
 

informed 
citizens

feasibility 
analysis

governance 
decision

path to 
attain 

decision

sustainable 
community 

able to adapt 
and thrive

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cedar 
Creek 
Feasibility 
Study 
Project 
Definition 

Version 1.0 

Initial draft submitted by          
A City By Choice 

April 4, 2011 



Cedar Creek Feasibility Study- Project Definition                                     April 4, 2011, v.1.0          |  2 

 

Document Purpose 

This document is intended to be the initial draft of the project description for the Cedar Creek1 
Feasibility Study.  It is a starting point for Beaverton City staff, Washington County staff and other 
project members to discuss, refine and ultimately agree on description for the study.   

All changes and edits made by A City By Choice, Washington County and/or Beaverton City staff or 
officials shall be documented below and reviewed by all partners before the final draft. 

 

Document Revisions 

Revision 
Date 

Revision 
Number 

Author Changes made Review 
Date 

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

 

 

  

                                                             
1 Cedar Creek Boundaries are defined as North of OR 26 (sunset highway), West of Washington County border, 
South of Germantown Road and East of Cornelius Pass Road. The approximate population is 61,000. 
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Project Overview  

Purpose  
The purpose of the Cedar Creek Feasibility Study is to educate and empower the community of the 
Cedar Creek2 study area to choose the governance option which best fits their needs.  We wish to take 
ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƘŀƭƭƳŀǊƪ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ create a robust, repeatable 
process that explores all possible governance options for the community members of the Cedar Creek 
study area and empower these citizens to choose the sustainable option which best fits their needs.  
 
Together, a partnership between the citizen-driven group, A City By Choice,3 the City of Beaverton, and 
Washington County forms a coalition centered on the belief that sustainable communities are the key to 
our collective success. The synergy of this group will establish goodwill and trust within the community, 
develop a reusable project template, create cost and resource efficiencies, and reduce the time needed 
to reach success. 
 
Through extensive outreach efforts and community dialogue over 
the past two years, a single recurrent message has been heard:  the 
citizens living in the Cedar Creek study area want to define their own 
government structure. Long ago, this area was planned as a 
suburban, auto-oriented bedroom community of Portland, 
Beaverton and Hillsboro. As with many similar communities within 
urban unincorporated Washington County, residents and businesses 
have been attracted to the area for the quality of life. However, it 
now faces an uncertain future as unavoidable growth4 drives the 
need for more robust municipal services that today ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ 
exist.  
 
Those who live, work, and play in Washington County, deserve sustainable communities that adapt and 
thrive. Without a change in existing government structures, the livability and well-being of many urban 
unincorporated communities will be negatively impacted. County leadership and resources will be 
diverted from county-wide issues (public safety, health and human resources, assessment and taxation, 
and basic infrastructure planning) to manage specific municipal areas afflicted with neglected centers, 
unmanaged infill projects, and dilapidated infrastructure.  This coming trend is demonstrated by the 
current ~$3 million Aloha-Reedville sustainable community planning project. 
 
A City By Choice has proactively studied these problems and learned what local community members 
think is needed to address them. As seen in the graph below, citizens5 living in the Cedar Creek study 
area want increased representation and government services and more local fiscal control and 
flexibility. This community wants to explore all possible governance options and choose for itself. 

                                                             
2
 ά/ŜŘŀǊ /ǊŜŜƪέ ƛǎ ŀ ǎƘƻǊǘƘŀƴŘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜly urban unincorporated area, which includes Cedar Mill, 

Rock Creek, Bethany and Oak Hills. See Reference Information section for more details. 
3 A City By Choice is a non-profit organization made up of citizens and business leaders who live, work and play 
within the Cedar Creek study area, working to ensure our citizens are informed of all their governance options and 
empowered to choose their future government.  
4
 Over the last decade, the population of Washington County has increased by 19%. The current population of 

529,710 is expected to double to 1 million by 2040. 
5 This data reflects conversations with over 800 citizens, a representative survey with over 300 participants and 18 
months of community outreach and meetings. 

"It is change, continuing change, 

inevitable change that is the 

dominant factor in society today.  

  No sensible decision can be made 
any longer without taking into 

account not only the world as it is, 
but the world as it will be."  

  - Isaac Asimov 
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A City By Choice Fall 2010 Survey Results 

A representative sample of over 300 community members, believe it is time to address the following 
needs and desires:

 

Why now? 

¶ Washington County does not have the policies or necessary financial tools to provide specific 
municipal services to unique communities within the urban unincorporated area. Thus, the 
question is notΣ ά!ǊŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǘŀȄŜǎΚέ ōǳǘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊΣ ά²Ƙŀǘ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ 
representation and service models will meet the needs of this community and others in the 
similar situation ǘƻ ōŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀŘŀǇǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǊƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǎǘΚέ 

¶ Beaverton can obtain a clear understanding of the municipal needs and aspirations of at least 
one of the outlying communities it is committed to annex and serve before 2014, when it must 
decide whether or not to become its permanent service provider.  In addition, Beaverton can 
also learn how much revenue this area might produce and weigh this against the additional 
costs and/or policy changes which may be necessary to address the ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ƴŜŜŘǎΦ 

¶ This project creates a solid foundation with repeatable processes to help Washington County 
and its city/service provider partners complete the Urban Unincorporated Services Plan it set 
out to finish by 2010.  A great next candidate could be Aloha-Reedville, once they complete 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎportation plan. 

¶ As Beaverton continues to annex areas within the defined boundaries (50 acres just annexed to 
Beaverton in late 2010) of the Cedar Creek study area, the option to incorporate as a unique and 
whole community becomes no longer available.   

¶ Costs of dealing with citizens disgruntled by enduring additional impacts to their livability can be 
eliminated. This coalitionΩǎ positive partnership, strong synergy, and proactive plan will not only 
save in implementation costs due to resource sharing, but also present the community with a 
clear plan and resources to empower the citizens to choose their future government structure.   
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Background   

 

Washington County 

Since the early nineties, Washington County has grown and continues to grow at an inexplicable rate. 
Over the last decade alone, the population increased by 19% and the current population of 529,710 is 
ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŘƻǳōƭŜ ǘƻ м Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ōȅ нлплΦ hǾŜǊ пл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǳǊōŀƴ 
unincorporated areas and rely solely on the County for their urban municipal services. Existing County 
government structures are not designed to manage this growth or supply unique levels of service to 
unique geographic areas.6  In addition, with these projected growth rates, it will not get any easier to 
answer the question, ά²Ƙŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƛǘ ǘŀƪŜ ǘƻ ŀǎǎǳǊŜ ǿŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜŘ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ 
communitiesΚέ7  
 
The urban communities within the unincorporated areas continue to increase in density and become 
more diverse in their needs. County leadership and staff must focus increasing energy to manage the 
municipal needs of these areas. As time moves on, new and existing community members who live in 
these urban unincorporated areas expect additional amenities like: places to meet closer to home, safer 
streets and sidewalks, support for local businesses, interconnected bike paths, community level 
representation, decreased congestion, more community events, and clear plans for a livable future.  
 
Washington County has committed to find additional financial tools to support its large and growing 
unincorporated areas. However, there is no clear definition of what additional services are needed or 
where. In 2007, County Commissioners sought to address the growth issue by identifying the need for 
an Urban Unincorporated Services Plan as a select priority to accomplish by 2010. The intent was to 
άwork with citizens, partners and stakeholders to review all options and develop an integrated plan to 
address municipal type services for urban unincorporated areas.έ8 άFinancial support for such services 
may be made possible by incorporation, annexation, special local assessments, service districts, or 
specific user fees.έ9 Although progress was made with the 2009 Urbanization Forum, this goal is yet to 
be realized. A key decision from this forum committed the County to seek legislative changes to create 
new County Service Districts. To date, this new legislation has not been passed.  

                                                             
6
 pg. 8, Washington County 2020 Strategic Plan 

7
 pg. 1, Washington County 2020 Strategic Plan  

8 pg. 16, Washington County 2020 Strategic Plan 
9 pg. 8, Washington County 2020 Strategic Plan 
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Beaverton 

Most of the Cedar /ǊŜŜƪ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ ƛƴ .ŜŀǾŜǊǘƻƴΩǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ǳǊōŀƴ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŀǊŜŀΦ Lƴ нллпΣ after a an 
attempt to annex the Cedar Creek area, the City of Beaverton signed an interim, 10-year 
Intergovernmental Agreement for Urban Services with Washington County. Beaverton committed to 
define a long-term urban service strategy for this area after service plans for areas closer to ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ 
center were completed. This agreement expires in 2014, when it will either need to be renegotiated 
with the County or allowed to lapse. If the Cedar Creek area is annexed to Beaverton, the residents 
could pay $4.20 per $1,000 in assessed value of their property (2009-2010 rates) (or $1260 for a home 
valued at $300,000). The decision must be made before 2014.  

Metro 

Metro and Washington County have agreed that no land will enter the current Urban Growth Boundary 
without being annexed to a city. Over 300 acres of land bordering the Cedar Creek area has been 
designated Urban Reserves. Due to the geographic proximity to Portland and existing urban services, it 
is highly likely this land will be considered during 2015 Urban Growth Boundary decisions. Before 2015, 
it must be decided which areas bordering Cedar Creek is best situated to serve the Urban Reserve.  

Community wi thin the Cedar Creek Study Area 

In addition to County Service Districts and annexation, A City By Choice believes incorporation is a viable 
option that should be considered. LŦ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ /ŜŘŀǊ /ǊŜŜƪ ŀǊŜŀ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜŎƻƳŜ hǊŜƎƻƴΩǎ нпоrd 
city and rank as one of the 10th largest cities in the state. Many residents would prefer their own city 
over annexation or additional layers of County Service Districts that bring additional taxes with no 
additional representation. However, citizens cannot make a clear decision until they are given a fair 
opportunity to weigh the options and decide for themselves.  

Community Concerns 

¶ Representation 
o Approximately 61,000 citizens of the Cedar Creek area are greatly under-represented. 

For local government, they rely entirely on sharing a Washington County Commissioner 
and a Metro Councilor who represent 130,000 and 270,000 citizens respectively. Cedar 
Creek area residents have no representation on key policy-making bodies and no locally 
focused municipal government to help acquire funding for local objectives. 

¶ Growth Management for Livability 
o Achieving livable, sustainable, and complete communities within Washington County is 

best served through a strong local voice in planning and community development. The 
Cedar Creek area must have plans and implementation strategies for infill, more 
efficient transit and livable, functioning centers coordinated with economic 
development and cultural affairs. 

¶ Flexible Budget 
o The Cedar Creek area is served by distinct service districts and other entities that are 

funded using monies budgeted for specific purposes. These different line-item budgets 
prevent spending in the best interest of the area residents. For example, if there is a 
cost savings on a road project, the money must go back into county-wide project for 
roads, and cannot be used for other local needs. 
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Cedar Creek Community Vision 

We envision a sustainable community that will: 

¶ Leverage the fees we pay today for local benefit 

¶ Directly influence local, regional and statewide policy 

that impacts our homes and businesses 

¶ Plan and maintain a strong, healthy community 

¶ Provide high value public services focused on 

maintaining safe, livable neighborhoods for a 

reasonable cost  

¶ Value and retain our unique identity 

 

Created in 2010 through extensive community outreach efforts by 

 A City By Choice 

 

¶ Fees Paid to Benefit Others 
o Franchise fees are charged to all Oregon residents. These fees go to cities only. Thus, 

residents of unincorporated Cedar Creek area pay $5 million in franchise fees each year 
that cannot be used for the community. These fees could and should be reinvested in 
the community that contributes it and could be used to pay livability improvements 
such as sidewalks, incentives for business growth, community events, or other things 
the community desires. 

Project Team Mission   

Partner to help the Cedar Creek Community become a sustainable community able to adapt and 

thrive   

Sustainable

Community

Money

ωFlexible, local 
financial resources

Government

ωCommunity 
driven policies  
and leadership
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Project Approach  
The feasibility study will identify community needs, obtain buy-in from community and elected public 
officials, educate area residents about their choices of governance, empower the residents to choose 
their governance structure and build trust among all participants through direct, candid, and timely 
communication all within a reasonable and defined budget.    

In order to obtain project momentum with informed citizens owning the final decision, analysis and 
adjustments of the governance alternatives must be done within a defined timeframe with several 
opportunities for citizen input. This model requires forecasting tools containing both qualitative and 
quantitative facts made to adjust according to community needs and aspirations. The team will need 
strong facilitators and experts to represent topics of interest and good organization. 

Goals  
¶ Education - Provide the information and education needed for residents of the Cedar Creek 

Study area to choose the best governance solution for their community and own the final 
decision.  

¶ Holistic and Comprehensive Alternatives - Address community concerns regarding inadequate 
representation, fiscal flexibility, and the need for increased government services as all of the 
options are studied: 

o County Service Districts 
o Annexation 
o Incorporation 

¶ Citizen Empowerment - Enable the citizens to choose their future governance structure 

¶ Implementation Strategy - Provide clear strategy and timeline for the citizens of Cedar Creek, 
the City of Beaverton and Washington County to implement the citizensΩ governance choice. 

Objectives  
¶ Attain community trust, support and buy-in of the final decision through partnership with 

community-based group (A City By Choice) 

¶ Increase project efficiencies in resources, staff and timeline with partnerships with each other 
and additional government agencies and universities  

¶ Educate community members on how government works and what their options are with easy 
to understand, objective information  

¶ Determine the qualitative pros and cons along with community aspirations of each option 

¶ Compare the costs, levels and value of services of each option 

¶ Compare the local representation models of each option 

¶ Allow community members to input their needs and aspirations and visualize the possible 
outcomes through the appropriate resources and adjustable tools  

¶ Provide the political forum to empower the community to decide which structure is best  

¶ Provide the legal avenues for the community to attain their governance choice per possible 
adjustments to County policy, legislative policy, and/or city policy 

¶ Provide a clear implementation strategy with necessary intergovernmental agreements and 
documents for the decided course of action 
 



Cedar Creek Feasibility Study- Project Definition                                     April 4, 2011, v.1.0          |  10 

 

Assumptions and Agreements  
¶ Due to the critical element of community buy-in, it is proposed that A City By Choice will 

represent the community in decisions on project team members and the selection of any 
possible consultants.  

¶ The project must include transparent and honest partnerships. All project members must 
collaborate with the understanding this work will have shared learning, consensus building, and 
a clear determination to allow the citizens to choose their own destiny in partnership with local, 
regional and state government.  

¶ The process will include well defined outreach plans, clear roles and responsibilities of all 
partners and stakeholders, risk assessments and measurable success criteria. 

Scope and Timeline  
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Example of phase 3: Two week approach to iterative community meetings  

 

 

  

¶ Draft project 

definition 

¶ Partnership among 

Beaverton, County,      

A City By Choice 

¶ Coordinate with 

special service districts 

¶ Stakeholder research & 

involvement  

¶ Refine/approve 

repeatable project 

processes 

¶ Preliminary boundaries 

for study area 

¶ Partner with Metro, 

PSU and/or PCC 

 

¶ Fiscal comparison of 

alternatives 

¶ Economic Feasibility 

Analysis & Statement 

¶ Qualitative analysis  

¶ Public and 

stakeholder meetings 

for input on iterative 

study modeling 

decisions 

¶ Comparison 

graphs/charts 

¶ Preferred alternative 

synthesis and 

presentation 

 

 

¶ Statistical survey 

to define which 

governance choice 

best fits 

community 

¶ Communicate 

survey results and 

project status 

¶ Community 

governance 

decision 

¶ Strategy to 

implement final 

choice 

¶ Legal agreements 

& documentation 

 

 
TIMELINE          1 to 2 months        3 to 4 months               1 to 2 months       1 to 2 months 

PHASES                   Phase 1            Phase 2              Phase 3                     Phase 4 

       Partner                   Fund/Research/Educate        Outreach/Study                Decide 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

Major 

outcomes 

and 

products 

¶ Grants acquired 

¶ Local donations  

¶ Staff on board 

¶ Consultants secured 

¶ Base case data research 

and analysis  

¶ Governance 101 

stakeholder & 

community educational 

events 

¶ Feasibility study 

quantitative & 

qualitative pro-forma 

models  

 

public meeting 

insights & aspirations 

alternatives 

public review 

meeting 

 

open house 

review 

public meeting 

confirmation 

preferred idea finalize study 
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What to study for a healthy, livable community  

  

Representation Models

ωStrong Mayor/City Council

ωWeak Mayor/City Council

ωCity Council/City Manager

ωCommunity Civic Council for County Special Service Districts

Sustainable Community Development

ωCommunity  planning and zoning

ωnatural and built right of way specs, densities, commercial, infill, attainable housing, ordinance code and 
enforcement

ωCapital costs necessary to meet state mandate of 50% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2060

ωgood jobs close to affordable homes,  5 minute walk to transit, schools & commerce, interconnect 
neighborhoods, natural areas and parks,  and a diversity of housing types (ref:  Condon, UBC Professor)

ωBuilding management

ωbuilding permit, inspection, design review, development code & enforcement

ωGreen infrastructure planning and zoning

ωparks,  trees, community landscaping, greenspace management, community  gardens, wetland management

Public Works

ωTransportation system management

ωinterconnected  street system, alleys, bridges, transit system,  interconnected bike/pedestrian system

ωTraffic  engineering

ωtraffic lights, traffic speed, road width standards, street marking, signage, parking

ωTransportation facilities operations

ωrights of ways management,  street maintenance, public centers sidewalk maintenance

ωWater and Sewer management

ωstreet cleaning, drainage ways, water filtration, sewers, water supply

ωStreet lighting

ωTrash collection

Public Safety

ωFire

ωPolice

ωAnimal control

ωMunicipal court

ωSocial services

Economic Development

ωBusiness recruitment, job creation, license fees

ωBusiness development

ωCommercial area zoning

ωAgri-business, farm to table

Cultural Affairs

ωLibraries

ωCivic center buildings, resources and activities

ωCommunity Events

ωparades, concerts, art events, farmers markets

Administration

ωChief administrator

ωCommunications

ωFinance

ωmanage special funds, reserves , inflation factors

ωHuman Resources  and risk management

ωLobbyist/Attorney

ωIT support

ωFacilities and Fleet management
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Estimated Budget  
These budget estimates are derived from direct bids and research of similar project work, however it is 
clear that the project budget must be derived when scope, resources and timeline have been agreed to.  

Many costs and fees could be reduced with partnerships with PCC, Metro and PSU and in-kind donations 
from skilled community members.   

Preliminary project budget estimate ~ $245,000.  

~$45,000 for economic analysis and study, plus adjustable pro-forma models 
~ $150,000 public involvement 

¶ Governance 101 and other educational events 

¶ public outreach program 

¶  website  

¶ workshops, outreach meetings, informal meetings, written materials 

¶ stakeholder meetings/interviews 
~$50,000 for final decision survey/outreach/documentation 

¶ statistical survey 

¶ intergovernmental agreements and documentation 

¶ final strategy 
 

Constraints  
Funding ς Grants may be the best source for funding. These require time and skills from city, county 
and/or possibly Metro staff and time to apply. Another form of funding may come from in-kind staff 
ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ aŜǘǊƻ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ t{¦Ωǎ ¦Ǌōŀƴ {ǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦ Community 
donations are an additional source; however, these are dependent upon outreach activities/timing. 

Timeline ς The project must be completed no later than December 2011 if the community selects to 
incorporate by 2012. This assumes an expedited regional boundary review can take place by end of 
January 2012. Otherwise, the incorporation timeline will be pushed out to November 2013.  

Resources ς Due to a planning project in Aloha, County and City staff are limited. PSU and Metro are 
strong candidates to provide needed staff with the necessary skills and abilities. 

Quality ς The information produced from this project must be tailored to and readily accessible to 
citizens with little understanding of the structure of local government. An emphasis on quality education 
will help participants understand the complexities and opportunities of each choice and make a lasting 
decision. 
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Key Stakeholder s 
 

Viewpoint Person Affiliation 
Elected Official Andy Duyck Washington County Board, Chair 

Elected Official Greg Malinowski Washington County Board 

Elected Official Denny Doyle Beaverton Mayor 

Elected Official  Beaverton Council 

Elected Official Jerry Willey Hillsboro Mayor 

Community Organization Lori Manthey-Waldo A City By Choice 

Community Organization Fred Meyer A City By Choice 

Neighborhood  Friends of Rock Creek 

Neighborhood  Oak Hills Argus 

Neighborhood  Cedar Mill News 

Neighborhood Jim Crowley Cedar Mill 

Neighborhood Ken Raddle Bethany 

Neighborhood  Oak Hills 

Neighborhood  CPO 1 
Neighborhood  CPO 7 

Community 
Development 

 Bethany Village 

Large Business  Columbia Sportswear, Electro Scientific Industries (ESI), etc. 

Local Business  Thriftway owner, Sunset Athletic Center, Asian market 
owners, Rock Creek Corner Owner, Gelato Store Owner, 
Piccolo Mondo Store owner, etc. 

Business groups  Cedar Mill Business Association 

Business groups  Bethany Business Association  

Ethnic Community 
Groups 

 China, Vietnam, Korea, India, etc. 

Healthcare  St. Vincent Hospital 
Healthcare  Providence clinics 

Police  9ƴƘŀƴŎŜŘ {ƘŜǊǊƛŦŦΩǎ tŀǘǊƻƭ 5ŜǇǘΦ 

Park Services  THPRD 

Library  Cedar Mill and Bethany Library 

Faith-based  St. Pius, Bethany Presbyterian, Sunset Presbyterian, Springville 
Presbyterian, Bethany Baptist, St. Francis,  
etc. 
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Reference Information  

Study Area Description  
The study area covers nearly 17 square miles of geographic area and has an approximate population of 
61,000. This area is mostly in unincorporated Washington County and was planned long ago essentially 
as a suburban, auto-oriented bedroom community of Portland, Beaverton and Hillsboro.  It has limited 
access to public transit and is home to highly skilled workers in the technology, sportswear and 
healthcare industries. The neighborhoods of Oak Hills, Rock Creek, Cedar Mill and Bethany each have 
their unique identity and sense of place. The area has two Metro-designated town centers located in 
.ŜǘƘŀƴȅ ŀƴŘ /ŜŘŀǊ aƛƭƭΦ .ŜǘƘŀƴȅΩǎ ǘƻǿƴ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ƛǎ ǎƻƭŜƭȅ ƻǿƴŜŘ ōȅ ƻƴŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘΦ !ƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ƛǘǎ ƎǊŜŀǘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ tƻǊǘƭŀƴŘ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜ wƻŎƪ /ǊŜŜƪ ŎŀƳǇǳǎΣ ǊŜǇǳǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ 
family-oriented neighborhoods, close proximity to PƻǊǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ CƻǊŜǎǘ tŀǊƪΣ aǘΦ IƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ hǊŜƎƻƴ 
Coast and its surrounding forests and farmland.   
 

Maps  
Proposed Boundaries of Cedar Creek Study Area 
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Interim (2004- 2014) Beaverton Urban Service Boundary Map  
Light blue area north of highway 26 includes phase 2 of annexation planning per this agreement, 
however, over 50 acres of prime development land was recently annexed. 

 
 
 
Cedar Creek study area shares community plans ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ΨǳƴƭƛƪŜΩ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ 
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District 2 County Commissioner Represents over 130,000 citizens to include portions of Beaverton 
(Cedar Creek study area circled) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
District 4 Metro Councilor Represents over 270,000 citizens and multiple cities 

 (Cedar Creek study area circled) 


