 c.95 §4; repealed by 1971 c.325 §1] 

 223.313 Application of ORS 223.297 to 223.314. (1) ORS 223.297 to 223.314 shall apply only to 
system development charges in effect on or after July 1, 1991. 

 (2) The provisions of ORS 223.297 to 223.314 shall not be applicable if they are construed to 
impair bond obligations for which system development charges have been pledged or to impair the 
ability of local governments to issue new bonds or other financing as provided by law for 
improvements allowed under ORS 223.297 to 223.314. [1989 c.449 §8; 1991 c.902 §32; 2003 c.802 §25] 

 Note: See note under 223.297. 

 223.314 Establishment or modification of system development charge not a land use decision. 
The establishment, modification or implementation of a system development charge, or a plan or 
list adopted pursuant to ORS 223.309, or any modification of a plan or list, is not a land use decision 
pursuant to ORS chapters 195 and 197. [1989 c.449 §9; 2001 c.662 §6; 2003 c.765 §9] 
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Appendix B: SDC Methodological Considerations 
and Components 

Component #1: SDC Unit Cost 
Determining the capital cost per service unit involves the following considerations: 

� Definition of system improvement costs 

� Selection of unit cost structure 

Each is discussed below. 

Definition of System Improvements 
An important step in the SDC fee methodology is establishing the criteria that distinguish “system 
improvements” from “project-level improvements.”  The former are funded through SDCs while 
the latter are addressed through development agreements for individual projects.  System 
improvements may be considered capital improvements that are public facilities and are designed to 
provide service for the community at large, in contrast to project improvements. If an improvement or 
facility provides or will provide more than incidental service or facilities capacity to persons other 
than users or occupants of a particular project, or, if a project is included in a plan for public facilities 
approved by the governing body of a municipality or county, it should be considered a system 
improvement. Finally, system improvements must create additional service capacity to serve new 
growth and development. 

Legal Environment 
Certain impact fee statutes are explicit in defining what constitutes an eligible capital improvement.  
For example, the Colorado statute states: “Capital expenditure means any expenditure for an 
improvement, facility, or piece of equipment necessitated by land development, which is directly 
related to a local government service, has an estimated useful life of 5 years or longer….”28  Georgia 
law requires a capital improvement to have a useful life of 10 years.  The Georgia law limits the 
types of public facilities eligible for expenditure, and has a lengthy description of what constitutes 
system improvement costs: 

‘System improvement costs’ means costs incurred to provide additional public facilities capacity 
needed to serve new growth and development for planning, design and construction, land acquisition, 
land improvement, design and engineering related thereto, including the cost of constructing or 
reconstructing system improvements or facility expansions, including but not limited to the 
construction contract prices, surveying and engineering fees, related land acquisition costs 
(including land purchases, court awards and costs, attorneys’ fees, and expert witness fees), and 

                                                      

28 Colorado Impact Fee Act, 29-1-802. 
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expenses incurred for qualified staff or any qualified engineer, planner, architect, landscape architect, 
or financial consultant for preparing or updating the capital improvement element, and 
administrative costs, provided that such administrative costs shall not exceed 3 percent of the total 
amount of the costs. Projected interest charges and other finance costs may be included if the impact 
fees are to be used for the payment of principal and interest on bonds, notes, or other financial 
obligations issued by or on behalf of the municipality or county to finance the capital improvements 
element but such costs do not include routine and periodic maintenance  expenditures, personnel 
training, and other operating costs.29 

Oregon law simply states the types of public facilities considered “capital improvements,” which 
include: water supply, treatment and distribution; waste water collection, transmission, treatment 
and disposal; drainage and flood control; transportation; or parks and recreation.  The law further 
states that “capital improvement does not include costs of the operation or routine maintenance of 
capital improvements.”30  Oregon statutory provisions related to expenditure of SDCs do provide 
some additional guidance on what does and does not constitute an SDC eligible cost; specifically, 
ORS 223.307: 

� Excludes “costs associated with the construction of administrative office facilities that are 
more than an incidental part of other capital improvements,” and  

� Requires that capital improvements being funded with SDC revenues be included in an 
adopted capital plan or list, and 

� Allows for expenditure of SDC revenue on “costs of complying with the provisions of  ORS 
223.297 to 223.314, including the costs of developing system development charge  
methodologies and providing an annual accounting of system development charge 
expenditures.”  

Selection of Unit Cost Structure 
There are essentially two approaches to designing unit costs for SDC purposes – improvements-based 
and consumption-based.  The consumption-based approach involves calculating the cost per service 
unit needed to accommodate growth based on current cost figures and adopted levels of service.  
Under this approach, revenue collected is not tied to a specific set of improvement projects; instead 
recent project experience is used to estimate the cost of capacity per service unit.  Conversely, 
development of the SDC unit cost under the improvements-based approach is tied to a specific set 
of improvements, as identified in a capital or facility plan.  Use of this approach is required in some 
states (like Oregon), as it creates a direct link between the design of the SDC and the local 
jurisdiction’s capital improvements programming process, which when also linked to the 
comprehensive plan promotes real cost recovery and development according to the community’s 
goals.   

Within these two broad unit cost structures, there are a number of specific approaches to unit cost 
valuation that may be employed to meet local policy objectives: 

� Buy-In or Reimbursement (in the form of “Recoupment” or “Replacement Cost”)  

                                                      

29 Georgia Development Impact Fee Act, 36-71-2. 

30 Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 223.299. 
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� Capacity Expansion 

� Marginal Cost 

� Average Cost, and  

� Total Cost-Attribution (also known as  “Combined Improvement and Reimbursement”) 

The buy-in or reimbursement methods that rely exclusively on existing system facilities for 
valuation tend to have the lowest fees, and those methods that exclusively use recent or planned 
expansion costs (capacity expansion and marginal cost approaches) have the highest fees.  The 
average and total cost attribution methods utilize a combination of existing and planned facilities, 
and the results tend to fall in-between the other approaches.  For these latter approaches, the fee 
level is influenced by the selection of valuation basis for existing system facilities (book value, 
original cost, replacement cost, etc), and how the existing system available capacity is determined 
(on an average or incremental basis).  In the case of the average cost approach, all costs – existing 
and planned – are shared proportionately by all users, while the total cost attribution method may 
weight existing and new facility costs differently, based on how each will contribute to servicing 
growth needs.  Each approach is described in more detail below, along with numerical examples 
that provide a sample SDC per Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU). 

Buy-In Methods 
The recoupment value method (see Table B-1) uses the existing system fixed asset value (original 
cost less accumulated depreciation) and capacity to value the cost per service unit.  The recoupment 
method is based on the total fixed asset value of the existing system; it does not distinguish 
between improvements made mostly for the benefit of new development, nor does it consider the 
cost of expanding system capacity to accommodate new development.  
 

TABLE B-1 

Buy-In Method: RECOUPMENT VALUE 
CALCULATION CONSIDERATION  RESULT  

Total Existing System Asset Value $150,000,000 

Existing System Capacity (gallons) 32,000,000 

Recoupment Value ($/gallon) $4.69 

ERU Demand (gallons) 250 

SDC Per ERU $1,172 
 

The replacement cost method (see Table B-2) is conceptually similar to the recoupment value 
method with the difference being it is based on the cost of replacing the entire system presently in 
place.31  The result is higher impact fees than calculated under the recoupment value method.  

                                                      

31 The recoupment and replacement valuation approaches represent the upper and lower ends of a range of valuation methods used to value existing system assets 
for the purposes of establishing SDCs under a “Buy-In” type approach.  Other approaches include original cost and appreciated cost (original costs adjusted for 
inflation) valuation.  The recoupment and replacement approaches are presented here, as they illustrate the potential range of options. 
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TABLE B-2 

Buy-In Method: REPLACEMENT COST 
CALCULATION CONSIDERATION RESULT  

Total Existing System Replacement Cost $325,000,000  

Existing System Capacity (gallons) 32,000,000 

Replacement Value ($/gallon) $10.16  

ERU Demand (gallons) 250 

SDC Per ERU $2,539  
 

Capacity Expansion Method 
The capacity expansion method (see Table B-3) uses the planned capacity increment in the CIP to 
value the cost per service unit.  No consideration is given to existing system facilities, or to system 
functions that may not be covered by the current CIP. 
 

TABLE B-3 

Capacity Expansion Method 
CALCULATION CONSIDERATIONS RESULT  

CIP Capacity Improvements, 10-year CIP $85,000,000  

Planned Expansion (gallons) 5,000,000 

Capacity Expansion ($/gallon) $17.00  

ERU Demand (gallons) 250 

SDC Per ERU $4,250  
 

Marginal Cost Method 
Marginal cost is defined here as composed of two parts resulting in growth-related marginal costs.  
The first part is the cost of the prior expansion; these are facilities that have been installed in the 
past to serve future development.  The second part is the cost of installing CIP capacity-related 
improvements (also required for future development).  As shown in Table B-4, these two figures are 
summed and then divided by the combined capacity increment of the two expansions.  It is 
important to note, that the previous expansion cost, unadjusted for depreciation is used for this 
calculation, as marginal cost analysis is concerned with the costs of serving the next unit of demand.  
Moreover, well-designed capital improvement programs provide continuous replacement and 
upgrading of facilities to maintain their value to the system.  
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TABLE B-4 

MARGINAL COST METHOD 
CALCULATION CONSIDERATION AMOUNT  

Previous Expansion Cost $75,000,000  

CIP Growth-Related Improvements, 10-year CIP $85,000,000  

Total Growth-Related Marginal Cost $160,000,000  

Recent & Planned Expansions Combined (gallons) 10,000,000 

Growth-Related Marginal Cost ($/gallon) $16.00  

ERU Demand (gallons) 250 

SDC Per ERU $4,000  
 

Average Cost Method 
Under the average cost method (see Table B-5), the costs of replacing and expanding the entire 
system are considered in relation to the total capacity of the system to accommodate all 
development, both existing and new.  As in the case of marginal cost analysis, average cost analysis 
is based on replacement or expansion costs, not asset values that include depreciation.   
 

TABLE B-5 

AVERAGE COST METHOD 
CALCULATION CONSIDERATION AMOUNT  

Total Existing System Replacement Cost $325,000,000  

Total CIP Expenditures, 10-year CIP $85,000,000  

Total (Combined) Costs $410,000,000  

Total Future Capacity (gallons) 38,000,000 

Average Cost ($/gallon) $10.79  

ERU Demand (gallons) 250 

SDC Per ERU $2,697  
 

Total Cost Attribution Method 
Like the average cost method, the total cost attribution method (see Table B-6)) considers both the 
contribution of existing system and CIP facilities to the accommodation of new development.  
However, unlike the average cost method, that allocates all costs to existing and future users 
proportionate to total capacity needs, this method explicitly allocates existing and CIP 
improvements to growth based on the relative role each will play in providing service.  In the 
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example provided in Table B-6, growth’s total needs are 9.5 mgd; 7.0 mgd of which is provided 
through the existing system, and 2.5 mgd is provided through CIP facilities.  Since growth needs 
represent 50 percent of the planned 5.0 mgd expansion, growth is allocated 50 percent of the 
expansion costs.  Under the average cost method, growth would only be allocated 25 percent of the 
expansion costs, since all costs are shared proportionate to total future capacity needs, and growth 
within the current planning window represents 25 percent of total future capacity (9.5 mgd/38.0 
mgd.)  Since the cost per unit of future facility expansion is more costly than existing capacity (on a 
per unit basis), this approach results in a higher SDC per unit than the average cost method 
(assuming replacement cost is used for existing system valuation in both cases). 

Table B-6 presents two forms of the total cost attribution approach: 1) based on current asset value 
(original cost less depreciation), and 2) based on replacement cost of existing assets (not adjusted 
for depreciation).32 
 

TABLE B-6 
Total Cost Attribution Approaches 

 Asset Value Replacement Cost 

Growth-Related Asset Value/Cost  $32,810,000  $71,090,000  

Growth-Related CIP Cost  $42,500,000  $42,500,000  

Total Growth Cost $75,310,000  $113,590,000  

Growth Demand Units 9,500,000 9,500,000 

Total Cost/Gallon $7.93  $11.96  

ERU Factor, Gallons 250 250 

Total Cost Attribution Based Impact Fee Per ERU $1,982  $2,989  

Component#2: Revenue Credits 
As mentioned previously, new development generates revenue that may help finance facilities also 
financed by SDCs.  Two types of revenue credits are generally considered in an SDC methodology: 

1. Past payment credits 

2. Future payment credits 

Past Payment Credits 
The extent to which new development has paid for existing facilities can be determined.  Such 
payments would be credited to new development, in order to avoid assessing new development for 
both improvements it demands and facilities currently used by existing development.  Take for 
example a local government with a five-year park plan financed solely from property taxes to 

                                                      

32 As  with the “Buy-In” type approaches discussed previously, further modifications of this method consider alternative approaches to valuing existing system assets 
including original cost, and appreciated cost (with and without depreciation).   
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construct a park system serving only existing development.  Vacant, developable land has been 
assessed property taxes to help pay for the parks. In this case, the SDC methodology can include a 
credit equal to the present value of past property tax payments that went to finance the new parks.   

Future Payment Credits 
Likewise, the extent to which new development will pay for existing facilities in the future can also 
be estimated.  For example, property taxes assessed on new development to retire bonds used to 
construct facilities for existing development may be credited.  Another example is where current 
deficiencies will be remedied by property taxes assessed on all property in the future; new 
development can be credited for its future contributions to remedy current deficiencies.   

Some local governments account for future payments a development may make toward roads 
financed by SDCs.  If motor fuel taxes are used to construct system improvements, the SDC 
methodology may provide a credit based on the present value of motor fuel taxes that new 
households will pay in the future.  Perhaps the road SDC without future motor fuel tax payments is 
$2,785 per new single-family unit.  The average new household occupying a single family unit will 
contribute $77 per year in motor fuel taxes used by local government to build the very roads 
financed in part by road SDCs.  Thus, over 25 years, the present value of those future contributions, 
discounted at 6 percent, is $990.  The SDC in this case would be $1,795 per unit ($2,785 minus $990).   

A primary purpose of past and future payment credits is to avoid double charging for capacity.  
New developments that pay for a facility or service through both an SDC and by its stream of taxes 
over time may be double charged.  The common solution to double charging is to conduct fiscal 
and economic analyses to define the nature and distribution of revenues.  Local government can 
appropriately discount each type of fee until the combination of SDCs and other revenues does not 
exceed 100 percent of the total facility expansion.  Accurate documentation of the SDC system will 
help avoid double charging. 

Component#3: Demand Schedule 
The unit cost structure is the mechanism for determining the costs to be recovered from new 
development as a whole.  Of equal concern to local governments and the development community 
alike, is how the fees are then assessed to specific developments.  The demand schedule defines the 
applicable service units associated with each system and development type.  At the very least, the 
demand schedule will usually address different requirements by land use type (e.g., residential -- in 
some cases by dwelling type, and nonresidential).  For nonresidential, some scaling measure is 
generally identified since impact may vary by size of development.  Table B-7 shows typical 
demand units and scaling measures by infrastructure system. 

TABLE B-7 
Typical Demand Units and Scaling Measures by Infrastructure System 

System Demand Units Scaling Measure 
Transportation Trips or Miles Square feet, dwelling units, rooms, beds, acres 
Parks Persons Square feet, dwelling units 
Drainage Square footage Square feet, dwelling units, acres 
Water Gallons Meter size, plumbing fixture units, dwelling units, square feet 

(house or lot size) 
Wastewater Gallons  Meter size, plumbing fixture units, equivalent residential units, 

dwelling units, square feet (house size) 
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Residential fee schedules have historically reflected little variation by dwelling size, density, and 
configuration.  However, more sophisticated methodologies are being implemented to reflect these 
differences and their impacts to different infrastructure systems. 

The demand schedule will also define the service area(s) to be used for assessment.  In many cases, 
fees may be assessed uniformly throughout the public facility service area; in other cases, multiple 
service areas may be developed for SDC assessment, reflecting differences in the cost to construct 
facilities or in the demand generated by new development.  With respect to the latter, service area 
differentials may reflect differences in density of the geographic area, as well as proximity to 
service, or other system usage characteristics (e.g. water use or sewage flow per unit).   
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Appendix C: Examples of Model Approaches to 
Real Cost Recovery 

Portland, Oregon (Transportation SDCs) 
The City of Portland is undertaking a project to update its transportation SDCs.  In developing the 
SDC project list for purposes of calculating the improvement fee, capital improvements must meet 
the following minimum criteria: 

1. Project includes a component that adds capacity to the transportation system. 

2. Project is in the Transportation System Plan. 

3. Project is on a public street classified above local service, except for city bikeways and city 
walkways, exclusive of regional traffic and regional transit ways. 

4. Project is designed to serve additional population and/or employment over the next 10 
years. 

5. Project is not a maintenance project. 

6. Project is not for purchase of rolling stock, but may be for facilities supporting rolling 
stock/equipment. 

Projects that meet these minimum criteria are then prioritized according to the criteria shown in 
Table C-1. 

The city is currently working with a citizen advisory committee to evaluate projects for inclusion in 
the SDC methodology.  While the current methodology has yet to be adopted, it is presented here 
as a potential model approach of a structured process for development of the SDC project list to 
meet community, including 2040 growth objectives.  The list of criteria (shown above and in Table 
C-1) is very similar to the criteria used by the city previously to develop the current SDC project list, 
which includes the following types of urban center projects (in addition to street extensions and 
general roadway and intersection upgrades):33 

� Light rail improvements 

� Central city street car improvements 

� Transit communication system initiatives 

� Regional center improvements 

� Pedestrian improvements (bridges, sidewalks, and signals) 

� Parking improvements  

                                                      

33 Transportation System Development Charges Rate Study for Portland, Oregon, Henderson, Young & Company, Final Report, June 11, 1997. 
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TABLE C-1 
CITY OF PORTLAND 
Transportation SDC Update 
Preliminary Project Evaluation Criteria 

Criteria Sub-Criteria 

Level A Criteria 

1. Support bicycle, pedestrian and/or 
transit modes (i.e., add capacity, improve 
access, improve connections, remove 
bottlenecks, fill in missing links) 

� Accommodates increased density 
� Supports mixed use development 
� Supports 2040 Growth Concept land-use components 
� Improves connections and access from neighborhoods to 

employment and industrial areas 
� Fills a gap 
� Improves safety 

2. Improve movement of freight and 
goods 

� Reduce conflicts between freight and non-freight uses 
� Provide access to inter-modal terminals and related 

distribution facilities 
� Fills a gap 
� Improves safety 
� Support emergency services 

3. Reduce congestion, improve access 
and/or circulation 

� Among business districts 
� To and within activity centers 
� Fills a gap 
� Improves safety 
� Support emergency services 

Level B Criteria (only applies if project also meets one or more of Level A criteria) 
4. Community and business priority � Priority expressed by neighborhood and business interests 

� Addresses equitable geographic distribution of projects 
5. Strong potential leverage � Amount and likelihood of potential funding from other sources 

Albuquerque, New Mexico (Parks and Stormwater SDCs) 
A capital improvement plan is required by New Mexico law to be the basis of impact fee programs, 
and it is to be applied to each service area based on adopted LOS standards. For parks and 
recreation, seven areas were created.  To account for topographical features creating unique 
drainage sheds, five drainage facility service areas were created.  Where revenue was known to be 
available to help finance needed facilities, costs were reduced to a “net” impact cost.  For parks, 
recreation facilities, trails and open space the LOS was based on residents, and for drainage, LOS 
was based on impervious surface. Tables C-2 and C-3 provide the impact fee calculations for each 
system for residential structures. 
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TABLE C-2   
City of ALBUQUERQUE  
Parks, Recreation Facility, Trail and Open Space Level of Service, Net Impact Cost, and Impact Fees by Service Area{ TC "Table 5-4.  Albuquerque Parks, Recreation Facility, Train 
and Open Space Level of Service, Net Impact Cost, and Impact Fees by Service Area" \f T \l "1" } 

SERVICE AREA Academy/ NE Central/ 
University Foothills/ SE North 

Albuquerque 
North 

Valley/I-25 SW Mesa NW Mesa/ 
Volcano 

Local Parks (Neighborhood & Community)       
   Level of Service per 1,000 People  2.600  2.600  2.600  2.600  2.600  2.600  2.600 
   Needed Additional Acres  2.13  0.00  8.88  20.07  16.71  71.29  110.44 
   Acres Available in Inventory  26.49  12.74  47.61  59.00  3.95  81.53  109.02 
   Acres to be Acquired  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  12.76  0.00  0.00  
Acquisition Cost per Acre  $125,000  $110,000  $105,000  $125,000  $122,500  $72,000  $120,000  
Acquisition Cost  $0  $0  $0  $0  $1,562,708  $0  0.00  
   Acres to be Developed  2.13  0.00  8.88  20.07  16.71  71.29  110.44 
   Existing Surplus  0.00  78.17  7.11  0.00  0.00  0.00  22.90 
   Net Acres to be Developed  2.13  0.00  1.77  20.07  16.71  71.29  87.54  
Development Cost per Acre  $175,000  $175,000  $175,000  $175,000  $175,000  $175,000  $175,000  
Development Cost  $373,555  $0  $309,225  $3,511,690  $2,923,830  $12,475,645  $15,319,465  
Facilities Cost per Acre  $226,007  $226,007  $226,007  $226,007  $226,007  $226,007  $226,007  
Facilities Cost  $482,434  $0  $399,354  $4,535,228  $3,776,027  $16,111,871  $19,784,567  
Total Cost Local Parks  $855,989  $0  $708,579  $8,046,918  $8,262,565  $28,587,516  $35,274,864 
   Cost per Capita  $1,042.62  $0  $207.49  $1,042.62  $1,285.80  $1,042.62  $830.45 
   Less Grants  ($70.41)  $0  ($14.01)  ($70.41)  ($86.84)  ($70.41)  ($56.08) 
   Less Bond Credit  ($208.52)  $0  ($41.50)  ($208.52)  ($257.16)  ($208.52)  ($166.09)  
Net Local Park Cost  $763.69  $0  $151.98  $763.69  $941.80  $763.69  $608.28  
Trails        
   Cost per Capita  $21.88  $21.88  $21.88  $21.88  $21.88  $21.88  $21.88 
   Less Grants  ($1.48)  ($1.48)  ($1.48)  ($1.48)  ($1.48)  ($1.48)  ($1.48) 
   Less Bond Credit  ($4.38)  ($4.38)  ($4.38)  ($4.38)  ($4.38)  ($4.38)  ($4.38)  
Net Trails Cost  $16.03  $16.03  $16.03  $16.03  $16.03  $16.03  $16.03  
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TABLE C-3. 

ALBUQUERQUE NET IMPACT COSTS, PROJECTED IMPERVIOUS ACRES, AND DRAINAGE IMPACT FEE PER ACRE BY 
SERVICE AREA 

Service 
Area Net Impact Costs Total Area (Acres) 

Projected Impervious Acres, 2000-
2025 Cost Per Impervious Acre 

NW $ 55,015,528 15,490 3,915 $ 14,052 

SW $ 35,393,166 9,021 2,757 $ 12,836 
Fully 

Served $ 0 40,250 2,009 $ 0 

Tijeras $ 2,933,604 2,611 221 $ 13,290 

Far NE $ 15,044,434 11,753 1,474 $ 10,208 
 

The adopted SDC program is unique for a number of reasons, including its attention to differences 
in facility costs between different areas of the city.  As shown in Table C-2, neighborhood and 
community park acquisition costs vary among the seven park service areas (from $72,000 per acre 
to $125,000 per acre) reflecting differences in land values.  Open space and trail costs are calculated 
on a citywide basis.  The methodology determines additional acres needed for growth both in terms 
of acquisition and development by service area (for neighborhood and community parks), based on 
a citywide adopted LOS. 

While the establishment of multiple service areas helps the city more accurately establish ‘real’ costs 
of serving development across the city, as reflected by different land values, it is interesting to note 
that in areas (“Central/University” in Table C-2) where the existing inventory is more than 
adequate to meet projected future needs (i.e., no improvements are needed to meet service 
standards), no fee is charged for existing neighborhood and community park capacity (indicated by 
a Net Local Park Charge of $0 in Table C-2).  Similarly, development in the “Fully Served” storm 
drainage service area is not charged an SDC.  Not charging development in areas fully served by 
existing facilities may be an effective policy-based approach to encourage development within 
these areas, by keeping impact fees lower than in other areas; however, if ‘real’ costs are to include 
historical investments in capacity, the methodology is not fully capturing these costs.  

Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission of 
Eugene/Springfield, Oregon (Wastewater SDCs) 
The Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission of Eugene/Springfield (MWMC) recently 
updated its wastewater SDC methodology following adoption of a wastewater system facilities 
plan.  The unit cost structure is generally based on the total cost attribution (combined 
improvement/reimbursement) approach, as growth needs will be met by a combination of existing 
facility excess capacity and planned capacity expansion.  Existing system valuation is based on 
replacement cost (as estimated by applying a historical inflationary index to the original asset cost), 
but has been adjusted to recognize historical grant contributions. 
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Like many wastewater systems, MWMC faces a range of conditions with respect to the adopted 
versus existing level of service.  Therefore, the methodology includes a rigorous project cost 
allocation process, whereby each project on the 20-year capital project list is evaluated and allocated 
between existing and new development based on the type of project, and growth’s relative need for 
the improvement, as shown in Table C-4 below. 

TABLE C-4 
METROPOLITAN WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT COMMISSION 

Wastewater SDC Methodology 
Summary of Project Type Allocation Criteria 

Project Type Potential Criteria Growth Allocation Basis 
Capacity Adds new facilities/expands existing facilities 

Provides new capacity beyond existing system 
design standard or beyond the current permitted 
capacity 
 

In proportion to growth’s share of capacity need: 
(Growth capacity need – Existing Deficiency) / 

Planned capacity increment 

Performance  Adds new facilities/improves existing facilities 
Provides capacity/enhanced capability sized for 
total future capacity needs 
Driven by new regulatory requirement 

In proportion to total future system capacity: 
Total growth capacity / Total system capacity 

Rehabilitation Replaces existing facility or portion of facility 
Does not serve growth either through existing 
available or new capacity 
Preserves existing facility performance/capacity 

No growth component 

Source: MWMC Wastewater SDC Methodology (April 2004, CH2M HILL and Galardi Consulting) 
 

The MWMC methodology also includes an adjustment to the unit cost for potential financing costs, 
and a credit for future rate payments to be made by new development to support capital 
improvement costs related to existing system deficiencies. 

City of Wilsonville (Wastewater SDCs) 
The City of Wilsonville recently updated its wastewater SDC methodology following adoption of a 
wastewater system facilities plan.  The unit cost development follows a process similar to the 
MWMC process described above.  Notably, the methodology includes costs associated with 
estimated project financing, and a revenue credit is provided for future sewer rate payments 
needed to remedy existing deficiencies.  The city also developed a compliance charge that recovers 
facility planning and separate SDC fund accounting costs, both types of which are incurred to 
comply with state statutes. 

City of Gresham (Parks SDCs) 
The City of Gresham recently developed an SDC methodology for the parks system.  The 
methodology is notable because it develops separate unit costs for neighborhood parks and open 
space for three (3) separate service areas based on individual community plans.  The fee areas are: 
1) the current city limits with the exception of the Pleasant Valley and Springwater Plan Districts as 
they existed on January 1, 2006, 2) the Pleasant Valley Plan District, and 3) the Springwater Plan 
District.  Community park and trail costs are recovered on a system-wide basis.  The result of this 
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approach is an SDC schedule where fees are significantly higher in the new districts, compared to 
the current city limits.   

The SDC methodology includes the costs associated with all park types, including acquiring and 
developing urban and pocket parks in the downtown area.  

A property tax credit is included in the methodology to recognize the potential contribution of new 
growth to the costs needed to remedy existing deficiencies.  The city also charges a compliance fee 
that includes the costs of master planning, annual SDC-CIP management, accounting, and 
reporting costs, and the costs associated with development of the SDC methodology.  Finally, the 
methodology includes a basis for adjusting the fees annually for construction and land inflation. 

Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (Sewer SDCs) 
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District adopted an alternative impact fee on April 1, 2002, 
designed to encourage infill development by offering reduced fees in specified infill areas.  Rather 
than applying a uniform rate throughout the region, the District developed differential conveyance 
fees between “infill” and “new growth” areas.  Infill areas are defined as those greater than 70% 
developed, that is, the percentage of connected equivalent single-family dwellings (ESDs) or 
percentage of connected acreage is at least 70%. The District justified lower fees for infill areas 
based on the argument that growth in new areas requires the majority of initial infrastructure costs, 
while infill development requires limited incremental expansion costs, since the District plans 
capacity through build-out.  The adopted fees reflect the District’s revenue needs to fund its capital 
improvements program, and lower fees in infill areas are accompanied by higher fees in new 
growth areas. The resulting fees are $4,300 higher in new growth areas per single or equivalent 
connection. 

Current rates134 for residential and commercial users are:  

� $2,700 per ESD for infill communities; 

� $7,000 per ESD for new communities. 

It is important to note that while this methodology encourages infill with varying fees depending 
on location, there is no relationship between that variation and distance from the Sacramento 
Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

In addition to the two-tiered fee system, the District formed the Economic Development Treatment 
Capacity Bank to provide reduced sewer impact fees for local jurisdictions. SRCSD purchased $12.3 
million of unused industrial wastewater capacity (the equivalent of 16,606 ESDs) and uses this 
capacity, or “Bank,” to encourage economic development for industrial, commercial, residential 
(such as septic tank conversions or low/moderate-income housing), and transit-oriented projects.  
Qualifying jurisdictions can purchase the credits for only $923 per ESD regardless of the charge per 
ESD mandated by the current SRCSD fee schedule.  

                                                      

34 Source: Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District website (www.srcsd.com). 
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Appendix D: Examples of Model Approaches to 
Assessment of Impact-Based SDCs 

City of Atlanta, Georgia, (Transportation SDCs) 
The City of Atlanta recognizes the reduced impact on roads because of close proximity to public rail 
transit. The city reduces impact fees by 50 percent for all developments within 1,000 feet of a rail 
transit station.  Georgia law requires that revenues not collected from impact fees must be offset 
from sources of revenue other than impact fees.  This requirement to collect from other sources 
does not apply to the rail transit reduction, because studies show that traffic impact is reduced 
roughly proportionate to this relationship.35  

Tucson, Arizona (Transportation SDCs) 
The City of Tucson, Arizona, recently adopted an impact fee methodology for roads that uses both 
location and dwelling unit size in assessing impact fees.  Both elements of the methodology are 
discussed below. 

Variation in Location 
The methodology includes reduced residential road impact fees in the downtown core area of the 
city.  The 2000 Census data on average travel time to work for workers over sixteen years of age 
using other modes than public transportation, is summarized in Table D-1.  The data revealed a 
modest difference between the central core area (19.1 minutes) and the rest of the city (21.6 
minutes).  Additional analysis revealed little differences between other sections of the city.  Not 
only do central core residents travel somewhat quicker (and presumably shorter) routes to work 
when they use automobiles and other private forms of transportation, they are also more likely to 
use alternative modes of travel.  Only 78.8 percent of central core residents take private motor 
vehicles to work compared to 90.8 percent of other city residents.  Taking into account both the 
reduced tendency to use private motor vehicles and shorter trip lengths, residential development in 
the central core can be expected to generate only about 77 percent of the vehicular travel demand 
generated by residential development in other parts of the city, as shown in Table D-1. 

 

                                                      

35 “Impact Fees and Housing Affordability: A Guidebook for Practitioners” (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Washington DC, April 2007) 
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Table D-1.  Road Reduction Factor for Core Residential Development 

 Central Core Rest of City Ratio 

Percent Driving Private Motor Vehicle to Work 78.8% 90.8% 0.87 

Travel Time, Non-Public Transportation (minutes) 19.1 21.6 0.88 

Reduction in Road Impact for Residential in Central Core 0.77 
Source: Duncan Associates, Road and Park Impact Fee Study for the City of Tucson, June 2004, based on 2000 U.S. 
Census, SF-3 sample data (1 in 6 sample) of workers 16 years or older; Central Core area approximated by Pima County 
census tracts 1-19, 22, 24-25.01, 26-29.01, 38.01, 45.04-45.05. 
 

Variation by Size 
As shown in Table D-2, the average number of vehicle trips generated per day is almost directly 
proportional to the number of people living in the dwelling unit which is strongly related to the 
size of the dwelling unit.  In order to then develop trip rates by the size of the unit in square feet, it 
is necessary to first find the relationship between average household size and size characteristics 
reported by the Census Bureau.  

Table D-2.  Vehicle Trips by Household Size 
PM Peak Hr Trips 

Household Size 

Daily 

Trips Single-Family Multi-Family 

One Person 3.5 0.369 0.323 

Two Persons 6.7 0.707 0.618 

Three Persons 8.8 0.928 0.812 

Four Persons 10.6 1.118 0.978 

Five Persons or More 12.5 1.319 1.154 

Source: Daily trips from Transportation Research Board, NCHRP Report 365, “Travel Estimation Techniques for Urban 
Planning,” Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press, Table 9 (for urban areas with populations of 500,000 to 1 million), 
1998; PM peak hour trips based on 10.55% of daily trips in PM peak hour for single-family and 9.23% of daily trips in PM 
peak hour for apartment units from ITE, Trip Generation, 7th edition, 2003. 
 

The most recent and reliable data on average household size by number of bedrooms or rooms are 
the five percent sample data from 2000 U.S. Census.  The five percent sample data for the City of 
Tucson are combined with sample data for some other cities and unincorporated portions of Pima 
County.  The City of Tucson makes up 73 percent of the total population sampled; therefore, the 
results obtained should be representative.  The average household size for all single-family units 
from the two samples is identical, and for multi-family is almost identical. Because of the nature of 
the data sources for unit size in square feet, the average household size was varied by rooms for 
single-family units and by bedrooms for multi-family, as shown in Table D-3. 
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Table D-3. Average Household Size by Rooms and Bedrooms 
Housing Type Sample    

Households 
Weighted  

Population 
Weighted   

Households 
Avg. 

HH Size 

Single-Family, 4 Rooms or Fewer  1,245 58,662 24,141 2.43 
Single-Family, 5 Rooms 1,744 91,937 34,494 2.67 
Single-Family, 6 Rooms 1,674 93,632 33,617 2.79 
Single-Family, 7 Rooms 1,010 60,023 20,513 2.93 
Single-Family, 8 Rooms or More 657 44,646 13,585 3.29 

All Single-Family Detached Units 6,330 348,900 126,350 2.76 
Multi-Family, Efficiency 433 15,132 10,140 1.49 
Multi-Family, One Bedroom 1,409 53,483 32,345 1.65 
Multi-Family, Two Bedrooms 1,533 78,925 34,582 2.28 
Multi-Family, Three Bedrooms 353 23,902 7,885 3.03 
Multi-Family, Four Bedrooms or More 72 6,014 1,533 3.92 

All Multi-Family Units 3,800 177,456 86,485 2.05 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS), 5 percent weighted sample data for portions of 
Pima County including the City of Tucson (PUMAs 201, 202, 204, 206 and 207) for households occupying single-family 
detached and multi-family units. 
 

The above information on household size by room/bedrooms is combined with the trip rate data 
by household size presented earlier (Table D-2) to derive peak hour trip rates by the size of the unit, 
represented by rooms and bedrooms, as shown in Table D-4. 

 

Table D-4 Peak Hour Trips by Rooms and Bedrooms 
Housing Type Avg. 

HH Size 
Peak Hr 

Trips 

Single-Family, 4 Rooms or Fewer  2.43 0.806 

Single-Family, 5 Rooms 2.67 0.860 

Single-Family, 6 Rooms 2.79 0.884 

Single-Family, 7 Rooms 2.93 0.917 

Single-Family, 8 Rooms or More 3.29 0.983 

All Single-Family Detached Units 2.76 0.872 

Multi-Family, Efficiency 1.49 0.488 

Multi-Family, One Bedroom 1.65 0.546 

Multi-Family, Two Bedrooms 2.28 0.683 

Multi-Family, Three Bedrooms 3.03 0.822 

Multi-Family, Four Bedrooms or More 3.92 0.983 

All Multi-Family Units 2.04 0.628 
Source: Average household sizes from Table 22; peak hour trips derived from Table 21 using linear interpolation. 
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To determine a relationship between the unit square footage and peak hour trip rates, a data set 
was compiled with information on the square footage of dwelling units from single-family 
detached and multi-family units derived from two different data sources.  For single-family 
detached units, the Pima County Tax Assessor data for the 2004 tax year was analyzed.  Tax 
Assessor data give total living space in square feet and the total number of rooms for the majority 
of single-family homes in the City of Tucson.   

Data from the Arizona Multi-Family Housing Association provides information on all apartment 
complexes in the City of Tucson consisting of 20 or more units.  This information includes the 
number of dwelling units by floor plan, and the floor plan information includes number of 
bedrooms and square footage.  From these two data sources, a stratified random sample was taken 
that was distributed in the same proportion by housing type and size (rooms for single-family and 
bedrooms for multi-family) as households from the 2000 Census. 

The combined data base consisted of information on 10,000 single-family detached and multi-
family dwelling units.  To this data base, a variable for peak hour trips was added, based on 
housing type and number of bedrooms or rooms shown in the preceding table.  Regression analysis 
was then performed to determine the relationship between unit size in square feet and persons 
residing in the unit.  Housing type turned out to be significant, with single-family and multi-family 
units displaying much different relationships.   

Both linear and logarithmic regressions were performed for single-family detached and multi-
family data sets.  In both cases, logarithmic equations were determined to provide the best 
explanation of the data.36  The curves described by the equations are shown in Figure D-1.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure D-1. Relationship of Trips to Dwelling Size 

                                                      

36 THE EQUATION FOR single-FAMILY DETACHED UNITS IS LN(Y) = 0.1271 * LN(X) - 1.0433, WHERE Y IS PEAK HOUR TRIPS PER DAY AND X IS THE FLOOR AREA OF THE 
UNIT IN SQUARE FEET; THE R2 IS 0.600 and THE T-STATISTICS ARE 94 FOR THE X-COEFFICIENT AND -108 FOR THE Y-INTERCEPT.  THE EQUATION FOR MULTI-FAMILY UNITS IS 
LN(Y) = 0.4182 * LN(X) - 3.2062; THE R2 IS 0.763 AND THE T-STATISTICS ARE 114 FOR THE X-COEFFICIENT AND -135 FOR THE Y-INTERCEPT. 
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While the equations for single-family detached and apartment units are very different, there is 
actually relatively little overlap and at 1,125 square feet, the midpoint of the 1,000 to 1,250 square 
feet category, the two equations produce the identical result.  Only 2.2 percent of the apartment 
units in the sample are larger than 1,250 square feet, and while 21.6 percent of the single-family 
units in the sample are less than 1,000 square feet, it is unlikely that very many homes that size are 
being built in Tucson today.  Consequently, the progressive residential rates were based on the 
multi-family equation for up to 1,000 square feet, and on the single-family equation for the larger 
size categories. 

Using the regression equations, peak hour trip rates were derived for 12 square footage size 
categories.  The two curves intersect in the 1,250 to 1,500 square foot range.  Since the multi-family 
equation yields the lower trip rate estimates, and since relatively few single-family units are being 
built in the lower size range, the multi-family equation is used for unit sizes less than 1,500 square 
feet, and the single-family equation for larger units.  The results are shown in Table D-5. 

Table D-5. Residential Road Impact Fees by Size Category 
Housing Type/Size Category Midpoint Peak Hour Trips Road Fee

Less than 500 sq. ft. 375 0.48 $2,186 
500 - 749 sq. ft. 625 0.60 $2,743 
750 - 999 sq. ft. 875 0.69 $3,198 
1,000 - 1,249 sq. ft. 1,125 0.76 $3,462 
1,250 - 1,499 sq. ft. 1,375 0.83 $3,829 
1,500 - 1,999 sq. ft. 1,750 0.91 $4,196 
2,000 - 2,999 sq. ft. 2,500 0.95 $4,386 
3,000 - 3,999 sq. ft. 3,500 0.99 $4,562 
4,000 sq. ft. or more 4,500 1.03 $4,738 
Source: Duncan Associates and James C. Nicholas, Road and Park Impact Fee Study for the City of Tucson, June 2004 

Olympia, WA (Transportation and Park SDCs) 
The City of Olympia collects impact fees for various facilities including parks and transportation.  
The City has reduced the transportation impact fees for downtown commercial uses to reflect the 
fact that the downtown is compact and alternative modes of transportation are accessible.  
Consequently, the theory is that each business generates less traffic.  Table D-637 shows the 
transportation SDC schedule for selected land uses in the downtown and other city areas. 

Reduced fees for the downtown area reflect the following characteristics: 

• Reduced trip lengths based on an analysis of data from the regional planning agency’s 
household travel survey and travel model, and the ITE Trip Generation Manual. 

• Lower percent of new trips (or more “pass-by” trips) for certain land uses (walk-in bank and 
supermarket) based on ITE data and other national studies. 

• Reduced trip lengths for both home based work trips and total trips, based on data from the 
regional transportation model showed reduced average trip lengths to/from the Olympia 
Central Business District (CBD). 

                                                      

37 City of Olympia Transportation Impact Fee Program Update, April 2006 (Mirai Associates) 
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Table D-6  
Transportation Impact Rate Schedule  
City of Olympia  
Effective January 1, 2007  

Impact Fee 
Land Uses Unit of 

Measure 
Other Areas Downtown 

Multi Family Residential -Townhouse, Duplex dwelling $1,091 $504 
Senior Housing/Accessory Dwelling dwelling $413 $209 
Asst. Living/Nursing Home, Group Home bed $330 $224 
Daycare Sq ft/GFA $10.60 $2.88 
Health Club Sq ft/GFA $5.05 $2.88 
Bank Sq ft/GFA $18.40 $7.89 
Hotel/Motel Room $1,266 $939 
Movie Theater seat $73 $61 
Marina berth $284 $174 
Restaurant Sq ft/GFA $10.93 $2.88 
Fast Food Restaurant Sq ft/GFA $18.58 $10.65 
Retail    

Up to 49,999 sq ft Sq ft/GFA $3.48 $1.65 
50,000 - 99,999 sq ft Sq ft/GFA $3.05 $1.65 

100,000 - 199,999 sq ft Sq ft/GFA $2.98 $1.65 
200,000 - 299,999 sq ft Sq ft/GFA $2.71 $1.65 
300,000 - 399,999 sq ft Sq ft/GFA $3.22 $1.65 

over 400,000 sq ft Sq ft/GFA $3.62 $1.65 
Supermarket > 5,000 sq ft Sq ft/GFA $8.83 $4.93 
Convenience Market < 5,000 sq ft Sq ft/GFA $16.44 $8.09 
Video Rental Sq ft/GFA $5.58 $4.32 

Source: Mirai Associates, Transportation Impact Fee Program Update for the City of Olympia, April 2006 

The transportation impact fee may be reduced through Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) credits, which provide alternate modes of commuting, reducing peak-hour traffic, and thus 
reducing the need to build some transportation improvements.  Eligible projects may reduce 
transportation impact fee assessments by providing specific TDM and Commute Trip Reduction 
measures including operational improvements such as installation of parking spaces that are 
designated as paid parking and/or physical improvements such as construction of a direct 
walkway connection to the nearest arterial.     

Furthermore, the City has reduced the residential rates for parks and schools because of the 
demographic of the downtown resident (fewer people per household).  Park impact fees, which 
apply to residential development only, are assessed per dwelling unit and include a reduced fee for 
multifamily development in the downtown area as indicated in Table D-7. 
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TABLE D-7 
City of Olympia Park Impact Fee (Per Dwelling Unit -- Applies to residential development only) 

Effective April 24, 2002* 

HOUSING TYPE IMPACT FEE 

Single Family (including manufactured homes on individual lots) $1,843 

Duplex (per unit) $1,385 

Multifamily (including Townhouses) $1,223 

Downtown Multifamily per unit (including Townhouses) $ 840 

Mobile Home in Mobile Home Parks $1,236 

Accessory Dwelling Units (only separate structures) $ 707 

Single-room Occupancy $ 718 

*Source: City of Olympia, Community Planning & Development, 2007 Impact Fee Fact Sheet  

Albuquerque, New Mexico (Transportation SDCs) 
As shown in Table D-8, the Albuquerque model for transportation SDCs recognizes differences in 
trip rates and lengths by dwelling type and differences in trip rates by sizes for single-family 
dwellings.   The SDCs by house size were developed using a similar analysis described previously 
for the City of Tucson.  The City’s program is notable for a couple of other features, including: 

• Impact fees for affordable housing for projects located within certain centers and corridors 
identified in the comprehensive plan are waived completely. 

• To attract nonresidential development into areas currently devoid of employment and 
service opportunities, the city discounts impact fees for nonresidential development from 30 
percent for retail to 70 percent for industrial development. 
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TABLE D-8.   

ALBUQUERQUE LEVEL OF SERVICE, NET IMPACT COST, ROAD IMPACT FEES BY SERVICE AREA 

Land Use 

Trip 
Rate 
(PM 

Peak) 

Trip 
Rate 

(Daily) 

Assessabl
e Trip 

Length 

Total 
Trip 

Length 
% New 
Trips 

Total 
Impact 
Cost 

Annual 
Gas Tax 

Proxy 

Gas Tax 
Proxy 
Offset 

Net 
Impact 
Cost Downtown 

NE 
Heights 

Near 
North 
Valle

y 
Far NE 
Heights 

I-25 
Corridor NW Mesa SW Mesa Fee 

Single Family Detached                                    

Less than 1,500 sf 0.68 6.35 6.28 6.78 100% $3,617 $17  $233  $3,384 $0  $0  $0  $1,069 R2,113 $2,626 $2,702 N/D 

1,500 sf to 2,499 sf 1.02 9.57 6.28 6.78 100% $5,425 $25  $351  $5,075 $0  $0  $0  $1,585 $3,160 $3,933 $4,046 $3,068 

2,500 sf or Larger 1.14 10.74 6.28 6.78 100% $6,063 $28  $394  $5,670 $0  $0  $0  $1,754 $3,521 $4,388 $4,516 N/D 

Multi-Family 0.67 6.72 4.19 4.69 100% $2,376 $12  $170  $2,206 $0  $0  $0  $512  $1,276 $1,651 $1,706 $1,902 

Condominium/Townhouse 0.52 5.86 4.19 4.69 100% $1,844 $11  $148  $1,695 $0  $0  $0  $218  $885  $1,212 $1,260 $1,657 

Mobile Home Park 0.60 4.99 4.29 4.79 100% $2,178 $9  $129  $2,049 $0  $0  $0  $765  $1,344 $1,629 $1,671 $1,687 

Retirement Home 0.35 3.71 2.39 2.89 100% $709  $4  $58  $651  $0  $0  $0  $74  $335  $462  $481  $828  

Congregate Care Facility 0.20 2.02 3.09 3.59 71.6% $375  $2  $28  $347  $0  $0  $0  $67  $193  $255  $264  N/D 
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Eugene, OR (Wastewater and Stormwater SDCs) 
The City of Eugene, Oregon adopted a wastewater SDC methodology based on residential 
house size.  The residential fee schedule is based on a nominal base fee per dwelling, and a 
charge per square foot of house size, as shown in the table below. 
 

Table D-9 
City of Eugene Wastewater SDC Schedule 

Residential Dwelling Unit (RDU) Base Fee Rate per square foot of living area 

Single-family home, single-family accessory unit, each 
space of a mobile home park, each unit of a duplex or 
each unit of an apartment complex 

$331.91 $0.0805 

Additions to residential units that increase the living area  $0.062 
Source: City of Eugene SDC methodologies, April 2006 
 

The city’s rates advisory committee selected area of living space as the variable on which to 
establish the new residential local wastewater rate. In addition to showing a correlation to 
actual wastewater flow (as shown in the table below), this approach has the added advantage of 
being based on information already being gathered in the building permit review process. 

Table D-10 
City of Eugene Wastewater SDC Methodology 
Average residential monthly winter water usage (1)  

Square Feet of Living Area sans garage area   

Number of 
Square Feet 

1000 
or less 

1000 to 
1400 

1401 to  
1800 

1801 to 
2200 

2201 to 
2600 

2601 to 
3000 

3001 or 
more 

Total Average 
(2) 

1,000 gals/month 4.6 5.2 5.4 5.9 6.3 6.5 7.4 5.5 

% of average 84 95 98 107 115 118 135 100 

% deviation from 
average 

-16 -5 -2 7 15 18 35 0 

% of sample 12 32 25 15 8 4 4 100 

(1) Source: Lane Council of Governments; based on billing records from the Eugene Water and Electric Board 
(EWEB) 
(2)This figure reflects the average water use of all residential 1997 EWEB users and is to be used to compare with 
the averages in each category. 
 

The pattern of flows between homes of different size correlate at the 98 percent level for all size 
of homes, except for the smallest homes.  The greater than 1,000 square foot homes show more 
difference from all other sizes, but correlations are still relatively high. 

Eugene stormwater SDCs are based on a formula related to the cost of future capacity 
enhancing projects (improvement component) and the cost to buy in to existing excess system 
capacity or replacement (reimbursement component). The SDC impact measurement for the 
stormwater system is based on square footage of impervious surface area within the urban 
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growth boundary. Stormwater SDCs are calculated by taking the SDC eligible costs, and 
dividing them by the by the additional impervious surface area. This results in a per unit SDC 
fee which is then applied to the number of square feet of impervious surface area dependent on 
development type. 

 

TABLE D-11  
City of Eugene  
Stormwater System Development Charge Schedule  
  
Small Residential (building footprint =< 1,000 sq. ft.)  $297.00  
Medium Residential (building footprint > 1,000 sq.ft. and < 3,000 sq. ft.)  $478.50  
Small Duplex (unit building footprints =< 1,000 sq. ft.)  $594.00  
Medium Duplex (unit building footprints >I ,000 sq. ft. and < 3,000 sq. ft.)  $957.00  
Manufactured Home Park  

Per space (assumes 1,684 sq. ft. per space)  $277.86  
Plus  
Per sq. ft. actual impervious surface area, additional common areas  $0.17  

All Other Development  
Per sq.ft. actual impervious surface area equivalent  $0.17  
  

Source: City of Eugene, Systems Development Charge Methodologies, Appendix F, May 2007 

The City of Eugene offers two forms of credits that can potentially reduce the overall SDC 
charge: stormwater destination and quantity reduction as well as stormwater pollution 
reduction. 

1. Mitigation of stormwater which otherwise would be discharged into the public stormwater 
system may result in a corresponding reduction of stormwater SDCs collected at the time of 
building and development permit issuance. For the most part, reduction of the charge is in 
proportion to the reduction of runoff entering the public system from the fully developed 
site. However, qualifying for an SDC credit is dependent on development type.  Because 
stormwater SDCs for single-family and duplex development are based on estimated average 
amounts of impervious surface areas, these buildings can only qualify for one of two impact 
reduction rates: 100 percent SDC reduction for complete containment and management of 
runoff or 50 percent SDC reduction for partial reduction and management of runoff, 
regardless of the amount of reduction.  For manufactured home parks, multi-family, and 
nonresidential development stormwater SDCs are reduced proportional to the reduction in 
total stormwater runoff entering the system. 

2. Reduction of stormwater pollution through water quality treatment techniques may also 
result in a reduction of stormwater SDCs.  A single-level water quality SDC credit of 10% of 
the total stormwater SDC is applied to three categories of development, depending on 
whether they are subject to Eugene standards for stormwater treatment.  In general, the rule 
of thumb requires that the development mitigate 20 percent of the impervious surface area 
runoff impact through treatment or removal in order to qualify for a credit.  
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City of Scottsdale (Water SDCs) 
The City of Scottsdale charges development fees for water development (water lines, pump 
stations, etc.), water resource development (Central Arizona Project water leases and 
recharge/reuse), and sewer development (sewer lines, lift stations, and treatment facilities).  
Fees vary across two geographic locations: Zone A, which includes the downtown area, and 
Zone B-E, which includes less developed areas north of downtown. Table D-12 provides a 
snapshot of single-family and multi-family development fees based on square footage.  For 
efficiency purposes, we have included 5 of the 13 single family categories and 7 of the 11 multi-
family categories.  The City also charges development fees for non-residential development 
based on average daily gallons used per day.  

TABLE D-12       
City of Scottsdale       
Development Fee Table 2006-07       

Single - Family Zone A 

Net Lot Size*       

Minimum 
Sq. Ft. 

Maximum 
Sq.Ft. 

Water 
Develop. 

Admin 
0.46% 

Water 
Resources 

Admin 
0.46% 

Sewer 
Develop. 

Admin 
0.46% 

2,500 3,999 479.96 2.21 365.49 1.68 445.9 2.05 
4,000 5,499 738.51 3.4 562.38 2.59 445.9 2.05 
5,500 6,999 824.55 3.79 627.9 2.89 534.1 2.46 
7,000 8,499 910.59 4.19 693.42 3.19 534.1 2.46 
8,500 11,799 996.63 4.58 758.94 3.49 534.1 2.46 

Single - Family Zone B-E 

2,500 3,999 1651.40 7.60 421.79 1.94 2523.43 11.61 
4,000 5,499 2541.00 11.69 649.00 2.99 2523.43 11.61 
5,500 6,999 2818.20 12.96 719.80 3.31 3022.57 13.90 
7,000 8,499 3095.40 14.24 790.60 3.64 3022.57 13.90 
8,500 11,799 3372.60 15.51 861.40 3.96 3022.57 13.90 

Multi - Family Zone A 

815 1,569 500.31 2.30 380.99 1.75 445.90 2.05 
1,570 2,339 518.63 2.39 394.94 1.82 445.90 2.05 
2,340 3,109 555.28 2.55 422.85 1.95 445.90 2.05 
3,110 3,869 582.76 2.68 443.78 2.04 445.90 2.05 
3,870 4,639 610.25 2.81 464.71 2.14 445.90 2.05 
4,640 5,399 646.89 2.98 492.61 2.27 445.90 2.05 
5,400 6,169 683.54 3.14 520.52 2.39 534.10 2.46 

Multi - Family Zone B-E 

815 1,569 1934.24 8.90 494.03 2.27 2523.43 11.61 
1,570 2,339 2005.08 9.22 512.12 2.36 2523.43 11.61 
2,340 3,109 2149.07 9.89 548.90 2.52 2523.43 11.61 
3,110 3,869 2239.93 10.30 572.10 2.63 2523.43 11.61 
3,870 4,639 2293.06 10.55 585.67 2.69 2523.43 11.61 
4,640 5,399 2363.90 10.87 603.77 2.78 2523.43 11.61 
5,400 6,169 2434.74 11.20 621.86 2.86 3022.57 13.90 

* Net lot size and fees may be reduced by dedicating Natural Area Open Space to the City. 

263



PROMOTING VIBRANT COMMUNITIES WITH SDCS 

APPENDIX D-12 

Source: http://www.scottsdaleaz.gov/bldgresources/Fees/2006/06-07_WaterDevelopmentFeeTable.pdf 

As indicated in Table D-12, the water fees (both development and resources) increase for each 
lot category; whereas, sewer fees have fewer thresholds, presumably because wastewater flows 
are less sensitive to lot size, as irrigation does not represent a return flow to the sewer system. 

City of Santa Fe, New Mexico (Water SDCs) 
Santa Fe, New Mexico, recently adopted water impact fees that vary by lot size, based on a 
study of water use records that found water usage is strongly related to lot size, as shown in 
Table D-13. 

TABLE D-13 
 

City of Santa Fe Water Impact Fee Methodology  
Residential Equivalency Factors  

Housing Type Consumption/ 
Unit (gpd) 

SFEs/Unit Net Cost per 
Unit or Meter 

Single-Family Detached (average) 223 1.00 $2,156 
Lot Size Less than 6,000 sq.ft. 179 0.80 $1,725 
Lot Size 6,000 - 10,890 sq.ft. 223 1.00 $2,156 
Lot Size Larger than 10,890 sq.ft. 286 1.28 $2,760 
Multi-Family 187 0.84 $1,811 
Mobile Home 179 0.80 $1,725 

 
Source: Duncan Associates, Impact Fees Capital Improvements Plan for the City of Santa Fe, August 
2003, based on estimated consumption per unit from the City of Santa Fe Planning& Land Use 
Department, Water Use in Santa Fe, February 2001; SFEs per unit is ratio of consumption to single-
family consumption. 

In addition to water impact fees, the City of Santa Fe has developed variable SDCs by dwelling 
unit size for a broad array of facilities, including wastewater, roads, and parks. 

City of Kelowna, British Columbia (Various SDCs) 
Development Cost Charges (DCCs) are those levies, adopted by bylaw, which are required to 
be paid by new development to assist with the financing of major off-site services required to 
accommodate new growth. Development Cost Charges are currently limited to 
arterial/collector roads, water and sewer systems, parks acquisition and development, and 
storm drainage facilities.   The City updated its DCCs in April 2007.38  The framework of the 
DCC methodology includes: 

• Using a sector approach to assessment of DCCs – where projected improvement costs 
are attributed to specific geographic areas – to recognize that costs of servicing outlying 
areas may be greater on a per unit basis than the inner urban areas. 

                                                      

38 City of Kelowna 20 Year Servicing Plan and Financing Strategy 2020 (April 1, 2007) 
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• Assessing DCCs in proportion to estimated impacts of different land uses.  As a result, 
fees for higher density residential development units are generally lower than single 
family units. 

Updated DCCs for water and wastewater systems are shown in Table D-14.   

 
Table D-14     
City of Kelowna     
Development Cost Charges Applicable to Development Within the Municipality  
Development Type Sector A  

All City 
Sector A 
Inner City 

Sector B 
South 

Mission 

Sector D 
Glenmore/ 

Clifton 

Water     

Residential 1  $1,646 $1,292 $2,943 
Residential 2  $1,103 $866 $1,972 
Residential 3  $790 $620 $1,413 
Residential 4  $560 $439 $1,001 
Commercial - Per 1,000 sq ft  $633 $497 $1,132 
Industrial/Campground Per Acre  $4,609 $3,618 $8,240 
Current Residential 1 Rate  $1,507 $1,176 $2,670 
Wastewater Trunk Mains     

Residential 1  $1,143 $1,533  
Residential 2  $949 $1,273  
Residential 3  $640 $859  
Residential 4  $617 $828  
Commercial - Per 1,000 sq ft  $440 $590  
Industrial/Campground Per Acre  $3,200 $4,293  
Current Residential 1 Rate  $972 $1,422  
Wastewater Treatment     

Residential 1 $2,542    
Residential 2 $2,110    
Residential 3 $1,423    
Residential 4 $1,373    
Commercial - Per 1,000 sq ft $978    
Industrial/Campground Per Acre $7,117    
Current Residential 1 Rate $1,689    

     
Source: City of Kelowna, 20 Year Servicing Plan and Financing Strategy, April 2007 

Residential Growth Assumptions – Density Gradient 
The 2020 - 20 Year Servicing Plan & Financing Strategy has four categories of residential density 
and is based on the density of development rather than on the type of dwelling unit. Density 
gradient based residential DCC’s are established based on the relative impact of the dwelling 
unit on municipal services. The four categories were developed based on engineering data and 
planning analysis to reflect local considerations.  

The four categories, including a typical building form, are: 
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• Residential 1 – developments with a density of not more than 15 units per net hectare 
(single family, secondary suite, duplex) 

• Residential 2 – developments with a density greater than 15 and less than or equal 35 
units per net hectare (small lot single family, row housing) 

• Residential 3 - developments with a density greater than 35 and less than or equal to 85 
units per net hectare (row housing and up to four story apartment buildings) 

• Residential 4 - developments with a density greater than 85 units per net hectare 
(apartments greater than four levels) 

Unit Equivalent Considerations  
The purpose of a DCC is to recover some of the investment the City is forced to make in 
extending and upgrading a service to accommodate population growth and the development 
which accompanies it. There is a relatively direct correlation between population growth and 
the impacts to water, sanitary sewer, roads and parks services. 

Since it is not feasible to charge a DCC directly on population, the City has adopted a system 
based on equivalent units. Equivalent units are an indirect but effective way of representing 
population. To facilitate DCC calculations, the planning staff projects population growth in 
terms of both residential and non-residential development. Since the unit of development for 
each land use category differs (houses for single family residential, apartments for multi-family 
residential and floor area for commercial and institutional), each Development Unit is 
converted to a common reference unit called an Equivalent Unit. Currently, the impact of one 
(1) Equivalent Unit on a service is defined to be equivalent to the impact of one (1) single family 
residence. That is:  

One (1) Equivalent Unit = 1 S.F. Residential Unit 

Development Units for land use categories other than Single Family Residential are converted 
to Equivalent Units according to the overall average impact of each different type of 
Development Unit. 

Equivalency factors are established to reflect the relative impact on infrastructure for each 
service. The land use category, residential 1, serves as the baseline for the assessment of impacts 
on infrastructure of the other three residential land uses. 

TABLE D-15 
City of Kelowna DCC Methodology 
Residential Equivalency Factors by Infrastructure System 

 Roads Water Sewer 

Residential 1 100% 100% 100% 
Residential 2 80% 67% 83% 
Residential 3 55% 48% 56% 
Residential 4 52% 34% 54% 

The impact for parkland requirements is considered to be the same for each residential 
category. Although there could be an argument to use a different parkland rate for the different 
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residential categories based on density, it is also true that parkland requirements in multi-
family areas is more expensive than in single family areas. 

Growth by Development Area - By Service Type 
The number of growth units, when converted to single family residential equivalents, differs for 
different services for the following reasons: 

• Not all of the growth units as projected by the Planning Department will be serviced by 
sanitary sewer services. Sanitary sewer services are based on the assumption that 
growth in the South East Kelowna sector will be serviced by septic disposal or by a batch 
treatment plant (Gallaghers Canyon) with field disposal of effluent. 

• Not all growth units will be serviced by the City’s water system. This plan assumes that 
Irrigation Districts will service all growth units within their service boundaries. 
Irrigation Districts which will provide water service to support the growth plan are 
South East Kelowna Irrigation District, Black Mountain Irrigation District, Rutland 
Water Works and the Glenmore-Ellison Irrigation District. 

• As previously detailed, the demand on services as equated to a single family residential 
unit is different for each service. This will result in a different number of equivalent 
residential units for purposes of cost-sharing of program costs for each service. 

Common facilities (roadways within the inner city area) are distributed pro-rata to all sectors; 
some sectors (outlying newly developed sectors) also include specific growth related costs to be 
paid only by that sector (net of “assist factor”), which is paid by general taxation dollars to 
reflect benefits to existing development. 

City of Prince George, British Columbia (Various SDCs) 
The City of Prince George has DCCs established for growth related transportation, storm 
drainage, water, sanitary sewer and park development.  In 2001, the City adopted a new Official 
Community Plan (OCP) which outlines a Growth Management Plan within the Urban 
Development Boundary (UDB).  The OCP sets out to implement Smart Growth Principles by 
phasing future development to ensure that it occurs in a sequential manner based on available 
services.  The theory behind phasing is to expand servicing infrastructure efficiently such that 
its use is maximized by the development area it serves and to consider the life cycle cost to 
operate, maintain, repair, upgrade and, eventually, replace the servicing infrastructure.   The 
City has also developed infrastructure system plans to identify needed improvements to 
accommodate future growth and replace aging infrastructure. 

The DCC rates are designed to encourage Smart Growth Principles by: 

• Encouraging infill development in established areas where sufficient infrastructure 
already exists by reducing DCCs in those areas; 

• Increasing the use of development density (e.g. units per hectare) as a factor in setting 
residential DCC rates for single family and multi-family projects; and, 

• Crediting projects that place lower demands on municipal infrastructure (e.g. where a 
development is able to incorporate on-site stormwater ground recharge systems and 
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contain all the additional storm runoff and/or where the development is predicted to 
have a lower than average impact on traffic). 

Variation by Location 
Prior to adoption of new fees in 2007, most DCC charges in the city were assessed uniformly 
across each infrastructure service area.  As part of its 2006 DCC update study,39 the City 
established four geographic areas to reflect the policy direction of the OCP, to consider mature 
areas of the City where growth can be accommodated with fewer infrastructure improvements.  
Implementation of geographically differentiated fees was recommended to reflect the true costs 
of serving different growth and promote efficient expansion of services. 

The OCP Urban Phasing Map outlines the four urban development phasing areas within the 
UDB: 

• Area A – Phase 1 and part of Phase 2 of the Urban Phasing Map.  These areas are located 
close to downtown and throughout existing developments. 

• Area B – The balance of Phase 2, Phase 3 and Phase 4 of the Urban Phasing Map.  These 
areas are located farther from the downtown area and extend out to the UDB. 

• Area C – Airport lands 

• Area D – Downtown area 

The City’s growth-related capital improvement costs projected for a 10-year period (adjusted for 
other funding sources) are allocated among the four areas.  Some improvements are assumed to 
provide city-wide benefits (e.g., water line looping and city-wide trail system), while other 
projects serve specific areas.  The costs are spread over the aggregate equivalent population 
projected for each area over the planning period to determine the unit cost of capacity by area.  
DCCs for individual developments reflect the cost per unit multiplied by the equivalency factor 
per unit by land use category and the number of units for the particular development.  
Equivalency factors have been calculated in these areas for the following land use categories: 

• Residential (single and two family) 

• Residential – Higher Density (single and two family) 

• Manufactured Home Park 

• Residential – Multiple Family (medium and high density) 

• Commercial 

• Industrial 

• Institutional.  

Equivalency factors relate to equivalent population for water, sewer, and park systems.     For 
streets, equivalency factors relate to trip generation, and stormwater fees reflect estimated 

                                                      

39 Development Cost Charge Review prepared for City of Prince George, McElhanney Consulting Services, Ltd., March 16, 2006 
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impervious area per unit.  The equivalency factors are uniform city-wide; however, the DCCs 
vary by area, as shown in Table D-16, due to the allocation of improvement costs by area. 

  

TABLE D-16     

City of Prince George     

Development Cost Charge Schedule     

DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGE RATES ($) – Area A     

Type of Development 
Park 
Land 

Highway 
Facilities 

Drainage 
Facilities

Sewage 
Facilities 

Water 
Facilities TOTAL 

Residential (single and two family) 222 1,257 417 846 1,089 3,831

Residential Higher Density 222 1,100 365 740 953 3,380

Manufactured Home Park 222 1,257 417 846 1,089 3,831

Residential - Multiple Family 
(medium and high density) 148 852 204 564 726 2,494

Commercial 1.11 19.75 3.44 4.23 5.44 34

Industrial 3,326 13,164 12,420 12,693 16,332 57,935

Institutional 0.74 15.8 2.48 2.82 3.63 25

DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGE RATES ($) – Area B     

Residential (single and two family) 529 3,036 720 850 2,602 7,737

Residential Higher Density 529 2,657 630 744 2,277 6,837

Manufactured Home Park 529 3,036 720 850 2,602 7,737

Residential - Multiple Family 
(medium and high density) 352 2,057 352 567 1,735 5,063

Commercial 2.64 47.69 5.94 4.25 13.01 74

Industrial 7,930 31,795 21,452 12,747 39,034 112,958

Institutional 1.76 38.15 4.29 2.83 8.67 56

DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGE RATES ($) – Area C     

Residential (single and two family) 222 1,257 417 846 1,089 3,831

Residential Higher Density 222 1,100 365 740 953 3,380

Manufactured Home Park 222 1,257 417 846 1,089 3,831

Residential - Multiple Family 
(medium and high density) 148 852 204 564 726 2,494

Commercial 1.21 21.01 2.59 3.66 3.29 32

Industrial 3,635 14,006 9,370 10,969 9,855 47,835

Institutional 0.81 16.81 1.87 2.44 2.19 24
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TABLE D-16 (CONTINUED)       

City of Prince George       
Development Cost Charge Schedule 

DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGE RATES ($) – Area D      

Type of Development 
Park 
Land 

Highway 
Facilities2

Drainage 
Facilities2

Sewage 
Facilities2

Water 
Facilities2 TOTAL 

Residential (single and two family) 222 1,257 417 846 1,089 3,831

Residential Higher Density 222 1,100 365 740 953 3,380

Manufactured Home Park 222 1,257 417 846 1,089 3,831

Residential - Multiple Family 
(medium and high density) 110 124 53 15 48 350

Commercial 0.82 2.87 0.89 0.11 0.36 5

Industrial 2,475 1,912 3,213 340 1,069 9,009

Institutional 0.55 2.29 0.64 0.08 0.24 4
 Source: City of Prince George, Bylaw No. 7825  

Variation by Residential Density 
Fees for higher density (more than 20 units per hectare) reflect the fact that such developments 
reflect shorter length of linear infrastructure such as roads, and utility mains.  Specifically, the 
city analyzed the width of lots in subdivisions of standard vs. high density developments, and 
found that the average lot width is 12.5 percent less per unit in high density developments.  
DCCs for roads, water, sewer, and storm drain systems are therefore reduced by 12.5 percent 
for high density residential development projects. 

Reduction for Site Design 
Nonresidential developments may be exempt from stormwater DCCs if through development 
of onsite recharge systems, the development contains run-off at pre-development rates.  To be 
eligible for the exemption, the development must meet a number of criteria established in 
municipal bylaws related to construction and inspection of facilities.  

Municipal Assist Factor 
In order to determine what percentage of project costs can be funded from DCCs, the City 
implements a municipal assist factor.  In 1997, the Council adopted a municipal assist factor of 
50 percent to reduce impact on the development industry as the City introduced DCCs; 
however, the Council recently adjusted the municipal assist factor to 10 percent. This means 
that when a project proceeds to construction that has no benefit to existing users, that is, it is 
only required because of growth, 90 percent of the project costs can be funded from DCC 
reserves. 
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Under the rally cry, “Planning is not enough”, Metro’s Transit -

Oriented Development Implementation Program (TOD Program)  

set out in the mid-nineties to provide public policy makers, private 

developers, and citizens of the region built examples of growing 

“up, not out,” and to demonstrate the potential of public-private 

partnerships for placemaking-- an ethereal mixture of principled 

urban design, commerce, and the human desire for physical 

community. 

 

After only a decade of operation, the TOD Program has been 

instrumental in the completion of many of the regions’ most 

important TODs and has acquired key opportunity sites at light 

rail stations.  Moreover, because the TOD Program has been 

actively engaged in the design and construction of real projects, it 

has had the opportunity to tease out, then remove obstacles 

relating to the creation of transit villages, main streets and mixed-

used urban centers.                                                     

 

The first section of this 2007 Annual Report provides an overview 

of the Program, its objectives, benefits, customers, funding history 

and milestones.  The second section constitutes a compilation of 

statistics.  The metrics used are a direct response to a request by 

Councilor Robert Liberty, the TOD Program’s liaison to the Metro 

Council.  The third and final section describes the Program’s 

administration, governance, cost-benefit analysis used to evaluate 

potential projects, and the funding mechanisms most frequently 

employed to fund projects. 

 

 

Transit-Oriented Development  
and Centers Program 
ANNUAL REPORT 2007  
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AWARDS & 
RECOGNITION 

 
 

Center Commons  
AIA / HUD National Mixed Use 
Project Award  
 
 
Central Point  
Governor’s Livability   
& Design for Best TOD Award  
 
 
The Crossings  
Multi-housing News 
Best Transit-Oriented Design 
Award   
 
 
North Main Village  
Oregon Downtown 
Development Association 
Pioneering Award  
 
 
Bside 6  
AIA Portland  
Unbuilt Merit Award  
2007 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
North Main Vi l lage  

PROGRAM OVERVIEW 

Program Context 
Metro’s growth management plan, the 2040 Growth Concept, calls for 
the region to grow up rather than out, away from farm and forest land by 
limiting expansion and focusing growth around the region’s 44-mile 
MAX Light Rail Transit (LRT) line, along frequent bus corridors and in 
mixed-use urban centers.   The TOD/Centers Program pursues the 
Growth Concept by providing public investments to developers to build 
more intensely and with higher attention to creating a walkable 
environment than the market would complete on its own.  A TOD or 
Centers development will result in a higher share of travel from transit, 
walking and biking and a lower percent by an automobile.   
 
In a survey of the Merrick, a TOD project in the Lloyd District, only 
53% of the travel trips generated were by auto, compared to 87% for the 
balance of the region; 60% of the residents state they drive a little to a 
lot less and 70% use transit a little to a lot more. On commute to work or 
school, only 44% of the residents regularly use a private vehicle.  
Clearly, travel behavior can be dramatically influenced by the shape of 
the community surrounding transit.   
 
Planning allows, but does not cause certain development patterns.  
Metro or a local government may choose a course of regulation and/or 
public incentives to achieve desired results.  Metro through the 
TOD/Centers Program uses public investment to help shape desired 
development.   
 
In essence, the TOD Program attempts to “push the envelope.”  For 
example, if the real estate market at an LRT station area or center will 
typically support building three stories, the Program pushes for four 
stories. If the market supports four stories, the Program pushes for five 
stories, etc. Similarly, the Program pushes for single-use projects to 
become mixed-use projects and encourages lower parking ratios. 
 
The TOD Program is the only Metro program that attempts to influence 
development by delivering “bricks and mortar” rather than providing 
traditional planning and regulation.  It has been in existence since 1998, 
has already funded 29 projects, helped bring 17 projects to construction 
or completion, and has 9 more in design and development.  The Centers 
Implementation Program, which was initiated in 2004, has already 
resulted in 3 different projects, which are included in that total; one 
completed (Milwaukie North Main); one under construction (Watershed 
in Hillsdale); and one in design and development (Milwaukie-Texaco). 
 
Metro’s TOD Program is the first in the United States that used federal 
transit administration funds to acquire a TOD development site for 
private development.  The program was featured in the British 
Broadcasting Corporation’s (BBC) series, “The World’s Best Public 
Services,” in August 2006 and shown worldwide. 
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PROGRAM  RESULTS 
1997-2007 

 

 
Housing Units: 2514 

Affordable: 
758 @ 80% 
359 @ 60% 
15 @ 30% 

 

. 
Office: 783,737 s.f. 

 
 

 
Retail: 438,436 s.f. 

 
 

 
Relieves Pressure on the Urban 

Growth Boundary 
 

TOD Projects = 80 acres 
If conventional 

Development = 587 ac. 
Acres saved = 507 ac. 

 

Program Benefits 
The TOD Program encourages private-sector construction of higher-density, 
mixed-use projects near transit stations, with pedestrian amenities.  The 
primary benefit is that the Program helps shape the community for increased 
transit, walking or biking.  Other benefits include:  

 Greater cost effectiveness for transit-related expenditures - national studies 
have shown that development of projects like those encouraged under the 
TOD Program are 8 to 14 times more cost-effective than building 
additional light rail transit lines. The Program is also cost-effective 
compared to conventional congestion mitigation measures, such as new 
LRT construction, freeway expansion and vanpools. 

 Improved air quality and reduced auto traffic congestion by developing 
more “urban-scale” buildings with reduced parking ratios and ready access 
to transit. Studies indicate that, compared to typical suburban development, 
transit oriented development, can reduce traffic congestion and air 
pollution by up to 25 to 50 percent. 

 Enhanced economic development – transit-oriented development attracts 
consumers, businesses and social services to areas surrounding LRT 
stations.  

 Enhanced housing and transportation options - the Program seeks to 
encourage mixed-use and mixed-income development next to transit.  

 Enhanced livability - Metro’s regional growth management plan 
concentrates population and job growth within designated regional and 
town centers. The LRT system serves most centers, including downtown 
Portland, Gateway, Hillsboro, Beaverton and Gresham, and is anticipated 
to serve Milwaukie and Clackamas as well. Thus, Metro estimates that 
residents of a TOD project will be provided convenient and inexpensive 
access to most of the region’s major locations of jobs, services and trade 
centers. 

Program Customers 
Metro’s TOD Program provides services to a variety of customers and  
partners that are internal and external to the agency including: 
 Private developers  Metro Council 
 Lending institutions  TOD Steering Committee 
 Tenants/owners in TOD Projects  Local jurisdictions 
 Transit riders  State agencies 
 Public at large  Federal Transit Admin. 

 TriMet  
  

The developer’s role in the partnership is to secure financing, and build, 
rent/sell and maintain the project. Each partner, private and public, expects to 
receive a return on investment. For the developer, the return is often the 
developer's fee and net profits from managing the project. For the public 
agency, the return may be a lease or sale amount for the land or the 
implementation of public policy, such as new ridership, reduced traffic 
congestion and area redevelopment.  For Metro, the return is vibrant mixed-use 
communities in designated centers and station communities, a concrete 
affirmation of its growth vision. 
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FY 2006-07  
 

 
 
PROJECTS 
COMPLETED 
 
The Crossings 
Gresham Civic  
 
North Main Village 
Milwaukie 
 
Pacific University  
Hillsboro 
 
Burnside Rocket 
Central Eastside, Portland 

 
 
 
CONSTRUCTION 
STARTED 
 
The NEXUS 
Hillsboro 

 
The Beranger 
Gresham Downtown 
 
The Watershed 
 Hillsdale 
 
 

 
DEVELOPERS 
SELECTED ON 
METRO SITES 

 
Milwaukie Town Center 
 
Gresham Civic 
Neighborhood South  
 
Gresham Civic 
Neighborhood North 

Program Timeline 
TOD Program milestones from the period of 1995 from before the Program 
commenced through 2009 are shown in Appendix A. The timeline depicts both TOD 
Program milestones (below timeline), which focus on policy proclamations and Metro 
Council enactments of operating enabling legislation and Project milestones (above 
timeline), which focus on the successful employment of new joint development 
tools, the acquisition of "opportunity sites," and the implementation milestones of 
major projects.  
 

 Major Accomplishments This Year - FY 2006-07 
 Construction was completed on The Crossings project, a five story 

mixed-use project located at the MAX station in Gresham’s new civic 
neighborhood; the market rate apartments were well received, leased 
quickly and currently has a waiting list.  

 
 Construction was completed on North Main Village, a mixed-use project 

including 64 affordable apartments, 33 market rate condominiums, 
storefront retail, and a rain garden. The presence of new residents and 
businesses is adding vitality to historic downtown Milwaukie.  

 
 Construction was completed on the Pacific University Health 

Professions Campus building located along the MAX line in Hillsboro.  
This 5 story, 104,000 square foot mixed-use building includes the 
Virginia Garcia Health Clinic and a café at the street level with four 
floors of classrooms above.   

 
 Construction was completed on the Burnside Rocket, a four story mixed-

use project located on East Burnside at 11th Avenue. The developer has 
applied for LEED certification at the Platinum level.  

 
 Construction started on the Nexus, 422-unit housing project with ground 

floor retail that creates a link between the original Orenco Station 
community on Cornell Road and the MAX light rail station a half of a 
mile south. 

 
 Construction started on The Beranger, a four-story mixed-use project 

with market rate condominiums, a green roof, and street front retail 
located in downtown Gresham near its future performing arts center.  

 
 Construction started on The Watershed, a four-story mixed-use project 

with affordable senior housing above retail located on a former 
brownfield in the Hillsdale town center in SW Portland.  

 
 Completed development offering, selected a developer, and started 

predevelopment work on the Milwaukie Town Center Project.  
 
 Completed development offering, selected developers, and started 

predevelopment work on the Gresham Civic Neighborhood mixed-use 
south of the station and mixed-use north of the station. 
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FY 2006-07 
Major Accomplishments This Year (continued)  
  Acquired 1.90 acres NE of the Gresham Civic MAX Station in the 

Gresham Civic Neighborhood for the site of a future anchor tenant use 
such as a grocery store, small department store, or retail with office above. 

 
 Demolished and decommissioned the former Olson Brothers’ Texaco gas 

station on the Milwaukie Town Center site. 
 
 Three entirely new projects were selected for funding through TOD 

easements: an affordable housing and mixed-use project - NE 82nd 
Avenue Place; an innovative mixed-use office and retail project – 
Burnside 6; and an infill mixed-use project in historic Gresham- NW 
Miller and 3rd.   

 
 The Salvation Army Site project had been previously approved as a land 

acquisition; instead, it was privately acquired and approved for TOD 
easement funding as a mixed-use brewpub restaurant and condominium 
project.  

 
 Russellville Commons III was approved as a mixed-use project with 

housing for active seniors and ground floor retail; the TOD Program 
committed to support this final development phase of Russellville 
Commons when the overall master plan was developed.   

 
 As administrative housekeeping actions, five projects were slated for 

cancellation because they are no longer viable. In most cases, the 
developers who originally requested TOD Program support are no longer 
interested in redeveloping the sites (Candice Commons, Gresham; Metro 
Access, Washington County; and The Madison, Portland.) In another case, 
the project scope has changed (Beaverton Round Phase III.)  In some 
cases, site control was never established and the interested developers are 
no longer actively pursuing the project (Denver/Kenton Loan, Portland; 
162nd & E. Burnside, Portland; and Hollywood Trifecta, Portland) 

 
 During this period, the Program selected 9 new developers who had not 

previously worked with the TOD/Centers Program. 
 
 Projects were approved and construction initiated in six centers.  Since its 

inception, the Program has projects located within a total of ten centers 
throughout the region. 

 
 Prepared study scope, issued RFP, and commissioned Johnson Gardner 

LLC to conduct empirical research on the pricing effects of Urban Living 
Infrastructure on mixed use residential development.  

 
 The Get Centered! material on the “Relationship Between Parking and 

Density” prepared by TOD staff has been used by the University of 
Wisconsin and Claremont University in course work. 

 
 Numerous academic institutions have interviewed the TOD Program the 

past year, including the University of Maryland, for an EPA study on 
TODS, University of Wisconsin, and others. 

 
 
 

LAND ACQUIRED 
& SITES PREPARED 

 
Gresham Civic Anchor 

Tenant  
 

Milwaukie Town Center 
demolition & 

decommissioning  
 
 

PROJECTS 
APPROVED 

 
NE 82ND Avenue Place 

Portland 
 

Burnside 6 
Central Eastside, Portland 

 
NW Miller & 3rd 

Gresham Historic Downtown 
 

Salvation Army Site 
Gresham Historic Downtown 

 
Russellville Commons III 
Gateway Regional Center, 

Portland 
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Urban Living 
Infrastructure   

Johnson Gardner 
 

The Merrick Travel 
Behavior Survey  

 PSU   
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Issues and Challenges 
Over the past few years, there has been a palpable increase in public 
enthusiasm and market momentum for development of compact, mixed-use 
centers. Market demand for smaller, higher density residential units has been 
demonstrated in a growing number of suburban centers including Gresham, 
Milwaukie, Lake Oswego, and Hillsboro, as well as on urban main streets 
such as Alberta, Belmont, and Hawthorne Boulevard.  However, the private 
market will not build high density and mixed-use projects in most centers 
unless it is economically feasible to build “up” rather than to build “out.” 
Mid-rise housing development will require achievable sales pricing in the 
range of $300 to $350 per square foot for condominiums, increasing to $400 
to $450 per square foot for high-rise construction. The construction cost gap 
has widened between wood frame over concrete vs. a reinforced all concrete 
building.  The result is attempting projects more than five stories in most 
suburban centers will be more difficult.  Achievable pricing for parking 
would need to be in the range of $20,000 to $40,000 per space if sold, or 
$200 per month if leased to support structured parking.   
 
The regional for-sale housing market cooled in 2006–07, increasing 
developers’ carrying costs and decreasing sales revenues.  With construction 
costs continuing to rise at an alarming rate, mixed-use projects have been 
even more financially challenging.  Increased public investment may be 
needed in order to make projects feasible.  In the region more developers 
turned to constructing market rate rental housing and away from 
condominium housing.  TOD/Centers projects typically have many other 
sources of funding, but State funding limitations are decreasing project 
investment from sources such as the Community Incentive Fund (CIF). The 
recent instability of the secondary mortgage markets has raised the most 
recent danger signs. If rates increase substantially, many potential buyers 
simply will not be able to secure a loan.   
 
Despite the decrease in the pace of condominium sales, many suburban 
centers seem to be poised for possible mixed-use projects with the proper 
public investment.  The timing is right to take the TOD and Centers 
Implementation Program to the next level:  developers and local leaders are 
becoming more enthusiastic and the technical challenges of mixed-use 
development are becoming more broadly understood. It is important to build 
on this energy, and to ensure the momentum continues even as the market 
conditions become less favorable.  Program expansion would help 
strengthen local real estate markets to the point where higher density condos 
will become financially feasible in some centers without further public 
investment. Other projects for mixed-use or higher density market rate 
rentals and affordable ownership units may still require public financing in 
those markets. Public financing will continue to be necessary to support a 
healthy blend of rental and ownership housing. The public is a critical 
partner and needs to increase its investment in higher density mixed-use 
development and the supporting amenities and services within walking 
distance of housing. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
The private market will not build 
high density and mixed-use 
projects in most centers unless it 
is economically feasible to build 
“up” rather than to build “out. 
 
 

 
 
Gresham Civic Southwest 
 
 

 
 
Westgate Theater Demolition 
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Objectives for Next Year 
[Per Metro Budget for 2007-08]  
 Assist 1-3 local communities to attract/enhance a farmers’ market or 

grocery store, locally owned restaurants, theater, theater restaurant, and/or 
a local arts initiative in order to catalyze main street development, bolster 
local entrepreneurial activity, and help create a place for higher density 
housing.   

 
 Identify and pursue strategies for creating an increased, long-term revenue 

stream to support development of the TOD & Centers Implementation 
Program and be less reliant and more flexible than Metropolitan 
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) funding.   

 
 Collaborate more extensively with select local communities (Gresham, 

Milwaukie, Beaverton, and Hillsboro) by providing a broader range of 
services and development tools in order to build communities, not just 
individual projects.  

 
 Complete construction on the Nexus mixed-use project located on Cornell 

Road between Orenco Station and the MAX station. 
 
 Attempt to secure an important project at the Orenco MAX Station to 

better connect Orenco Village and all of the development near Cornell 
Road to the MAX station.  

 
 Complete construction on The Beranger in downtown Gresham.   

 
 Complete construction on The Watershed in the Hillsdale town center.  

 
 Complete predevelopment work on the four projects in the Gresham Civic 

Neighborhood, including a station building, new plaza, and mixed-use 
development. 

 
 Complete predevelopment work on the Milwaukie Town Center Project.  

 
 Complete predevelopment work on the Hillsboro Central project in 

downtown Hillsboro.  
 
 Select a developer and start predevelopment work on the Westgate Regal 

Cinema site project in Beaverton. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Westgate Site 

 

 
The Beranger 

 

 

 
Developer Kevin Cavenaugh, 

Metro Councilors, 
TOD Steering Committee and 

Staff 
 

  

  
Design Phases of The Crossings   
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 Program Funding 
The primary source of funding for the TOD Program is from federal funds distributed 
every two years through the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program 
(MTIP).  The funds fall under the Regional Flexible Funds category along with bike 
trails, transit, and other projects.  MTIP funding is exchanged with TriMet local 
funds in order to facilitate timely expenditure in a manner conducive to public/private 
partnership projects.  Other funding sources to date have included CMAQ funds, 
direct FTA funds and earmarks, local government funds and interest earned.  These 
local funds have included Metro general funds, local general funds, urban renewal 
funds, system development charge revenues, land sale proceeds, and Business Energy 
Tax Credits.   
 

Relation to New Look  
The New Look effort was launched as part of the Long Range Planning Division’s 
efforts to evaluate progress on 2040 goals including the performance of designated 
centers throughout the region.   Through discussions with the TOD Steering 
Committee, Metro Council, and Long Range Planning and TOD Program staff, it was 
determined that the TOD Program could enhance performance of 2040 centers by 
focusing more resources in fewer areas.  This “focus centers” approach will: use a 
strategy of repeated investment to achieve “lift-off;” include more integrated 
planning department role with participation from both TOD/Centers Program staff 
and New Look staff in Long Range Planning; involve an integrated approach to 
attempting to lift barriers to centers development; and will help local governments 
build the capacity to carry program objectives forward.  The end result is hoped to be 
development of some centers to a higher level and also development of more reliable 
local government resources to continue the effort. 
 

Areas of Operation 
TOD projects are eligible within a ¼ mile of the light rail, streetcar or commuter rail 
station and within 800 feet of a frequent bus stop.  Projects in the urban centers are 
eligible if located within any of the seven designated regional centers, 30 town 
centers, and the Portland City Center. 
 
 
 

Future Opportunities  
During the last Metro Council review, a panel of development experts 
suggested that TOD Program funding needed to be increased to total $5 - 
$10 million per year and be sustained for ten years in order to catalyze the 
real estate markets in centers to reach self-sustaining levels of reinvestment.  
In the past MTIP cycle, the combined TOD/Centers funding was increased 
to $2.5 million per year.  The TOD Program needs to increase, diversify and 
stabilize its funding, while utilizing program resources in the most effective 
manner possible. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Metro President Bragdon & 
Councilor Liberty  
Tour “The Rocket” 
 

 

 
2040 Growth Concept 

 

 

Get Centered!   
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Lake Oswego Farmers’ Market 

 
 

Northwest 23rd Avenue Placita 

 
 

North Main Village Rain Garden 
 

Future Opportunities [continued]   
In the coming year, staff will seek authorization from the TOD Steering 
Committee and Metro Council to test two new Program approaches to 
further improve TOD Program effectiveness. The first is to designate "Focus 
Centers" where there will be repeated investments in order to help create a 
visible sense of market momentum, and attract other investments.  A broader 
set of implementation support services and strategies would be provided in 
Focus Centers by collaborating with other Metro programs, including New 
Look and Nature in Neighborhoods.   
 
The second new approach will be to implement an "Urban Living 
Infrastructure" program in order to improve the economic feasibility of 
mixed use development in Focus Centers. A recent Metro-commissioned 
study by Johnson Gardner, a leading Northwest real estate and land use 
economics consulting firm, provides new empirical evidence about the 
positive effects of urban living infrastructure (such as specialty grocers, 
cinemas, bookstores, cafes) on housing prices. Having urban living 
infrastructure within walking distance adds value to the residential 
experience, which in turn raises the value of residences.  Improving urban 
living infrastructure in a center benefits the broader neighborhood as a whole 
by raising achievable pricing for housing within walking distance of the 
center. Using pro-forma analysis, Johnson Gardner demonstrated that having 
urban living infrastructure in place could change the market conditions of a 
center so that mid-rise buildings become economically feasible where they 
were not before.  Metro's new evidence-based strategy of investing in the 
urban living infrastructure would begin as a pilot program, funded with 
$600,000 of interest earned on TOD funds since the Program inception.  
 
The combination of investing in urban living infrastructure and increasing 
the number of people living in a center is economically self-reinforcing, and 
improves the financial viability of future compact, mixed use projects.  
Improving the urban living infrastructure helps to close the financial gap in 
projects by increasing the rents or sales revenues. Constructing additional 
residential units increases the customer base for specialty grocers, 
restaurants, cafes, and other local urban living infrastructure businesses. The 
TOD Program will continue to fund compact, mixed use projects so people 
can live and work closer to transit, in walkable urban centers.  Metro's 
purchase of a TOD easement or land value write down helps to close the 
financial gap in projects by reducing net construction costs.  
   
Other areas that have been discussed for broader Metro funding for Centers 
include a fund for amenities infrastructure (plaza, woonerfs, and streetscape), 
conventional infrastructure (pavement and pipes) and a creation of a 
developer equity loan fund.  The TOD Program is also interested in being 
certain that there is a Metro sponsored program for funding affordable 
housing in TODs and Centers, whether or not this specific program is 
administered by the TOD/Centers Program.  The Program will also examine 
the future make up and the role of the TOD Steering Committee in 2040 
implementation.  
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PROGRAM STATISTICS 
 

Completed Projects  
As shown in Table 1, eleven projects have been completed to date with the 
assistance of the TOD Program.  Of those one was initiated by Metro with a 
land purchase and the remaining ten included Metro’s acquisition of 
TOD/Centers easements.  Projects have ranged from mixed-use housing and 
commercial to office and restaurant uses.  A project summary list is 
provided in Appendix B, which includes completed and active projects.   
 
  
       

Table 1.  Completed Projects  
 
Project Name TOD Project Funding  
Buckman Terrace                100,000 
Center Commons             *   1,108,157 
Central Point                  60,000 
GCN SE - The Crossings I            **     876,317 
Milwaukie North Main Village                 560,528 
N. Flint Infill                  30,851 
Pacific University                200,000 
Russellville Commons I & II                325,000 
The Merrick                200,000 
The Rocket                275,000 
Villa Capri                   42,000 

 Total $         3,777,853
      
* Center Commons net project cost was $322,157; $776,000 was received           

from land sale proceeds. 
**Metro also contributed $450,000 in land value to The Crossings. The net capital 

cost of the project is $1,076,317 after deducting the estimated $250,000 value of a 
buildable residual parcel retained in Metro ownership.  
 

 
Active Projects  
The TOD Steering Committee has authorized $2.85 million in funding in 
support of projects that have yet to be completed but are either in the 
design/development stage or under construction.  These projects are listed in 
Table 2.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
North Main Village 

 
Buckman Terrace 

 
 
Milwaukie Town Center Demolition 
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Table 2.  Active Projects – Easements 

Project Name  
Location 

 Status  TOD Funds Spent/ Allocated 
82nd Avenue Place  Portland design development $  225,000 

Burnside 6  Portland design development                 50,000 

Killingsworth Station Portland design development                 250,000 

NW Miller & 3rd Gresham design development                 345,000 

Salvation Army Site  Gresham design development                 265,000 

Metro Air Rights Study  Portland inactive                     28,000 

Nexus Hillsboro under construction                  301,475

Russellville Commons III 
Gateway-
Portland under construction                 175,000 

The Beranger  - loan  Gresham under construction                 300,000 

The Beranger  - grant  Gresham under construction 285,335

The Round  Beaverton under construction                  200,000 

The Watershed Hillsdale under construction                  230,275 

  Total              $2,855,085
 
 
Table 3 presents a list of Metro initiated projects where Metro has purchased sites and/or is a joint landholder with the 
local jurisdiction.  The level of TOD Program financial participation has not yet been determined for these future 
development projects. 
 
  
Table 3.  Act ive Projects – Metro s i tes 

Project Name 

 
Location 

Status Land Costs

GCN Civic Anchor Tenant  
Gresham 

Design development   $  592,500

GCN NW Parcel 
Gresham 

Design development 2,235,068

GCN Civic SW Parcel 
Gresham 

Design development 1,435,183

GCN – The Crossings Phase II 
Gresham 

Design development 250,000

Milwaukie Town Center 
Milwaukie 

Design development 812,000

Westgate Site  
Beaverton 

Developer selection 2,000,917

Wells Fargo Site  
Hillsboro 

RFP/Q Development        656,630

 Total  
$ 7,982,298

 

In addition to the projects listed above, Metro is actively involved in the design and development of the Gresham Civic 
Transit Station ($2 million.)
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Program Expenditures 
The TOD Program is expected to have expended $17,344,541 in support of 
transit-oriented development and Centers projects from inception through 
June 2007. As shown in Figure 1,  of those funds expended, $7,952,798 has 
been on land acquisition for key sites and the remaining $5,199,320 was 
spent on easements on projects initiated by other partners (private, public, 
non-profit).  In addition $4,192,423 has been spent on operating costs 
including consultants, project soft costs, and Metro overhead charges.  
Operating costs have increased over time as more projects have been 
authorized and as TOD Program activities have shifted from land acquisition 
to property disposition, which has higher demands on staff time due to 
coordination and involvement with local jurisdictions and community 
members.  In addition, technical assistance and advocacy work, such as Get 
Centered! has increased as the TOD Program has grown over time. 
 
Figure 1.  Program Expenditures 
 

 
 
Figure 2, below, shows the total funds of $17,473,486 have been spent to 
date or allocated to approved projects for expenditure through FY09; TOD 
Program operating costs are not included. The three categories of eligible 
Program activity are: transit oriented development (TOD), frequent bus 
(Bus), and 2040 plan designated regional or town centers (Centers).  
Frequent bus and Centers were added to the TOD Program Work Plan in 
2005. 
 
Figure 2. Expenditures by Program Activity 
 

Projects
$5,199,320 

Land 
$7,952,798 

Operating 
$4,192,423 

TOD, 
$15,215,107 Centers, 

$1,602,528 

Bus, 
$655,851 

 
The Rocket   

  
Central Point    

Metro Councilor Carl Hosticka  
With Beaverton Mayor Rob 
Drake at the Westgate 
Acquisition Ceremony 
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The Crossings 
 
 
 

 
The Rocket 

Chesterfield Tour 
 
 
 

 
Councilor Rex Burkholder at 82nd 

Avenue Place Groundbreaking 

 
The TOD Steering Committee and Metro Council have authorized funding 
for a number of projects which were later cancelled, terminated or did not 
come to fruition for a variety of reasons.  These projects reflect the effort of 
the TOD Program to fund transit oriented development throughout the Metro 
region.  TOD Program staff are in the process of officially terminating 
funding for these projects through TOD Steering Committee action.       
 
TOD Program land acquisition investments have been distributed across the 
region in the cities of Beaverton, Gresham, Hillsboro and Milwaukie. A total 
of over $8.4 million has been expended to purchase 21.7 acres, at an average 
cost of $8.80 per square foot. These land values reflect the fact that higher 
density mixed-use projects are not yet economically feasible without public 
partnerships (the rule of thumb in land economics is that developers will 
build on parking and other uses when land value exceeds the cost of 
constructing a platform.  In the Portland region, this is currently at $50.00 to 
$65.00 a square foot).  The significant amount of land acquisition costs in 
Gresham are due to the Gresham Civic Neighborhood acquisitions of 4 key 
properties: The Crossings (completed), Northwest Parcel, Southwest Parcel, 
and the Anchor Tenant parcel.  Gresham Civic Neighborhood presented a 
unique opportunity for the TOD Program to develop a complete mixed-use 
community adjacent to a transit stop because two factors converged: 1) 
availability of nearly 100 acres of vacant land on both sides of the future 
transit station, and 2) availability of funds ($2,250,000 being reallocated 
from a previous funding commitment for The Beaverton Round to prevent 
the project from going into bankruptcy, and $1,315,000 from the City of 
Gresham reallocated from other Gresham controlled projects).  As a result, 
the land acquisition costs are out of proportion to other communities.  Figure 
3 below shows land acquisition costs by jurisdiction.  
 
Figure 3.  Land Acquisition Costs by Jurisdiction  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$2,000,917 

$812,000
$656,630

$1,315,000 

$3,647,751 

Beaverton Gresham Gresham - Local $ Hillsboro Milwaukie 
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Councilor Brian Newman with 
Mayor Jim Bernard, Councilor 
Carlotta Colette and other 
dignitaries at the Grand Opening 
for North Main Village 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Nexus 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Milwaukie Town Center  
North Main Partners   
Concept Sketch 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Figure 4 below presents cumulative funding by jurisdiction for all approved 
projects (figures are in addition to land acquisition costs.)  The funding totals 
include funds already spent and the balance of funds allocated for each 
project by the TOD Steering Committee.   
 
Figure 4. Development Project Funding by Jurisdiction  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$542,000

$2,131,652

$200,000

$560,528 

Beaverton 
Gresham Hillsboro Milwaukie Portland 

$2,919,008 
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Table  4 below lists all funded projects, status, jurisdiction, developer, and the allocated funds.  Appendix B includes a 
more detailed summary for each  project and Appendix C shows a map of the TOD Program eligible areas and project 
locations. 
 
Table 4.  Development Projects Funded 

*       Metro invested $2.0m in land acquisition costs at Westgate and may reduce the land sale price to the developer in order to 
achieve specific public benefits that are not currently supported by the market.   
**     Developers have been selected for these projects on Metro TOD property, but the level of TOD project funding has not yet 
been determined.  
***  Metro also contributed $450,000 in land value to The Crossings. The net capital cost of the project is $1,064,567 and $216,750 
of BETC tax credit revenue after deducting the estimated $250,000 value of a buildable residual parcel retained in Metro 
ownership. 
**** Center Commons net project cost was $322,157; $776,000 was received from land sale proceeds. 

Project Name 
 
Status Jurisdiction Developer Selected Spent/ Approved

Beaverton Round Phase I, II, III Active Beaverton  Dorn Platz   200,000 
Westgate Site   Active Beaverton  -- to be determined --       *
 Central Point Complete Gresham  Peak Development     60,000 
Gresham Civic Anchor Tenant   Active Gresham  CenterCal                   **
Gresham Civic NW Parcel Active Gresham  CenterCal               **
The Crossings Complete Gresham  Peak Development  ***876,317 
Gresham Civic SW Parcel  Active Gresham  Rossman      **
NW Miller & 3rd Active Gresham  Tokola Properties   345,000 
Salvation Army Site  Active Gresham  400 Roberts Place LLC 265,000 
The Beranger - loan    Active Gresham  Rossman         300,000* 
The Beranger – grant    Active Gresham  Rossman   285,335
Nexus Active Hillsboro  Simpson Housing  300,000 
Pacific University Complete Hillsboro  Pacific University  200,000 
Villa Capri West Complete Hillsboro  Tualatin Valley Housing  42,000 
Milwaukie North Main Village  Complete Milwaukie  KemperCo  560,528 
Milwaukie Town Center Active Milwaukie  Main Street Partners             **
82nd Avenue Place  Active Portland  Innovative Housing Inc.  225,000 
Buckman Terrace  Complete Portland  Prendergast McNamara)     100,000 
Burnside 6  Active Portland  Marrs & Faherty 250,000 
Center Commons Complete Portland  Lenar Affordable Hsng  
N. Flint Infill Complete Portland  Jerry Nordquist       30,851 
Russellville Commons I & II Complete Portland  Rembold Properties    325,000 
Russellville Commons III Active Portland  Rembold Properties   175,000 
The Merrick Complete Portland  Trammel Crow   200,000 
The Rocket Complete Portland  Kevin Cavenaugh    275,000 

The Watershed 
 
Active Portland  

Community Partners for 
Affordable Housing     230,000 

   Total                          $6,353,188
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Figure 5. TOD Program Funding Development Entity 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Metro Councilor Rod Park  
at The Beranger 

 
 
 

The TOD Program is also actively engaged in the planning, design, and 
development of the Gresham Civic Transit Station located in the heart of 
Civic Neighborhood.  TOD Program staff, TriMet, the City of Gresham, and 
private development partners are working together to ensure that the station 
and adjacent development are developed in a coordinated manner that 
maximizes the unique opportunity presented by the station location.  The 
station project has allocated funds totaling $2,000,000.  Figure 6 below 
shows TOD Program funds spent or allocated by development entity.  Note 
that many developers create separate LLC’s for each individual project to 
protect existing projects and/or assets and may also have different partners in 
the separate corporations.  TOD Program staff are currently negotiating with 
the developers of Gresham Civic (CenterCal and Rossman Development), 
which are not represented in Figure 5 as development agreements have not 
been finalized nor have project funding commitments been approved. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes:  

1) The managing principal in KemperCo was previously the project manager for Lenar Affordable Housing. 
2) Peak Development total includes two projects: Central Point and The Crossings.  Rossman is principle in Peak Development 
and the sole managing developer in Rossman Development Corp.
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Program Results 
TOD Program results are highlighted in Table 5 for projects already completed or now under construction, for approved 
projects, and for total anticipated Program results.   
 
 
Table 5.   Program Results 

Completed or 
under 

construction 
Approved 
projects Totals 

 Housing Units  
Affordable - 30%  0 15 15 
Affordable - 60%                    316                  43             359 

Market Rate Affordable - 80%                    758                  -              758 
Market Rate                    719                663          1,382 

Total                 1,793                721          2,514 
 Commercial   

Office SF 560,537 223,200 783,737 
Retail SF 193,700         244,736 438,436 

Total  754,237         467,936   1,222,173 
  

Induced Riders Per Day 
 

             2,317 
 

               822 
 

         3,139 
 

 
 
 
Figure 6 below presents the total number of housing units completed broken down by market and affordability levels. 
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Metro Councilors  Robert Liberty 
and Brian Newman at North Main 
Village  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Metro Councilor Katheryn 
Harrington at Pacific University, 
Hillsboro   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Former Metro Councilor  

 
Former Councilor Susan McLain 
at the Nexus Ground Breaking 

 
 

 

PROGRAM ADMINSITRATION  
 

Staff 
The TOD Program currently has authorized five full time staff positions including a 
Program Manager, Assistant Manager, Senior Development Project Manager and two 
Associate Development Project Managers.   

 

Governance 
The TOD steering committee is responsible for approving projects within criteria 
established by the Metro Council. Members of the steering committee include 
representatives of the Governor’s Office (chair), Department of Environmental 
Quality, Oregon Department of Energy, Department of Land Conservation and 
Development, Oregon Housing and Community Services Department, Tri-Met, Metro 
Council, Oregon Department of Transportation, Oregon Economic Development 
Department, and Portland Development Commission.  Once the Steering Committee 
takes action on a project a 7-day notice is sent to the Metro Council.  The Council has 
the option to reconsider the Steering Committee action within 7 days.  The current 
steering committee membership is listed below: 

Mark Ellsworth – Chair Governor’s office 
Robert Liberty-  Metro Council 
Tamira Clark -Oregon Department of Transportation 
Meg Fernekees - Dept. of Land Conservation & Development 
Vince Chiotti -  Oregon Housing & Community Services 
Dave Kunz -  Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
Vacant -  Oregon Economic Development Department 
Jillian Detweiler  - Tri-Met 
Cheryl Twete/Byron Estes - PDC 

 

TOD Work Plan and Funding Mechanisms 
The work plan describes the operating parameters for the various TOD 
Program elements, project selection criteria, Program operation and other 
Program activities and details.  The Work Plan was adopted March 1998 to 
authorize the creation of the TOD Program and subsequently revised four 
times to expand and refine Program activities.   
 
The TOD Program utilizes three main strategies to incent and facilitate 
transit-oriented development projects: 1) buying land to develop future 
transit oriented projects, and 2) purchasing transit-oriented development 
easements on projects requesting funding, 3) provision of site improvements 
(plaza, etc.)  When the TOD Program jointly purchases land with a local 
jurisdiction, such as Hillsboro, Beaverton and Milwaukie, a partnership is 
created to undertake an RFP or RFQ process to select a developer for the 
site.  Both methods use the increase in projected transit ridership which 
results in a capitalized farebox revenue figure and the anticipated cost 
premiums associated with higher density mixed-use projects to determine the 
level of  Program funding for each project. 
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Additionally activities include the following: 
 
 A small Green Building program (utilizing Business Energy Tax 

Credits) supports green building elements such as green roofs, 
innovative storm water features, and other sustainable elements. 

 
 Education, Advocacy and Technical Assistance to local jurisdictions 

throughout the region.  By providing expertise on a variety of topics 
such as parking and downtown revitalization these activities are directly 
related to centers development and strengthen Metro and the TOD 
Program’s partnerships in the region.  

 
 Small Projects and Loans, and Unsolicited proposals.  These three 

mechanisms are used to increase the agility of the TOD Program and 
have been used to form strong public private partnerships when land 
acquisition or TOD easements are not feasible or practical.  

 
Cost-Effectiveness Analyses 
The TOD Program evaluates the cost effectiveness of a higher density transit  
oriented project compared to a base case development scenario that reflects  
what current market conditions would support. The difference in ridership  
generated by each project provides a  metric for evaluating the cost effective- 
ness of a proposed project.  
 
The ability of the project to create an environment where people choose to 
ride transit, walk or bike more often, and to drive less, is of primary concern 
in evaluating proposed projects. Empirical research shows that people make 
different travel mode choices depending upon the mix of building uses, 
proximity to good transit, and the urban form of an area.  For example, 
Metro Travel Behavior Study found that the percentage of trips made by 
transit was more than ten times higher (11.5%) in areas with mixed-use 
urban form and good transit, compared to others areas in the region (1.2%). 
National research data on the number of trips associated with different 
building uses [referred to as trip generation data] is combined with the 
regional data on travel mode splits by urban form to calculate the “induced 
ridership” that would result from construction of the proposed TOD project, 
compared to the base case scenario.   
 
"Cost per induced rider" is routinely modeled to provide a normalized basis 
for evaluating the cost-effectiveness of the proposed project, and comparing 
it to other investment alternatives. The direct TOD project funding amount 
(the capital cost) and a 15% allowance for TOD soft costs (the operating 
cost) are included; an annual cost is calculated using FTA's standard of a 30 
year expected life for building structures.  The annualized cost divided by 
the number of induced transit riders per year determines the "cost per 
induced rider. "  The TOD Program's costs per induced rider compares 
extremely well with other transportation investment strategies.  
 

 
 The Crossings Rain Garden  

 

 
 

North Main Village Rain Garden 

 
 

The Beranger Eco-roof  
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The additional farebox revenue that result from induced ridership over the 
30-year expected life of the project provides a monetary measure of TOD 
project benefits.  Recommended project funding does not generally exceed 
the net present value of future farebox revenues, which means that TOD 
Program funds invested are generally earned-back by the transit system in 
less than the first 30 years of operations. 
 
The TOD Program analyzes the additional costs (cost premiums) associated 
with each specific proposed project, compared to the base case project. The 
construction methods required for mixed-use buildings are more expensive 
than single use buildings.  Cost premiums may include: fire wall separations 
between commercial and residential uses; underground, structured, or tuck-
under parking; fire stairs; sprinkler systems; moment frames; elevators; 
extraordinary foundation work; and associated design and engineering work. 
TOD Program staff determine the dollar value of each cost premium in a 
proposed project, and the cost premium total becomes another benchmark 
against which project funding levels are evaluated. Recommended project 
funding does not generally exceed the total value of cost premiums. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
North Main Village 
Rain Garden Waterflower 
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Appendix B
COMPLETED PROJECTS  2       
Buckman Terrace 2       
Center Commons 2       
Central Point 3       
Crossings I 3       
Milwaukie North Main Village 4       
North Flint 4       
Pacific University 5       
Russellville Commons I & II 5       
The Merrick 6       
The Rocket 6       
Villa Capris 7       

ACTIVE PROJECTS 8       
82nd Avenue Place 8       
Beaverton Round 8       
Beranger 9       
Burnside 6 9       
Gresham Civic Neighborhood [GCN] - Station 
& Plaza 10     
Milwaukie Town Center 10     
Nexus 11     
NW Miller & 3rd 11     
Russellville Commons III 12     
Salvation Army Site 12     
The Watershed 13     
Westgate Site 13     

LAND 14     
Crossings I 14     
Crossings II 14     
Gresham Civic Neighborhood [GCN]  - Anchor 
Tenant Land 15     
GCN NW 15     
GCN SW 16     
Hillsboro 16     
Milwaukie Town Center 17     
Westgate 17     
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COMPLETED PROJECTS 

Buckman Terrace Apartments

Project location:  NE 16th Ave. & NE Sandy Blvd., Portland
Developer Pendergast & Associates/Ed McNamara
Architects: Hennebery Eddy Architects
Project size: 0.83 acres
Mixed uses: Mixed-use building: 122 market rate affordable apartments, 

2,000 SF class A retail, structured parking very low (.65) parking ratio
Total project costs: $ 7.2 million
TOD Program funding: $100,000
Project status: Completed 2000

Center Commons 

This was the first project in the United States funded with FTA
funds where the property was bought and sold in the same 
escrow to achieve a land value write-down.  It won a National AIA HUD
Award for mixed-use and was featured in, "Urban Land"
magazine for its sustainable "woonerf" or plaza.

Project location:  NE 60th Ave. & NE Glisan St., at the MAX station, Portland  
Developer: Lennar Affordable Housing/Thomas Kemper
Architects: Vallaster and Corl Architects; Otak Architects 
Project size: 3.78 Acres
Mixed uses: Mixed-use, mix-income project: 172 senior apartments, 60 affordable

family apartments, 56 market rate apartments, 26 for sale row houses,
1,500 sq. ft. class A retail, child care center

Total project costs: $30.4 m

TOD Program funding: 
$1,108,157 total cost less $776,000 in land sale proceeds resulted in a 
$332,157 net cost 

Project status: Completed 2000

The developer was planning to build 16 row houses on this site.  With a 
TOD Program funding commitment, the developer changed the plan to 
122 units of housing and a ground floor restaurant on that same parcel. 
This was developed  in an area of car lots and a mattress sales business. 
The developer is also a first time developer to the TOD Program.

Transit Oriented Development  and Centers Program  - Annual Report 2007- Appendix B   2 
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COMPLETED PROJECTS  [continued] 

Central Point 

These 22 units were  developed on a typical suburban single
family lot size of 1/4 acre.  Central Point has the highest density , (82
units per acre) and the lowest parking ratio of any housing project (.8 to 1) 
in Gresham.   It achieved the highest rents in Gresham when it opened 
and won the Governor's Livability award for design excellence.  
We often use this project to demonstrate to a community 
that it is all about  design and not density.

Project location:  302 NE Roberts St., Gresham 
Developer Peak Development
Architects: Myhre Group Architects 
Project size: 0.28 acres
Mixed uses: Mixed-use building: 22 market rate workforce apartments, 3,000 SF 

class A retail, tuck-under parking
Total project costs: $2.3 m 
TOD Program funding: $60,000
Project status: Completed 2004 

The Crossings  

This is the first larger scale, mixed-use project in Gresham.  At 76 feet 
in height, this is the tallest building in Gresham. It is designed to 
appear as a series of separate buildings .  It has the first underground
parking for a private development in Gresham and was featured in 
the BBC "World's Best Public  Services Program," in 
August of 2006. The apartments are 100% leased and 
have a waiting list.  It demonstrates that there is a pent up demand for 
denser "loft style" rental housing in suburban markets.

Project location:  NW Civic Drive, south of the MAX tracks, Gresham 
Developer: Peak Development
Architects: Myhre Group Architects 
Project size: 1.5 acres
Mixed uses: Mixed-use building: 81 market rate and workforce apartments, 20,000 SF

class A retail, underground structured parking
Total project costs: $ 14.2 m 
TOD Program funding: $876,317.The net capital cost of the project is $ 1,109,567 including 

$750,000 land cost net of the estimated $250,000 value of a buildable 
residual parcel retained in Metro ownership, and $216,750 in anticipated 
Building Energy Tax Credit revenues.

Project status: Completed 2006 

Transit Oriented Development  and Centers Program  - Annual Report 2007- Appendix B   3 
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COMPLETED PROJECTS  [continued] 

North Main Village 

Project location:  10554 SE Main Street. Milwaukie 
Developer KemperCo
Architects: Myhre Group Architects 
Project size: 1.90 acres 
Mixed uses: Mixed-use development:  64 affordable apartments; 33 market rate 

condominiums, flats and townhomes; and 8,000 SF retail 

Total project costs: $ 14.0m 
TOD Program funding: $555,000 long-term low interest loan
Project status: Completed 2006 

North Flint 

Project location:  2124 N. Flint Avenue, near frequent bus stop, Portland 

Developer: Jerry Norquist
Project size: 0.11 acres
Architects: Sum Design Studio
Mixed uses: Mixed-use building:  2,800 SF office for Cycle Oregon 

1,236 s.f. of warehouse; 5 residential units ; no parking

Total project costs: $ 0.82 m 
TOD Program funding: $30,851
Project status: Completed 2006  

North Main Village was the first mixed-use, mixed-income project in 
downtown Milwaukie.  It was also the first project funded from the 
Urban Centers Program, which was established by the Metro 
Council in 2004. 

North Flint demonstrated Metro's agility and low program overhead 
by working with a small developer on a small project.

Transit Oriented Development  and Centers Program  - Annual Report 2007- Appendix B   4 
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COMPLETED PROJECTS  [continued] 

Pacific University 

Project location:  222 SE 8th Avenue, on MAX , Hillsboro 
Developer: Pacific University / Gerding Edlen Development 

Project size: 0.88 acres 
Mixed uses: Five-story vertically mixed-use building including class rooms, health 

and physical therapy clinics, and ground floor retail open to the general public.

Total project costs: $ 30.0m 

TOD Program funding: $200,000

Project status: completed 2007

Russellville Commons I & II 

Project location:  SE 102nd Ave. & E. Burnside St., at the MAX station, Portland   

Developer: Rembold Properties

Architects: MCM Architects 

Project size: 10.1 acres
Mixed uses: Multi-phase mixed-use development: 283 market rate rental 

apartments with tuck under parking in phase I; and 154 senior independent
living units in a 5 story building in phase II, and 139 units in Phase III organized
 around a central green that connects to the transit station. 

Total project costs: $ 60.0 m 

TOD Program funding: $325,000

Project status: Phase I and II completed 2002

The Pacific University project is distinguished by: creating an urban scaled campus 
next to transit in historic downtown Hillsboro;  class rooms above ground floor retail 
and services; and extensive education and incentive program for students and 
faculty to use MAX.  This project has the lowest cost per induced transit ride of any 
TOD/Centers project in the entire system. 

Russellville Commons has the largest number of housing units in a TOD built by 
single developer on the entire 42 miles of MAX.  It was also the first higher density 
housing in the Gateway Regional Center, with a total of 576 units developed in 
three phases. There is also a central green commons that connects the entire 
project to the MAX light rail station.  

Transit Oriented Development  and Centers Program  - Annual Report 2007- Appendix B   5 
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COMPLETED PROJECTS  [continued] 

The Merrick

Project location:  1239 NE MLK Blvd. , near Convention Center MAX station, Portland

Developer CE John/Trammell Crowe

Architects: Robert Leeb Architects 

Project size: 0.9 acres
Mixed uses: Mixed-use building: six-story apartment above 15,000 SF ground floor

retail; 185 apartments; 206 structured parking spaces

Total project costs: $ 24.0 m 
TOD Program funding: $200,000
Project status: Completed 2005 

The Rocket

Project location:  E. Burnside St. at NE 12th Ave., Portland 
Developer: Kevin Cavenaugh
Architect: Kevin Cavenaugh
Project size: 0.09 acres 
Mixed uses: Mixed-use building: 16,037 SF of commercial including 

restaurants and creative office space 
Total project costs: $ 4.1 m 
TOD Program funding: $275,000
Project status: Completed 2007

The Merrick is the highest density housing project in the TOD Program: 198 
units per acre. Two separate developers were used in partnership: CE John, a 
prolific commercial developer who often develops one to two story commercial; 
and Trammell Crowe, a successful housing developer. Use of light gauge steel 
for the structure  resulted in very low  "hard" construction costs (less than 
$80.00 per square foot).   A Portland State University study of resident's travel 
behavior found a nearly half (47%) of all trips were made by transit, walking, or 
biking, leaving only 53% by auto.

The Rocket is a major catalyst project appealing to "edgy tenants" in an area of 
disinvestment; first new office outside downtown core to be built with no parking. 
It is seeking LEED Platinum certification and will become the first such building 
in the TOD/Centers Program. The project was 100% leased before completion 
because of edgy design and developer savvy. It was the first TOD project to use 
frequent bus criteria adopted by the Metro Council in 2004.  It is also the first 
building to be built over Portland public sidewalk right of way in decades. 
Additionally, the Rocket includes sliding art panels (made by local artists) as 
window shutters. 

Transit Oriented Development  and Centers Program  - Annual Report 2007- Appendix B   6 
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COMPLETED PROJECTS  [continued] 

Villa Capris

Project location:  Corner of SE 12th & SE Washington, at the MAX Station, Hillsboro 
Developer Tualatin Valley Housing Partners
Project size: 0.49 acres 
Mixed uses: Higher density (45 du/acre) residential: 20 affordable apartments 

Total project costs: $ 2.4 m 
TOD Program funding: $42,000

Project status: Completed 2002 

The Villa Capris is a higher density residential project located in suburban 
Hillsboro at the MAX station. The TOD Program purchased an easement to 
offset the cost of the elevator to achieve higher density and maintain ADA 
standards for 100% of units; very low parking ratio in suburban location.

Transit Oriented Development  and Centers Program  - Annual Report 2007- Appendix B   7 
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ACTIVE PROJECTS  

82nd Avenue Place

Project location:  NE 82nd avenue & NE Broadway Street, one block from MAX station, Portland 
Developer Innovative Housing, Inc.
Architects: LRS Architects
Project size: 1.16 net buildable acres
Mixed uses: Mixed-use development: Three and five-story buildings; 58 affordable 

rental units for incomes of 30 to 50% and 15 homeless families; and 
5400 SF ground floor commercial and child care.  

Total project costs: $ 12.3 m 
TOD Program funding: $225,000

Project status: Under construction; completion expected 2009 

Beaverton Round

Project location:  Hall Blvd., at the Beaverton Central MAX station, Beaverton
Developer: Dorn Platz
Project size: 7.9 acres ; 5.5 acres net developable land area
Mixed uses: Plaza and fountain improvements as amenities to mixed-use 

development including 80,000 SF retail, 450,000 office, 800 structured
parking spaces, and 64 condominiums. 

Total project costs: $ 120.0m 
TOD Program funding: $200,000

Project status: partially completed; future work to be phased with development; 2009

The 82nd Avenue Place project is located on a recycled freeway off-ramp, and is 
the first mixed use development in this area. 

The Beaverton Round is most distinguished by its urban design: mixed-use 
buildings hug a large circular public plaza, with the MAX light rail transit station 
located in the middle. The image is considered to be an archetype of what a TOD 
should look like. Built on a former  sewage treatment site and using newly 
designated wetland as an amenity, this TOD sets a new model for redevelopment 
of the numerous auto dealer lots and surface parking areas in the vicinity. It has 
the highest FAR [floor area ratio] of any TOD on the entire MAX line outside 
downtown Portland. It is also the fiirst project to be funded from the "site 
improvements" category of the  TOD Work Program.  

Transit Oriented Development  and Centers Program  - Annual Report 2007- Appendix B   8 
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ACTIVE PROJECTS [continued]

The Beranger 

Project location:  NE 3rd & NE Roberts St., in the historic downtown Gresham
Developer Rossman Development
Architects: Myhre Group Architects 
Project size: 0.55 acres
Mixed uses: Mixed-use building: 3 and 4-story project of 24 residential  condominiums; 

f6100 SF of retail 

Total project costs: $ 5. 6m
TOD Program funding: $ 585,335 (including a $300,000 low interest loan to be paid back 

from condominium sales)

Project status: Under construction; completion expected 2007

bside6

Project location:  E. Burnside & SE 6th, Portland  
Developer: Marrs, Faherty, Caruana
Architects: Worls Partnership Architecture llc

Project size: .09 acres
Mixed uses: Mixed-use development: Seven story building

with 27,000 SF retail, office and creative space 

Total project costs: $4,100,000

TOD Program funding: $250,000

Project status: Design development; construction completion expected 2009

The Beranger offers the first higher density housing condominiums in Gresham, 
and is establishing new market comparables that will reduce risk and make it 
easier to secure financing for future projects.  It has a "green" roof for 
stormwater management, and the enjoyment of residents.

bside6 and the Burnside Rocket are the first two office buildings located out of 
the historic core of downtown Portland that have been built recently with no 
parking. bside6 is designed with creative  "street rooms " that project over the 
sidewalk, helping to narrow the feel of East Burnside Street and providing a 
unique perspective on the street and extended views.  It has the highest FAR 
of any TOD funded project (7 to 1). This creative building will showcase 
hanging bikes in the lobby as art. 

Transit Oriented Development  and Centers Program  - Annual Report 2007- Appendix B   9 
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ACTIVE PROJECTS  [continued] 

Gresham Station and Plaza 

Project location:  NW Civic Dr., at the future MAX station, Gresham 
Developer TBD
Project size: 1.10 acres
Mixed uses: Station platform, building, and civic plaza 

Total project costs: $ 6.3 m  
TOD Program funding: $410,000; 2 million from separate specific non-TOD Program grant

Project status: Design development; completion expected 2009

NEXUS 

Project location:  1299 Orenco Station Parkway, near the Orenco MAX Station, Hillsboro
Developer: Simpson Housing
Architect: Hensley Lamkin Rachel, Inc. 
Project size: 10.42 acres
Mixed uses: Mixed-use project: 422 market rate apartments; 7,100 SF retail

Total project costs: $ 50.0m 
TOD Program funding: $300,000

Project status: Under construction; completion expected 2007

The Gresham Station and Plaza  project provides the opportunity to  fully  
integrate new station and adjacent private mixed-use development.

NEXUS creates an active link from Orenco Village on Cornell Road to the MAX 
light rail station.  
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ACTIVE PROJECTS [continued]

NW Miller & 3rd

Project location:  NW Miller & NW 3rd, in historic downtown Gresham
Developer Tokola Properties,  Dwight Unti
Architects: Paul Franks Architecture
Project size: 0.62 acres 
Mixed uses: Mixed-use building: Four-story, 34-unit market rate rental housing project;

5436 square feet of ground floor retail; and underground parking

Total project costs: $ 6.1 m 
TOD Program funding: $345,000
Project status: Design development; completion expected 2008

Russellville Commons III 

Project location:  SE 102nd Ave. & E. Burnside St., at the MAX station  

Developer: Rembold Properties

Architects: MCM Architects 

Project size: 1.2 acres
Mixed uses: Multi-phase mixed use development: Phase III 

includes 139 senior housing units over 20,000 SF of retail  
over underground parking

Total project costs: $ 13.0m

TOD Program funding: $175,000
Project status: Under construction 

This project provides efficient design with vertically integrated development 
that reduces construction costs. It includes underground parking. This is the 
first time this developer has partnered with the TOD Program. 

Completion of third and final phase of one of the original six projects funded 
by the TOD Program at its inception in 1998; completes development 
adjacent the MAX station

Transit Oriented Development  and Centers Program  - Annual Report 2007- Appendix B   11 
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ACTIVE PROJECTS [continued]

Salvation Army Site

High quality  condominiums with brewpub/restaurant; this is 
the first time this developer has partnered with the TOD Program. 

Project location:  400 NE Roberts, in historic downtown Gresham
Developer 400 Roberts Place, LLC.
Architect: Ankrom Moisan
Project size: 0.67 acres 
Mixed uses: Four and five story condo with 28 units; and a 

two story restaurant/brewpub in historic downtown Gresham

Total project costs: $ 7.0 m 
TOD Program funding: $265,000
Project status: Design development; construction completion expected 2008

Watershed 

First mixed-use higher density project in the Hillsdale town center.

Project location:  SW Capitol Highway at Bertha Court, Portland
Developer: Community Partners for Affordable Housing
Architects: William Wilson Architects PC
Project size: 1.10 acres 
Mixed uses: Three and four-story buildings; 51 low-income 

affordable apartments; 2,700 SF ground floor commercial; 2,000 SF 
community space; and 37 structured parking spaces

Total project costs: $ 11.0m
TOD Program funding: $230,000
Project status: Under construction; completion expected 2007

Transit Oriented Development  and Centers Program  - Annual Report 2007- Appendix B   12 
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LAND ACQUISITION 

The Crossings I - Land 

Project location:  NW Civic Drive, south of the MAX track, Gresham 
Developer Peak Development 

Project size: 1.6 acres
Total project costs: $ 13.5 m [as developed] 
TOD Program funding: Net land cost $450,000 [$700,000 - $250,000 residual parcel  for 

Crossings II]; additional project funding provided for development

Project status: Acquired 2001

The Crossings II- Land

The Crossings II - Land is a residual parcel from The Crossings Phase 
it was optioned to Peak Development as part of the Crossings I
transaction. It is currently proposed as four-stories with  24 rental
housing units and ground floor retail.

Project location:  NW Civic Drive,  just behind The Crossings I, Gresham 
Developer TBD 
Project size: 0.05 acres
Total project costs: TBD 
TOD Program funding: Assigned $250,000 value for land acquisition when Crossings I was 

sold to the developer. 

Project status: Acquired 2001; sale expected 2008

The Crossings I Land Acquisition supported development of a mixed-
use building: 81 market rate affordable apartments, 20,000 SF class 
A retail space, and structured parking.

Transit Oriented Development  and Centers Program  - Annual Report 2007- Appendix B   13 
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LAND ACQUISITION [continued]

Gresham Civic Neighborhood Anchor Tenant - Land  

Land acquired for an anchor tenant use such as a grocery store,  
department store, theater/café of 2 stories, or smaller format specialty retail 
office above in a 2-4 story building.

Project location:  NW Civic Drive, northeast of the future Max station, Gresham 
Developer: CenterCal selected 
Project size:  1.9 acres 
Total project costs: $ 20.0 m 
TOD Program funding: $ 592,500 for acquisition of 50% share of land; 

full recovery is expected from land sale proceeds if no structured parking
Project status: acquired 2006;developer selected 2006; in design development;

land sale expected 2009

Gresham Civic Neighborhood NW - Land 

Land acquired for mixed-use development: 
Brewpub/cafe theatre; 70,000 SF retail; 
and 160-240 condo units in 2-3 towers , 6-8 stories high are expected.  

Project location:  NW Civic Dr., north of the future MAX station, Gresham 
Developer: CenterCal selected 
Project size: 6.7 acres
Total project costs: $ 50.0 m 
TOD Program funding: $ 2,235,068 for land acquisition; 
Project status: Acquired 2001; developer selected 2006; in design development; land sale 

expected 2009
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LAND ACQUISITION [continued]

Gresham Civic Neighborhood - SW Land 

Land acquired for mixed use development: 
30,000 SF retail; 150 housing units  
in 3 buildings, 5-8 stories high are expected. 

Project location:  NW Civic Dr., south of the future MAX station, Gresham
Developer Rossman selected 
Architects: Myhre Group Architects selected
Project size: 4.4 acres 
Total project costs: $ 40.0 m 
TOD Program funding: $ 1,445,183  spent for land acquisition

project funding has not yet been determined 
Project status: Land acquired in 2001; developer selected 2006; 

Hillsboro Central - Land 

Land acquired for a mixed use building: 
75 residential units with 10,000 SF of retail are expected. 

Project location:  350 E. Main St., at the Hillsboro Central/SE 3rd TC MAX Station, Hillsboro
Developer TBD
Project size: 1.1 acres - jointly owned by Hillsboro and Metro
Total project costs: $13.0 m 
TOD Program funding: $ 656, 630 for land acquisition 

project funding has not yet been determined 
Project status: Land acquired; developer selection anticipated 2008
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LAND ACQUISITION [continued]

Milwaukie Town Center  - Land 

Land acquired by Metro to support IGA with the City of Milwaukie 
for mixed-use building: four or five stories; 76 housing units; 
15,000 SF retail 

Project location:  SE McLaughlin Blvd. & SE Harrison, Milwaukie  
Project size: 0.98 acres - jointly marketing two separately owned parcels; Metro and Milwaukie
Developer: Main Street Partners selected 
Architects: Myhre Group Architects selected 
Total project costs: $ 21.5 m
TOD Program funding: $ 812,000 for acquisition of property with operating gas station; 

project funding has not yet been determined 
Project status: Acquired 2005; station decommissioned 2006; developer selected 2007; in design

development; land sale expected 2008; completion in 2009

Westgate - Land 

Land acquired by City of Beaverton & Metro  for 
mixed-use development:  3+ buildings of 5-10 stories;
 30,000+ SF retail; 90+ housing units; 200,000+ SF office

Project location:  Cedar Hills Blvd., at the Beaverton Central MAX station, Beaverton  
Project size: 4.57 acres
Total project costs: $ 100.0 m 
TOD Program funding: $2,000,917 spent for land acquisition;

project funding has not yet been determined 
Project status: Acquired in 2006; developer selection underway in 2007; 

land sale expected in 2009; completion in 2011

Transit Oriented Development  and Centers Program  - Annual Report 2007- Appendix B   16 

311



Grove
Forest

Plains
North

Sherwood

Cornelius

Gaston

Rivergrove

Portland

Lake

Linn
West

Happy

City

Milwaukie

Vancouver

Maywood
Park

Wood Troutdale

Banks

Hillsboro

Beaverton

City
King

Newberg

Tualatin

Tigard

Canby

Oregon
City

Gresham

Valley

Johnson

Gladstone

Oswego

Durham

Camas

Village
Fairview

Wilsonville

I-5

I-205

US
26

I-5

I-5

I-2
05HWY

217

I-4
05

I-205

I-84

US  30

NE
HA

LE
M

HW
Y

4 7

HW
Y

LEWIS & CLARK HWY

HWY  6

HW
Y 4

7

HWY 212

HWY
213

HWY  212-224

500
HWY

McLOUGHLIN BLVD

HWY  224

US     26

HW
Y  

   2
13

HWY 99E

HWY     8

HWY
99E

HWY 211

99-
W

Helvetia

West Union

Laurelwood

Aloha

Scholls

Verboort

Farmington

Burlington

Boring

Barton

Eagle

Damascus

Carver

Dilley

Beaver
Creek

Creek

Orient

Orchards

Redland

WASHINGTONOREGON

MU
LT

NO
M

AH
 C

O.
W

AS
HI

NG
TO

N 
CO

.

CLACKAMAS CO.
MULTNOMAH CO.

YA
M

HI
LL

 C
O.

WASHINGTON CO.
YAMHILL CO.

CL
AC

KA
M

AS
 C

O.

CLACKAMAS CO.
MARION CO.

W
AS

HI
NG

TO
N 

CO
.

CL
AC

KA
M

AS
 C

O.
Willamette

Johnson Cre ek

River

Sandy

Creek

McKay Creek

W. F ork
Dairy

Molalla R iver

Mult n omah Channel

River

Lake
Vancouver

Bridge

Lacamas
Lake

Willamette R iver

Smith
Lake

Cr
eek

Clackamas
Tualatin River

E. Fork Dairy Creek

Ri v er
Tualati n

C h e h a l e m

M o u n t a i n s

Cooper
Mtn

Bull
Mtn

Mt
Talbert

Mt
Scott

Portland
International

Airport

F o r e s t    P a r k

Hayden Island

Government Island

Island

Petes  Mtn

McIver
Park

HWY

50
0

500

HW
Y

BURNSIDE ST

HWY     224

H W Y  224

BO
O N

ES
FE

RR
Y

RD

RD

HWY 2
19

STARK  ST

BALD
PEAK

RD

COLUMBIA

RI
VE

R

SPRINGWATER RD

SANDY
BLVD

FARMINGTON RD

82
ND

BEAVERCREEK RD

RD

CO
RN

ELIUS PASS

FERR Y
RD

SC HO L LS

LOMBARD

CORNELL  RD

18
5 T

H
AV

E

MU
RR

AY
BL

VD

HWY
HILLSDALEBEAVERTON

12
2N

D

RD

RD

SUNNYSIDE

MACADAM  AVE

SANDY
BLVD

ST

99
W

HW
Y

BOONES F ER
RY RD

DRMAR INE

HWY     43

EDY RD

WILSON RIVER    HWY

SUNSET  HWY

18
2N

D

STDIVISION

FOSTER

BLVD

TUALATIN

RD RDUNGER

GL
EN

CO
ER

D

VALLEY
CANY ON RD

C O RNELL RD

B A RNES
RD

39
TH

AV
E

HALL

BLVD

AIRPORT

HEN RICI RD

REDLAND
RD

POWE LL BLVD

ST
AF

FO
RD

RD BOR LAND

RD

HI
LL

SB
OR

O
HW

Y

HWY

DIXON MI LL RD

AV
E

AV
E

AV
E

WAY

SPRING
HILLRD

PA
SS

C O
R N

EL
I U

S
RD

Milwaukie
Town Center

GCN Anchor Tenant 
GCN Station & Plaza
GCN SW
GCN NW

GCN SE The CrossingsBeaverton Round

Westgate

Villa
Capri
West

Pacific University

Hillsboro Main St.

Nexus The Rocket
82nd

Avenue
Place

Center
Commons

Buckman
Terrace

The
Merrick

Russellville 
Commons III

Russellville 
Commons I & IIBurnside 6

N. Flint
Infill

Central Point
NW Miller & NW 3rdThe Beranger

Salvation 
Army Site

The
Watershed

North Main
Village

TOD and Centers Program 
Completed and Active Projects

Yacolt

Woodland

Washougal

Vancouver

Wood Village

Wilsonville

West
Linn

Tualatin

Troutdale

Tigard

Ridgefield

Sherwood
SandyRivergrove

Portland

Oregon City

North
Plains

Molalla

Maywood
Park

La Center

Johnson
City

Hillsboro

Happy Valley

GreshamGaston

Forest Grove Fairview

Estacada

Damascus

Cornelius

Canby

Camas

Beaverton

Barlow

Banks

Battle
Ground

Centers
Town Centers
Regional Centers
Central City

TOD Projects & Locations

Project
Land

County boundary
UGB boundary

Streetcar line
MAX line

Frequent bus line

APPENDIX C

312



METRO
People places • open spaces

Chief Operating Offi cer 

Michael Jordan 

Planning Department 

Andy Cotugno – Director 

Transit Oriented Development and Centers Program 

Phil Whitmore – Manager

Megan Gibb – Assistant Manager

Marc Guichard – Senior Development Project Manager

Meganne Steele – Development Project Manager

Leila Aman – Development Project Manager 

Pamela Blackhorse – Administrative Secretary 

Offi ce of the Metro Attorney 

Joel Morton– Senior Attorney

600 NE Grand Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97232-2736

503.797.1700

313



314



315



316



317



318



319



320



321



322



323



324



325



326



327



328



329



330



331



332



333



334



335



336



337



338



339



340



341



342



343



344



345



346



347



348



349



350



351



352



353



354



355



356



357



358



359



360



361



362



363



364



365



366



367



368



369



370



371



372



373



374



375



376



377



378



379



380



381



382



383



384



385



386



387



388



389



390



391



392



393



394



395



396



397



398



399



400



401



402



403



404



405



406



407



408



409



410



411



412



413



414



415



416



417



418



419



420



421



422



423



424



425



426



427



428



429



430



431



432



433



434



435



436



437



438



439



440



441



442



443



444



445



446



447



448



449



450



451



452



453



454



455



456



457



458



459



460



461



462



463



464



465



466



467



468



469



470



471



472



473



474



475



476



477



478



479



480



481



482



483



484



485



486



487



488



489



490



491



492



493



494



495



496



497



498



499



500



501



502



503



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Infrastructure Atlas of the Portland Metro Region 
FEBRUARY 2008 DISCUSSION DRAFT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepared by: 

 
 
 
 
 

504



FEBRUARY 2008 DISCUSSION DRAFT 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Metro is taking a look at the region’s infrastructure needs 
to help define issues, opportunities and potential 
strategies to align public investments with the region’s 
goals as expressed in the 2040 Growth Concept.  The 
Metro Council identified the following infrastructure 
types as important to be included in this analysis: roads, 
bridges, bike and pedestrian connections; sewer; water; 
stormwater; energy; transit; urban parks and 
greenspaces; parking facilities; schools; and civic 
buildings and facilities (including fire & police stations, 
libraries).  The objectives of this effort are to: 

 Identify issues and opportunities for 
infrastructure in the Portland metro region. 

 Identify potential traditional and non-
traditional infrastructure policy and financing 
strategies to provide infrastructure that is 
aligned with the objectives of the 2040 Growth 
Concept. 

 Consider innovative approaches to service 
provision and demand management. 

 Build a coalition of service providers willing to 
discuss and pursue solutions to regional 
infrastructure needs. 

 Describe solutions to address the region’s 
infrastructure needs. 

 
Metro is working with infrastructure service providers to 
gather information on infrastructure needs, gaps to meet 
the needs, and possible options to close the gaps to ensure 
the infrastructure needed to support the 2040 goals is put 
in place. 
   
 

Service Provider Questionnaire Data Summary and Analysis 
Over the past few months, Metro has been collecting data from infrastructure service providers to help 
examine the region’s long-term infrastructure needs and opportunities.  The questionnaires were sent to all 
city and county managers as well as special districts and other infrastructure service providers in the Metro 
region (44 total).  Respondents that provide multiple services were asked to complete a separate questionnaire 
for each infrastructure type.  Thus far, we have received 59 completed questionnaires out of a potential 127.  
We will follow up with service providers we have not heard from and those who submitted incomplete 
information.  In particular, we hope to get additional information about civic buildings and parks as well as 
energy.  A parallel process is underway to gather data regarding school infrastructure needs.   
 
The following preliminary data summary and analysis is intended to provide a basic understanding of 
infrastructure needs and opportunities and serve as the basis for further discussion of the issues.  This 
information helps Metro assess the magnitude of the region’s infrastructure needs to support the 2040 Growth 
Concept as we accommodate the next one million people. 
 
 
Preliminary Findings 

 There are commonalities, but challenges vary for different types of infrastructure 
 Few responses focused on the need for civic buildings and parks, which play an important role in 

supporting great communities 
 Funding challenges are especially significant for non-rate-paying infrastructure types (civic 

buildings, parks, transportation) 
 Coordination is a significant challenge for water providers 
 Most service providers coordinate with adjacent service providers and see potential benefits from 

increased cooperation 
 The politics of raising adequate funds is a common issue for all types of infrastructure 

 
 
This infrastructure atlas represents what we currently know about the region’s needs for a variety of 
infrastructure types.  The information is organized by type of infrastructure and includes a short narrative of 
what we have learned so far, the questionnaire results, and a map.  Metro and Cogan Owens Cogan will be 
updating the atlas after the 2/22/2008 Infrastructure Workshop. 
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FEBRUARY 2008 DISCUSSION DRAFT 

CIVIC BUILDINGS 

Civic Buildings 
The cities of Cornelius, Gladstone, Tigard and Wood Village and Multnomah County completed 
questionnaires regarding civic building infrastructure.  The City of Lake Oswego provided 
qualitative information on civic buildings.  Multnomah County is in a different position than the 
cities as the County is currently divesting itself of a number of facilities.  In Lake Oswego, the city 
hall building needs to be rebuilt because it does not meet seismic standards and has moisture 
damage.  The city also is in need of a new maintenance shop.  The library is a sound structure, but 
undersized to meet current demand.  In Wood Village, the City Hall does not adequately 

accommodate existing staff and has no capacity for additional staff.  The library in Cornelius is 
67% below state standards and the general government building has no room for expansion.  
Together, the cities of Wood Village and Cornelius have approximately $9.5 million in planned 
capital improvements, for which less than 10% of necessary funds have been secured.  More than 
70% of these improvements are to accommodate future growth.  The four cities identify a lack of 
funds as the top challenge to making capital improvements, whether it’s due to a low per capita 
assessed value or the lack of a dedicated revenue source. 

 
Questionnaire responses: CIVIC BUILDINGS 

 Existing Conditions Planned Needs 

Provider Name Existing User Base 
(# of users) 

Existing Excess 
Capacity (%) 

Future Number of 
Users (total # of users) Planning Horizon 

Capital Improvements Funding Status per project 

Value (million $) Upgrades New Facilities Fully Partially Unfunded 

City of Cornelius 
Current population 
estimate 10,895. 

Library service area 
12,585 

None 14,000-16,000 2020 $7.0 30% 70%     0% 

City of Gladstone     Have not calculated Close to buildout now     15%       

City of Tigard 46,715 population   57,000 2020 
Recently working on 
a 20-year facilities 
plan. 

  15% Senior Center       

City of Wood 
Village 

City population 
3,100, city 

employees 13 
None   2020 $2.5   100%   10%   

Multnomah County N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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FEBRUARY 2008 DISCUSSION DRAFT 

ENERGY 

 
Energy 
PGE completed a questionnaire regarding energy planning and infrastructure.  PGE serves 
approximately 638,000 customers in the tri-county area and over 800,000 from Salem to the 
Columbia River.  PGE serves about 85% of the region.  Pacific Power serves about 25% of the City 
of Portland and smaller, publicly owned electric utilities in Canby and Forest Grove serve the rest 
of the region.  PGE capital requirements are in the range of $180 to 250 million annually in 
transmission, generation, distribution and new customer connections through 2011.  Growth for 
PGE occurs at approximately 2.1% annually.  PGE and Pacific Power have an obligation to serve 
and rates are monitored by the state Public Utilities Commission, so questions about funding or 
funding gaps are not applicable.  However, better coordination with other service providers as 
development occurs could result in cost savings for developers and ratepayers. 

Community resistance to siting of new substations, power lines and other power system 
infrastructure is the greatest challenge for PGE.  Another challenge is that increasing demand for 
access to the right-of-way and denser development make it difficult to locate/relocate facilities 
and increases costs for PGE and developers.  City development code requirements aggravate the 
problem.  Conservation, energy efficiency and sustainability efforts reduce revenues, but also 
reduce demand for electricity, helping to defer the need to build expensive new facilities.  There is 
great potential to collaborate with governments at every level to enhance sustainability efforts.   

 
Questionnaire responses: ENERGY 

  Existing Conditions Planned Needs 

Provider 
Name 

Existing User Base (# of 
users) 

Existing Excess 
Capacity (%) 

Future Number of Users 
(total # of users) Planning Horizon 

Capital Improvements Funding Status per project 

Value (million $) Upgrades New 
Facilities Fully Partially Unfunded 

PGE 

Approximately 638,000 
customers in the tri-county 
area and over 800,000 in the 
northern Willamette Valley 
(Salem to Columbia River) 

N/A 
N/A.  PGE grows at 
approximately 2.1% 

annually. 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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PARKS 

Parks 
The cities of Cornelius, Gresham, Hillsboro, Portland, Tigard and Wood Village returned 
questionnaires related to parks infrastructure.  The City of Tigard alone has approximately $26 
million in capital improvements over the next 12 years.  The City of Hillsboro Parks Master Plan 
indicates a long-term cost of $50 million, which is thought to be low.  Park acreage in the City of 
Gresham meets only 43% of the current need and will cost approximately $70 million to remedy.  
Parks and recreation service providers indicate that approximately 90% of the improvements are 
for new facilities.  Eighty percent of those improvements are unfunded.  In Portland, a lack of 
funding for facility operation and maintenance is listed as a major challenge to park infrastructure 

including an annual gap of $9.3 million.  A lack of available land, the cost of land and insufficient 
funds from SDCs also are identified as challenges.  Most respondents use intergovernmental 
agreements for park facilities and services and see the opportunity for additional efficiencies 
through coordination with other providers.  One respondent emphasizes the need for investment 
in green infrastructure and design-with-nature (ecosystem services) concepts.  Another service 
provider indicates that environmental regulations greatly increase the cost of providing amenities 
such as trails through natural areas. 

 
Questionnaire responses: PARKS 

  Existing Conditions Planned Needs 

Provider 
Name 

Existing User Base (# 
of users) 

Existing Excess Capacity 
(%) 

Future Number of Users 
(total # of users) Planning Horizon 

Capital Improvements Funding Status per project 

Value (million $) Upgrades New Facilities Fully Partially Unfunded 

City of 
Cornelius 

Current population = 
10,895 (7/1/07) Minimal 10,970; almost exceeded 

already 2020 $1.6   100%   10% 90% 

City of 
Gresham 

As of February 1, 2008 
Gresham’s population 

is 100,000. 

There is no excess capacity 
in the parks system. 
Gresham is lacking in most 
categories of parks service 
levels.  Our community park 
acreage meets only 43% of 
the current need. The cost to 
remedy our existing 
deficiency is approximately 
$70 million. 

Gresham’s population is 
projected to reach 139,599 
when the new 
communities of Pleasant 
Valley and Springwater 
are constructed. 

Build out is 
somewhat difficult 
to define, but we 
expect most 
development within 
the current 
annexation areas to 
occur by 2040. 

  $40 million $184 million 6% 1% 93% 

City of 
Hillsboro 

The existing user base 
is the resident 

population of the City 
of Hillsboro 

As of now we are slightly 
deficient in some areas for 
park services, such as indoor 
facilities.  However, our 
master plan plans for growth 
in an adequate manner to 
help serve additional 
population in the future. 

Future population 
estimates are at 

approximately 120,000 
residents. 

  The City is currently updating its parks and 
recreation master plan to better articulate this 
number.  The current master plan shows a 
long-term cost of approximately $50 million.  
However, this number is known to be low, 
some features have been built since this 
estimate was completed, and our capital plan 
will be revised in the upcoming plan update. 

10% 90% 10% 10% 

80%.  Funding operates on an 
approximately one to five year 
horizon.  The funds used for 
capital development fluctuate 
with the rate of development.  
Annual projects are funded 
depending on the SDC funding 
stream. 

City of 
Portland COP population Impossible to calculate at this 

time. N/A We are always 
adding capacity.             

City of Tigard 46,715 population   57,000 2020 $26.0   100% 10% 10% 80% 

City of Wood 
Village 

City population 3,100, 
park is used regionally 

not just by locals 
Manages regional and local 

use. Regional and local 2027 $0.5   100% 10%     
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SANITARY SEWER 

Sanitary Sewer 
Thirteen service providers completed questionnaires about sanitary sewer infrastructure.  The 
amount of excess capacity varies by location.  Planned capital improvements for the next 10 to 40 
years are nearly $1.8 billion.  A significant percentage of funding is in place for short-term capital 
improvements.  Sanitary sewer service providers indicate that more than 50% of capital 
improvement needs are for upgrades to existing facilities.  The Kellogg Creek Water Pollution 
Control Plant serves approximately 85,000 customers with 800 – 1,000 new hookups each year.  
The plant is running at more than 100% of its hydraulic capacity and up to 150% of its organic 
load capacity on any given day.  The affected jurisdictions are exploring several options and the 
potential solution may affect a number of communities, including Milwaukie, Happy Valley, 
Damascus, Lake Oswego, Oak Lodge Sanitary District, West Linn, Gladstone and Oregon City.   
 

Service providers list a wide variety of challenges to implementing capital improvements, 
including: 

 Complex state and federal regulations 
 Reliable funding stream for construction and maintenance 
 Increasing costs 
 Planning and management 

 
In addition, many respondents indicate a concern about their ability to serve urban growth 
boundary expansion areas.  The majority of service providers participate in several 
intergovernmental agreements and see a definite benefit to expanding their cooperation and 
coordination with other service providers. 

 
Questionnaire responses: SANITARY SEWER 

  Existing Conditions Planned Needs 

Provider 
Name 

Existing User 
Base (# of users) Existing Excess Capacity (%) Future Number of Users (total # 

of users) Planning Horizon 
Capital Improvements Funding Status per project 

Value (million $) Upgrades New Facilities Fully Partially Unfunded 

Clackamas 
County 
Service 

District No. 1 

42,500 EDUs as of 
July 1, 2007. 5,500 
EDUs are served 
with rental capacity 
from Tri-City 

36,000  Total. 28,000  Firm. 55,155 with Damascus. Damascus 
could be another 24,500 EDUs. 2025 without Damascus. 

$110 Phase 1 Facilities for 
20,000 EDUs (Estimates 
pending for buildout facilities 
needs.  This capacity will be fully 
utilized in 2015.) 

60% Replace 
existing 

capacity. 
40% For 
growth. 

100% to be 
funded by 

revenue bonds. 
    

Clean Water 
Services 

258,141 EDUs as 
of 7/1/07 

Clean Water Services has existing 
conveyance and treatment capacity 
(or is currently building capacity) to 
serve our service district through 
2015.  We also have facility plans to 
meet projected growth through 2025 
as well as "buildout" numbers for 
current land use projections. 

414,500 EDUs. West Basin (Rock 
Creek, Hillsboro and FG 
Wastewater Treatment Facilities):  
258,000 EDUs; Durham Advanced 
Wastewater Treatment Facility:  
156,500 EDUs 

The limiting factor for sanitary sewer 
treatment is land availability for the 
existing treatment facilities. Given 
existing land use and treatment 
technology, Clean Water Services' 
West Basin wastewater treatment 
facilities will reach building in 2050 and 
Clean Water Services' Durham 
wastewater treatment facility will reach 
capacity in 2080. 

The estimated value of treatment 
and conveyance capacity needs 
through 2050 will be around 
$500 million--$300 million for 
wastewater treatment facility 
upgrades and expansions; $100 
million for pump station 
additions/replacements; and 
$100 million for regional sewer 
interceptor upgrades.  

    

Short-term capital 
costs are funded 
with reserves; the 
District has 
bonding capacity 
to meet future 
needs at this time.  

    

Tri-City 
Service 
District 

29,300 EDU as of 
July 1, 2007. 5,500 

EDU in another 
service district are 
being served also. 

38,000 Total. 32,000 Firm. 37,600 within UGB. 97,000 if UGB 
moves. 

2023 at current growth rates if the UGB 
does not move. $108 in 2007 dollars. 88% 11% 

100% can be 
funded when 

existing authority 
is used.  No 
grants are 

anticipated. 

    

City of 
Cornelius 

4019 meter 
equivalents minimal 7156 2024 $5.9 76% 24%   

100% Rate 
study projects a 
mix of utility and 

SDC funding 
plus some 
grants and 
developer 

contributions 
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  Existing Conditions Planned Needs 

Provider 
Name 

Existing User 
Base (# of users) Existing Excess Capacity (%) Future Number of Users (total # 

of users) Planning Horizon 
Capital Improvements Funding Status per project 

Value (million $) Upgrades New Facilities Fully Partially Unfunded 

City of 
Gladstone 4950 sewer EDUs;   Haven't really calculated Close to buildout now The city is very close to buildout 

now           

City of 
Gresham 

111,000 (WWTP 
service population) 
99,250 (collection 

system service 
population) 

aprx. 40,000 additional (WWTP 
service population) 149,207 (WWTP service population) 2040 $79.9 million through 2024 60% 40% 19% 82%   

City of 
Hillsboro Apprx 23,000       No Current Data     No current data     

City of 
Milwaukie 9815 EDUs 

Critical limit of capacity is treatment 
facility. Milwaukie is a wholesale 

customer of CCSD#1. 
Apprx 1800 EDUs in service area. 

Apprx 3500 EDUs as infill 2015 $15.5 90% 10% 5%   95% 

City of 
Portland 

175,000 Users 
(246,500 EDUs) 

108 MGD capacity / 66 MGD 
existing flow) x 246,500 existing 

EDUs = 404,500 add’l EDUs to be 
served by existing treatment plants 
(ignores collection system’s ability 

to convey flows to the plants. 

205,000  Users; (289,000 EDUs) 
per 1999 PFP 

2040 (ignores constraints to growth 
caused by current collection system 

deficiencies) 

$781 (Represents only the 
significant facilities per 1999 PFP 

(excludes CSO Program)) 
95% 5% 

5% (Budgeted 
amount = 

FY07/08 CIP less 
CSO Program 
Costs = $40M) 

    

City of 
Oregon City 

Approximately 
27,000 population Depends on location in each system 2023, approx, 42,000 population Each master plan addressed a 20-year 

planning horizon. 

$153.  Sewer=$16 (These dollar 
amounts do not include 
infrastructure needs in the UGB 
expansion areas.  The concept 
plans are nearly complete but 
master plans and revised CIP's 
have not been finalized.) 

2003 = 62%. 
Reimbursement 

SDC = 64%. 

2003 = 38%. 
Improvement 
SDC = 36%. 

Depends on 
system 

Funding 
numbers not 

readily available. 

Numbers 
assume bond 
sales & rate 

increases are 
approved. 

City of Tigard 32,152   no answer no answer $5.0 100%   100%     
City of 

Troutdale 6,300 ERU 2,000 ERU 8,000 ERU 2016 $14.3     4% 0% 96% 

City of Wood 
Village 628 # of users 151,120,86 GPD 849 2027 $3.2 37.6% 62.4% 50%     
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STORMWATER 

Stormwater 
Ten service providers provided information about stormwater infrastructure.  Service providers 
indicate that their systems have little to no excess capacity.  Eight of the service providers 
identified a total of more than $100 million in planned capital improvements, of which a small 
portion is fully funded.  As with sanitary sewer, more than 50% of capital needs are for upgrades 
to existing facilities.  The City of Cornelius estimates $6.1 million in needed capital improvements 
by 2024, 70% of which are for new facilities.  None of these improvements are fully funded.

Stormwater service providers list the same challenges to implementing capital improvements as 
sanitary sewer providers: 

 Complex state and federal regulations 
 Reliable funding stream for construction and maintenance 
 Increasing costs 
 Planning and management 

 
Lack of political will to raise funds for infrastructure is an additional concern.  About half of the 
respondents indicate that they currently coordinate with other providers and see opportunities for 
additional coordination. 

 
Questionnaire responses: STORMWATER 

  Existing Conditions Planned Needs 

Provider 
Name 

Existing User 
Base (# of users) Existing Excess Capacity (%) Future Number of Users 

(total # of users) Planning Horizon 
Capital Improvements Funding Status per project 

Value (million $) Upgrades New Facilities Fully Partially Unfunded 

City of 
Cornelius 5431 ESU minimal 9671 2024 $6.1 30% 70%   100%   

City of 
Gladstone     Haven't really calculated Close to buildout now The city is very close 

to buildout now           

City of 
Gresham 56,775 

This analysis has not been performed throughout the city.  
Much of the existing stormwater conveyance system is at or 
over capacity, so an estimate of additional dwelling units that 
could be served without infrastructure upgrades would be 
less than 5,000. 

56,775 existing + 10,000 
additional in current city 
limits + 5,000 Pleasant 
Valley + 5,000 
Springwater = 76,775. 

Uncertain, 2040 estimate $70.0 15% 85% 10% 0% 90% 

City of 
Hillsboro Apprx 23,000       No Current Data     No current data     

City of 
Milwaukie NA None NA N/A $12.0 80% 20% (within next 5 

years) 7.5%   93% 

City of 
Oregon City 

Approximately 27, 
000 population Depends on location in each system 2023, approx, 42,000 

population 
Each master plan 

addressed a 20-year 
planning horizon. 

Storm=$5  
2008 = 60%.  

Reimbursement 
SDC = 77%. 

2008 = 40%.  
Improvement 
SDC = 23%. 

Depends on 
system 

Funding 
numbers not 

readily 
available. 

Numbers assume 
bond sales & rate 

increases are 
approved. 

City of 
Portland 

175,000 Users 
(246,500 EDUs) 

108 MGD capacity / 66 MGD existing flow) x 246,500 existing 
EDUs = 404,500 add’l EDUs to be served by existing 
treatment plants (ignores collection system’s ability to convey 
flows to the plants. 

205,000  Users; (289,000 
EDUs) per 1999 PFP 

2040 (ignores constraints 
to growth caused by 
current collection system 
deficiencies) 

$781 (Represents only 
the significant facilities 
per 1999 PFP 
(excludes CSO 
Program)) 

95% 5% 

5% (Budgeted 
amount = 

FY07/08 CIP less 
CSO Program 
Costs = $40M) 

    

City of Tigard 32,152   n/a no answer $5.0 100%       100% 

City of 
Troutdale 5,100 ERU 2,000 ERU 1,000 ERU 2016 $3.7 (City costs only) 0% 100% 35% 0% 65% 

City of Wood 
Village 

3,100 population; 
121 businesses no existing excess capacity 849 (Business count 

unknown) 2027 $1.1 79% 21% 20%     
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Transportation/Transit 
Service providers from eight cities and one county completed questionnaires regarding 
transportation infrastructure.  Six of these service providers list planned capital improvements in 
excess of $420 million, with less than 10% of these improvements fully-funded.  More than 75% of 
capital improvements are for upgrades to existing facilities.  The City of Tigard reports a need for 
$225 million in transportation capital improvements by 2020.  Eight percent of these 
improvements are for upgrades to the system.  A vast majority of the improvements are currently 
unfunded. 
 
Again, the biggest challenges to implementing capital improvements are: 

 Complex state and federal regulations 
 Reliable funding stream for construction and maintenance 
 Increasing costs 
 Planning and management 
 Lack of public dialogue/political will 

 
The majority of these jurisdictions coordinate with their respective county and see opportunities 
to increase efficiencies and raise funds by partnering with counties, the state and adjacent cities.  

Several service providers indicate that rising fuel costs are a concern and that the yield on the gas 
tax will decrease as cars become more fuel-efficient.  Opportunities exist to benefit from increased 
multi-modal services. 
 
TriMet completed a questionnaire regarding transit planning and infrastructure.  TriMet serves 
approximately 317,400 people daily (weekday).  Capital improvements totaled $11 million in 2007.  
Three quarters (75%) of capital improvements are for accommodating future growth and the 
remainder (25%) is to serve existing customers.  Approximately 94% of TriMet’s planned capital 
improvements are unfunded.  A lack of funding for operations and capital improvements is the 
biggest challenge to implementation.  There is insufficient funding for transit infrastructure at the 
federal and state levels.  Another challenge is developing local partnerships to provide 
complementary access to transit service (e.g., sidewalks).  TriMet taxing authority falls under ORS 
267 and includes the ability to tax payroll and issue bonds.  It does not include sales or property 
tax, but may include the ability to collect SDCs.  TriMet sees many potential benefits to partnering 
with local communities. 

 
Questionnaire responses: TRANSPORTATION/TRANSIT 

  Existing Conditions Planned Needs 

Provider 
Name 

Existing User Base 
(# of users) Existing Excess Capacity (%) Future Number of Users 

(total # of users) Planning Horizon 
Capital Improvements Funding Status per project 

Value (million $) Upgrades New Facilities Fully Partially Unfunded 
City of 

Cornelius       2025 $2.9 50% 50% 10% 40% 50% 

City of 
Gladstone 

40 centerline miles 
of streets   Haven't really calculated Close to buildout now The city is very close to buildout now           

City of Happy 
Valley 3100 EDU TSP   2025             

City of 
Hillsboro 

Approximately 
50,000 jobs; 

Approximately 
34,900 housing 

units 

The shortfalls are the RTP facilities and in 
adding bike/ped and  shoulder facilities to 
existing local and neighborhood route streets.  
Also shortfall in road maintenance funding.  City 
is studying implementation of a Transportation 
Utility Fee to cover maintenance costs and 
provide some funding for bike/ped improvements 
on local streets and neighborhood routes in 
older neighborhood. 

Capacity for 50,000 more jobs; 
capacity for 2,300 more 

housing units. 
Housing:  5-8 years. Jobs: 

20 years. Not available         100% 

City of 
Milwaukie 

26,166 trips (2-hour 
pm peak) N/A 28,530 trips (2-hour pm peak) 

2030 (Note:  not a buildout 
year, but planning horizon 

year) 
$100+ 95% 5%   5% 95% 
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  Existing Conditions Planned Needs 

Provider 
Name 

Existing User Base 
(# of users) Existing Excess Capacity (%) Future Number of Users 

(total # of users) Planning Horizon 
Capital Improvements Funding Status per project 

Value (million $) Upgrades New Facilities Fully Partially Unfunded 

City of 
Oregon City 

Approximately 27, 
000 population Depends on location in each system 2023, approx, 42,000 

population 
Each master plan 

addressed a 20-year 
planning horizon. 

Transp.=$88  Transp. - 2001 
= 23% 

Transp. - 2001 = 
77% 

Depends on 
system 

Funding 
numbers not 

readily 
available. 

Numbers 
assume bond 
sales & rate 

increases are 
approved. 

City of Tigard no answer no answer 57,000 2020 $225.0 80% 20% 10% 5% 85% 

City of 
Troutdale NA NA NA 2016 $3.5 (City costs only) 100%   25% 0% 75% 

Washington 
County 

511,075 (2007 
population) 2.61 

persons/household 

Excess capacity exists on lower classification 
streets (local and neighborhood routes) at nearly 
all times and on major street network (collectors 
and above) outside of the daily AM and PM peak 
travel periods. During the peak periods, excess 
capacity varies by roadway and is typically 
measured by volume to capacity (v/c) ratio. 
Metro keeps this information as part of the 
Regional Travel Model. 

The 2020 Transportation Plan 
projects needs and population 
through the year 2020 (see 
Introduction & Background 
Section). Metro’s updated RTP 
projects needs and population 
through the year 2035. 

2020 

The System Funding & Financing Element 
(Policy 18.0) of the 2020 Transportation 
Plan addresses the costs and funding 
questions for the transportation system 
needs that the Plan identifies through the 
year-2020 planning horizon. 

          

Trimet 317,400 daily 
(weekday) 

Varies by route and time of day/week +/- 20% 
excess before MAX, for example would "hit the 

wall" 
  

Moving target and 
resources are 
undetermined.  We'd get 
close by 2050, but the 
needs will grow. 

$11 mill in 2007 (capital) 25% 75% 1% 5% 94% 
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Water 
Fourteen water service providers completed Metro’s Regional Infrastructure Study Service 
Provider Questionnaire.  Planned capital improvement costs for twelve of these service providers 
total approximately $850 million for the next five to twenty years.  Funding for these capital 
improvements varies from one provider to the next.  More than 50% of the capital needs are for 
new growth.  However, the Oak Lodge Water District identifies $2 million in needed capital 
improvements, 100% of which is for upgrades to the existing system. 
 
Although many water providers use intergovernmental agreements to provide service, 
intergovernmental coordination is listed as a major challenge in addition to those identified by 

providers of other infrastructure types (regulations, funding, costs and planning).  However, there 
is a Regional Water Providers Consortium that “serves as a collaborative and coordinating 
organization to improve the planning and management of municipal water supplies in the 
Portland metropolitan region.”  The Consortium coordinates implementation of the Regional 
Water Supply Plan, provides a forum for study and discussion of water supply issues, and 
promotes cost-efficient use and stewardship of water resources.  Water providers will need to 
work with stormwater and wastewater service providers to effectively build and manage a viable 
reclaimed water system.   Service providers state that while water conservation efforts reduce 
demand, they also reduce revenue. 

 
Questionnaire responses: WATER 

 Existing Conditions Planned Needs 

Provider 
Name 

Existing User Base (# 
of users) Existing Excess Capacity (%) Future Number of Users (total # of 

users) Planning Horizon 
Capital Improvements Funding Status per project 

Value (million $) Upgrades New Facilities Fully Partially Unfunded 

Oak Lodge 
Water District 

8,545 accounts, apprx 
30,000 residents 4,00 more accounts Apprx 9,000 accounts; population 

approx 32,000 Approx 2030 $2.0 100%   100%     

South Fork 
Water Board 51,260 population 33.8 mgd 75,090 2023 $17.0 20% 80%       

Sunrise 
Water 

Authority 
17,500 ERUs 

Current water right capacity can 
accommodate an additional 26,500 
ERUs. 

Approximately 90,000 ERUs. Beyond 2028. $300 in 2004 
dollars. 10% 90% 0% 5% 95% 

Tualatin 
Valley Water 

District 
56,621 EDUs; 193,400 

population 

Current system excess capacity on 
a peak day is less than adequate in 
2012, assuming population grows by 
appx 13,000 over that period 

Buildout population of 474,500 Current projections are that buildout will 
not occur for the next 50 years. 

$376 is estimated 
to be spent by 

2026, which will 
handle supply 

needs until 2057 

25% 75% 100%     

City of 
Cornelius 3899 meter equivalents minimal 6943 2024 $10.8 50% 50%   100%   

City of 
Gladstone 3354 water meters   Haven't really calculated Close to buildout now 

The city is very 
close to buildout 

now 
          

City of 
Gresham 16,668 2.19 MGD or 4,994 EDU 103609 2030 $90.3 49.5% 50.5% 8% 12% 80% 

City of 
Hillsboro 27,701 EDU 15,223 EDU 66,107 EDU 

We will reach capacity of our current 
storage & planned supply expansion in 
the Tualatin Supply Project (Scoggins 
Dam Raise) between 2050-2057 

$195.0 
34% Capital 

improvements to 
serve existing 

customers. 

66% Capital 
improvements to 

serve new 
customers 

100% Funded through 
SDCs & water rates. SDC 
funding - CIP new 
customers. Water rates - 
CIP existing customers. 

    

City of 
Milwaukie 

7000 Accounts (6000 
residential, apprx 1000 

commercial) 
existing excess capacity 1500 users 2015 $6.0   100%     100% 
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WATER 

 Existing Conditions Planned Needs 

Provider 
Name 

Existing User Base (# 
of users) Existing Excess Capacity (%) Future Number of Users (total # of 

users) Planning Horizon 
Capital Improvements Funding Status per project 

Value (million $) Upgrades New Facilities Fully Partially Unfunded 

City of 
Oregon City 

Approximately 27, 000 
population Depends on location in each system 2023, approx, 42,000 population Each master plan addressed a 20-year 

planning horizon. Water=$44 
2004 =57%.  

Reimbursement 
SDC = 26%. 

2004 =43%. 
Improvement SDC 

= 74%. 
Depends on system 

Funding 
numbers not 

readily available. 

Numbers 
assume bond 
sales & rate 

increases are 
approved. 

City of 
Portland 

Retail population 
539,000; wholesale 
service area is 262,700.  
We have 178,000 
services within the retail 
area  (which comprises 
most of the City Limits of 
Portland minus about 
30,000 people served by 
Rockwood PUD) 

The Bureau has two water sources, 
Bull Run and the groudnwater 
system along Columbia River, which 
can serve the current 
retail/wholesale service area into at 
least the next 20 years.  There is 
excess capacity in the Portland 
system when both sources are used 
conjunctively. 

We utilize Metro’s allocations for 
population to develop our retail 
system needs through studies such 
as the Distribution System Master 
Plan. We have identified no limitations 
for increased service within the retail 
service area. We have excess water 
groundwater rights as well as 
statutory rights to increase surface 
water source development in the Bull 
Run if needed.  

From a water service perspective, we 
don’t anticipate reaching capacity 
limitations any time in the next few 
decades. We have a 5 year CIP and are 
developing a Public Facilities Plan as a 
part of the City of Portland 
Comprehensive Plan update.  

Not available     Not available     

City of Tigard 17,721 services (56,800 
population) 5,000 services (68,043 population) 7,090 services (73,715 population) 2020 (+/- 5 years) $70-100 25% 75% 25% 25% 50% 

City of 
Troutdale 6,000 ERU 1,000 ERU 7,200 ERU 2016 $4.8 (City costs 

only) 25% 75% 10% 0% 90% 

City of Wood 
Village 637 # of users 590,853,47 GPD 849 2027 $2.5 75% 25% 30%     
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