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|deal Station

Neighborhood Hub
Grocery Store

In-Line Retail Shops
Office

Support Services
Public Gathering Area

Moderate
Density
Residential

" High Density
Residential

Light Rail



IDEALTOD ASSUMPTIONS

Ideal Transit Oriented Development (TOD)

Residenticl - 25 unitsfacre

Residential - 40 units/acre

Neighborhood Hub [Grocery Store, Retall and Open Space|

The Ideal Transit Criented Development [TCD) has the following characteristics:

B Cccurs on vacant land within g 340 degree, 1/4 mile radius of the fransit stop.

m  Has a neighborhood hub adjocent to the fransit station containing a gracery
store, retail, support services and public gathering space.

Assumptions related to the ldeal TOD development potential and transit ridership are

listed below:

Gross Areas - Ildeal TOD
B Within 1/8 mile of station 31.4 acres
B 1/3 mile 1o 1/4 mile of station 942 acres

Developable Area

B Subfract 10% for environmentally sensitive arsas

m  Subfract 25% for streets and public facilities

B Within 1/8 mile of stafion, 31.4 acres x 45% 20.4 acres
B 1/8 mile to /4 mile of station, 74.2 acres x 45% &1.2 acres

Households & Employment

204 acres x 40 dwelling units/acre 814 units
B 412 acres x 25 dwelling units/acre 1,531 units
B Employment, 3 acres X 25 employees/acre 285 employees

Generated Trips
B 2347 dwelling units x 10.8 trips per day 25,347 trips per day
B 285 employees x 24 88 frips per day 7,090 trips per day

Transit Trips
B 32 4371ps x 10% on transit 3,244 trips per TOD
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Neighborhood Hub
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Density
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Station Location Evaluation

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Existing Population - Existing population
within ¥4 mile of the station
Future Development — Potential for new

development within ¥z mile of the
station

Neighborhood Hub - Potential for a
neighborhood hub adjacent to the

study . Good

Pedestrian Access - Potential for on- :
grade access from all directions N Good/Fair

Platform Environment — Potential for an . Fair
on-grade platform in a quiet safe

environment ‘ Fair/Poor
Traffic Effects — Intermodal connections

and effects on traffic Poor




STATION CRITERLA
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6. Traffic Effects
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Alignment Selection
Lessons Learned

1) Make TOD development potential a
major consideration in the corridor
selection process.

2) Be clear about how TOD development
potential is defined.






Good Streets = Good Neighborhoods




Bad Streets = Bad Neighborhoods







Alignment Design Priorities

Typical

1) High Capacity Transit
2) Car/Truck Lanes

3) Bicycles

4) On-Street Parking

5) Pedestrians




Alignment Design Priorities

Typical

Recommended *

1) High Capacity Transit
2) Car/Truck Lanes

3) Bicycles

4) On-Street Parking

5) Pedestrians

1) High Capacity Transit
2) Pedestrians

3) On-Street Parking

4) Car/Truck Lanes

5) Bicycles

* Investors are attracted to pedestrian

friendly streets.
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Alignment Design
Lessons Learned - Interstate

1)

2)

3)

Recognize that the street investment
environment can be seriously eroded by
additional right-of way requirements

Recognize that adjacent neighborhoods
can be degraded by a poor pedestrian
environment along the alignment.

Clearly define the criteria to be used to
evaluate the street iInvestment environment.
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Station Area Planning
Lessons Learned — Orenco Station

1) The station location can have a significant
Impact on future development potential.

2) The station area “neighborhood hub” must
be located and designhed using
fundamental economic siting requirements.
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Station Area Planning
Lessons Learned — Beaverton
Creek

1) Station area development plans - land use
and circulation frameworks - need to be
developed concurrent with preliminary
engineering.

2) Supporting ordinances and design

guidelines need to be adopted to ensure
plan implementation.
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Beaverton looks
to take control
of the Round

The Rourd was expected 1o in
clucde stores, offices, comdomini
LTS, APArTIents, & movie iheater
and a hotel .‘\.l.il."illll'll.iiHE a brick

If the land poes into lorecls
sure, it could be sokd at a shedlts
sake. If that happens, the city
would be in danger of losing the

City officials want to bring
in their own developer o
finish the beleaguered

downtown centerpiece

courtyard, all acoessible by light
rail.

land altogether.

Offier for land fails

Beaverton downtown deal collapses again

Contractors who have gone
unpaid balk at a deal in which
the city would take over the
Round at Beaverton Central

By AARDON FENTRESS
THE DREGOMIAN

BEAVERTON Lienholders  have
rteed down & proposed deal expected
i 2ave the Round at Beaverton Central,
leaving e city and developers lnoking
for other ways (o complete the
perpemally -under-consimiction  down-
[T COrE,

Beaverion had offered to hllfn.' the 4.5-
acre site from BCE Group Developers
LLC fior $3.4 million over two years, That

money wolkd have gone to about 75
conttactors owed $4.8 million to keep
them from foreclosing on the property
on Southwest Watson Avenue, just noth
of Canyon Road,

A handful of Benbolders wary about
giving up their ien rghts, however, did
not like the deal because it lacked guar
antees that fumre oty administralons
would continue to make the stapgered
RAYTRENRS

If nothing s resolved, lienholders
could begin [oreclosure proceedings that
conabd result in a sherfl's sale of the prop
erty. But most have indicated that they
would like to see the project compleded

Beaverion officials made the purchase
offer 1o try to avoid foreclosure, They re-
miadne fropeful the project will be com-

pleted by either BCB or another develop-
er, said Linda Adlard, Besverton chiet of
stall and lead negotiator for the city. Bul
secuiring an investor has proved difticult.

Begverton and BCB have begun dis-
cussing other alternatives w save the
progect, envisioned as an amalgamation
of stores, offices, comdeminiums, apart-
ments, a movie theater and hotel sur-
rounding a brick courtyard and accessi-
bale by light rail

Af this point, Beaverton taxpayers ane
not lesing money on the project. Beaver
ton exchanged the land, valwed at $2.7
million, to BCE for its waork on preparing
the sofl soil for constrection, That work
rost about 53 million more tham the
larsd’s value, prompting Beaveron o
give BCB a $3 million tax break owver 10

Fiease op ROUND, Page CF

Round: Developer ran out of cash

Comitannaced froem |”|-!,L'l' L'}

years after compledion of the proj

ool

éd The reality is that all of the 528 million in liens now, she
saich,

the creditors are victims
aiid thow bave the #rodid T

[Tt means comTacion

wnutld
1 - g o N .




Station Area Planning
Lessons Learned — Beaverton
Round

1) Developer offerings are not a substitute
for a station area framework plan

2) Developer offerings should be responsive
to an adopted framework plan









17 years later ...
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Station Area Planning
Lessons Learned — Rockwood

1) A transit station alone will not stimulate
development.

2) A station area development framework

plan is necessary to create investor
Interest.
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Development Comparison

Existing Framework

Development Framework

Development Type Units | Area Value Units | Area Value
Residential

= Town Houses 38 - $ 5,320,000 39 - $ 5,460,000
* Housing 45 - $ 2,880,000 564 - $43,032,000
Office

= New - 11,000 | $ 1,155,000 - 43,000 | $ 4,515,000
* Renovated - - - 11,000 | $ 1,100,000
Retail

= New - - - - 75,300 | $ 7,153,000
Service Commercial

= New - - - - 10,000 | $ 950,000
Light Industrial

= New - - - - 93,000 | $ 4,185,000
Denver Ave. Renovation

= Lofts - - - 8 - $ 800,000
» SRO & Apartments - - - 68 - $ 2,624,000
= Office - - - - 9,000 | $ 900,000
» Retail - - - - 82,600 | $ 3,717,000
Parking - = $ 186,000 - - $ 9,064,000
Total 83 11,000 | $ 9,541,000 679 323,900 | $83,500,000




Revenue Benefit

Station Area

Development Development

Plan Plan
INVESTMENT
1) Public Improvements $0 $9.5 Mill.
2) Private Development $9.5 Mill.  $83.5 Mill.
3) Land Acquisition (Net Neutral) $0 $0
NEW REVENUES (Annual)
1) Taxes From New Development ($20/$1000 of assessed value) $190,000 $1,670,000
2) Taxes From Existing Development Upgrade (Not Included) plus plus
3) Farebox Income (10 % of new trips on transit) $52,000 $582,000

$242,000 $2,252,000
NEW EXPENSES (Annual)

1) Annual Debt Service ($9.5 Mill. @ 5.5% with 10 year payoff) $0 $1,237,200

2) Operating Expenses (Not Included) minus minus
$0 $1,237,200

SUMMARY

1) New Revenues $242,000 $2,252,000

2) Less: New Expenses $0 $1,237,200

PUBLIC REVENUE BENEFIT (Annual) $242,000 $1,014,800



Station Area Planning
Lessons Learned - Kenton

A development framework can:
1) Enhance the existing neighborhood.

2) Stimulate transit supportive development
by minimizing the investor’s risk.

3) Increase tax increment revenues.
4) Increase transit ridership.
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Priorities



Priority

Anchor Retol:

Groceny Store

Public Investment $ 1,800,000 1.0
Private Investment $ 13,100,000 7.0



Investment Potential

Private Public Investment

Investment Investment Ratio
Priority 1 $13,100,000 $1,800,000 7/1
Priority 2 $ 7,200,000 $ 700,000 10/1
Priority 3 $26,600,000 $ 900,000 30/1
Priority 4 $12,600,000 $ 600,000 21/1
Priority 5 $ 4,500,000 $ 500,000 9/1
Total $64,000,000 $4,500,000 14/1
Other $19,500,000 $2,600,000 7/1
Community Center - $2,400,000
Total $83,500,000 $9,500,000 9/1



Implementing Plans
Lessons Learned — All Stations

An iImplementation strategy requires:

iy
2)

3)
4)

S)

6)

|dentifying catalyst projects.

Estimating costs for catalyst projects - public and
private.

Establishing project priorities.

Developing zoning ordinances and design
guidelines.

Assigning responsibilities and preparing a
schedule.

Constructing street and open space
Improvements to catalyze private development.
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SR 520 Option
92 ac

16t Street Option
166 ac

Bel-Red Road Option
129 ac

Station Area Potential Development
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