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   City of Sherwood 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

Sherwood City Hall  
     22560 SW Pine Street 

Sherwood, OR  97140 
June 13, 2017  

     7:00 PM Regular Meeting 
  

 

1. Call to Order  

2. Consent Agenda 

a. May 9, 2017 Planning Commission Minutes approval 
b. May 23, 2017 Planning Commission Minutes approval 

3. Council Liaison Announcements 

4. Staff Announcements (Connie Randall) 

5. Community Comments  

6. New Business  

a. Public Hearing – SP 16-09/ CUP 16-04 Oregon Street Townhomes 

The applicant is seeking Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit approval to construct 25 
residential townhomes on approximately 1.2 acres of property in Old Town. The townhomes 
would be in six separate buildings with units ranging in size from 1,372 square feet to 1,751 
square feet.  
 
The project is proposed to occur in two separate phases and reserves a space for a future 
commercial pad that is not part of the proposal. 

7. Planning Commissioner Announcements  

8. Adjourn   

 



Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 
May 9, 2017 

Page 1 of 16 

 

City of Sherwood, Oregon  
Planning Commission  

May 9, 2017  

 

Planning Commissioners Present:               Staff Present: 
Chair Jean Simson                                         Julia Hajduk, Community Development Director                                

Vice Chair Russell Griffin    Connie Randall, Planning Manager 

Commissioner Chris Flores                              Bob Galati, City Engineer 
Commissioner Justin Kai   Matt Straite, Contract Planner 
      Kirsten Allen, Planning Dept. Program Coordinator 
 
Planning Commission Members Absent:  Council Members Present: 

 Commissioner Daniel Matzinger  None  

Commissioner Rob Rettig  
Commissioner Lisa Walker 
 

1. Call to Order/Roll Call 

Chair Jean Simson convened the meeting at 7:00 pm. 

2. Consent Agenda 

a. April 11, 2017 Planning Commission Minutes approval 

Motion: From Vice Chair Russell Griffin to approve the consent agenda, seconded by Commissioner 
Justin Kai.  All Present Commissioners voted in favor. 

3. Council Liaison Announcements 

Julia Hajduk, Community Development Director reminded the Commission that Budget Committee meetings 
would take place the next three Thursdays in May beginning at 6 pm. The public is welcome review the proposed 
budget and provide comments.   

4. Staff Announcements 

Connie Randall, Planning Manager stated that Carrie Brennecke, who has a lot of experience with the 
Comprehensive Plan process, would start in the Planning Department as a Senior Planner on May 30, 2017.  The 
City hoped to finalize recruitment for the Associate Planner position before the next Planning Commission 
Meeting.   Ms. Randall said the Oregon Street Townhomes project had been re-submitted in conformance with 
the text amendment approved by the Planning Commission and City Council and the Sherwood School District’s 
consultant had asked to do a Public Work Session with the Planning Commission to discuss the refinement plan 
for the Sherwood West Preliminary Concept Plan area in relation to the new high school. 

5. Community Comments 

Doug Sump, Sherwood Resident near Roy Rogers Road asked the Commission to advocate for sound walls 
along Roy Rogers Road when Washington County widened the road to four lanes to protect livability for 
residents in the area.  He said he had lived in Sherwood for 20 years and his quality of life had diminished because 
of the noise and the smell from the road. Mr. Sump had contacted Mike Mills from Washington County who 
suggested that support from the Commission would be a plus.  Chair Simson commented that because the road 
was under Washington County’s jurisdiction, city staff would provide comments about the design to the County. 
Ms. Hajduk did not suppose the design would come to the Planning Commission or City Council for formal 
action, but knowing what citizens wanted would help staff advocate for their concerns. She said the County 
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would initiate public involvement and encouraged Sherwood citizens to remain engaged.   

Bob Galati, City Engineer indicated the project included a water line extension and Washington County had not 
released the design plans.  He said he would receive a set of plans for comments and he could pass on concerns 
from citizens.  Chair Simson directed staff to create an interested parties list and post information on the City 
website as it became available.  Staff would add it as a Planning Commission meeting agenda item and invite the 
County to make a presentation of the project so the Commission could discuss if they would like to make a 
formal recommendation.  

6. New Business 

a. Public Hearing – SP 16-10/CUP 16-06/ VAR 17-01 Cedar Creek Plaza   

Chair Simson read the public hearing statement and asked for ex parte contact, bias, or conflict of interest.  The 
Planning Commission was the final hearing authority.  

Chair Simson disclosed that she and Commissioner Kai spoke about the application; mainly to go over the 
information provided and the process involved for the hearing as Commissioner Kai was a newer member of the 
Commission. She said the comments were related to the process and it would not impact her ability to participate or 
make an impartial decision.  Commissioner Kai stated the discussion did not affect his ability to make an impartial 
decision.  Chair Simson asked if any member for the audience wished to challenge any Planning Commission 
member’s ability to participate.  No objections were received.    

Matt Straite, contract planner for the City of Sherwood gave a presentation (see record, Exhibit 1) and said the project 
known as Cedar Creek Plaza contained a site plan, a conditional use permit and a variance (SP 16-10, CUP 16-06, 
VAR 17-01).  He showed the project site located north of Hwy 99 and south of Edy Road and stated the existing 
Providence Medical building was part of the project.  Zoning for the site was Retail Commercial (RC) with the 
surrounding properties being Retail Commercial to the north, General Commercial (GC) to the south and west, and 
Medium Density Residential High (MDRH) with a Planned Unit Development (PUD) overlay to the northwest and 
High Density Residential (HDR) contiguous to the site on the west.  The site included three parcels; one with the 
Providence building, one with an existing single family home, and an abandoned mobile home park furthest south.   

Mr. Straight reported that the project proposed an assisted living facility and a commercial center.  He explained the 
site plan application was for the entire site, the conditional use covered the uses for a proposed gym in Building A 
and the assisted living facility.  The variance addressed the scenic corridor requirements along Hwy 99w.  He noted 
the whole in the middle of the project and said the applicant was proposing to leave it vacant for now with a possible 
future use of a hotel.  It was not part of the application and will develop all around it, leaving it vacant.  The 
commercial center area featured a fitness center in Building A, Retail in Buildings B, C, & F, and Restaurants in 
Buildings D & E.  All of them together total 46,000 Square Foot and the whole project site was 13.17 Acres featuring 
526 Shared parking spaces.  

The second part of the project was the assisted living and memory care facility located to the north that would have 
a central kitchen, three stories and 143,000 total square feet.  There would be a water quality basin with a bridge that 
was intended to act as a landscaped amenity, a walking path surrounding the project site, a garden backed up to the 
residential area and a contained memory care courtyard.  The facility would include recreation spaces such as Bocce 
Ball, games rooms, theaters, a hair salon and other amenities.   

The third main aspect of the project was the reconfiguration of the providence medical building parking lot. The 
assisted living facility was proposed in the current parking location, so the reconfigured parking would be southwest 
of the existing building, but the parking count would remain the same. However all parking on the project was 
proposed as shared parking meaning they would use a reciprocal parking agreement.  In total there would be a surplus 
of parking spaces on the site for all proposed uses.  Mr. Striate noted the future pad site was not factored into the 
parking totals from staff’s calculations or prospective.     

Mr. Straite stated the variance only applied to the portion of the site along Building C where Hwy 99, the sidewalk, 
and the drive through for Building C met.  He showed that the property line was not straight along a portion of the 
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site and explained the Code required a 25 foot wide visual corridor along Hwy 99. The applicant was requesting a 
three foot reduction of the visual corridor and the ability to use the right-of-way to count toward the visual corridor. 

Mr. Straite showed the project featured two points of vehicular access. Even though there were three points of access 
for the mobile home park and the existing single family, the applicants were only proposing to use the one.  The 
primary access point for the project would be taken from Edy Road and based on the traffic study and staff’s review, 
a new signal was required at the Borchers and Edy intersection. Mr. Straite said the vehicle access on Madeira Terrace 
would be used for deliveries and emergency access only.  Staff has also added a condition of approval requiring the 
incorporation of a pedestrian only access to the site to the west where an existing right-of-way stub met the northwest 
portion for the project. This stub would not connect for vehicle access, because the Transportation System Plan does 
not required a connection.  

Mr. Straite added that a traffic study was provided which included a potential four story hotel on the site. The traffic 
impacts for the whole site were analyzed as it moved forward, but the hotel was not being proposed at this time.  The 
study analyzed the impact to nine intersections and proposed an intersection signal at Edy and Borchers. 
Improvements along Edy Road would include restriping of some of the lanes between Borchers up to Hwy 99, 
proposing a new eastbound travel lanes west of Borchers Drive, a bike lane, sidewalk, and landscape planters.  
Improvements to Hwy 99 would include a deceleration and right turn lane into the project site as well as bike lane, 
sidewalks, and landscape planters.   

Mr. Straite showed several elevations to show the basic design of the project.  He said Building A was the proposed 
fitness center and pointed out the awning covering most of the walkways and the variety of finishes on the structure. 
He showed the elevations for retail buildings Buildings B and C, and said the finishes and colors were proposed to 
match throughout the project. He said the main differences between the structures was a difference in wall projections 
on the front of the structure to ad variety.   

The assisted living facility featured a modern design with significant articulation throughout to break up the massing 
of the three story structure. Mr. Straite showed a human scale was provided on the first floor through changing 
finishes and different projections on the front. He noted the porte cochère in the front that would shelter the entrance.  
Chair Simson commented that the front of the building was what the public would see driving by on Edy Road and 
Mr. Straite was referring to the view from the inside of  the parking lot.  He showed the view from Edy Road and 
said the elevations featured similar massing break ups and a number of different landscaping features that would help 
address the relationship between the structure and street. Mr. Straite showed the side of the assisted living facility that 
faced the existing homes and said the trash enclosure and the memory care patio were sheltered and would not be 
viewed by neighbors.   Patios and different pop outs added detail to the upper floor of the façade.    

Mr. Straite explained there were three sets of required finding and general findings for the entitlements.  For the site 
plan the code required that adequate utilities exist for the project. He said the site was served by all the required 
infrastructure needed and all the necessary agreements and covenants had been provided or conditioned for such as 
the reciprocal parking agreement.   Mr. Straite said protection of all significant natural features were required; the only 
natural features on the site were trees and while some were rather large, appropriate mitigation had been addressed 
to assure there would be more trees on site than currently on site.  A traffic study had been provided and called for 
street improvement and a new signal at Borchers and design requirements for the project followed the design matrix 
to comply with the code.  While this section can be more subjective, staff felt the project met the requirements and 
added up to the appropriate totals to find compliance with the code.  Mr. Straite explained that any driveway more 
than 24 feet must align with streets.  In this case the Edy driveway exceeded 24 feet and aligned with Borchers. He 
said the driveway on Hwy 99 would likely exceed 24 feet, but it did not have to align with another street because of 
the median in the highway.  

Mr. Straite explained the criteria for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) was very similar to the site plan criteria except 
an additional criteria requiring compatibility with the surrounding development.  He showed that a commercial 
development existed to the east, north and south of the site. The proposal placed commercial uses along all those 
frontages and was highly compatible.  To the north was a Sherwood Police Facility. The assisted living facility would 
be located opposite the station. The assisted living facility’s entrance faced the other direction and should not pose 
any nuisance to the station and any traffic impact should be offset by the light at the intersection of Edy and Borchers. 
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Mr. Straite noted the project was designed to minimize impacts to the residential properties to the north and west. 
For example the entrance to the building faced south to reduce the impacts on the neighbors.  The pedestrian 
connections are provided, but the vehicle circulation from the high density project was not provide so there would 
not be any cut through traffic. The main access was from Edy and Borchers which will also help reduce potential 
traffic impacts on the high density project.   

Mr. Straite said the variance required the project meet the intent of the standard from which it varied and the intent 
of the visual corridor was to set development back and provide an open feel along Hwy 99. He stated no structure 
would be within the corridor and in this case all structures would be set back a full 25 feet and would include a drive-
thru would screened by low landscaping to retain an open feel.   He said a hardship must exist in the form of 
typography or lot design and could not be self-imposed.  In this case the lot line fronting Building C had a small zag 
in the property line and existed prior to the project development. Mr. Straite added the variance must be reasonable 
and the request was to use the right-of-way as part of the required corridor for a project three feet shy of the 
requirement for a very small span of the project; placing the three foot reduction in the corridor allowed better internal 
site design for the project.  Assuming that the visual corridor was supposed to be landscaped there would be only 
twelve feet of landscaping proposed from the property line and ten feet of landscaping between the sidewalk and the 
property line for a total of 22 feet of landscape.   He said the variance was only being requested for a 75 foot distance 
or 8% of the total lineal footage along the highway frontage and similar variances had been granted 99 by the city for 
the same kind of impact along Hwy 99.  Mr. Straite explained the variance was seeking a modification of the distance 
and to use the right-of-way as part of the corridor, whereas the code specified it was supposed to be on private 
property so the applicant was seeking a variance from that part as well.   

Connie Randall added that the City treated visual corridors differently in residential areas than in commercial and 
industrial areas. In residential areas they are allowed to count the visual corridor from the sidewalk and any landscaping 
in the right-of-way, but it was not allowed in commercial areas.  In the past the City had allowed that along Hwy 99 
through a variance process which was why staff asked the applicant to propose the variance for the Planning 
Commission to consider. She said there was precedence set in the city where the landscaping was allowed to be 
counted, and not always on private property, to meet the intent of having building setbacks and landscaping.   

Mr. Straite said there were some issues of concern regarding four sided architecture, the Madeira Terrace access and 
the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) requirements.  He explained the project had been processed 
using the design matrix from the code. Using this matrix the applicant and staff felt the project had collected enough 
points to be consistent.  The elevations facing the parking lot looked great and met the standards, however the rear 
elevations were basically cinder block with little articulation.  These elevations could have a high degree of visibility 
from the public right-of-way; Building A was visible from Madeira Terrace and the high density housing, the rear 
elevation on building B faced Edy Road and the future assisted living facility, and most importantly the rear elevation 
of Buildings C through F faced Hwy 99.  These were a concern for staff, but they had the right amount of points on 
the matrix to comply; that decision was up to the Planning Commission.   

Mr. Straite explained that when PUD 02-03, the project to the northwest, was developed as high density housing, the 
project was required to install an emergency access near Madeira Terrace.  The access had been left open and was 
frequently used by the public ever since.  He showed the area on the site adjacent to the housing development and 
said the access was proposed for deliveries and fire use and access only, not site circulation and a gate was conditioned 
to be installed for emergency access to the housing development with pedestrian and bicycle access through the gate; 
no vehicles.   Mr. Straite added there would be two pedestrian access points from the neighboring high density 
housing. Staff felt these two pedestrian access points were important to provide compliance with the Comprehensive 
Plan.   

Mr. Straite said city staff and the applicant worked with ODOT on street requirements for Hwy 99 and parts of Edy 
Road. ODOT provided two options for access off of Hwy 99. The first option was a right in only, where ODOT 
required infrastructure improvements along the project frontage. The second option was for a right in and a right 
out.  If they choose the second option ODOT asked for an extra lane on Hwy 99 all the way to Cedar Creek. ODOT 
has required some improvements along Edy Road for either option which have been integrated into the conditions 
of approval.   
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Mr. Straite went over the items in the memorandum to the Planning Commission dated May 9, 2017.  He said there 
was an email from the public with suggestions on better ways to address traffic in the area which had been shared 
with the City Engineer, who noted that some of her recommendations were outside of the scope of the project and 
would not fall on the applicants to make the improvements.  Some of the suggestions were the same as some of the 
required improvements.  Mr. Straite said the neighborhood meeting minutes were left out of the meeting packet and 
were included in the memo; the applicant could address meeting details.  He explained that there were five conditions 
of approval mentioned in the body text of the staff report, but left out of the conditions of approval at the end of 
the staff report.  Those five conditions were added to the end of the staff report unchanged.  Mr. Straite said it was a 
very challenging site and staff was trying to make the project as flexible as possible for the applicant to implement. 
Most of the flexibility was for the infrastructure improvements on the streets and underground utilities, not the 
structures or the phasing of when the structures were built.  Staff discussed phasing for the project, but in the end 
decided to require a phasing agreement with the City to be provided later. That allowed staff to revise conditions in 
such a way as to collapse a number of them and remove conditions that spoke to phasing.  By providing the phasing 
agreement later and the applicant would enter into compliance agreements with the Engineering Department for the 
timing for utility and street improvements.  The memo also included some edits to the staff report that would be 
fixed for the Notice of Decision should the project be approved.    

Ms. Randall clarified the phasing was taken out because phasing for development typically referred to when certain 
parts of the development were going to be built aboveground; improvements that the public will see and care about.  
The first set of conditions talked about phasing of underground improvements such as when the water line or sanitary 
sewer would be installed which was very important to the engineers, but not as important in terms of the site plan 
review.  Planning was concerned for when the buildings would be built and the required street improvements so the 
traffic flowed.  From that perspective the applicant’s intent was to have things go in a single phase, but conditions 
have been put in place so traffic improvements are in before any occupancy permits were granted.   

Mr. Straite concluded that staff recommended approval with the conditions discussed in the staff report and the 
memo.  He offered to answer questions.   

Chair Simson commented that the Commission would normally take a recess to read when a memo was presented to 
them. She said that was unlikely to happen in a reasonable period of time and gained consensus from the Commission 
to hear from the applicant and receive public comments, then determine next actions.  She asked for the applicant’s 
testimony.   

Ryan Schera with Deacon Development and Kali Bader with Rembold Properties came forward.  Mr. Schera said the 
project was roughly a year and a half in the making. They had teamed up with Providence to make a mixed use project 
with uses that were compatible within a retail center and the medical group.  He said Rembold Properties had a long 
history of creating quality assisted living facilities in the northwest and the three combined to redevelop the property 
into a true mixed use center not just with residential with retail on the bottom.  Mr. Schera said the proposal was a 
quality project throughout from a materials and site design standpoint with a significant amount of landscaping, 
durable building materials and building design.  He said Ankrom Moisan Architects had designed the senior housing 
and Makenzie designed for the site plan and the retail buildings.  He noted that the site was complicated and many 
meetings had occurred with staff. He hoped the project would be a benefit to the City, the neighborhood and the 
overall community.   

Eric Adams, from Makenzie came forward and noted the project team included Deacon Development, Rembold 
properties, Makenzie for architecture for the retail portion of the project, civil and transportation engineering and 
land use planning, and Ankrom Moisan was doing the architecture for the senior housing.  Representatives from each 
discipline was available for questions.  Mr. Adams gave a presentation (see record, Exhibit 2) and said the site was 
about 13 acres of Retail Commercial land with 46,000 square feet of mixed retail complemented by 143,000 square 
feet of assisted living and memory care.  In addition to the existing Providence medical office building at the site was 
43,000 square feet. The land use requests included a site plan review, a conditional use permit for an assisted living 
and fitness use greater than 5000 square feet in Building A, as well as a Class A variance.  He showed an aerial of the 
site with approximate locations of existing access to the project; along Edy Road at Borchers and an access easement 
which extended to Madeira Terrace. He said the access in between would be removed to build the assisted living. 
There were three existing access points on Hwy 99 which would be consolidated to a central point roughly in the 
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middle of the frontage along Hwy 99 for a right in only access.  He showed a rendering of the site with the buildings 
labeled and pointed out the integrated pedestrian walkway network that would provide direct access from abutting 
streets to each of the buildings.  Mr. Adams said parking throughout the project would be shared among the various 
uses and the current 175 spaces for Providence would be redesigned and grouped into the area immediately to the 
west and south of the building. He stated 98 spaces were for the senior housing facility and the remainder would be 
distributed throughout the retail portion of the project. Due to the reciprocal parking and access agreement all of the 
spaces would be available regardless of which use was involved or where residents, customers, guests or employees 
were headed within the project.  Mr. Adams noted the commercial plaza would include restaurants, retail, office, and 
fitness uses with 499 on-site parking spaces which exceeded the total minimum requirement. Mr. Adams went over 
landscaping within the commercial portion of the project and said it exceeded minimum standards, achieving a 39% 
tree canopy coverage.  He said the building design had a minimum 20% window coverage on street facing facades 
and a mixture of four different siding materials were used throughout the various buildings that included wood, wood 
paneling, hardy plank, metal and split face and smooth face block. Throughout the retail portion of the project there 
would be approximately 1300 square feet of outdoor patio space to enhance the pedestrian experience within the 
center and provide for outdoor dining opportunities.   

Mr. Adams said the senior living had two different aspects of care with 109 assisted living units, 20 memory care units 
and commensurate staff to ensure round the clock care and service.  The 98 parking spaces proposed the applicant 
believed were adequate to meet the needs of the facility for residents, guests, and employees.  He reported the 
landscaping and 30% tree coverage met the standard.   

Mr. Adams recounted that vehicular access to Madeira Terrace had been conditioned to be closed by city staff and 
the applicant would reconstruct and maintain an existing pedestrian access along the south and west side of the 
easement area to enable safe pedestrian travel.  At the neighborhood meeting a number of residents commented on 
the importance of children in the neighborhood being able to reach bus stops safely along Edy Road.   

Mr. Adams said the architecture of the senior living used building articulation, roof forms, and more than 20% 
windows on all elevations.  Along Edy the building was curved to mirror the curvature of the street and provide a 
compatible face along the street.  He expressed it was important to be compatible with residences on the north side 
of the street and said there was a public entrance that would be available to residents and guests on Edy Road.  The 
visual corridor landscaping standard was met with at least ten feet of width on the entire frontage and as designed it 
complied with the coverage, spacing and distribution of plants.  Mr. Adams showed the internal north perspective of 
the senior living with the porte cochère main drop off and entryway. He said it was important to have the entrance 
internal to the site from a utility aspect and to have a safe entry and exit for residents and guests. He added that with 
the connectivity of pedestrian walkways through the site, guests will be able to reach the other buildings in a safe 
manner.   

Mr. Adams stated with the exception of the variance, the design complied with all of the development code standards, 
at least the minimum number of points required from the commercial design review matrix was achieved, which was 
an alternate approach to satisfying the clear and objective standards in the Code.  He said the parking requirements 
exceeded the minimum, but not the maximum allowed and the landscaping plan would result in a net increase of 25 
trees site-wide compared to current conditions. This included retention of 62 existing trees. All proposed utility 
systems would be designed to comply with city public water, storm water and sanitary standards and included 
compliance with Clean Water Services (CWS) and DEQ.  

Mr. Adams noted they had coordinated closely with ODOT and city staff concerning the transportation system 
improvements for the project. Along Edy road at the assisted living building there would be a continuation of 
sidewalk, planter strip and a bike lane, but also a second through lane to facilitate eastbound travel, then as you come 
up to the intersection at Borchers a new four way traffic signal and as you pass through the intersection you come to 
the intersection at Hwy 99. There will be a new dedicated left turn, a through lane and a right turn lane to facilitate 
better traffic flow along Edy Road and through the intersection to the highway. Along Hwy 99 to facilitate the right 
turn into the project site there would be a dedicated right turn and deceleration lane into the site and continuation of 
an existing sidewalk planter strip and bike lane along the full frontage of the property.  For safe traffic flow along the 
highway they would add a gradual extension of the current lane taper for southbound travel.   
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Mr. Adams said the variance was limited to 75 feet of the site equating to 8% of the total frontage. The reasoning and 
basis for the variance was accurately stated by staff and the applicant concurred with their analysis.   

Mr. Adams commented on the neighborhood meeting held at the Sherwood Center for the Arts on September 12, 
2016.  Representatives for the project team were present with about 40 people in attendance. The meeting lasted for 
about 90 minutes where an overview of the project with examples of the building design and site plans were available 
for people to look at.  The traffic, orientation of the building, proposed uses and mitigation for compatibility were 
discussed and he was unaware of any follow up questions received after the meeting.  Mr. Adams offered to answer 
questions.   

Chair Simson asked which of ODOT’s options the applicant would use on Hwy 99. Mr. Adams answered that they 
would proceed with the right in only.  She asked if ODOT would allow the applicant to change and use the right in/ 
right out option in the future.  She commented that if the customer base preferred the option to exit onto Hwy 99, 
could the improvements be built after the plaza was built. Mr. Adams assumed the option would still be available, but 
expected the same stipulations and requirements to apply.  She asked if the two ODOT options changed the required 
improvements on Edy Road; with no exit onto Hwy 99 was there increased improvement requirements or additional 
lane capacity on Edy Road to accommodate the exiting traffic.  Mr. Adams responded that the traffic analysis 
considered the option for having a right in only, so the improvements along Edy were sufficient to accommodate the 
right in only scenario.   

Vice Chair Griffin received confirmation from Mr. Adams that the traffic study included the possible use of a hotel 
use (at a specific number of rooms) for the undeveloped pad.   

Chair Simson asked for public comment after stating the applicant had twelve minutes for rebuttal.   

Chadlee Colson, Sherwood resident said she, like most other drivers in Sherwood was concerned about the traffic 
control at the intersection of Edy Road and Borchers Drive, Edy Road and Hwy 99 and Sherwood Blvd and Hwy 
99.  She said Sherwood residents who lived on the west side of the city constantly crossed the highway because most 
of the amenities were on the east side. Because of unbearable traffic conditions at Hwy 99 and Tualatin Sherwood 
Road, residents who lived in the north and west corridors of the city were forced to cross the highway at Edy Road 
and during peak traffic hours the ability to turn left on Borchers onto Edy was a nightmare.  She was relieved the City 
included the Edy/Borchers intersection in the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and that a commercial developer also 
acknowledged the current traffic flow failures at the site in their Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) and were proposing 
to pay for them.  Ms. Colson expressed concern that the proposed improvements were not optimally aligned with 
current and future traffic needs and stated the TIA indicated there should be side by side left turn lanes between Hwy 
99 and the site access at SW Borchers Drive.  She said the traffic need was not to turn left onto northbound Hwy 99, 
but more drivers were attempting to cross the highway and travel straight, so when the road was widened the new 
lane added should be a through lane crossing Hwy 99.  She said she was traveling that evening at 5:45pm to the 
YMCA and counted four cars turning left, 16 going straight.  She said the City needed to address the same issue on 
the other side of the highway. Facing west on Sherwood Blvd with options to turn left, right, or to cross Hwy 99, 
traffic was also backed up.  Ms. Colson suggested the solution to both sides of the intersection was to widen the 
intersection so two lanes of traffic could cross the highway.  She testified about safety concerns for the right in/ right 
out option and suggested the location be moved further down the highway or to widen the highway to three lanes 
from Edy to the roundabout at Meinecke Parkway or to extend Borchers Drive as a frontage road somewhat parallel 
to Hwy 99 similar to Borchers, north of Edy Road. Quoting from the TIA she said “under post development 
conditions queues generally lengthen as traffic volumes increased in the study area most notably the southbound 
approach of Borchers to Edy and Hwy 99 to Edy Road and the vehicle capacity ratio on SW Borchers would increase 
during both am and pm peak hours”.  She asked the Commission to do whatever could be done to address the issue 
of turning left from Borchers to Edy, not to exacerbate it.  Ms. Colson commented on widening the intersection of 
Borchers to alleviate the bottleneck affect and said there was enough buffer area to create a right turn only lane in 
front of the police station onto Edy road.  She wanted to allow two lanes to turn left; one as a dedicated turn lane, 
the other that can turn left or travel straight into the development.   

Matt Staten, Sherwood resident in an adjacent neighborhood west of the site said he was prepared to discuss how 
the addition of the commercial space affected his neighborhood.  He said the thing that struck him during the hearing 
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was the inclusion of the gate on Madeira Terrace.  He said he lived on Houston and the addition of the gate would 
force a lot of traffic onto a road that had a lot of children in the neighborhood.  He reminded the Commission that 
it was a high density residential neighborhood, particularly on the Madeira Terrace, and he was concerned by the need 
to put a gate in.  Mr. Staten did not think the gate was necessary and restricting access for emergency vehicles would 
be so infrequent the residents could still have access.  Mr. Staten said he was unable to attend the neighborhood 
meeting or else he would have expressed concerns about it then.  He said traffic impact would be bad enough with 
the addition of all the shopping and assisted living facility and he was concerned about his commute, but he was 
concerned about the neighborhood children having to dodge cars coming in and out all of the time because the 
neighborhood was restricted to one access point.   

Mark Newmeyer, Sherwood resident on Houston Drive expressed concerns for the gate at Madeira and the impact 
it would have on the access to all of the neighbors who lived on the street. He estimated it could be hundreds of cars 
driving past his driveway every day. He commented on a multi-family housing complex directly behind and to the 
west of Houston Drive that had already caused cars to be parked on Edy Road and he guessed they would soon be 
parking on Houston because the complex did not have enough parking.  Mr. Newmeyer said the two factors would 
compound one another, asked for the justification for the gate at Madeira, and if there was an alternative route.    In 
addition he was concerned by the option not to have a right out onto Hwy 99. He said it would force all traffic out 
of the complex at Borchers and said the traffic at the intersection was a challenge between 3:30-6:30 pm.   

René Duricka, Sherwood resident said she also traveled the Borchers to Edy route on a regular basis and there was 
a lot of traffic to get through.  She agreed with Ms. Colson regarding the need to widen Borchers and create two left 
turn lanes as well as two straight lanes across Hwy 99 from Edy Road, because that was where the bottleneck was.   
She said the intersection took forever to get through and she was also concerned about the right only coming into 
the site from Hwy 99.  She said navigating through an entire parking lot to get onto Edy would add traffic to Edy 
Road.   

Barbara Nordstrom, Sherwood resident said she lived at Lynnly Way near Houston Drive and she had already seen 
a tremendous amount of traffic through the neighborhood from Roy Rogers Road to Edy Road. Most of the people 
coming through were between 4:00-5:30 pm and they did not stop at the stop signs.  She said more traffic coming 
through because of this project would further endanger the children and people who walked in the neighborhood.  
She suggested the need to enforce the laws now and do something about mitigating the terrible traffic. The approval 
of this project would make it worse and anyone who lived in the neighborhood would suffer.    

Miguel Gordillo, Sherwood resident on Madeira Terrace expressed concern for traffic on Houston Drive and for 
the safety of the children living in the neighborhood, particularly when the children were going to and from school.   

Joyce Carter, Sherwood resident on Madeira Terrace stated the gate presented a real problem for the whole 
community. because there were so many kids that had to get to the school bus.  She did not see how directing traffic 
out through Houston would work and she was highly opposed to the gate.   

Chair Simson asked staff to explain the installation of the gate.   

Bob Galati, City Engineer explained that an analysis was done early in the project and gave some history of the area. 
He said Madeira Subdivision was approved as a PUD on April 22, 2003. As part of the land use Notice of Decision, 
the access drive was described as a temporary access drive that was to provide future connectivity to adjacent site 
development.  The temporary access drive was a life safety condition requirement requiring two access points for 
emergency equipment to reach lots.  Redevelopment assumed the requirement to comply with City Code and design 
standards for public right-of-way.  At the time, the TSP showed Madeira Terrace extending to connect at the Borchers 
Drive intersection. This was why it was put in as a temporary access point.  Mr. Galati said the secondary access for 
emergency vehicles would remain, but the TSP had changed since then and no longer showed it as a connective point 
through the development site. The access drive from Madeira Terrace created a problem for city staff because at the 
intersection with Edy Road did not meet the minimum requirements for spacing and site distance standards.  There 
was a minimum spacing distance requirement for a local street onto a collector road of 400 feet.  Based on the 
configuration of the access and how it comes in at an angle, the actual distance was 97 feet which was the equivalent 
of about one building lot between the two roads. Mr. Galati said a second concern was that the site distance on that 
corner. The lot at the corner has a site screening fence and shrubbery built up.  Site distance for a 35 mile per hour 
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road was 335 feet and the only way to achieve that was to tear down the fence, the screening, yard and building.  He 
said another issue was the angle at which the access met Edy Road. Sherwood Code and design standards required a 
90○ to 90○ intersection with no more than a 25○ offset.  This would allow for a T intersection at 75○.  Mr. Galati 
indicated he measured the intersection at 47○, which meant drivers had to look over their shoulder down the road to 
see something, which was not what was wanted.  He acknowledged the configuration may have seemed like a 90○, 
but the physical structure of the road was actually within the Edy Road improvements and to make it work per City 
standards the road would have to be moved down the road quite a ways.  He repeated that the configuration of the 
access road was designed as a temporary access easement, it was put in as an easement, was not dedicated right-of-
way, was not intended to be a through road at that location, and the City had safety considerations.  Mr. Galati said 
he did not want to close it off to emergency access and he had to put the gate up. He said pedestrian and bicycle 
traffic would be allowed through the area, but car traffic would not be.  He said from a professional point of view it 
was a liability for the City and as City Engineer he had no choice, but to correct it, there was no other option.  Julia 
Hajduk, Community Development Director, added that staff talked about the access a lot to try to find other options. 
The applicant wanted to accommodate the request heard at the neighborhood meeting, but this was coming from the 
City, from a safety standpoint, and staff really wrestled with the decision. At the end of the day after looking at all the 
angles it was not something that the City could approve it if a new application came in today.  The City needed to fix 
a situation that should not have been going on for the last fifteen years.   

Chair Simson summarized that the road should have never been used, because the gate was not installed, as obligated 
when the developer finished the project in 2003, so it allowed the continued use of a stub street that should not have 
been. She said that access to each lot as it developed was required, so when the Madeira project was brought in that 
emergency access was put in anticipating connection to the adjacent property. The stub street was built for the same 
reason that Madeira was configured to take access away from Hwy 99 and off of a smaller street.  She said it was 
thought that when the mobile home park was redeveloped, it would connect through Madeira Lane, but that was not 
being proposed so it would become a pedestrian access only and the temporary vehicular access that should have 
been gated in 2003 will be eliminated, because the center parcel will not need access from Madeira any longer.  She 
commented that when Madeira Terrace was reviewed in 2003 there were three separate parcels that the city was 
obligated to provide access to and knowing ODOT did not want direct access onto Hwy 99 there were stubs and 
accommodations made to connect to the Madeira Lane side of it or to Borchers. As this project will develop into 
one, the stub street was being abandoned so there will not be cut through traffic from Madeira into the commercial 
center.  Chair Simson explained the condition was to put in a gate which was not installed and the City Engineer said 
the temporary access easement was not ever intended to be public right-of-way because it did not meet the design 
requirements for a road section.  Instead it provided pavement and drainage to comply with a fire emergency access 
requirement that would still be met with the current site development and the gate ensured it would not be used as a 
except for pedestrians and bicycles.  Ms. Hajduk added there were safety issues because there would continue to be 
more traffic in the area and even though people can get in and out now without major accident issues, it was not 
something that was safe or approvable today, nor would it be safe long term.   

Commissioner Kai asked if speed bumps could be utilized on Houston Drive because of the residents’ concerns for 
the amount of traffic and to reduce the speed.   Ms. Hajduk said the City did not support speed humps, but other 
traffic calming measures could be considered.  She said the applicant had been conditioned to install the gate because 
the City was aware of the issue, but it may not be the applicant’s responsibility to install traffic calming measures.  Mr. 
Galati added that there was speed reducing technologies that worked, but the City did not have a policy process in 
place to install or maintain them and it was a problem to solve outside of the land use development process.  He 
added that traffic calming was generally for streets used as cut through streets, not for local streets where residents 
had neighbors who were driving unsafely.    

Chair Simson noted that city staff made every effort to take in to consideration the citizen’s concerns, but had to 
comply with the safety standards of Edy Road per the land use application in 2003 and asked if there was any other 
solution.  Mr. Galati stated that as the city engineer he would not be able to sign off on any other option that would 
allow residential traffic to go through that segment. Chair Simson said the gate was what it had to be and asked the 
Commission to focus on the rest of the application.   

Chair Simson called for a recess at 8:49 pm and reconvened at 8:56 pm. The applicant came forward for rebuttal.    
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Jennifer Danzinger from Mackenzie said the whole study area was analyzed with the right in/right out, right in only 
and no access scenarios.  The applicant was moving forward with the right in access and said it met the city and state 
standards at all of the intersections.  She said the mitigation worked for both the right in/ right out as well as the right 
in only scenario.  Chair Simson asked for the specific location in the TIA where it stated a right in only did not cause 
failure on Edy Road.  Ms. Danzinger pointed to the alternative access scenarios beginning on page 30 and Tables 9 
and 10.   The tables indicated there was more delay, but the overall volume to capacity ratio did not change for the 
right in only vs. the right in/ right out. Ms. Danzinger acknowledged there was more traffic, but drivers would all be 
making right turns to Hwy 99, because that was what they would be doing if they were coming out of the site on Hwy 
99.  Chair Simson said the concern was the intersection at Edy Road and Borchers.  Ms. Danzinger said the 
intersection was over capacity in all scenarios. The mitigation and recommendation section and Table 12 discussed 
the traffic signal and looked at the three scenarios with a traffic signal at Edy and Borchers.   

Commissioner Kai questioned forcing all exiting traffic out through one intersection and said a right in/ right out 
would ease the amount of traffic going through the Edy road at Hwy 99. He was skeptical that not having the right 
in/ right out would be the same.  Ms. Danzinger said that 20-25% of the exiting traffic would be rerouted through 
the intersection and it was adding to movement that was not the problem movement. There was some impact, because 
the delays would be longer even though the volume to capacity ratio was the same.  Commissioner Kai acknowledged 
a signal at Edy and Borchers would be a benefit and asked if the signals would be synchronized.  He said people, 
including himself, used other routes because of the huge backup.  He thought the right in/ right out option onto 
Hwy 99 would be the most optimal scenario.  Ms. Danzinger agreed and stated the right in only still met the standard 
and commented on the safety concerns for a driver looking over their shoulder to merge onto Hwy 99 and causing a 
severe crash.  She said ODOT would require almost a quarter mile of new travel lane on Hwy 99 in order to allow it.  
Mr. Adams commented that extending a third lane to Cedar Brook would include widening the crossing at the creek, 
impact the riparian corridor and the wetlands, and require substantial grading and fill. On balance, given the 
performance metrics for the intersection at Edy/Borchers with just a right in it was applicant’s perspective that the 
choice of a right in only was a better path in terms of balancing the City’s goals for land use and development.  He 
said another thing to keep in mind was that in terms of traffic flow through that intersection as it queued up to the 
intersection at the highway the queuing would largely be within the site and not add to the traffic to Edy.  Lastly 
although Edy was a city street in terms of design standards, from the intersection of Borchers to the intersection at 
the highway it was under ODOT’s jurisdiction and ODOT would dictate what happened at the intersection.  
Commissioner Kai said he understood the cost/ benefit ratio to consider and asked what the backup would be 
considering the important services provided at the providence medical center.  Ms. Danzinger responded that the 
applicant was working with ODOT to find optimal signal timings, exploring the potential to re-stripe Borchers to 
increase queue storage and to better use of the intersection. She said more capacity and accessibility could be added 
on Edy Road by having two through lanes. She said the through movement eastbound could not be addressed, 
because there was no way to get more traffic across the highway. She acknowledged it was a congested standard and 
said it was improvements well beyond what would be needed to address the project impacts, because they are existing 
issues.   

Chair Simson asked how many trips crossing Hwy 99 from Edy road to gain perspective.  Ms. Danzinger said the 
project would add 47 pm peak trips to 266 trips or about 20%.  Chair Simson explained the applicant was required 
to put in the traffic light because it mitigated the impacts of the development and there would also be some widening 
to try and improve accessibility to the other lanes that were being used. Ms. Danzinger said the signal would improve 
the ease of turning left from Borchers onto Edy and pointed out that the analysis assumed the improvements the on 
Tualatin Sherwood Road and Roy Rogers Road were completed, because they were funded improvements that would 
occur.  The applicant worked with the City’s on-call traffic engineer to identify the expectation of how the 
improvements on Tualatin Sherwood Road would affect the area.  The expectation was that it would pull some traffic 
away from Edy/ Borchers because people were avoiding Tualatin Sherwood Road.  Ms. Danzinger confirmed, post 
mitigation, the intersections would function better than they are currently, but there would still be congestion during 
the peak hours.   

Commissioner Kai asked if the requirement to put in the right in/ right out option would cancel the project. Mr. 
Adams responded that the cost to make the improvements were significant and changed the calculus of the project 
to the point of likely cancelling based on the construction costs, permitting timelines, additional review processes and 
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time delays. He said the signal at Edy and Borchers had similar benefits and maintained consistency with the City’s 
TSP with the mobility standards that ODOT specified.  He mentioned that all were surprised that ODOT’s 
jurisdiction went all the way back to the intersection at Edy and Borchers and emphasized that ODOT’s focus was 
mobility along the highway, and was less concerned about additional congestion on side streets.  Mr. Adams noted 
that the perspective tenants were aware of the single exit point for the project.   

Ms. Danzinger commented that the signal at Borchers would redistribute some of the traffic and give people help 
with the left turn.  Also with a right in there would be a deceleration lane on the highway and to reduce safety concerns 
it would separate traffic that was slowing to turn into the site.   

Commissioner Kai asked if the proximity of the drive-thru restaurant would cause a backup onto Hwy 99 if the line 
to the drive-thru was too long.  Mr. Adams responded that the volume of cars generated by the restaurant had not 
been considered in terms of creating a backup to the highway. He said there was additional capacity for storage within 
the shopping center that would be actively managed if necessary. Ms. Danzinger added that the only drivers who 
could use the right out were those heading south because of the median (20%).  Drivers using the right in would be 
more because it was people coming southbound or turning left from Sherwood Blvd. (40%).  A lot of the traffic will 
use the main entrance into the site.  

Vice Chair Griffin commented that Building C was noted on the plans as retail as well as the building that needed the 
variance.  He asked if Buildings C and D were drive-thru restaurants. Mr. Adams replied that Building C had a 
potential for a drive through component as well as potential for retail only tenants and Building D was factored as a 
drive-thru restaurant only.  The potential was for two fast food restaurants next to each other.  

Chair Simson asked if there would be enough parking. Ms. Randall explained that there would be conditions on final 
site plan approval as well as Planning staff reviews for all tenant improvements to ensure parking standards were still 
met before building permit approval.  The project proposed additional parking because of the undeveloped pad so 
there was a potential to add uses that would require more parking. If the pad came in as a hotel it would likely be 
large enough to go through Planning Commission approval and the Commission could reevaluate parking and how 
it had developed.  The applicant had the ability to shift the uses, because the commercial zones allow for a wide 
variety of permitted uses. Ms. Randall expressed less concern for parking, because the project was over parked.  Mr. 
Adams added that multiple land use configurations were calculated and the parking supply was adequate to 
compensate.  Bob Galati added that initially the review started from the traffic impact analysis and the proposal was 
for high uses so the applicant was working to mitigate improvements now and not have to come back and rework 
the project.    

Chair Simson asked the applicant if they had an opportunity to review the revised conditions of approval.  They had 
not, but stated they would accept the conditions.  Chair Simson said she had questions and concerns about whether 
standards had been met.   

Vice Chair Griffin commented that he looked through and the conditions and he was okay with moving forward.  
Commissioner Kai suggested a continuance would be beneficial.  Chair Simson concluded to press forward with 
questions for the applicant.   

Vice Chair Griffin said after the explanation about the gate he understood the gate would be installed. He expressed 
concern about the backs of the buildings that faced Hwy 99 and said he understood there would be heavy vegetation, 
but that it would grow slowly.  He said there was no articulation on many of the back sides of the buildings facing 
the highway, Madeira court, and the assisted living facility; but mostly along the public right-of-way.  Chair Simson 
agreed and said she did not think the criteria had been met. She commented that the pedestrian grade standards set 
forth in the Sherwood Town Center Plan were not being met.  She compared it to the Sherwood Plaza Apartments 
on Langer Drive recently approved by the Commission which required the pedestrian scale be scaled toward the 
community and the street.  She said the apartments made a connection from the building to the street by putting in 
amenities and street furniture, but the assisted living had a very long wall facing the community without a lot of 
articulation and worse were the commercial buildings facing Hwy 99.  They did not meet the code in her opinion, 
which required a pedestrian scale and front facing buildings, but all of the illustrations faced the parking lot.  Chair 
Simson asked about the 20% glazing requirement. Mr. Adams responded that the 20% glazing standard for the retail 
portion of the project was for street facing elevations.  All of the elevations that were visible from a street complied 
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with the glazing requirement. Along the frontage of the assisted living, and in total through the retail buildings as well 
as demonstrated by the calculations.  His recollection of the code language with respect to the building orientation 
was that it be oriented towards the pedestrian and to his knowledge the Town Center Plan was not directly applicable 
to the site.  Chair Simson deferred to staff for confirmation that the Town Center Plan did not apply.  Staff would 
need to confer with the map.  Chair Simson stated it felt like the back of the building was facing the community.  Mr. 
Adams explained that in terms of being oriented to the pedestrian there was an extensive network of interconnected 
pathways within the project that would connect to public sidewalks along Edy and Hwy 99 that would provide for 
pedestrian circulation into the site and between the various buildings, so from the applicants’ standpoint that was 
being oriented toward the pedestrian.   

Mr. Adams said the faces of the buildings that front along Hwy 99, the service side of buildings, looked very different 
in comparison to the elevations that were internal to the site. He stated there was a mixture of building materials 
along those elevations with change in the color and patterning of the materials that provided visual articulation even 
though that might not be the case from a dimensional standpoint. In his professional consideration there was a 
practical consideration that needed to be considered in that vehicles traveling along pacific highway were moving in 
excess of 45 mph as they passed by the site. He said in comparison to a local or collector street where traffic speeds 
were much slower it would provide an opportunity for motorists to look and see what the buildings look like and 
identify signage along the facades which was not the same thing along the highway.  He said there were numerous 
projects he had been associated with that had commercial buildings fronting a high volume street and required to 
have storefront look to them that were eventually had windows and doorways boarded off by the tenants, which 
could end up with the same, if not worse, outcome because of the shoddy treatment of the building that was not 
originally intended.   

Terry Krause, Architect with Mackenzie added that he had been doing retail architecture for over 30 years and part 
of the designer’s responsibility was to ensure the center was viable, leasable and active.  Having small tenant buildings 
that were four sided were not practical and did not work, because tenants needed back of house and service areas. 
There cannot be access and windows on all sides because of theft and security issues and most retail buildings were 
designed with a front door and a back of house because there was a functional and practical aspect to what the tenants 
needed and how the buildings performed.  Mr. Krause said the competition was fierce and tenants would not lease 
buildings that did not work; having windows facing a 30 foot buffer on a state highway was not retail or shopping 
center design.  He said the proposal was to use textured, colored, pilasters, and cornices to provide articulation to the 
block walls to break them up and make them more interesting than just a cinder block wall. When you look at other 
buildings such as Kohl’s, the front of the building where the people are was articulated, not on the highway side of 
the building.   

Commissioner Kai asked if there was a way to make the back of the building that was street facing more inviting 
through the use of some of the materials that were proposed for the front so they did not feel so much like the back 
of the building.  Vice Chair Griffin commented on the buildings fronting Langer Farms Parkway and said the buildings 
had interesting surfaces on all side of the building yet they still had back doors for the tenants, but it was a much 
better application of the concept.  He said the buildings along Tualatin Sherwood Road by the theater were examples 
of what was not wanted. Vice Chair Griffin said the entire Commission had concerns over the design and 
acknowledged that the back did not have to look like the back, but Langer Farms Parkway was an example of a 
success.  Commissioner Kai added that the façade for the assisted living facility did not fit in with the character of 
Sherwood, he could appreciate a modern aesthetic, but even with the articulation it looked like one façade with a large 
mass along Edy road.  He commented that the renderings in the applicant’s presentation were better.   

Mark Miller, Ankrom Moisan Architects agreed that there was a large mass along Edy, but when looking at senior 
housing there were security and safety concerns for the residents.  They are like an apartment building or multi-family 
use, but the design was not able to have townhome type of appearance, because of resident safety so people don’t 
wander out onto Edy Road. He said the design attempted to break up the façade and up with massing or color 
changes.  The colors have changed to brighten it up and the attempt was to break up the massing so it was not one 
large window wall, but down to a residential scale, although not necessary the appearance of the surrounding 
neighborhood. He said the design matrix criteria included points for creating distinct buildings from the surroundings. 
The assisted living building was not like the houses, it was a different type of building. He noted that senior housing 
was interesting, because it was not exactly residential nor commercial, but really both based on the way it was treated. 
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Creating this building as a distinct piece helped to differentiate it from the residential.  Mr. Krause noted the material 
choice was not exactly what the rest of the residential areas had, but there was lap siding which was more residential 
in character.   Commissioner Kai said the Spring Living addition did a better job of reducing the massing and the 
other senior housing facility in Sherwood had more of a residential component characteristics to it.  It felt out of 
place in regard to the rest of Sherwood. Commissioner Kai commented it was the Commission’s role to help make it 
the best project possible.   

Vice Chair Griffin asked about landscaping along Edy Road that might break up the massing of the façade.  Mr. 
Miller responded that there were significantly more plantings than the renderings and referred to the Landscape Plan 
L1.0 provided in the packet. It showed a mixture of medium canopy trees, large and small shrubs, and a mixtures of 
different species as well as turf grass.  Vice Chair Griffin said he was looking for something taller, lower, out and in, 
not strips of vegetation that accentuated the length of the building.  Mr. Adams responded that the building sits about 
four feet above Edy Road at that point and there would be a slope to get to the entrance from the sidewalk.  There 
was not a lot of room left to do planters after placing the required trees.  Vice Chair Griffin suggested a more 
serpentine walkway instead of linear.  He commented that he liked the design of the building and was more concerned 
about the back sides of the other buildings. He noted that he read the staff report and the careful calculations towards 
the meeting the requirements.  He understood that the applicant technically met the requirements.  Ms. Hajduk 
explained the reason this type of project was heard by the Planning Commission was so they could determine whether 
they agreed with staff that the conditions were met. She said there was some subjectivity for the review, but the 
Commission would have to be specific to why they were not, so conditions could be established. 

Ms. Randall reported that she had retrieved a copy of the Sherwood Town Center Plan and explained the project site 
was within the project study area, but was not within the Town Center Boundary.  The Town Center area was bounded 
by Hwy 99 in that area.  Chair Simson said if the Commission wanted to ask the applicant to reconsider the application 
it needed to show that the criteria by which it was designed did not agree with how the Commission believed the 
point system should be applied.  She said it looked like a fail from the community’s standpoint when looking at the 
back side.  She had expected the applicant to bring renderings that would show all four buildings.  She noted that the 
variance allowed the buildings to undulate along the frontage and thought the variance would help. 

Mr. Adams showed addition renderings with some elevations along Hwy 99 with landscaping and said there would 
be more landscaping (see record, Exhibit 3). He noted that the standards contradicted each other with a required 
heavy planting at 25’ depth, yet the Commission wanted to see more of the building.  Vice Chair Griffin suggested 
the Commission wanted to see less of an ugly building and if it was made more beautiful or covered more [with 
landscaping] then it could be less articulated. Mr. Adams directed the Commission’s attention to Building D and said 
it had the same articulation and the same material types that were on the front of the building, the same break up in 
color and materials, but the public could not see the window provided due to the landscaping.  On building F there 
were windows on the east and west sides, doorways that would break up the elevation and different materials at 
different scales to break up the façade all along.  Chair Simson stated that Building D and F come in compliance, but 
building B did not. Mr. Adams said back of building B was internal to the site facing the driveway and the assisted 
living facility and the front was facing Hwy 99.  Vice Chair said the renderings helped.  Mr. Schera added that at 
maturity the species of evergreens and deciduous trees would be a continuous canopy along the whole frontage of 
Hwy 99.   

Commissioner Flores asked if there would be extra road signage listing tenants.  He was informed there would be a 
pylon sign that would be applied for separately.    

Chair Simson asked if the applicant was in agreement with the conditions provided by staff.   

Vice Chair Griffin commented on the McDonalds in Tualatin where the landscaping isolated what they did and said 
it would be nice if eventually that was more like what this project was. He said when people were inside the site they 
could look towards Hwy 99 and not see it.  Mr. Adams showed renderings of Buildings B and C facing each other 
with cars and people to represent the activity that would take place.  Commission members discussed the feel of 
shopping center off of Langer Farms with varied landscaping and four sided buildings.   Mr. Adams suggested the 
buildings were larger and the site was bigger and internalizing the back of house operations in a different manner to 
allow for a three sided design was more feasible.   
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Commissioner Kai commented that the use of wood was missing on the rear facades. He asked if it would be 
beneficial to bring the wood or teal colored siding to the back side of the buildings along Hwy 99.  Mr. Adams 
suggested all the other materials were on the back sides and using the wood everywhere would make it mundane.    

Chair Simson said Pride Disposal wanted the trash enclosures to be straight in and the enclosure by the Building A 
was right next to the residents (see packet, page 185). She felt it could be moved southeast to the center of the 
property line and the front corner of the Building A so Pride Disposal would be able to drive straight forward and it 
could be moved 50-60 feet away from the residences.  Mr. Adams explained that the proposed location was a 
landscaped area and open space and there were no residences in the area.  In addition staff had highlighted for the 
applicant potential for allowing a cross access easement through to the property to the south should it redevelop.  
The location Chair Simson was suggesting was the location identified for traffic flow directly down the drive aisle in 
front of Building A to the adjacent site.   

Commissioner Kai asked if there was pedestrian access from Providence Health over to the retail portion other than 
the frontage along Hwy 99, he did not think the sidewalk along Hwy 99 would be used by pedestrians, but they would 
cut through the parking lot instead and he wanted crosswalks or sidewalks.  Mr. Adams said there was a pedestrian 
connection along the islands.  Mr. Adams explained the locations for crosswalks connecting Building A to B and 
Building B to C.  

Chair Simson asked where the conditions for the new signal were in the revised plans.  Ms. Randall pointed to 
condition F.49 (see record, Exhibit M).  She explained staff wanted to ensure that the conditions tied to development 
were ones that had to happen before the spaces were occupied. The applicant could not meet that condition without 
showing them on public improvement plans to be approved by the City and ODOT so the item Chair Simson referred 
to did not need to be conditioned.  The intent was not to allow the public on the site until the adjacent public 
improvements were installed, otherwise if something happened out of sequence or ODOT required something 
different then how it was exactly it would require a major modification to the approved site plan with another public 
hearing to do something the Planning Commission did not have a lot of say over and that seemed over burdensome 
to the application.   

Chair Simson pointed to revised condition B.23 regarding landscape plans and said the applicant had shown several 
renderings of landscaped areas. Ms. Randall informed the Commission would need to propose a condition and the 
applicant  could agree with it, otherwise the City was bound by what the Code said and the Code did not have that 
much detail to get what the Commission was asking for.  Chair Simson noted the plantings along Edy Road would 
not be straight and the revised plans would reflect that.  Staff proposed a condition: The final site plan shall include 
landscape elements along Edy Road plants such that the trees will not be linear in appearance and break up the massing.  Vice Chair 
Griffin suggested it could be plantings instead of trees. Mr. Adams commented the treatment should not be a problem 
to implement, but the visual clearance at the driveway needed to be accounted for. Ms. Randall noted that was part 
of the Code and no parts of the code requirements would be waived. Chair Simson asked about the renderings shown 
along Hwy 99.  She asked if it showed the number plantings and trees that were intended. She said the number of 
evergreen trees were of particular importance to her because during the winter there were no leaves on the other 
trees.  Mr. Adams stated the renderings in general terms mirrored the species and placement of landscaping shown 
on the submitted landscaping plans compliant with visual corridor landscaping requirements.  Chair Simson suggested 
adding to the end of condition B.23 to include the presentation at the public hearing. Ms. Hajduk stated that what 
was shown in the presentation was the visual corridor landscaping standard and compared it to the Providence 
building or the apartments south on Hwy 99.   

Commissioner Kai asked if any other Commission members were concerned about the right in only option into the 
property. Vice Chair Griffin commented it was ODOT’s road, who had reviewed it, and the City had no jurisdiction.  
Commissioner Kai commented on the effect to Sherwood citizens and said ODOT had approved an option for a 
right in/ right out and commented about a shopping center with only one way to exit. Vice Chair Griffin noted that 
only 25% would have used the right out option and they could make two right turns to go south.  Most of the traffic 
would use the new light to go straight, left or towards Old Town.  Commissioner Kai pointed out that there was a 
significant amount of the city’s population that lived in the direction the right out would provide.  He understood the 
reasoning and the cost/ benefit constraints, but he had concerns.  Chair Simson agreed that the right in/ right out 
option might help improve Hwy 99, but it was above and beyond what the expectation of the applicant should be 
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and noted the right in only option did not cause the transportation to fail.     

Chair Simson asked if the applicant had any concerns about changed condition.  Mr. Schera sought clarification about 
an approved phasing plan.  Ms. Randall explained the phrasing in the staff report was changed for a phasing plan, 
instead of individual phases, so there was less confusion. The phasing plan was for the public improvements only, 
not the site development of buildings and a compliance agreement would be issued based on the phasing plan.  
Engineering would approve the phasing plan and coordinate with outside agencies. Chair Simson summarized that 
the Planning Commission cared whether or not the applicant met the conditional use requirements, if the variance 
was a benefit to the community and approved the site plan based on the size of the buildings.   

Chair Simson asked about parking for the assisted living facility.   Mr. Miller responded that memory care residents 
did not drive and a few assisted living residents retained their cars, but did not drive them.  Predominantly the parking 
spaces were used for staff and visitors.  

Commissioner Kai asked which color scheme would be used for the assisted living facility.  Mr. Miller answered that 
it would be the light color shown in the presentation with grey weathered cedar and a brownish red painted panels.  
Staff noted that the presentation by the applicant was part of the record and could be referenced by the Planning 
Commission.  A condition was revised to include the color palate, or similar earth tones, provided in the presentation by the 
applicant.  The applicant clarified that the darker window treatment would be used.  

Chair Simson noted the presentation by the applicant satisfied the Commission’s concerns about the street facing 
facades along Hwy 99.  Commission members concurred. Chair Simson closed the public hearing for deliberation. 

Commission members discussed each entitlement and noted the Variance was a small section along Hwy 99 and was 
in favor of the undulation provided.  The Conditional Use Permit for the fitness building was because it exceeded 
5000 square feet, but there was nothing egregious on the location or the site.  The assisted living Conditional Use was 
also due to the size of the building and a residential use in a commercial zone.  Chair Simson noted it created a 
symbiotic relationship between people and the commercial buildings.  She asked if one motion could be used for all 
the entitlements.   

The following motion was received. 

Motion: From Vice Chair Russell Griffin to recommend approval of SP 16-10/ CUP 16-06/ VAR 17-01 
Cedar Creek Plaza based on the applicant testimony, public testimony received and the analysis, 
findings, and conditions, whether written before or tonight, which would be part of the staff report.  
Seconded by Commissioner Christopher Flores.   

Commissioner Kai noted that he had concerns, but thought they had been vetted. Vice Chair Griffin noted the 
project location was one of the main corners of the City and Sherwood took pride in those corners and after 
this there was only one that was not developed and the City had appointed the Commission to take on the 
responsibility to do the best possible for the city.  Chair Simson said they wanted it to look good, to fit in the 
community and that the traffic impacts were mitigated as much as possible. 

All present Planning Commissioners voted in favor.   

 

7. Planning Commissioner Announcements  

None were received 

Staff would schedule a 6 pm Public Work Session with the Sherwood School District’s consultant for the new 
high school.  Staff envisioned the District would explain the proposal and table group discussions with the 
Sherwood community.     

Chair Simson adjourned the meeting at 10:59 pm. 
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Kirsten Allen, Planning Department Program Coordinator 

 

Approval Date:    
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City of Sherwood, Oregon  
Planning Commission  

May 23, 2017  

 

Planning Commissioners Present:              Staff Present: 
Chair Jean Simson                                         Joe Gall, City Manager 
Vice Chair Russell Griffin    Julia Hajduk, Community Development Director                                
Commissioner Chris Flores                              Connie Randall, Planning Manager 
Commissioner Justin Kai   Bob Galati, City Engineer 
Commissioner Daniel Matzinger   Craig Christensen, Engineering Associate 
      Matt Straite, Contract Planner 
      Michelle Babcock, CDD Administrative Assistant  
 
Planning Commission Members Absent:  Council Members Present: 
Commissioner Rob Rettig   None    
Commissioner Lisa Walker 
 

PUBLIC WORK SESSION   

Chair Simson convened the meeting at 6:00 pm and introduced Planning Commission members to the 
public.  

Heather Cordie, Sherwood School District Superintendent explained the challenges the school district 
faced regarding capacity in most schools, particularly at the high school.  She said the community supported 
a capital bond for a large project that would building a new high school in the Sherwood West Preliminary 
Concept Area.   

Connie Randall, Planning Manager, explained the Sherwood West Preliminary Concept Plan was a result 
of a 14 month planning process that would be used as a tool to help guide the community on how it could 
grow over the next fifty years.  As the school district was looking to develop in the Sherwood West area it 
would need to go through refinement planning.  

Karina Ruiz, from Dowa-IBI Group, representing the Sherwood School District explained that as the 
district progressed through the land use process it needed to look at the Sherwood West Preliminary 
Concept Plan and see how the development of the high school would impact the land. The Urban Growth 
Boundary (UGB) Amendment process had a regular schedule to bring property into the UGB, but the 
district would use an exception to the process to develop the site.   

Keith Jones, from HHPR explained the school district was utilizing a Major Amendment process through 
Metro that allows the UGB to be expanded. He discussed the compressed land use process timeline for 
the high school which included: UGB expansion, concept planning which included traffic analysis, 
assigning zoning, annexation, and a Conditional Use Permit to allow the school use and then building the 
school.  They hoped to begin grading by June 2018 and open the new school by Fall 2020.   

Julia Hajduk, Community Development Director explained that the Planning Commission Public Work 
Session was to help Planning Commission member better understand the public’s concerns as they would 
be making a recommendation to the City Council for the concept plan.  Members of the public gathered 
in table groups to discuss the following items as lead by a Planning Commission member: 
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 What do you think about the intensity of the uses shown?  

 Consider and discuss the proposed roadway network. 

 Is the correct amount of retail commercial shown? Is the retail commercial located appropriately?  

 Consider and discuss the locations of pedestrian pathways and connections to the new school. 

 Are there other thoughts/ ideas that should be considered?    
 
The following ideas and concerns were expressed:  
 
The refinement plan should look at the whole planning area and impact of the large site. 
Serious concerns about impact to Edy/ Elwert.  
Traffic impacts to commutes 
Safely concerns for kids crossing Elwert and 99w to get to school 
Parking concerns because everyone will drive due to location/event parking/impacts to neighbors 
Need more understanding of Metro’s requirement for density. 
Push commercial south rather than north causing more traffic concerns or closer to high school 
Pathways through the high school site.  
Connections to roads leading to high school 
Consideration for a gateway district /Need for a long term plan for retail.   
Light timings at Hwy 99 and Elwert/Sunset 
Roundabout traffic concerns 
 
Ms. Ruiz responded that the school district had anticipated traffic would be a major concern and were 
working with a traffic consultant to consider impacts to traffic. The intent was to ensure that the high 
school did not become an obstacle for development in Sherwood West.  The school district hoped to have 
a hearing before the planning commission on the concept plan in August 2017.    
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:30 pm. 

 

 

 

Submitted by: 

 

 

 

Kirsten Allen, Planning Department Program Coordinator 

 

Approval Date:    
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CITY OF SHERWOOD 
June 6, 2017 
  
Staff Report Oregon Street Townhomes Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit 
 SP 16-09/CUP 16-04 

 

TO:     Planning Commission  
 

Pre-App. Meeting:  
App. Submitted: 
App. Complete: 
App. On-Hold 
App. Resubmitted 
120-Day Deadline: 
Hearing Date: 

 July 14, 2016 
 October 13, 2016 
 November 1, 2016 
 December 16, 2016 
 May 5, 2017 
 July 18, 2017 
 June 13, 2017 

FROM: 
 

    
____________________ 
Connie Randall  
Planning Manager 
  
Proposal: The applicant is seeking site plan and conditional use permit approval to construct 25 
residential townhomes on approximately 1.2 acres of property zoned Retail Commercial (RC) in 
the Old Cannery area of the Old Town Overlay. The townhomes would be in six separate 
buildings. The units will range in size from 1,372 square feet to 1,751 square feet. The 
construction of the project is proposed in two phases, and reserves a space for a future 
commercial pad that is not part of the proposal.   
 

I. BACKGROUND 
 
 
A. Applicant/Owner: 
 

JDR 
23225 NE Dillon Road 
Newberg, OR 97132 

 
 Owner’s Representative:  
 

John Christiansen, PE  
AKS Engineering and Forestry 
503-563-6151 

 
B. Location: Washington County Tax Lots 2S132BA04000 & 2S132BD06600 
 
C. Address: 15678 and 15690 SW Oregon Street. 

D. Parcel Size: The site is approximately 1.2 acres in size. 
 
E.  Existing Development and Site Characteristics: The site is relatively flat and contains two 

parcels with a nonconforming materials storage facility and temporary landscape business 
office adjacent to SW Oregon Street. Access to the site is via SW Oregon Street on the 
northwest side of the site. 

 
F. Site History:  The site is zoned RC and located in the Old Cannery area of the Old Town 

Overlay District. Contractor’s storage yards are a prohibited use the RC zone; building 
material sales and lumber yards are a conditional use when located entirely within an enclosed 
building. A conditional use permit have never been issued for Jim Fisher Roofing, as the use 
was originally allowed on the site in 1981 under the designation of Light Industrial. 
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Consequently, the existing use is a nonconforming use and which was reconfirmed in 2003 
with land use application NCU 03-01, Jim Fisher Roofing Expansion Non-Conforming Use 
and SP 04-01, Jim Fisher Roofing Site Plan. 

 
G. Adjacent Zoning and Land Use: The site is surrounded by properties subject to the Old 

Town Overlay District: to the north is the Springs Senior Living Facility Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) with Medium Density Residential High (MDRH) and High Density 
Residential (HDR) underlying zoning, one single-family home with Medium Density 
Residential Low (MDRL) zoning and the New Life Assembly of God church on an Institutional 
and Public (IP) zoned parcel; to the south and east is a vacant parcel zoned RC, the partially 
developed Cannery Square PUD with RC underlying zoning and railroad right-of-way; to the 
west is City Hall on property zoned Retail Commercial (RC). 

 
H. Review Type: According to §16.72.010.A3a, Conditional Uses require a Type III review with 

a Hearings Officer decision. An appeal would be heard by the Planning Commission. Site plan 
applications for new or existing structures within the Old Town Overlay District are a Type IV 
application requiring review and approval by the Planning Commission after a public hearing.  
An appeal would be heard by the Sherwood City Council. 

 
I. Public Notice and Hearing: Notice of the application was mailed to property owners within 

1,000 feet, posted on the property and distributed in five locations throughout the City on 
November 21, 2016 and again on May 24, 2017 in accordance with § 16.72.020 of the 
Sherwood Zoning and Development Code (SZDC). The notice was published in the Sherwood 
Gazette on December 1, 2016 and again in the Times (a newspaper of general circulation) on 
May 25, 2017 and June 8, 2017 in accordance with § 16.72.020 of the SZCDC. 

 
J. Review Criteria: Sherwood Zoning and Community Development Code: §16.22 (Commercial 

Land Use Districts), §16.44 (Townhomes), §16.58 (Clear Vision and Fence), §16.72 
(Procedures for Processing Development Permits), §16.82 (Conditional Uses), §16.90 (Site 
Plan Review), §16.92 (Landscaping), §16.94 (Off-Street Parking and Loading), §16.96 (On-
Site Circulation), §16.98 (On Site Storage), §16.106 (Transportation Facilities), §16.110 
(Sanitary Sewers), §16.112 (Water), §16.114 (Storm), §16.116 (Fire Protection), §16.118 (Public 
and Private Utilities), §16.124 Property Line Adjustments and Lot Consolidations, §16.142 
(Parks, Trees, and Open Spaces), §16.148 (Vibrations), §16.150 (Air Quality), §16.152 (Odors), 
§16.154 (Heat and Glare), §16.156 (Energy Conservation), and §16.162 (Old Town (OT) 
Overlay District). 

 
 

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
Public notice was mailed, posted on the property, and posted in five locations throughout the City 
on November 21, 2016 and again on May 24, 2016. Staff has received no comments as of the 
date of this report; however, comments are welcome up to the close of the public hearing.  
 
 

III. AGENCY COMMENTS 
 
Staff sent e-notice to affected agencies on November 18, 2016 and again on May 19, 2017. The 
following is a summary of the comments received. Copies of full comments are included in the 
record unless otherwise noted. 
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Sherwood Engineering Department: The Sherwood Engineering Department has provided 
comments that are included in this report and attached as Exhibit B. 
 
Clean Water Services: A CWS Pre-Screening Site Assessment dated September 15, 2016 states 
that the proposed project will not significantly impact the existing or potentially sensitive area(s) 
found near the site. Jackie Humphries, CWS, provided comments on June 2, 2017, that indicated 
a storm water connection permit would be required. This will be discussed and conditioned further 
within this report. Her comments are attached as Exhibit C. 
 
Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue (TVF&R): Tom Mooney, Deputy Fire Marshall, provided 
comments in a letter dated November 29, 2016 attached as Exhibit D. 
 
Pride Disposal: Kristen Leichner provided comments on December 5, 2016 and contacted staff 
on May 19, 2017 reconfirming the validity of the December 5, 2016 letter, attached as Exhibit E. 
 
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT): Joshua Brooking provided comments on 
December 5, 2016 and contacted staff on May 24, 2017 stating that ODOT had no changes to 
the original letter, attached as Exhibit F. In the original letter, ODOT provided recommend 
conditions of approval relating to the installation of a fence and prohibiting encroachment or 
impacts to the adjacent rail right-of-way. 
 
Washington County, Kinder Morgan Energy, METRO, NW Natural Gas and Portland General 
Electric did not respond or provided no comments to the request for agency comments by the 
date of this report.  

 
 

IV. SITE PLAN REVIEW REQUIRED FINDINGS (16.90 Site Planning) 
 
D. Required Findings 
No site plan approval shall be granted unless each of the following is found:  
 
1. The proposed development meets applicable zoning district standards and design 

standards in Division II, and all provisions of Divisions V, VI, VIII and IX.  
 
FINDING: The proposed development meets the applicable zoning district standards as 
discussed below under the “Division II- Land Use and Development” section, and the applicable 
provisions of Divisions V, VI, VIII, and IX as discussed in detail below. 
 
2. The proposed development can be adequately served by services conforming to the 

Community Development Plan, including but not limited to water, sanitary facilities, 
storm water, solid waste, parks and open space, public safety, electric power, and 
communications.  

 
FINDING: As discussed in detail in the Public Infrastructure section, water, sanitary sewer, and 
storm sewer are either available or can be extended to serve the site. The subject site has access 
to SW Oregon Street, a developed collector status road, on the northwest. Solid waste services 
are available for the proposed development. The nearest parks are Cannery Square, southeast 
of the site off Pine Street and Veteran’s Park, southwest of the site off Main Street., Police and 
Fire services are available to serve the site. All new utilities for the site will be required to be 
underground. Sherwood Broadband utilities are required to be installed. This criterion can be met 
as discussed and conditioned in the Public Infrastructure Section below. 
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3. Covenants, agreements, and other specific documents are adequate, in the City's 
determination, to assure an acceptable method of ownership, management, and 
maintenance of structures, landscaping, and other on-site features.  

 
ANALYSIS: The applicant has indicated that the development will be developed and platted as 
condominiums. As there is extensive common open space, parking, and a private drive, details 
of the proposed maintenance responsibility is necessary. Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions 
(CC&Rs) should address maintenance responsibility.  
 
FINDING: A recorded copy of the maintenance agreement and CC&Rs will be necessary prior to 
occupancy of any structure. This criterion is not met but can be met as conditioned below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: B1. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, submit a copy of the 
proposed CC&Rs and Home Owners Association (HOA) Agreement for staff review and approval. 
At a minimum, the CC&Rs and HOA agreement must include the landscape maintenance 
standards for any and all common open space and water quality facilities, a provision for how the 
common facilities (open space, parking, driveways) will be maintained with ultimate responsibility 
assigned, and a provision for the HOA to maintain any water quality facility per the City standards. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: G1. Prior to Final Occupancy of the last building in any Phase, 
a copy of the recorded CC&Rs and HOA formation must be submitted to the Planning Department. 
 
4. The proposed development preserves significant natural features to the maximum 

extent feasible, including but not limited to natural drainage ways, wetlands, trees, 
vegetation (including but not limited to environmentally sensitive lands), scenic views, 
and topographical features, and conforms to the applicable provisions of Division VIII 
of this Code and Chapter 5 of the Community Development Code.  

 
FINDING: As documented in the CWS Pre-Screening Site Assessment (Attachment A; Exhibit F) 
the proposed project will not significantly impact the existing or potentially sensitive area(s) found 
near the site. Additionally, as discussed in the Environmental Resources section below, while four 
of the 10 trees on site are proposed for removal, the proposed development seeks to preserve a 
mature stand of trees located on the north end of the site and plant 12 additional trees on site. 
This criterion can be met as discussed and conditioned in the Environmental Resources Section 
below. 
 
5. For developments that are likely to generate more than 400 average daily trips (ADTs), 

or at the discretion of the City Engineer, the applicant must provide adequate 
information, such as a traffic impact analysis (TIA) or traffic counts, to demonstrate the 
level of impact to the surrounding transportation system. The developer is required to 
mitigate for impacts attributable to the project, pursuant to TIA requirements in Section 
16.106.080 and rough proportionality requirements in Section 16.106.090. The 
determination of impact or effect and the scope of the impact study must be 
coordinated with the provider of the affected transportation facility. 

 
FINDING: The applicant generated trip calculations based on guidelines in the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 8th Edition, documenting the proposed 
25 dwelling units will result in 145 average daily trips, below the threshold required for a Traffic 
Impact Analysis (TIA). Consequently, this criterion is not applicable. 
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6. The proposed commercial, multi-family, institutional or mixed-use development is 
oriented to the pedestrian and bicycle, and to existing and planned transit facilities. 
Urban design standards include the following: 
a. Primary, front entrances are located and oriented to the street, and have significant 

articulation and treatment, via facades, porticos, arcades, porches, portal, 
forecourt, or stoop to identify the entrance for pedestrians. Additional 
entrance/exit points for buildings, such as a postern, are allowed from secondary 
streets or parking areas. 

b. Buildings are located adjacent to and flush to the street, subject to landscape 
corridor and setback standards of the underlying zone. 

c. The architecture of buildings are oriented to the pedestrian and designed for the 
long term and be adaptable to other uses. Aluminum, vinyl, and T-111 siding are 
prohibited. Street facing elevations have windows, transparent fenestration, and 
divisions to break up the mass of any window. Roll up and sliding doors are 
acceptable. Awnings that provide a minimum 3 feet of shelter from rain are 
required unless other architectural elements are provided for similar protection, 
such as an arcade. 

d. As an alternative to the standards in Section 16.90.020.D.6.a—c, the following 
Commercial Design Review Matrix may be applied to any commercial, multi-family, 
institutional or mixed use development (this matrix may not be utilized for 
developments within the Old Town Overlay). A development must propose a 
minimum of 60 percent of the total possible points to be eligible for exemption from 
the standards in Section 16.90.020.D.6.a—c. In addition, a development proposing 
between 15,001 and 40,000 square feet of floor area, parking or seating capacity 
and proposing a minimum of 80 percent of the total possible points from the matrix 
below may be reviewed as a Type II administrative review, per the standards of 
Section 16.72.010.A.2. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The applicant is proposing a townhome development on a site zoned Retail 
Commercial (RC) in the Old Town Overlay. The project is subject to the Townhome Design 
Standards in Section 16.44.010.E. as well as the Old Town Overlay Standards in Chapter 16.162 
as discussed in the appropriate sections below. In addition, the applicant has complied with the 
above design guidelines. All buildings have entrances oriented toward the street, SW Oregon 
Street. Building facades include significant articulation that distinguish the pedestrian entrances. 
Buildings 1-4 are located adjacent to SW Oregon Street with front entrances directly to the 
adjacent sidewalk while garage entrances and secondary pedestrian access is located to the rear 
of the buildings. Additionally, Buildings 1-4 include deck overhangs that provide shelter from the 
rain. No aluminum, vinyl, or T-111 siding is proposed. The elevations include a variety of 
architectural elements such as a multiple building materials, windows, and a building band 
between the first and second floor to project a pedestrian scale. Prohibited building materials are 
not proposed. 
 
FINDING: These criteria are met. 
 
7. Industrial developments provide employment opportunities for citizens of Sherwood 

and the region as a whole. The proposed industrial development is designed to 
enhance areas visible from arterial and collector streets by reducing the "bulk" 
appearance of large buildings. Industrial design standards include the following (a. and 
b.). 
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FINDING: The applicant is proposing a townhome development on a site zoned Retail 
Commercial (RC) in the Old Town Overlay. Consequently, these industrial design guidelines are 
not applicable. 
 
8. Driveways that are more than twenty-four (24) feet in width shall align with existing 

streets or planned streets as shown in the Local Street Connectivity Map in the adopted 
Transportation System Plan (Figure 17), except where prevented by topography, rail 
lines, freeways, pre-existing development, or leases, easements, or covenants. 

 
FINDING: There applicant proposes to utilize the existing driveway at the southwest side of the 
site for access to the Phase I development. The existing driveway at the northwestern side of the 
site will be demolished and relocated further north with the development of Phase II. This new 
driveway does not exceed 24 feet in width. This criterion is not applicable.  
 

 
V. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT REVIEW REQUIRED FINDINGS (16.82 Conditional Uses) 

 
16.82.20 - Permit Approval  
C. Use Criteria 

No conditional use shall be granted unless each of the following is found:  
1.  All public facilities and services to the proposed use, including but not limited to 

sanitary sewers, water, transportation facilities, and services, storm drains, 
electrical distribution, park and open space and public safety are adequate; or that 
the construction of improvements needed to provide adequate services and 
facilities is guaranteed by binding agreement between the applicant and the City.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: As discussed in detail in the Public Infrastructure section below, water, 
sanitary sewer, and storm sewer are either available or can be extended to serve the site. The 
subject site has access to SW Oregon Street, a developed collector status road, on the 
northwest. Solid waste services are available for the proposed development. The nearest 
parks are Cannery Square, southeast of the site off Pine Street and Veteran’s Park, southwest 
of the site off Main Street., Police and Fire services are available to serve the site. All new 
utilities for the site will be required to be underground. Sherwood Broadband utilities are 
required to be installed.  
 
FINDING: This criterion can be met as discussed and conditioned in the Public Infrastructure 
Section below. 
 
2.  Proposed use conforms to other standards of the applicable zone and is compatible 

with abutting land uses in regard to noise generation and public safety.  
 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The site is zoned Retail Commercial (RC) and is subject to the Old Town 
(OT) Overlay district. As discussed below, the proposed development conforms to the other 
standards of the RC and OT districts. The site is located northwest of the existing rail right-of-
way and planned Cannery Square PUD commercial development, north of the existing City 
Hall facility and south of the Springs Senior Living Facility PUD and New Life Assembly for 
God church. The proposed single-family residential townhome project is not likely to generate 
more noise than the adjacent existing and planned commercial uses and is likely to be similar 
to the existing and proposed senior housing project. Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue has 
expressed no concerns about the level of anticipated public safety needs.  
 
FINDING: This criterion has been met. 
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3.  The granting of the proposal will provide for a facility or use that meets the overall 

needs of the community and achievement of the goals and/or policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan, the adopted City of Sherwood Transportation System Plan 
and this Code.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The Sherwood Town Center Plan, adopted on September 17, 2013, 
includes a variety of policies and strategies to support the primary goal: “Future residential 
growth, economic development, and public investment in the Sherwood Town Center will 
enhance urban vibrancy, encourage active transportation, and improve safety and efficiency 
for all modes of transportation.” The proposed townhome development will support residential 
growth in the town Center to support the economic development and public investments in 
the area. An influx of residents within walking distance of the Old Town businesses will help 
support those business and decrease the need for automobile-related transportation facility 
improvements.  
 
Chapter Four of the Comprehensive Plan seeks to “locate land uses so as to: 

 Minimize the adverse effects of one use on another. 

 Provide for convenient and energy-efficient movement of persons, vehicles and goods 
within and among the major categories of land use activity. 

 Minimize the adverse effects of human activity on the natural environment.” 
The proposed development will contribute to a vibrant Old Town area by providing additional 
housing opportunities in convenient and close proximity to goods and services. It will also 
further the Plan’s desire for a more diverse mix of housing types and tenures. The proposed 
townhome development will provide an alternative to traditional single-family detached homes 
and increase housing choice for current and future Sherwood residents. 
 
FINDING: This criterion has been met. 
 
4.  Surrounding property will not be adversely affected by the use, or that the adverse 

effects of the use on the surrounding uses, the neighborhood, or the City as a whole 
are sufficiently mitigated by the conditions proposed.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The proposed townhome project will redevelop a nonconforming lumber 
storage facility and will complement the proposed expansion of the Spring Senior Living 
Facility on the north side of SW Oregon Street, providing a welcoming and inviting gateway 
to the Old Town area from the east side of the City. As previously discussed, the proposed 
use is compatible with the existing and proposed surrounding uses. The surrounding 
properties will not be adversely affected by the proposed use. 
 
FINDING: This criterion is met. 

 
5.  The impacts of the proposed use of the site can be accommodated considering size, 

shape, location, topography and natural features.  
 
FINDING: The proposed site is relatively flat and rectangular-shaped that narrows to a point 
at the northern edge. The proposed townhome development has been designed to maximize 
the lot while accommodating the requisite parking, landscaping and open space. This criterion 
is met. 

 
6.  The use as proposed does not pose likely significant adverse impacts to sensitive 

wildlife species or the natural environment.  
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STAFF ANALYSIS: As documented in the CWS Pre-Screening Site Assessment (Attachment 
A; Exhibit F) the proposed project will not significantly impact the existing or potentially 
sensitive area(s) found near the site. Additionally, as discussed in the Environmental 
Resources section below, while four of the 10 trees on site are proposed for removal, the 
proposed development seeks to preserve a mature stand of trees located on the north end of 
the site and plant 12 additional trees on site.  
 
FINDING: This criterion can be met as discussed and conditioned in the Environmental 
Resources Section below. 
 
7.  For wireless communication facilities, no Conditional Use Permit will be granted 

unless the following additional criteria is found: 
a.  The applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the City that the wireless 

communication facility cannot be located in an IP zone due to the coverage 
needs of the applicant.  

b.  The proposed wireless communication facility is designed to accommodate co-
location or it can be shown that the facility cannot feasibly accommodate co-
location.  

c.  The applicant demonstrates a justification for the proposed height of the tower 
or antenna and an evaluation of alternative designs which might result in lower 
heights.  

d.  The proposed wireless communication facility is not located within one-
thousand (1,000) feet of an existing wireless facility or that the proposed 
wireless communication facility cannot feasibly be located on an existing 
wireless communication facility.  

e.  The proposed wireless communication facility is located a minimum of three-
hundred (300) feet from residentially zoned properties. 

 
FINDING: The proposed use is not a wireless communication facility. Therefore, this criterion 
is not applicable. 
 
8.  The following additional criteria apply to transportation facilities and improvements 

subject to Conditional Use approval per Chapter 16.66. These are improvements 
and facilities that are (1) not designated in the adopted City of Sherwood 
Transportation System Plan (TSP), and are (2) not designed and constructed as part 
of an approved land use application.  
a.  The project preserves or improves the safety and function of the facility through 

access management, traffic calming, or other design features.  
b.  The project includes provisions for bicycle and pedestrian access and 

circulation consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the requirements of this 
Code, and the TSP. 

c.  Proposal inconsistent with TSP: If the City determines that the proposed use or 
activity or its design is inconsistent with the TSP, then the applicant is required 
to apply for and obtain a plan and/or zoning amendment prior to or in 
conjunction with Conditional Use Permit approval.  

d.  State transportation system facility or improvement projects: The Oregon 
Department of Transportation (ODOT) must provide a narrative statement with 
the application demonstrating compliance with all of the criteria and standards 
in Sections 16.82.020.C.1—6 and 8.a—8.d. Where applicable, an Environmental 
Impact Statement or Environmental Assessment may be used to address one or 
more of these criteria. 
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FINDING: The proposed use is not a Transportation Facility nor Improvement as defined per 
Chapter 16.66. Therefore, this section is not applicable. 
 

D. Additional Conditions 
In permitting a conditional use or modification of an existing conditional use, additional 
conditions may be applied to protect the best interests of the surrounding properties 
and neighborhoods, the City as a whole, and the intent of this Chapter. These 
conditions may include but are not limited to the following:  
1. Mitigation of air, land, or water degradation, noise, glare, heat, vibration, or other 

conditions which may be injurious to public health, safety or welfare in accordance 
with environmental performance standards.  

 
FINDING: The proposed townhome development does not require additional mitigation of air, 
land or water degradation, noise, glare, heat, vibration or other conditions which may be 
injurious to public health, safety or welfare. This criterion is met. 
 
2.  Provisions for improvement of public facilities including sanitary sewers, storm 

drainage, water lines, fire hydrants, street improvements, including curb and 
sidewalks, and other above and underground utilities.  

 
FINDING: As discussed in the Public Infrastructure section below, water, sanitary sewer, and 
storm sewer are either available or can be extended to serve the site. The subject site has 
access to SW Oregon Street, a developed collector status road, on the northwest. Currently, 
SW Oregon Street frontage along the subject property has a street curve issue that affects 
the drivability of the street. Consequently, a section of the existing street and sidewalk will be 
required to be realigned as shown on the proposed plans. The proposed conditional use does 
not require any additional provisions of or improvements to public facilities. This criterion is 
met. 
 
3.  Increased required lot sizes, yard dimensions, street widths, and off-street parking 

and loading facilities.  
 
FINDING: The proposed condominium townhome development does not require increased 
lot sizes, yard dimensions, street widths or off-street parking or loading facilities. This criterion 
is not applicable. 
 
4.  Requirements for the location, number, type, size or area of vehicular access 

points, signs, lighting, landscaping, fencing or screening, building height and 
coverage, and building security. 

 
FINDING: The proposed townhome development will have two points of access via SW 
Oregon Street. The site is long and narrow and located between SW Oregon Street and 
railroad right-of-way; no other access points are viable or required. No signs are proposed. 
Any signs proposed in the future would be reviewed and approved in accordance with the 
standards of section 16.100 of the Development Code. The applicant has demonstrated 
compliance with landscaping requirements. The applicant has demonstrated compliance with 
existing code provisions and additional requirements are not warranted. This criterion is met. 
 
5. Submittal of final site plans, land dedications or money-in-lieu of parks or other 

improvements, and suitable security guaranteeing conditional use requirements.  
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FINDING: While the above items will be required prior to receiving final site plan approval and 
permits, there is no need to require additional conditions as a result of the requested 
conditional use. This criterion is met. 
 
6.  Limiting the number, size, location, height and lighting of signs. 
 
FINDING: No signs, apart from ADA signage, is proposed. Any signs proposed in the future 
would be reviewed and approved in accordance with the standards of section 16.100 of the 
Development Code. Limits to the number, size, location, height and lighting of signs is not 
necessary. This criterion is met. 
 
7.  Requirements for the protection and preservation of existing trees, soils, 

vegetation, watercourses, habitat areas and drainage areas.  
 
FINDING: The subject site has minimal vegetation and no identified watercourses, habitat 
areas or drainage areas. As discussed in the Environmental Resources section below, while 
four of the 10 trees on site are proposed for removal, the proposed development seeks to 
preserve a mature stand of trees located on the north end of the site and plant 12 additional 
trees on site. Additional conditions regarding the protection and preservation of existing trees, 
soils, vegetation, watercourses, habitat areas and drainage areas is not warranted. This 
criterion is not applicable. 
 
8.  Requirements for design features which minimize potentially harmful 

environmental impacts such as noise, vibration, air pollution, glare, odor and dust.  
 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The requested Conditional Use, a 25-unit single-family townhome 
development, has limited potential to create harmful environmental impacts that require 
mitigation measures above and beyond those already provided in the current code. No 
additional mitigation is warranted.  
 
FINDING: This criterion is met. 
 

E. Time Limits 
Unless approved under Section 16.82.020.A.2 for a larger development to include future 
tenants of such development, authorization of a conditional use shall be void after two 
(2) years or such lesser time as the approval may specify unless substantial 
construction, in the City's determination, has taken place. The Hearing Authority may 
extend authorization for an additional period, not to exceed one (1) year, upon a written 
request from the applicant showing adequate cause for such extension, and payment 
of an extension application fee as per Section 16.74.010. 
 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The proposed townhome project is proposed to develop in two phases. 
As the Applicant’s Narrative states, if approved, Phase I is anticipated to begin in 2017 and 
be complete in 2018. The timing for Phase II is unknown at this time. For purposes of the 
Conditional Use Permit, completion of Phase I constitutes substantial construction.  
 
FINDING: This criterion is not met but can be met as conditioned below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: A3. The authorization of the conditional use shall be void 
after two years unless substantial construction has taken place. The Hearing Authority may 
extend authorization for an additional period, not to exceed one year, upon a written request 
from the applicant showing adequate cause for such extension and payment of an extension 
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application fee as per Section 16.74.010. The completion of Phase I shall constitute 
substantial completion.  
 

VI. APPLICABLE CODE PROVISIONS 
 

A. Division II– Land Use and Development 
Chapter 16.22 COMMERCIAL LAND USE DISTRICTS 
16.22.020 Uses 
A. The table below identifies the land uses that are permitted outright (P), permitted 

conditionally (C), and not permitted (N) in the Commercial Districts. The specific land 
use categories are described and defined Chapter 16.88 (Interpretation of Similar 
Uses). 

B. Uses listed in other sections of the code, but not within this specific table are 
prohibited. 

C. Any use not otherwise listed that can be shown to be consistent or associated with the 
uses permitted outright or conditionally in the commercial zones or contribute to the 
achievement of the objectives of the commercial zones may be permitted outright or 
conditionally, utilizing the provisions of Chapter 16.88 (Interpretation of Similar Uses). 

D. Additional limitations for specific uses are identified in the footnotes of this table. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The proposed use is not permitted in the Retail Commercial (RC) district. 
However, the subject property is subject to the provisions of the Old Town (OT) Overlay district 
found in Section 16.162 which specifically states, in Section 16.162.040, Conditional Uses: “B. 
Townhouses (shared wall single-family attached) on property zoned RC in the Old Cannery area 
subject to Chapter 16.44 and the HDR standards. In addition, any garages shall use ally access. 
RC zone setback standards may be used in lieu of other applicable standards.”  
 
FINDING: The proposed use is not an outright permitted use in the RC zoning district, but is 
conditionally permitted as allowed by the Old Town (OT) Overlay district provisions outlined in 
Section 16.162.040.C. This criterion is not met, but can be met with the approval of the Conditional 
Use Permit. 
 
16.22.030 Development Standards 
A. Generally 

No lot area, setback, yard, landscaped area, open space, off-street parking or loading 
area, or other site dimension or requirement, existing on, or after, the effective date of 
this Code shall be reduced below the minimum required by this Code. Nor shall the 
conveyance of any portion of a lot, for other than a public use or right-of-way, leave a 
lot or structure on the remainder of said lot with less than minimum Code dimensions, 
area, setbacks or other requirements, except as permitted by Chapter 16.84. (Variance 
and Adjustments)  

B. Development Standards 
Except as otherwise provided, required minimum lot areas, dimensions and setbacks 
shall be provided in the following table.  
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 RC 
PROPOSED 

Phase I 
PROPOSED 

Phase II 

Lot area  5,000 sq. ft. 31,975 sq. ft. 20,670 sq. ft. 

Lot width at front property line: 40 ft 255 ft. 380 ft. 

Minimum Lot width at building line 40 ft 255 ft. 380 ft. 

Front yard setback9 0 ft 0 ft. 0 ft. 

     when abutting residential zone 
Same as abutting 
residential zone 

N/A N/A 

Side yard setback9 0 ft 5 ft. 5 ft. 

     when abutting residential zone 10 ft N/A N/A 

Rear yard setback9 0 0 ft. 0 ft. 

     when abutting residential zone 10 ft N/A N/A 

Height10,11 50 ft13,14 32 ft. 32 ft. 
9 Existing residential uses shall maintain setbacks as specified in the High Density Residential Zone 
(16.12.030). 
10 Maximum height is the lessor of feet or stories. 
11 Solar and wind energy devices and similar structures attached to buildings and accessory buildings, may 
exceed this height limitation by up to twenty (20) feet. 
13 Structures within one-hundred (100) feet of a residential zone shall be limited to the height requirements of 
that residential area. 
14 Structures over fifty (50) feet in height may be permitted as conditional uses, subject to Chapter 16.82. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The site is also subject to the Old Town (OT) Overlay District, which 
supersedes the requirements of the RC district if there is a conflict. The OT Overlay requires a 
minimum lot area of 2,500 square feet; no minimum yards (setbacks) including structures 
adjoining a residential zone; and limits height to 50 feet (4 stories) in the “Old Cannery” area. The 
applicant is not proposing any new lots. The existing lot sizes and widths exceed the minimum 
requirements. The applicant is proposing three story buildings at 32 feet, well below the four-story, 
50-foot height limit. The applicant will be subject to site design standards, including perimeter 
landscape standards, as required in Division V, Community Design, of the Development Code. 
 
FINDING: These standards are met.  
 
16.44 TOWNHOMES 
16.44.010 - Townhome Standards 
A. Generally  

A townhome may be located on property zoned MDRH, HDR, or in other zones as 
specified in an approved Planned Unit Development or as a Conditional Use in the Old 
Town Overlay District, provided that the townhome meets the standards contained 
below, and other applicable standards of Division V - Community Design. Such 
developments that propose townhomes can do so as condominiums on one parent lot, 
or in a subdivision, but shall do so in groups known as "townhome blocks," which 
consist of groups no less than two attached single-family dwellings and no more than 
six in a block, that meet the general criteria of Subsection B below, and specific design 
and development criteria of this Chapter.  
 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The subject site is located in the RC zone in the Old Cannery area of the Old 
Town Overlay District. Townhomes are allowed on the subject site with a Conditional Use Permit. 
The applicant is seeking approval of a Conditional Use Permit with this application. The applicant 
is proposing townhome development in “townhome blocks” consisting of 4- and 5-unit blocks. The 
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applicant is proposing to develop the townhomes as condominiums on one parent lot. The 
applicant proposes a two-phase development across two lots. Phase I development is entirely on 
lot 2S132BD06600. Phase II proposes development across lot 2S132BD06600 and lot 
2S132BA04000. The applicant will need to consolidate the lots or adjust the lot lines prior to 
development of Phase II to avoid having buildings cross the property line.  
 
FINDING: These standards are not met but can be met with the approval of the Conditional Use 
Permit and as previously conditioned.  
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: E1. Prior to issuance of a building permit for Phase II, obtain 
approval for and record a lot consolidation or lot line adjustment and provide evidence of a 
recorded cross-access easement between the two parcels.. 
 
B. Standards  

1. Each townhome shall have a minimum dwelling area of twelve-hundred (1,200) 
square feet in the MDRH zone, and one-thousand (1,000) square feet in the HDR 
zone. Garage area is not included within the minimum dwelling area.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The subject site is located in the RC zone in the Old Cannery area of the Old 
Town Overlay District. Townhomes are allowed on the subject site with a Conditional Use Permit 
subject to the requirements of this Chapter and the HDR standards. Consequently, each 
townhome unit must have a minimum dwelling area of 1,200 square feet. The proposed 
townhome units range in size from 1,372 to 1,751 square feet, exceeding the minimum 
requirement. 
 
FINDING: This standard is met.  

 
2. Lot sizes shall average a minimum of two-thousand five-hundred (2,500) square feet 

in the MDRH zone, and one-thousand eight-hundred (1,800) square feet in the HDR 
zone, unless the property qualifies as "infill," and meets the criteria of Subsection 
D below. If proposed as a subdivision, lots shall be platted with a width of no less 
than twenty (20) feet, and depth no less than seventy (70) feet.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: As discussed above, the applicant is proposing to develop the townhomes 
as condominiums on one parent lot. No individual lots are proposed. 
 
FINDING: This standard is not applicable.  
 

3. The townhome shall be placed on a perimeter foundation, the units must meet the 
front yard, street-side yard, and rear yard setbacks of the underlying zone, if 
abutting a residential zone designated for, or built as, single-family detached 
housing.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The proposed townhome development is located southeast of property 
zoned MDRL and MDRH. The proposed development does not abut any residentially zoned 
property or residential development as it is separated by SW Oregon Street and the SZCDC 
defines “abut” as: “contiguous to, in contact with, or adjoining with a common property line; two 
properties separated by another parcel, lot, tract or right-of-way measuring twenty feet in width or 
less, shall be considered abutting for the purposes of interpreting the infill-related development 
standards.” However, the proposed townhome building will be placed on a perimeter foundation 
and meet the RC zone setback standards. 
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FINDING: This standard is not applicable.  
 

4. All townhomes shall include at least two (2) off-street parking spaces in the HDR 
zone, and two and one-half (2-½) spaces in the MDRH zone; garages and/or 
designated shared parking spaces may be included in this calculation. The City 
Engineer may permit diagonal or angle-in parking on public streets within a 
townhome development, provided that adequate lane width is maintained. All 
townhome developments shall include a parking plan, to be reviewed and approved 
with the Site Plan application.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: As discussed above, the proposed development is subject the HDR 
standards. As such, two off-street parking spaces are required per townhome unit. With 25 units 
proposed, 50 parking spaces are required. However, as discussed below in the Community 
Design section, because the site is located within the Old Cannery area of the Old Town Overlay 
District, the parking requirement is capped at 65% of the required parking as outlined in Section 
16.162.070.C. Consequently, the proposed townhome development is required to provide 33 
parking spaces (65% of the proscribed 50 spaces). As shown on the Site Plan (Exhibit A, Sheet 
04), the applicant is proposing 50 spaces, exceeding the requirement. the proposed development 
complies with the parking standards in this section and those of the Old Cannery area in the Old 
Town Overlay District. 
 
FINDING: This standard is met.  
 

5. All townhomes shall have exterior siding and roofing which is similar in color, 
material and appearance to siding and roofing commonly used on residential 
dwellings within the City, or otherwise consistent with the design criteria of 
Subsection E, Design Standards.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: As shown on the proposed elevations (Exhibit A, Sheets A-5 through A-9), 
the proposed townhomes have exterior siding and roofing similar in color, material and 
appearance to siding and roofing commonly used on residential dwellings with the City. 
Additionally, the proposed elevations are consistent with the design criteria of Subsection E, 
below. 
 
FINDING: This standard is met.  
 

6. All townhomes in the MDRH zone shall have an attached or detached garage.  
 
STAFF ANALYSIS: As discussed above, the proposed development is subject the HDR 
standards. However, each proposed townhome unit has an attached garage. 
 
FINDING: This standard is not applicable.  
 

7. All other community design standards contained in Divisions V, VIII and IX relating 
to off-street parking and loading, energy conservation, historic resources, 
environmental resources, landscaping, access and egress, signs, parks and open 
space, on-site storage, and site design that are not specifically varied by this 
Chapter, shall apply to townhome blocks.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: As discussed below, all other community design standards contained in 
Divisions V, VIII and IX are met or can be met as conditioned below. 
 

Plannning Commission Meeting 
June 13, 2017

30



SP 16-09/ CUP 16-04 Oregon Street Townhomes                                                                                                             Page 15 of 56 

 

  

FINDING: These standards are met as discussed and conditioned below.  
 

8. All townhome developments shall accommodate an open space or park area no 
less than five percent (5%) of the total subject parcel (prior to exclusion of public 
right-of-way and environmentally constrained areas). Parking areas may not be 
counted toward this five percent (5%) requirement.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The 1.2 acre site is required to provide a minimum of 2,613 square feet of 
park or open space. As shown on the Preliminary Landscape Plan (Exhibit A, Sheet 09), the 
application includes more than 4,500 square feet of open space via a combination of open lawn 
space and landscaped areas between buildings 2 and 3, 3 and 4, and 5 and 6. The Preliminary 
Landscape Plan shows that Phase I is providing a minimum of 10% open space and Phase II is 
providing 32% open space. Combines, the site will include 19% open space at full build-out. The 
proposed landscape areas appear to be consistent with what the applicant is stating. However, 
square footage calculations for each landscape area are not provided to confirm that the minimum 
requirements are being met.  
 
FINDING: This standard is not met but can be met as conditioned below.  
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: B2. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, submit a revised 
Landscape Plan with open space calculations documenting the size of each open space area in 
square feet as well as the percent of total area.  
 

9. Side yard setbacks shall be based on the length of the townhome block; a minimum 
setback to the property line* on the end of each "townhome block" shall be provided 
relative to the size of the block, as follows:  

a. 100 feet to 150 feet  6 feet minimum  

b. Less than 100 feet  5 feet minimum  
* In the case of condominium projects where no property line may exist at the end of 
each townhome block, the setback shall be applied as a minimum area of separation, 
as applied to each townhome block.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The proposed townhomes are proposed to be developed as a condominium 
project with 6 townhome blocks ranging in length from 76 feet to 95 feet. As demonstrated on the 
Preliminary Site Plan, a minimum area of separation of 5 feet is provided between each townhome 
block building consistent with this standard. 
 
FINDING: This standard is met.  
 
C. Occupancy  

1. No occupancy permit for any townhome shall be issued by the City until the 
requirements of site plan review and the conditions of the approved final site plan 
are met. Substantial alteration from the approved plan must be resubmitted to the 
City for review and approval, and may require additional site plan review before the 
original hearing authority.  

2. The owner(s) of the townhomes, or duly authorized management agent, shall be 
held responsible for all alterations and additions to a townhome block or to 
individual homes within the block, and shall ensure that all necessary permits and 
inspections are obtained from the City or other applicable authority prior to the 
alterations or additions being made.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The applicant has acknowledged the requirement to comply with Final Site 
Plan approval.  
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FINDING: This standard is not met but can be met as conditioned below.  
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: G2. Prior to Occupancy, all site improvements, including but not 
limited to landscaping, parking and site lighting shall be installed per the approved final site plan 
and inspected and approved by the Planning Department If constructed in phases, site 
improvements shall be installed consistent with the phases shown. 
 
D. Infill Standard  

The minimum lot size required for single-family, attached dwellings (townhomes) may 
be reduced by a maximum of 15% if the subject property is 1.5 acres or less, and the 
subject property is surrounded by properties developed at or in excess of minimum 
density for the underlying zone.  

 
FINDING: The proposed townhome units will not be located on individual lots. This standard is 
not applicable.  
 
E. Design Standards  

Each townhome block development shall require the approval of a site plan, under the 
provisions of Section 16.90.020, and in compliance with the standards listed below. The 
site plan shall indicate all areas of townhome units, landscaping, off-street parking, 
street and driveway or alley locations, and utility access easements. The site plan shall 
also include a building elevation plan, which show building design, materials, and 
architectural profiles of all structures proposed for the site.  
1. Building Mass: The maximum number and width of consecutively attached 

townhomes shall not exceed six (6) units or one-hundred fifty (150) feet from end-
wall to end-wall.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The proposed townhome development consists of six townhome blocks, 
each with four or five townhome units. The maximum length of each townhome block is 95 feet.  
 
FINDING: This standard is met.  
 

2. Designation of Access/Alleys: Townhomes shall receive vehicle access only from 
the front or rear lot line exclusively, not both. If alleys are used for access they shall 
be created at the time of subdivision approval and built to City standards as 
illustrated in the Transportation System Plan.  

3. Street Access: Townhomes fronting on a neighborhood route, collector, or arterial 
shall use alley access, either public or private, and comply with all of the following 
standards, in order to minimize interruption of adjacent sidewalks by driveway 
entrances and conflicts with other transportation users, slow traffic, improve 
appearance of the streets, and minimize paved surfaces for better stormwater 
management. Direct access to local streets shall only be used if it can be 
demonstrated that due to topography or other unique site conditions precludes the 
use of alleys.  
a. Alley loaded garages shall be set back a minimum five feet to allow a turning 

radius for vehicles and provide a service area for utilities.  
b. If garages face the street, the garage doors shall be recessed behind the front 

elevation (living area, covered porch, or other architectural feature) by a 
minimum of one (1) foot.  

c. The maximum allowable driveway width facing the street is two (2) feet greater 
than the width of the garage door. The maximum garage door width per unit is 
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sixty percent (60%) of the total building width. For example, a twenty (20) foot 
wide unit may have one 12-foot wide recessed garage door and a fourteen (14) 
foot wide driveway. A 24-foot wide unit may have a 14-foot, 4-inch wide garage 
door with a 16-foot, 4-inch wide driveway.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: As shown on the Preliminary Site Plan (Exhibit A, Sheet 04), two vehicular 
access points are provided via SW Oregon Street. A private access drive connects the two aces 
points through the site. Vehicular access is provided to the rear of Buildings 1-4, which front onto 
SW Oregon Street, and to the front of Buildings 5 and 6 which are located to the rear of Buildings 
1-4. No garages face a public street and no alleys are proposed. 
 
FINDING: These standards are met.  
 

4. Building Design: The intent of the following standards is to make each housing unit 
distinctive and to prevent garages and blank walls from being a dominant visual 
feature.  
a. The front facade of a townhome may not include more than forty percent (40%) 

of garage door area.  
 
STAFF ANALYSIS: As shown on the Building Elevations (Exhibit A, Sheet A-5 through A-9), only 
buildings 5 and 6 have garages on the front façade. The front façade of each townhouse unit 
within Buildings 5 and 6 will be approximately 556 square feet in area. The total area of the garage 
doors on these units will be 56 square feet per unit. Garages will therefore comprise approximately 
10% of the facades of these townhouse units, well below the maximum area allowed.  
 
FINDING: This standard is met.  
 

b. The roofs of each attached townhome must be distinct from the other through 
either separation of roof pitches or direction, variation in roof design, or 
architectural feature. Hipped, gambrel, gabled, or curved (i.e. barrel) roofs are 
required. Flat roofs are not permitted.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: : As shown on the Building Elevations (Exhibit A, Sheet A-5 through A-9), 
the roofs of each attached townhome unit will be distinct form other units through the use of 
separated roof pitches, variation in design and architectural feature. No flat roofs are proposed. 
 
FINDING: This standard is met.  
 

c. A minimum of fifty percent (50%) of the residential units within a block's frontage 
shall have a front porch in the MDRH zone. Front porches may encroach six (6) 
feet beyond the perimeter foundation into front yard, street-side yard, and 
landscape corridor setbacks for neighborhood routes and collectors, and ten 
(10) feet for arterials, and are not subject to lot coverage limitations, in both the 
MDRH and HDR zones. Porches may not encroach into the clear vision area, as 
defined in Section 16.58.010.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The proposed development is subject to the HDR, not the MDRH standards. 
However, each townhome unit (100%) has a covered porch area.  
 
FINDING: These standards are met.  
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d. Window trim shall not be flush with exterior wall treatment for all windows facing 
public right-of-ways. Windows shall be provided with architectural surround at 
the jamb, head and sill.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: As shown on the Building Elevations (Exhibit A, Sheet A-5 through A-9), all 
windows are provided with architectural surround at the jamb, head and sill. No proposed window 
trims are flush with the exterior wall treatment on any elevation.  
 
FINDING: This standard is met.  
 

e. All building elevations visible from the street shall provide doors, porches, 
balconies, windows, or architectural features to provide variety in facade. All 
front street-facing elevations, and a minimum of fifty percent (50%) of side and 
rear street-facing building elevations, as applicable, shall meet this standard. 
The standard applies to each full and partial building story. Alternatively, in lieu 
of these standards, the Old Town Design Standards in Chapter 16.162 may be 
applied.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: As shown on the Building Elevations (Exhibit A, Sheet A-5 through A-9), all 
building elevations, not just those facing the street, include architectural variations, including 
doors, porches, balconies, windows and architectural features to provide variety in the all facades. 
The site is subject to and meets the Old Cannery provisions in the Old Town Overlay District as 
discussed below.  
 
FINDING: This standard is met.  
 

f. The maximum height of all townhomes shall be that of the underlying zoning 
district standard, except that: twenty-five percent (25%) of townhomes in the 
MDRH zone may be 3-stories, or a maximum of forty (40) feet in height if located 
more than one-hundred fifty (150) feet from adjacent properties in single-family 
(detached) residential use.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The proposed townhome development is subject to the HDR, not MDRH 
standards. However, as shown on the Building Elevations (Exhibit A, Sheet A-5 through A-9), the 
proposed 3-story townhome block buildings are 31 feet, 8 inches high.  
 
FINDING: This standard is not applicable.  
 

5. Vehicular Circulation: All streets shall be constructed in accordance with applicable 
City standards in the Transportation System Plan. The minimum paved street 
improvement width shall be:  
a. Local Street: Twenty-eight (28) feet, with parking allowed on one (1) side.  
b. Neighborhood Route: Thirty-six (36) feet, with parking on both sides.  
c. Collector: Thirty-four (34) feet with parking on one side, fifty (50) feet with 

parking on both sides.  
d. In lieu of a new public street, or available connection to an existing or planned 

public street, a private 20 foot minimum driveway, without on-street parking, and 
built to public improvement standards, is allowed for infill properties as defined 
in Section 16.44.010(D). All townhome developments in excess of thirty (30) 
units require a secondary access.  

e. Any existing or proposed street within the townhome block that, due to volumes 
of traffic, connectivity, future development patterns, or street location, as 
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determined by the City, functions as a neighborhood route or collector or higher 
functional classification street based on connectivity, shall be constructed to 
full City public improvement standards.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: As shown on the Preliminary Site Plan (Exhibit A, Sheet 04), a new 24-foot 
wide private driveway though the site will provide access to all units and guest parking located on 
site. This driveway will provide access to SW Oregon Street at the site’s north and south ends. 
The application does not propose any new public street construction.  
 
FINDING: This standard is met.  
 
16.58.010 Clear Vision Areas 
A. A clear vision area shall be maintained on the corners of all property at the intersection 

of two (2) streets, intersection of a street with a railroad, or intersection of a street with 
an alley or private driveway.  

B. A clear vision area shall consist of a triangular area, two (2) sides of which are lot lines 
measured from the corner intersection of the street lot lines for a distance specified in 
this regulation; or, where the lot lines have rounded corners, the lot lines extended in 
a straight line to a point of intersection, and so measured, and the third side of which 
is a line across the corner of the lot joining the non-intersecting ends of the other two 
(2) sides.  

C. A clear vision area shall contain no planting, sight obscuring fence, wall, structure, or 
temporary or permanent obstruction exceeding two and one-half (2½) feet in height, 
measured from the top of the curb, or where no curb exists, from the established street 
center line grade, except that trees exceeding this height may be located in this area, 
provided all branches and foliage are removed to the height of seven (7) feet above the 
ground on the sidewalk side and ten (10) feet on the street side.  

The following requirements shall govern clear vision areas:  
1. In all zones, the minimum distance shall be twenty (20) feet. 
2. In all zones, the minimum distance from corner curb to any driveway shall be 

twenty-five (25)   feet. 
3. Where no setbacks are required, buildings may be constructed within the clear 

vision area. 
 
FINDING: Clear vision areas are identified on the site plan at the intersections of the proposed 
new driveway and SW Oregon Street. The Preliminary Landscape Plans appear to show tress in 
the clear vision area. Final Landscape Plans will need to ensure compliance with the clear vision 
standards. 
 
FINDING: This standard is not met but can be met as conditioned below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: B3. Prior to final site plan approval, revise plans to show that 
there are no sight obstructing objects within the clear vision area in accordance with Section 
16.58.010.  
 
B. Division V. Community Design 
16.92-LANDSCAPING 
16.92.010-Landscaping Plan Required  
All proposed developments for which a site plan is required pursuant to Section 16.90.020 
shall submit a landscaping plan that meets the standards of this Chapter. All areas not 
occupied by structures, paved roadways, walkways, or patios shall be landscaped or 
maintained according to an approved site plan.  
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FINDING: The applicant submitted a landscape plan that shows landscaping adjacent to the 
parking areas. Compliance with the landscaping standards will be discussed below. As proposed 
and conditioned below, the applicant can meet the landscaping requirements. 
 
16.92.020 Landscaping Materials 
A. Type of Landscaping 

Required landscaped areas shall include an appropriate combination of native 
evergreen or deciduous trees and shrubs, evergreen ground cover, and perennial 
plantings. Trees to be planted in or adjacent to public rights-of-way shall meet the 
requirements of this Chapter. Plants may be selected from the City's "Suggested Plant 
Lists for Required Landscaping Manual" or suitable for the Pacific Northwest climate 
and verified by a landscape architect or certified landscape professional.  
1. Ground Cover Plants  

a. All of the landscape that is not planted with trees and shrubs must be 
planted in ground cover plants, which may include grasses. Mulch is not a 
substitute for ground cover, but is allowed in addition to the ground cover 
plants.  

b. Ground cover plants other than grasses must be at least the four-inch pot 
size and spaced at distances appropriate for the plant species. Ground 
cover plants must be planted at a density that will cover the entire area 
within three (3) years from the time of planting.  

2. Shrubs  
a. All shrubs must be of sufficient size and number to be at full growth within 

three (3) years of planting.  
b. Shrubs must be at least the one-gallon container size at the time of 

planting.  
3. Trees  

a. Trees at the time of planting must be fully branched and must be a 
minimum of two (2) caliper inches and at least six (6) feet in height.  

b. Existing trees may be used to meet the standards of this chapter, as 
described in Section 16.92.020.C.2.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The applicant provided a Preliminary Landscape Plan (Attachment A, Sheet 
09) that shows a combination of evergreen and deciduous trees and evergreen ground cover. 
The applicant identified the size and quantity groundcover, shrubs and trees to be planted 
consistent with the code requirements. The applicant has not verified that the Plan has been 
certified by a landscape professional.  
 
FINDING: The applicant has not met this criterion, but can meet this criterion with the following 
condition. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: B4. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, submit a Final Landscape 
Plan that has been verified by a qualified landscape professional. 
 
B. Plant Material Selection and Preparation  

1. Required landscaping materials shall be established and maintained in a 
healthy condition and of a size sufficient to meet the intent of the approved 
landscaping plan. Specifications shall be submitted showing that adequate 
preparation of the topsoil and subsoil will be undertaken.  

2. Landscape materials should be selected and sited to produce a hardy and 
drought-resistant landscape area. Selection of the plants should include 
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consideration of soil type, and depth, the amount of maintenance required, 
spacing, exposure to sun and wind, the slope and contours of the site, and 
compatibility with existing native vegetation preserved on the site.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The applicant provided a Preliminary Landscape Plan (Attachment A, Sheet 
09) that demonstrates that all landscape materials will be of a condition and health to meet the 
intent of the Landscape Plan. Additionally, the Plan was developed in consideration of site soils, 
maintenance, exposure to sunlight, and other environmental factors.  
 
FINDING: These criteria have been met. 
 
C. Existing Vegetation  

1. All developments subject to site plan review per Section 16.90.020 and 
required to submit landscaping plans per this section shall preserve existing 
trees, woodlands and vegetation on the site to the maximum extent possible, 
as determined by the Review Authority, in addition to complying with the 
provisions of Section 16.142.(Parks, Trees and Open Space) and Chapter 
16.144 (Wetland, Habitat, and Natural Resources).  

2. Existing vegetation, except those plants on the Nuisance Plants list as 
identified in the "Suggested Plant Lists for Required Landscaping Manual" 
may be used to meet the landscape standards, if protected and maintained 
during the construction phase of the development.  
a. If existing trees are used, each tree six (6) inches or less in diameter 

counts as one (1) medium tree.  
b. Each tree that is more than six (6) inches and up to nine (9) inches in 

diameter counts as two (2) medium trees.  
c. Each additional three (3) inch diameter increment above nine (9) inches 

counts as an additional medium tree.  
 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The applicant provided a Preliminary Tree Protection and Removal Plan 
(Attachment A, Sheet 05) that provides an inventory of the existing trees on site. Four mature 
trees in the center of the site, in Phase I development area, are proposed to be removed for 
development. An existing mature tree stand on the north side of the site will be preserved. As 
discussed in the Environmental Resources section below, the Code requires no tree canopy 
standards for developments within the Old Town Overlay.  
 
FINDING: These criteria have been met. 
 
D. Non-Vegetative Features  

1. Landscaped areas as required by this Chapter may include architectural 
features interspersed with planted areas, such as sculptures, benches, 
masonry or stone walls, fences, rock groupings, bark dust, semi-pervious 
decorative paving, and graveled areas.  

2. Impervious paving shall not be counted toward the minimum landscaping 
requirements unless adjacent to at least one (1) landscape strip and serves as 
a pedestrian pathway.  

3. Artificial plants are prohibited in any required landscaped area.  
 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: As shown on the Preliminary Landscape Plan (Attachment A, Sheet 09), all 
non-building locations will include landscaping consistent with this section. No artificial plants are 
proposed.  

Plannning Commission Meeting 
June 13, 2017

37

https://www.municode.com/library/or/sherwood/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVVCODE_CH16.90SIPL_16.90.020SIPLRE
https://www.municode.com/library/or/sherwood/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVVIIIENRE_CH16.142PATROPSP
https://www.municode.com/library/or/sherwood/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVVIIIENRE_CH16.144WEHANAAR
https://www.municode.com/library/or/sherwood/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVVIIIENRE_CH16.144WEHANAAR


SP 16-09/ CUP 16-04 Oregon Street Townhomes                                                                                                             Page 22 of 56 

 

  

 
FINDING: These criteria have been met. 
 
16.92.030 Site Area Landscaping and Perimeter Screening Standards  
A. Perimeter Screening and Buffering 

1. Perimeter Screening Separating Residential Zones: 
A minimum six-foot high sight-obscuring wooden fence, decorative masonry wall, 
or evergreen screen, shall be required along property lines separating single and 
two-family uses from multi- family uses, and along property lines separating 
residential zones from commercial, institutional/public or industrial zones subject 
to the provisions of Chapter 16.48.020 (Fences, Walls and Hedges).  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: There are residential zones north of the site, on the north side of SW 
Oregon Street. The proposed development is not adjacent to a residential zone, but separated 
by SW Oregon Street. Consequently, screening is not required. Additionally, the Community 
Design Standards of the Old Town Overlay District (Section 16.162.070.B.4.) exempts 
residential structures from compliance with the fencing and interior landscaping requirements 
of this Section (Section 16.90.030). However, ODOT has provided comments requiring a 
fence between the subject property and the adjacent railroad right-of-way on the property 
(Attachment F). There is an existing fence between the subject property and railroad tracks. 
The applicant will need to provide an additional fence along the property line or provide 
documentation from ODOT that a second fence is not required. 
 
FINDING: This standard is not met but can be met as conditioned below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: B5. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, provide revised plans 
consistent with the requirements in the ODOT comment letter dated December 5, 2016 or 
provide documentation from ODOT that the requirements have been satisfied or are no longer 
necessary. 

 
2. Perimeter Landscaping Buffer 

a. A minimum ten (10) foot wide landscaped strip comprised of trees, shrubs and 
ground cover shall be provided between off-street parking, loading, or vehicular 
use areas on separate, abutting, or adjacent properties.  

3. Perimeter Landscape Buffer Reduction 
If the separate, abutting property to the proposed development contains an existing 
perimeter landscape buffer of at least five (5) feet in width, the applicant may reduce 
the proposed site's required perimeter landscaping up to five (5) feet maximum, if 
the development is not adjacent to a residential zone. For example, if the separate 
abutting perimeter landscaping is five (5) feet, then applicant may reduce the 
perimeter landscaping to five (5) feet in width on their site so there is at least five 
(5) feet of landscaping on each lot. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: Off-street parking is located on the City-owned parcel where City Hall 
sits, south of the site, opposite the proposed parking area for the proposed townhome 
development. As shown on the Landscape Plan (Exhibit A, Sheet 09), there will be a 10-foot 
landscape buffer between the adjacent parking areas, with 5-feet provided on the subject site 
and 5 feet provided on the City-owned parcel.  
 
FINDING: This criterion has been met.  
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B. Parking Area Landscaping 
3. Required Landscaping 

There shall be at least forty-five (45) square feet parking area landscaping for each 
parking space located on the site. The amount of required plant materials are based 
on the number of spaces as identified below.  

4. Amount and Type of Required Parking Area Landscaping 
a. Number of Trees required based on Canopy Factor 

Small trees have a canopy factor of less than forty (40), medium trees have a 
canopy factor from forty (40) to ninety (90), and large trees have a canopy factor 
greater than ninety (90);  
(1) Any combination of the following is required: 

(i) One (1) large tree is required per four (4) parking spaces; 
(ii) One (1) medium tree is required per three (3) parking spaces; or 
(iii) One (1) small tree is required per two (2) parking spaces. 
(iv) At least five (5) percent of the required trees must be evergreen. 

(2) Street trees may be included in the calculation for the number of required 
trees in the parking area. 

b. Shrubs: 
(1) Two (2) shrubs are required per each space. 
(2) For spaces where the front two (2) feet of parking spaces have been 

landscaped instead of paved, the standard requires one (1) shrub per space. 
Shrubs may be evergreen or deciduous.  

c. Ground cover plants: 
(1) Any remainder in the parking area must be planted with ground cover plants. 
(2) The plants selected must be spaced to cover the area within three (3) years. 

Mulch does not count as ground cover. 
5. Individual Landscape Islands Requirements 

a. Individual landscaped areas (islands) shall be at least ninety (90) square feet in 
area and a minimum width of five (5) feet and shall be curbed to protect the 
landscaping.  

b. Each landscape island shall be planted with at least one (1) tree. 
c. Landscape islands shall be evenly spaced throughout the parking area. 
d. Landscape islands shall be distributed according to the following: 

(1) Residential uses in a residential zone: one (1) island for every eight (8) 
contiguous parking spaces. 

(2) Multi or mixed-uses, institutional and commercial uses: one (1) island for 
every ten (10) contiguous parking spaces. 

(3) Industrial uses: one (1) island for every twelve (12) contiguous parking 
spaces. 

e. Storm water bio-swales may be used in lieu of the parking landscape areas and 
may be included in the calculation of the required landscaping amount. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The Community Design Standards of the Old Town Overlay District 
(Section 16.162.070.B.4.) exempts residential structures from compliance with the fencing 
and interior landscaping requirements of this Section (Section 16.90.030). However, as shown 
on the Landscape Plan (Exhibit A, Sheet 09), all areas not occupied by buildings, sidewalks, 
or parking will be landscaped. Additionally, the proposed parking is situated so that there are 
not more than 10 contiguous spaces. 
 
FINDING: These standards are not applicable.  
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6. Landscaping at Points of Access 
When a private access-way intersects a public right-of-way or when a property 
abuts the intersection of two (2) or more public rights-of-way, landscaping shall be 
planted and maintained so that minimum sight distances shall be preserved 
pursuant to Section 16.58.010.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: As discussed under Section 16.58.010, Clear Vision Areas, vision 
triangles are identified on the plans. The Landscape Plan (Exhibit A, Sheet 09) appears to 
propose trees in the Clear Vision Areas.  
 
FINDING: This standard is not met but can be met as previously conditioned above.  

 
6. Exceptions 

a. For properties with an environmentally sensitive area and/or trees or 
woodlands that merit protection per Chapters 16.142 (Parks, Trees and Open 
Space) and 16.144 (Wetland, Habitat and Natural Areas) the landscaping 
standards may be reduced, modified or "shifted" on-site where necessary in 
order to retain existing vegetation that would otherwise be removed to meet 
the above referenced landscaping requirements.  

b. The maximum reduction in required landscaping buffer permitted through 
this exception process shall be no more than fifty (50) percent. The resulting 
landscaping buffer after reduction may not be less than five (5) feet in width 
unless otherwise permitted by the underlying zone. Exceptions to the 
required landscaping may only be permitted when reviewed as part of a land 
use action application and do not require a separate variance permit.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The applicant is not requesting any additional reduction to the site 
landscaping requirements.  
 
FINDING: This standard is not applicable.  

 
C. Screening of Mechanical Equipment, Outdoor Storage, Service and Delivery Areas 

All mechanical equipment, outdoor storage and manufacturing, and service and 
delivery areas, shall be screened from view from all public streets and any adjacent 
residential zones. If unfeasible to fully screen due to policies and standards, the 
applicant shall make efforts to minimize the visual impact of the mechanical equipment.  

 
ANALYSIS: No mechanical equipment, outdoor storage or service or delivery areas are proposed 
on the Preliminary Site Plan (Exhibit A, Sheet 04). The applicant has indicated via telephone calls 
with staff that ground mounted air conditioning units will be installed. Revised plans will need to 
show adequate screening from all public streets. 
 
FINDING: This standard is not met but can be met as conditioned below.  
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: B6. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, submit revised plans 
showing all mechanical equipment screen from view from all public streets and any adjacent 
residential zones. 
 
D. Visual Corridors 

Except as allowed by subsection 6. above, new developments shall be required to 
establish landscaped visual corridors along Highway 99W and other arterial and 
collector streets, consistent with the Natural Resources and Recreation Plan Map, 
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Appendix C of the Community Development Plan, Part II, and the provisions of Chapter 
16.142 ( Parks, Trees, and Open Space). Properties within the Old Town Overlay are 
exempt from this standard.  

 
FINDING: the subject site is located within the Old Town Overlay and exempt from this standard. 
This standard is not applicable. 
 
16.92.040 Installation and Maintenance Standards  
A. Installation 

All required landscaping must be in-ground, except when in raised planters that are 
used to meet minimum Clean Water Services storm water management requirements. 
Plant materials must be installed to current nursery industry standards. Plant materials 
must be properly supported to ensure survival. Support devices such as guy wires or 
stakes must not interfere with vehicular or pedestrian movement.  

B. Maintenance and Mitigation of Landscaped Areas 
1. Maintenance of existing non-invasive native vegetation is encouraged within a 

development and required for portions of the property not being developed.  
2. All landscaping shall be maintained in a manner consistent with the intent of the 

approved landscaping plan. 
3. Any required landscaping trees removed must be replanted consistent with the 

approved landscaping plan and comply with § 16.142, (Parks, Trees and Open 
Space).  

C. Irrigation 
The intent of this standard is to ensure that plants will survive the critical establishment 
period when they are most vulnerable due to lack of watering. All landscaped areas 
must provide an irrigation system, as stated in Option 1, 2, or 3.  
1. Option 1: A permanent built-in irrigation system with an automatic controller 

installed. 
2. Option 2: An irrigation system designed and certified by a licensed landscape 

architect or other qualified professional as part of the landscape plan, which 
provides sufficient water to ensure that the plants become established. The system 
does not have to be permanent if the plants chosen can survive independently once 
established.  

3. Option 3: Irrigation by hand. If the applicant chooses this option, an inspection will 
be required one (1) year after final inspection to ensure that the landscaping has 
become established.  

 
FINDING: The applicant has indicated that watering will be provided either by a permanent 
irrigation system, hand watering until establishment, or both. An irrigation plan has not been 
included with the submittal. These standards have not been met but can be met as conditioned 
below.  
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: B7. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, submit a final landscape 
plan that addresses the installation and maintenance standards of Section 16.92.040 to the 
Planning Department for review and approval.  
 
16.94 Off-Street Parking and Loading 
16.94.010 General Requirements 
A. Off-Street Parking Required 

No site shall be used for the parking of vehicles until plans are approved providing for 
off-street parking and loading space as required by this Code. Any change in uses or 
structures that reduces the current off-street parking and loading spaces provided on 
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site, or that increases the need for off-street parking or loading requirements shall be 
unlawful and a violation of this Code, unless additional off-street parking or loading 
areas are provided in accordance with Section 16.94.020, or unless a variance from the 
minimum or maximum parking standards is approved in accordance with Chapter 16.84 
Variances. 

 
FINDING: The applicant has submitted a Site Plan (Exhibit A, Sheet 04) that accommodate off-
street parking as required by the Zoning and Community Development Code. This standard is 
met. 
 
16.94.010 General Requirements 
B. Deferral of Improvements 

Off-street parking and loading spaces shall be completed prior to the issuance of 
occupancy permits, unless the City determines that weather conditions, lack of 
available surfacing materials, or other circumstances beyond the control of the 
applicant make completion impossible. In such circumstances, security equal to one 
hundred twenty five (125) percent of the cost of the parking and loading area is 
provided the City. "Security" may consist of a performance bond payable to the City, 
cash, certified check, or other assurance of completion approved by the City. If the 
installation of the parking or loading area is not completed within one (1) year, the 
security may be used by the City to complete the installation.  

 
FINDING: The applicant is not seeking to defer any required improvements. This standard is not 
applicable. 
 
16.94.010 General Requirements 
C. Options for Reducing the Required Parking Spaces 

1. Two (2) or more uses or, structures on multiple parcels of land may utilize jointly 
the same parking and loading spaces when the peak hours of operation do not 
substantially overlap, provided that satisfactory evidence is presented to the City, 
in the form of deeds, leases, or contracts, clearly establishing the joint use.  
a. Within commercial, institutional and public, or industrial zones, shared parking 

may be provided on lots that are within five hundred (500) feet of the property 
line of the use to be served.  

b. Shared parking is allowed if the application can show that the combined peak 
use is available by a parking study that demonstrates:  
(1) There is a sufficient number of parking spaces to accommodate the 

requirements of the individual businesses; or  
(2) That the peak hours of operation of such establishments do not overlap, and 
(3) That an exclusive permanent easement over a delineated area has been 

granted for parking space use.  
2. Mixed use projects are developments where a variety of uses occupies a 

development project or complex. For example, an eating establishment, 
professional office building and movie theater are all components of a mixed use 
site. It does not include a secondary use within a primary use such as an 
administrative office associated with a retail establishment. In mixed-use projects, 
the required minimum vehicle parking shall be determined using the following 
formula:  
a. Primary use: i.e. that with the largest proportion of total floor area within the 

development at one hundred (100) percent of the minimum vehicle parking 
required for that use.  
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b. Secondary Use: i.e. that with the second largest percentage of total floor area 
within the development, at ninety (90) percent of the vehicle parking required for 
that use.  

c. Subsequent use or uses, at eighty (80) percent of the vehicle parking required 
for that use.  

 
FINDING: The subject site is located within the Old Cannery area of the Old Town Overlay. Per 
Section 16.162.070.C, the required parking spaces in the Old Cannery area is capped at 65% of 
the standard required parking. These standards are not applicable. 
 
16.94.010 General Requirements 
D. Prohibited Uses 

Required parking, loading and maneuvering areas shall not be used for long-term 
storage or sale of vehicles or other materials, and shall not be rented, leased or 
assigned to any person or organization not using or occupying the building or use 
served.  

 
FINDING: No long term storage, sale of vehicles or other materials, or rented or leased parking 
spaces is proposed. This standard is met. 
 
16.94.010 General Requirements 
E. Location 

1. Residential off-street parking spaces: 
a. Shall be located on the same lot or development as the residential use.  

b. Shall not include garages or enclosed buildings with the exception of a 
parking structure in multifamily developments where three (3) or more 
spaces are not individually enclosed. (Example: Underground or multi-level 
parking structures).  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The proposed residential off-street parking spaces are proposed on the same 
lot or development as the residential use. Per the Townhome standards (Section 16.44.010.B.4.), 
garages may be included. 
 
FINDING: These standards are met. 
 
16.94.010 General Requirements 
F. Marking 

All parking, loading or maneuvering areas shall be clearly marked and painted. All 
interior drives and access aisles shall be clearly marked and signed to show the 
direction of flow and maintain vehicular and pedestrian safety.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The site plan identifies clearly marked and painted parking spaces with wheel 
stops or appropriate vehicle overhand space. Access is provided via SW Oregon Street with a 
24-foot wide drive aisle to accommodate two-way traffic.  
 
FINDING: This standard is met. 
 
16.94.010 General Requirements 
G. Surface and Drainage 

1. All parking and loading areas shall be improved with a permanent hard surface 
such as asphalt, concrete or a durable pervious surface. Use of pervious paving 
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material is encouraged and preferred where appropriate considering soils, 
location, anticipated vehicle usage and other pertinent factors.  

2. Parking and loading areas shall include storm water drainage facilities approved 
by the City Engineer or Building Official.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The parking lot will be improved with an asphalt surface. As discussed in the 
Public Infrastructure section below, the City Engineering Department has stated that there is an 
existing 10-inch diameter storm sewer northwest of the subject property within SW Oregon Street 
ad within the trail corridor. There is also an existing 12-inch diameter storm sewer within SW 
Oregon Street at the northeast end of the site. All surrounding properties have access to the public 
storm sewer system, therefore no public storm sewer main extension is required. The proposed 
development will be required to provide storm sewer improvements and service to the 
development meeting Sherwood Engineering standards as needed. 
 
FINDING: This standard can be met as conditioned in the Public Infrastructure section below. 
 
16.94.010 General Requirements 
H. Repairs 

Parking and loading areas shall be kept clean and in good repair. Breaks in paved 
surfaces shall be repaired. Broken or splintered wheel stops shall be replaced. Painted 
parking space boundaries and directional symbols shall be maintained in a readable 
condition.  

 
FINDING: The property owner will be responsible for proper maintenance of the parking and 
loading areas. Violations are subject to Code Enforcement action. This standard is met. 
 
16.94.010 General Requirements 
I. Parking and Loading Plan 

An off-street parking and loading plan, drawn to scale, shall accompany requests for 
building permits or site plan approvals, except for single and two-family dwellings, and 
manufactured homes on residential lots. The plan shall show but not be limited to:  
1. Delineation of individual parking and loading spaces and dimensions. 
2. Circulation areas necessary to serve parking and loading spaces. 
3. Location of accesses to streets, alleys and properties to be served, and any curb 

cuts.  
4. Landscaping as required by Chapter 16.92.  
5. Grading and drainage facilities. 
6. Signing and bumper guard specifications. 
7. Bicycle parking facilities as specified in Section 16.94.020.C. 
8. Parking lots more than one (1) acre in size shall provide street-like features 

including curbs, sidewalks, and street trees or planting strips.  
 
FINDING: Preliminary off-street parking plans are shown on Sheet 04 on Exhibit A. This standard 
is met.  
 
16.94.010 General Requirements  
J. Parking Districts 

The City may establish a parking district (i.e., permits or signage) in residential areas 
in order to protect residential areas from spillover parking generated by adjacent 
commercial, employment or mixed-use areas, or other uses that generate a high 
demand for parking. The district request shall be made to the City Manager, who will 
forward a recommendation to the City Council for a decision.  
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F. Structured parking and on-street parking are exempt from the parking space 
maximums in Section 16.94.020.A. 

 
FINDING: No parking districts or structured parking are proposed. This standard is not applicable. 
 
16.94.020 Off-Street Parking Standards  
A. Generally 

Where square feet are specified, the area measured shall be the gross building floor 
area primary to the functioning of the proposed use. Where employees are specified, 
persons counted shall be those working on the premises, including proprietors, during 
the largest shift at peak season. Fractional space requirements shall be counted as a 
whole space. The Review Authority may determine alternate off - street parking and 
loading requirements for a use not specifically listed in this Section based upon the 
requirements of comparable uses.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: Parking requirements for townhome developments are not identified in this 
section, rather they are specified in the Townhomes Chapter. Per Section 16.44.010.B.4, two (2) 
parking spaces are required per townhome unit. With 25 units proposed, 50 parking spaces are 
required. However, because the site is located within the Old Cannery area of the Old Town 
Overlay District, the parking requirement is capped at 65% of the required parking as outlined in 
Section 16.162.070.C. Consequently, the proposed townhome development is required to provide 
33 parking spaces (65% of the proscribed 50 spaces). As shown on the Site Plan (Exhibit A, 
Sheet 04), the applicant is proposing 50 spaces, exceeding the requirement.  
 
The required parking is also met for the first phase of development. Phase I proposes 17 
townhome units, requiring 34 parking space, reduced to 23 spaces via the Old Town Overlay 
District (Section 16.162.070.C). Phase I proposes 26 spaces, exceeding the minimum 
requirement. 
 
FINDING: This standard is met. 
 
16.94.010 Off-Street Parking Standards  
B. Dimensional and General Configuration Standards 

1. Dimensions For the purpose of this Chapter, a "parking space" means a stall nine 
(9) feet in width and twenty (20) feet in length. Up to twenty five (25) percent of 
required parking spaces may have a minimum dimension of eight (8) feet in width 
and eighteen (18) feet in length so long as they are signed as compact car stalls.  

2. Layout 
Parking space configuration, stall and access aisle size shall be of sufficient width 
for all vehicle turning and maneuvering. Groups of more than four (4) parking 
spaces shall be served by a driveway so as to minimize backing movements or 
other maneuvering within a street, other than an alley. All parking areas shall meet 
the minimum standards shown in the following table and diagram.  
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Table 2: Minimum Parking Dimension Requirements  
One-Way Driving Aisle (Dimensions in Feet) 

A B C D E F G H I 

45° 
8.0 16.5 13.0 11.3 46.0 3.0 2.5 51.0 

9.0 18.5 12.0 12.7 49.0 3.0 2.5 54.0 

3. Wheel Stops 
a. Parking spaces along the boundaries of a parking lot or adjacent to interior 

landscaped areas or sidewalks shall be provided with a wheel stop at least four 
(4) inches high, located three (3) feet back from the front of the parking stall as 
shown in the above diagram.  

b. Wheel stops adjacent to landscaping, bio-swales or water quality facilities shall 
be designed to allow storm water runoff.  

c. The paved portion of the parking stall length may be reduced by three (3) feet if 
replaced with three (3) feet of low lying landscape or hardscape in lieu of a wheel 
stop; however, a curb is still required. In other words, the traditional three-foot 
vehicle overhang from a wheel stop may be low-lying landscaping rather than 
an impervious surface.  

4. Service Drives 
Service drives shall be clearly and permanently marked and defined through use of 
rails, fences, walls, or other barriers or markers, and shall have minimum vision 
clearance area formed by the intersection of the driveway center line, the street 
right-of-way line, and a straight line joining said lines through points fifteen (15) feet 
from their intersection.  

5. Credit for On-Street Parking 
a. On-Street Parking Credit. The amount of off-street parking required shall be 

reduced by one (1) off-street parking space for every on-street parking space 
adjacent to the development. On-street parking shall follow the established 
configuration of existing on-street parking, except that angled parking may be 
allowed for some streets, where permitted by City standards.  
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b. The following constitutes an on-street parking space: 
(1) Parallel parking, each twenty-four (24) feet of uninterrupted curb; 
(2) Forty-five (45)/sixty (60) degree diagonal, each with ten (10) feet of curb; 
(3) Ninety (90) degree (perpendicular) parking, each with eight (8) feet of curb; 
(4) Curb space must be connected to the lot which contains the use; 
(5) Parking spaces that would not obstruct a required clear vision area, nor any 

other parking that violates any law or street standard; and;  
(6) On-street parking spaces credited for a specific use may not be used 

exclusively by that use, but shall be available for general public use at all 
times. No signs or actions limiting general public use of on-street spaces is 
permitted.  

6. Reduction in Required Parking Spaces 
Developments utilizing Engineered storm water bio-swales or those adjacent to 
environmentally constrained or sensitive areas may reduce the amount of required 
parking spaces by ten (10) percent when twenty-five (25) through forty-nine (49) 
parking spaces are required, fifteen (15) percent when fifty (50) and seventy-four 
(74) parking spaces are required and twenty (20) percent when more than seventy-
five (75) parking spaces are required, provided the area that would have been used 
for parking is maintained as a habitat area or is generally adjacent to an 
environmentally sensitive or constrained area.  

7. Parking Location and Shared Parking 
Owners of off-street parking facilities may post a sign indicating that all parking on 
the site is available only for residents, customers and/or employees, as applicable.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The parking stalls meet the length, width, and depth requirements. Phase I 
is required to provide 23 parking spaces; 25% of the spaces can be compact (5 spaces) and 75% 
must be standard size (18 spaces). The applicant is proposing 18 standard and 8 compact 
spaces, for a total 26 spaces in Phase I. At full build-out, the development requires 33 spaces; 
25% of the spaces can be compact (8 spaces) and 75% must be standard size (25 spaces). The 
applicant is providing 50 spaces at full build-out: 28 standard and 22 compact, exceeding the 
requirement. A combination of wheel stops and 3-foot vehicle overhang space are provided in 
accordance with this section. The applicant is not seeking credit for on-street parking or a 
reduction in required parking spaces beyond the reductions provided in the Old Town Overlay 
District for the Old Cannery area.  
 
FINDING: These standards are met. 
 
16.94.010 Off-Street Parking Standards  
C. Bicycle Parking Facilities 

1. General Provisions 
a. Applicability. Bicycle parking spaces shall be provided for new development, 

changes of use, and major renovations, defined as construction valued at 
twenty-five (25) percent or more of the assessed value of the existing structure.  

b. Types of Spaces. Bicycle parking facilities shall be provided in terms of short-
term bicycle parking and long-term bicycle parking. Short-term bicycle parking 
is intended to encourage customers and other visitors to use bicycles by 
providing a convenient and readily accessible place to park bicycles. Long-term 
bicycle parking provides employees, students, residents, commuters, and 
others who generally stay at a site for at least several hours a weather-protected 
place to park bicycles.  
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c. Minimum Number of Spaces. The required total minimum number of bicycle 
parking spaces for each use category is shown in Table 4, Minimum Required 
Bicycle Parking Spaces.  

d. Minimum Number of Long-term Spaces. If a development is required to provide 
eight (8) or more required bicycle parking spaces in Table 4, at least twenty-five 
(25) percent shall be provided as long-term bicycle with a minimum of one (1) 
long-term bicycle parking space.  

e. Multiple Uses. When there are two or more primary uses on a site, the required 
bicycle parking for the site is the sum of the required bicycle parking for the 
individual primary uses.  

2. Location and Design. 
a. General Provisions 

(1) Each space must be at least two (2) feet by six (6) feet in area, be accessible 
without moving another bicycle, and provide enough space between the rack 
and any obstructions to use the space properly.  

(2) There must be an aisle at least five (5) feet wide behind all required bicycle 
parking to allow room for bicycle maneuvering. Where the bicycle parking is 
adjacent to a sidewalk, the maneuvering area may extend into the right-of-
way.  

(3) Lighting. Bicycle parking shall be at least as well lit as vehicle parking for 
security. 

(4) Reserved Areas. Areas set aside for bicycle parking shall be clearly marked 
and reserved for bicycle parking only.  

(5) Bicycle parking in the Old Town Overlay District can be located on the 
sidewalk within the right-of-way. A standard inverted "U shaped" or staple 
design is appropriate. Alternative, creative designs are strongly encouraged.  

(6) Hazards. Bicycle parking shall not impede or create a hazard to pedestrians. 
Parking areas shall be located so as to not conflict with vision clearance 
standards.  

b. Short-term Bicycle Parking 
(1) Provide lockers or racks that meet the standards of this section. 
(2) Locate inside or outside the building within thirty (30) feet of the main 

entrance to the building or at least as close as the nearest vehicle parking 
space, whichever is closer.  

Table 4: Minimum Required Bicycle Parking Spaces 

Use Categories Minimum Required Spaces 

Residential Categories 

Household living 
Multi-dwelling - 2 or 1 per 10 spaces. 
All other residential structure types - None 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: A townhome dwelling is defined as “a single-family dwelling unit which is 
attached on one or both sides to a similar adjacent unit(s) on similar lot(s)”. As such, townhomes 
fall under the “all other residential structure types” for the purposes of this section. Consequently, 
no bicycle parking spaces are required. Regardless, the applicant has stated that bicycle parking 
can be accommodated inside the garages of each townhome unit.  
 
FINDING: These standards are not applicable. 
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16.94.030 - Off-Street Loading Standards  
A. Minimum Standards 

1. A driveway designed for continuous forward flow of passenger vehicles for the 
purpose of loading and unloading passengers shall be located on the site of any 
school, or other public meeting place, which is designed to accommodate more 
than twenty five (25) persons at one time.  

2. The minimum loading area for non-residential uses shall not be less than ten (10) 
feet in width by twenty-five (25) feet in length and shall have an unobstructed height 
of fourteen (14) feet.  

3. Multiple uses on the same parcel or adjacent parcels may utilize the same loading 
area if it is shown in the development application that the uses will not have 
substantially overlapping delivery times.  

4. The following additional minimum loading space is required for buildings in excess 
of twenty thousand (20,000) square feet of gross floor area:  
a. Twenty thousand (20,000) to fifty (50,000) sq. ft. - five hundred (500) sq. ft. 
b. Fifty (50,000) sq. ft. or more - seven hundred fifty (750) sq. ft. 

B. Separation of Areas 
Any area to be used for the maneuvering of delivery vehicles and the unloading or 
loading of materials shall be separated from designated off-street parking areas and 
designed to prevent the encroachment of delivery vehicles onto off-street parking 
areas or public streets. Off-street parking areas used to fulfill the requirements of this 
Chapter shall not be used for loading and unloading operations.  

C. Exceptions and Adjustments. 
The review authority, through Site Plan Review, may approve loading areas within a 
street right-of-way in the Old Town Overlay District when all of the following conditions 
are met:  
1. Short in duration (i.e., less than one (1) hour); 
2. Infrequent (less than three (3) operations occur daily between 5:00 a.m. and 12:00 

a.m. or all operations occur between 12:00 a.m. and 5:00 a.m. at a location that is 
not adjacent to a residential zone);  

3. Does not unreasonably obstruct traffic; [or] Does not obstruct traffic during peak 
traffic hours;  

4. Does not obstruct a primary emergency response route; and 
5. Is acceptable to the applicable roadway authority. 

 
FINDING: The proposed development is a single-family residential project and does not include 

a school or other public meeting space designed to accommodate more than 25 persons at 
one time. No loading areas are required or proposed. This standard is not applicable. 

 
16.96 ONSITE CIRCULATION 
16.92.010 – On-Site Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation 
A. Purpose  

On-site facilities shall be provided that accommodate safe and convenient pedestrian 
access within new subdivisions, multi-family developments, planned unit 
developments, shopping centers and commercial districts, and connecting to 
adjacent residential areas and neighborhood activity centers within one-half mile of 
the development. Neighborhood activity centers include but are not limited to existing 
or planned schools, parks, shopping areas, transit stops or employment centers. All 
new development, (except single-family detached housing), shall provide a 
continuous system of private pathways/sidewalks.  
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STAFF ANALYSIS: The Site Plan (Exhibit A, Sheet 04) shows 3 separate pedestrian connections 
between the project’s SW Oregon Street frontage and the interior of the site. These pedestrian 
connections will ensure safe and convenient access between residences and commercial 
uses and other activities in Old Town Sherwood. 

 
FINDING: This standard is met. 

 
B. Maintenance  

No building permit or other City permit shall be issued until plans for ingress, egress 
and circulation have been approved by the City. Any change increasing any ingress, 
egress or circulation requirements, shall be a violation of this Code unless additional 
facilities are provided in accordance with this Chapter.  

C. Joint Access  
Two (2) or more uses, structures, or parcels of land may utilize the same ingress and 
egress when the combined ingress and egress of all uses, structures, or parcels of 
land satisfied the other requirements of this Code, provided that satisfactory legal 
evidence is presented to the City in the form of deeds, easements, leases, or 
contracts to clearly establish the joint use.  
 

STAFF ANALYSIS: At full build-out, the site will be served by two vehicle access points from SW 
Oregon Street. As proposed, the site consists of two lots. A lot consolidation will need to be 
processed or a lot line adjustment and a cross-access easement recorded prior to the 
development of any structures in Phase II to ensure all units have legal access to both access 
points at full build-out. 
 
FINDING: This standard is not met but can be met as conditioned below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: E1. Prior to issuance of a building permit for Phase II, obtain 
approval for and record a lot consolidation or lot line adjustment and provide evidence of a 
recorded cross-access easement between the two parcels. 

 
D. Connection to Streets  

1. Except for joint access per this Section, all ingress and egress to a use or parcel 
shall connect directly to a public street, excepting alleyways with paved 
sidewalk.  

2. Required private sidewalks shall extend from the ground floor entrances or the 
ground floor landing of stairs, ramps or elevators to the public sidewalk or curb 
of the public street which provides required ingress and egress.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: Vehicular access is provided in accordance with joint-access standards. 

Three sidewalk connections are provided from SW Oregon Street to the site. In addition, 
private walkways are extended from the front entrances of individual units in Buildings 1-4 to 
the public sidewalk along SW Oregon Street and the public promenade that extends 
southwest from SW Oregon Street to the City Hall parcel. 

 
FINDING: This standard is met. 

 
E. Maintenance of Required Improvements  

Required ingress, egress and circulation improvements shall be kept clean and in 
good repair.  
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STAFF ANALYSIS: The applicant has indicated that they are aware of the maintenance 
requirement. Failure to meet the code requirement is subject to Code Enforcement action. 

 
FINDING: This standard is met. 

 
F. Access to Major Roadways  

Points of ingress or egress to and from Highway 99W and arterials designated on the 
Transportation Plan Map, attached as Appendix C of the Community Development 
Plan, Part II, shall be limited as follows:  
1. Single and two-family uses and manufactured homes on individual residential 

lots developed after the effective date of this Code shall not be granted 
permanent driveway ingress or egress from Highway 99W and arterial 
roadways. If alternative public access is not available at the time of 
development, provisions shall be made for temporary access which shall be 
discontinued upon the availability of alternative access.  

2. Other private ingress or egress from Highway 99W and arterial roadways shall 
be minimized. Where alternatives to Highway 99W or arterials exist or are 
proposed, any new or altered uses developed after the effective date of this 
Code shall be required to use the alternative ingress and egress.  

3. All site plans for new development submitted to the City for approval after the 
effective date of this Code shall show ingress and egress from existing or 
planned local or collector streets, consistent with the Transportation Plan Map 
and Section VI of the Community Development Plan.  

G. Service Drives  
Service drives shall be provided pursuant to Section 16.94.030.  
 

STAFF ANALYSIS: The proposed development does not access Highway 99W or an arterial. No 
service drives are proposed. 

 
FINDING: These standards are not applicable. 
 
16.96.020 - Minimum Non-Residential Standards  
Minimum standards for private, on-site circulation improvements in residential 
developments:  
A. Driveways 

1. Single-Family: One (1) driveway improved with hard surface pavement with a 
minimum width of ten (10) feet, not to exceed a grade of 14%. Permeable surfaces and 
planting strips between driveway ramps are encouraged in order to reduce 
stormwater runoff.  

2. Two-Family: One (1) shared driveway improved with hard surface pavement with a 
minimum width of twenty (20) feet; or two (2) driveways improved with hard surface 
pavement with a minimum width of ten (10) feet each. Permeable surfaces and 
planting strips between driveway ramps are encouraged in order to reduce 
stormwater runoff.  

3. Multi-Family: Improved hard surface driveways are required as follows: 

Number of Units Number of 
Driveways 

One Way Drive Width 
(Pair) 

Two Way Drive 
Width 

3—49 1 15 feet 24 feet 

50 or more 2 15 feet 24 feet 
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STAFF ANALYSIS: The applicant proposes a 24-foot wide driveway through the site and 
connections at two points on SW Oregon Street. The driveway is intended to provide continuous 
two-way vehicle traffic between the residences and SW Oregon Street.  
 
FINDING: This standard is met. 
 
B. Sidewalks, Pathways and Curbs 

1. Single, Two-Family, and Manufactured Home on Individual Residential Lot: No on-site 
sidewalks and curbs are required when not part of a proposed partition or subdivision.  

2. Multi-family: 
a. A system of private pedestrian sidewalks/pathways extending throughout the 

development site shall connect each dwelling unit to vehicular parking areas, 
common open space, storage areas, recreation facilities, adjacent developments, 
transit facilities within five hundred (500) feet of the site, and future phases of 
development. Main building entrances shall also be connected to one another.  

b. Required private pathways/sidewalks shall extend from the ground floor entrances 
or the ground floor landing of stairs, ramps or elevators, on one (1) side of 
approved driveways connecting to the public sidewalk or curb of the public street 
that provides required ingress and egress. Curbs shall also be required at a 
standard approved by the Review Authority.  

c. Private Pathway/Sidewalk Design. Private pathway surfaces shall be concrete, 
brick/masonry pavers, or other durable surface, at least five (5) feet wide and 
conform to ADA standards. Where the system crosses a parking area, driveway or 
street, it shall be clearly marked with contrasting paving materials or raised 
crosswalk (hump).  

d. Exceptions Private pathways/sidewalks shall not be required where physical or 
topographic conditions make a connection impracticable, where buildings or 
other existing development on adjacent lands physically preclude a connection 
now or in the future considering the potential for redevelopment; or pathways 
would violate provisions of leases, restrictions or other agreements.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: A system of on-site pedestrian connections has been designed to promote 
safe and convenient access between residences, vehicle parking areas, and existing pedestrian 
facilities on SW Oregon Street and the pedestrian promenade. Private pedestrian pathways will 
be a minimum of five feet in width and of a durable surface, compliant with the American with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) access requirements. The applicant states that the Preliminary 
Development Plans included in Exhibit A illustrate that where pedestrian pathways cross vehicle 
parking areas, a clearly marked crosswalk will be in place. Staff cannot find evidence of a marked 
crosswalk on the provided plans. 
 
FINDING: This standard is not met but can be met as conditioned below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: B8. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, provide a revised site plan 
that clearly illustrates a marked crosswalk where pedestrian pathways cross vehicle parking 
areas.  
 
16.98 ONSITE STORAGE 
16.98.020 Solid Waste and Recycling Storage 
All uses shall provide solid waste and recycling storage receptacles which are adequately 
sized to accommodate all solid waste generated on site. All solid waste and recycling storage 
areas and receptacles shall be located out of public view. Solid waste and recycling 
receptacles for multi-family, commercial, industrial and institutional uses shall be screened 
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by six (6) foot high sight-obscuring fence or masonry wall and shall be easily accessible to 
collection vehicles.  
 
STAFF ANALYSIS: Each of the 25 townhouse units will be provided individual refuse and 
recycling bins for individual on-site pickup. No information is provided regarding where the refuse 
and recycling bins will be stored on non-collection days or where bins will be located for pick up 
on collection days.  
 
FINDING: This standard is not met but can be met as conditioned below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: B9. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, provide a revised Site Plan 
that illustrates where refuse and recycling bins will be stored on collection and non-collection 
days. If bins are to be stored within the garages, provided a copy of Covenants, Conditions and 
Restrictions (CC&Rs) requiring such storage. 
 
 
C. Division VI – PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS  
Chapter 16.106 TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 
16.106.020 Required Improvements  
A.  Generally 

Except as otherwise provided, all developments containing or abutting an existing or 
proposed street, that is either unimproved or substandard in right-of-way width or 
improvement, shall dedicate the necessary right-of-way prior to the issuance of 
building permits and/or complete acceptable improvements prior to issuance of 
occupancy permits. The following figure provides the depiction of the functional 
classification of the street network as found in the Transportation System Plan, Figure 
8-1. 
 

STAFF ANALYSIS: According to the Engineering Department, the subject property has street 
frontage along SW Oregon Street (Collector) to the northwest. Currently, SW Oregon Street 
frontage along the subject property has a street curve issue that affects the drivability of the street, 
Due to this issue, a section of the existing street and sidewalk will need to be realigned. The Public 
Street Frontage Improvement Plan (Exhibit A, Sheet 11) shows minor improvements to SW Oregon 
Street to straighten out the slight bend in the north bound travel lane that is adjacent to the site. This 
improvement will result in the adjacent sidewalk to encroach on the subject site. The City Engineer 
and the property owner have agreed to locate this sidewalk encroachment within a public access 
easement on the subject property. A condition is proposed requiring Engineering Department 
approval of the proposed realignment and dedication of easements for any sidewalks located on 
private property. 
 
The existing sidewalk/multi-use path along the frontage of the subject property is curb tight.  
Collector standards call for a 5-foot wide landscape strip. Sidewalk varies in this area with some 
being curb tight while some has a landscape strip. The lack of a landscape strip causes issues 
with 2 acorn street lights that currently exist within the sidewalk in the location where the 
landscape strip would typically be. A condition is proposed requiring the applicant to replace 
existing acorn street lights with Westbrook street lights and relocate the lights. 
 
The property has 3 driveways to SW Oregon Street. The proposed development indicates that 
the southwesternmost driveway is to be reused and a new driveway being constructed slightly 
northeast of the existing driveway across the street. A condition is proposed requiring that any 
unused driveways be replaced with standard curb and gutter meeting Sherwood Engineering 
Department standards. 
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All street infrastructure shall be designed to meet the approval of the City of Sherwood 
Engineering Department prior to issuance of an Engineering Compliance Agreement. 
 
FINDING: This standard is not met but can be met as conditioned below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: D1. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the 
public improvement plans, the developer shall submit a plan to realign the curb and sidewalk 
along the subject property frontage in Phase 2 of the development and dedicate an access 
easement for public sidewalk that will be located on private property meeting the approval of the 
Sherwood Engineering Department. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: A9. Existing acorn street lights along the subject property 
frontage shall be relocated to outside of the sidewalk and replaced with Westbrook street lights 
meeting Sherwood Engineering Department standards in Phase 2 of the development.  If the new 
public street light(s) are located outside of the right-of-way then an easement shall be granted to 
the city as approved by the Sherwood Engineering Department in Phase 2 of the development. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: A10. Existing driveways not being reused shall be removed and 
replaced with standard curb and gutter and sidewalk meeting Sherwood Engineering Department 
standards. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: D2. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the 
public improvement plans, all public transportation infrastructure shall meet City of Sherwood 
standards and be approved by the Sherwood Engineering Department. 
 
16.110 – SANITARY SEWERS  
Sanitary sewers shall be installed to serve all new developments and shall connect to 
existing sanitary sewer mains.  Sanitary Sewers shall be constructed, located, sized and 
installed at standards consistent 16.110. 
 
STAFF ANALYSIS: According to the Engineering Department, there are 2 locations where 
sanitary sewers exist that can serve the subject property.  There is existing 8-inch diameter 
sanitary sewer northwest of the subject property within SW Oregon Street and within the trail 
corridor.  There is also an existing 8-inch diameter sanitary sewer within SW Oregon Street at the 
northeast end of the subject property.  All surrounding properties can be served by the existing 
public sanitary sewers in this area, therefore no public sanitary sewer main extension is required. 
Conditions are proposed to ensure that connection to the sanitary sewer system complies with 
Sherwood Engineering Department standards and Oregon Plumbing Specialty Code. 
 
FINDING: This standard is not met but can be met as conditioned below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: A11. The proposed development shall supply sanitary service to 
the development as needed meeting Sherwood Engineering standards. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: A12. Private sanitary sewer shall be installed in compliance with 
the current Oregon Plumbing Specialty Code. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: D3. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the 
public improvement plans, all public sanitary sewer infrastructure shall meet City of Sherwood 
standards and be approved by the Sherwood Engineering Department. 
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16.112– WATER SUPPLY 
16.112.010 Required Improvements  
Water lines and fire hydrants conforming to City and Fire District standards shall be 
installed to serve all building sites in a proposed development. All waterlines shall be 
connected to existing water mains or shall construct new mains appropriately sized and 
located in accordance with the Water System Master Plan.  
 
STAFF ANALYSIS: Currently a public 10-inch diameter water main exists along SW Oregon 
Street along the frontage of the subject property.  All surrounding properties can be served by the 
existing public water mains in this area, therefore no public water main extension is required.  
 
Domestic water is shown on the preliminary plan to be through a bank of water meters on site.  
Each parcel will need to have its water service(s) within the right-of-way frontage or parcel that it 
is serving. 
 
Existing water services that will not be used by the development of the subject property shall be 
abandoned meeting Sherwood Engineering Department standards. 
 
Currently there are 2 fire hydrants that exist along the frontage of the subject property. Fire 
protection shall meet the conditions imposed by Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue. 
 
Conditions are proposed to ensure that connection to the sanitary sewer system complies with 
Sherwood Engineering Department standards and Oregon Plumbing Specialty Code. 
 
FINDING: This standard is not met, but can be met as conditioned below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: A13 The proposed development shall supply domestic, irrigation 
and fire water to the development as needed meeting Sherwood Engineering standards. 

 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: A14. Water meters located on site shall have a public water line 
easement meeting the approval of the Sherwood Public Works Department. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: A15. Water flows calculations (domestic, irrigation and fire) shall 
be provided by the developer. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: A16. If on-site fire protection is connected to the public water 
system, backflow protection meeting Sherwood Engineering Department standards shall be installed 
with a public water line easement as necessary. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: A17. Private water lines shall be installed in compliance with the 
current Oregon Plumbing Specialty Code. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: D4. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the 
public improvement plans, all public water infrastructure shall meet City of Sherwood standards 
and be approved by the Sherwood Engineering Department. 
 
16.114 – STORM WATER 
Storm water facilities, including appropriate source control and conveyance facilities, shall 
be installed in new developments and shall connect to the existing downstream drainage 
systems consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the requirements of the Clean Water 
Services water quality regulations contained in their Design and Construction Standards 
R&O 04-9, or its replacement. 

Plannning Commission Meeting 
June 13, 2017

55



SP 16-09/ CUP 16-04 Oregon Street Townhomes                                                                                                             Page 40 of 56 

 

  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: Currently there is existing 10-inch diameter storm sewer northwest of the 
subject property within SW Oregon Street and within the trail corridor.  There is also an existing 
12-inch diameter storm sewer within SW Oregon Street at the northeast end of the subject 
property.  All surrounding properties have access to the public storm sewer system, therefore no 
public storm sewer main extension is required. A condition is proposed to ensure that storm sewer 
improvements and service to the development comply with Sherwood Engineering standards. 
 
The proposed development consists of redeveloping of the subject property which is currently 
paved with buildings. A Clean Water Services Provider Letter has been obtained by the developer 
(Exhibit A). Conditions are proposed to ensure that water quality treatment is provided for all new 
impervious areas as required by Clean Water Services. 
 
As shown the proposed sanitary sewer and storm sewer on the preliminary development plan will 
not meet Clean Water Services for Phase 2 if the existing tax lot line remains at its current location.  
Either the property line will need to be adjusted or the lots consolidated as previously discussed 
and conditioned. 
 
FINDING: This standard is not met but can be met as conditioned below.  
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: A21. The proposed development shall provide storm sewer 
improvements and service to the development as needed meeting Sherwood Engineering 
standards. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: A18. The developer shall provide water quality treatment for all 
new impervious area constructed and any existing impervious area to remain as required by 
Clean Water Services standards unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer and Clean 
Water Services.  Also the developer shall provide an updated impervious area amounts for the 
subject property being treated by any existing water quality facility or an updated calculation for 
the existing water quality facility when additional untreated impervious area beyond what currently 
drains to the existing facility is added. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: F1. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department acceptance of 
the public improvements, the developer shall record Private Stormwater Facility Access and 
Maintenance Covenant for any on-site private water quality facilities. Also an Operations and 
Maintenance Plan is required for all private water quality facilities. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: D5. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the 
public improvement plans, all public storm sewer infrastructure shall meet City of Sherwood 
standards and be approved by the Sherwood Engineering Department. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: D6. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the 
public improvement plans, a Clean Water Services Storm Water Connection Permit Authorization 
must be obtained in accordance with the comments submitted by Clean Water Services dated 
June 2, 2017. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: A19. The developer shall adhere to the conditions of the Clean 
Water Services Provider Letter. 
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16.116 FIRE PROTECTION 
16.116.010 Required Improvements  
When land is developed so that any commercial or industrial structure is further than two 
hundred and fifty (250) feet or any residential structure is further than five hundred (500) 
feet from an adequate water supply for fire protection, as determined by the Fire District, 
the developer shall provide fire protection facilities necessary to provide adequate water 
supply and fire safety.  
 
STAFF ANALYSIS: Tom Mooney, Deputy Fire Marshall, provided a review letter dated November 
29, 2016 (Exhibit D). A condition is proposed requiring compliance with the Fire Marshall’s letter. 
 
FINDING: This standard is not met but can be met as conditioned below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: B10. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, submit revised plans 
demonstrating compliance with the Fire Marshall’s letter dated November 29, 2016. 
 
16.118 PUBLIC AND PRIVATE UTILITIES 
16.118.010 Purpose  
Public telecommunication conduits as well as conduits for franchise utilities including, but 
not limited to, electric power, telephone, natural gas, lighting, and cable television shall be 
installed to serve all newly created lots and developments in Sherwood.  
 
16.118.020 Standard  
A.  Installation of utilities shall be provided in public utility easements and shall be sized, 

constructed, located and installed consistent with this Code, Chapter 7 of the 
Community Development Code, and applicable utility company and City standards.  

B.  Public utility easements shall be a minimum of eight (8) feet in width unless a reduced 
width is specifically exempted by the City Engineer. An eight-foot wide public utility 
easement (PUE) shall be provided on private property along all public street frontages. 
This standard does not apply to developments within the Old Town Overlay.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: Since the subject property is in the Old Town Overlay, a PUE is not required. 
Per City Ordinance 2005-017 and City Resolution 2005-074, Sherwood Broadband utilities are 
required along the frontage of the site.  
 
FINDING: These standards are not met but can be met as conditioned below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: A20. All new utilities to be installed for the development of the 
subject property shall be underground. 
 
 
G. Division VIII. Environmental Resources 
16.142 Parks, Trees and Open Space 
16.142.020 – Multi-Family Developments 
A. Standards 

Except as otherwise provided, recreation and open space areas shall be provided 
in new multi-family residential developments to the following standards (townhome 
development requirements for open space dedication can be found in Chapter 
16.44.B.8- Townhome Standards)  
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STAFF ANALYSIS: The applicant is proposing a townhome development. As noted, open space 
requirements for townhome developments are provided in Section 16.44.B.8. As discussed 
above, the proposal can meet the open space requirements as conditioned above.  
 
FINDING: These standards are not applicable. 
 
16.142.040 Visual Corridors 
A. Corridors Required. 

New developments located outside of the Old Town Overlay with frontage on Highway 
99W, or arterial or collector streets designated on Figure 8-1 of the Transportation 
System Plan shall be required to establish a landscaped visual corridor according to 
the following standards: 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The proposed development is located within the Old Town Overlay. Visual 
Corridor standards are do not apply to property within the Old Town Overlay.  
 
FINDING: These standards are not applicable. 
 
16.142.060: STREET TREES 
A. Installation of Street Trees on New or Redeveloped Property. 

Trees are required to be planted to the following specifications along public streets 
abutting or within any new development or re-development. Planting of such trees shall 
be a condition of development approval. The City shall be subject to the same 
standards for any developments involving City-owned property, or when constructing 
or reconstructing City streets. After installing street trees, the property owner shall be 
responsible for maintaining the street trees on the owner's property or within the right-
of-way adjacent to the owner's property.  
1. Location: Trees shall be planted within the planter strip along a newly created or 

improved streets. In the event that a planter strip is not required or available, the 
trees shall be planted on private property within the front yard setback area or 
within public street right-of-way between front property lines and street curb lines 
or as required by the City.  

2. Size: Trees shall have a minimum trunk diameter of two (2) caliper inches, which is 
measured six inches above the soil line, and a minimum height of six (6) feet when 
planted.  

3. Types: Developments shall include a variety of street trees. The trees planted shall 
be chosen from those listed in 16.142.080 of this Code.  

4. Required Street Trees and Spacing: 
a. The minimum spacing is based on the maximum canopy spread identified in the 

recommended street tree list in section 16.142.080 with the intent of providing a 
continuous canopy without openings between the trees. For example, if a tree 
has a canopy of forty (40) feet, the spacing between trees is forty (40) feet. If the 
tree is not on the list, the mature canopy width must be provided to the planning 
department by a certified arborist.  

b. All new developments shall provide adequate tree planting along all public 
streets. The number and spacing of trees shall be determined based on the type 
of tree and the spacing standards described in a. above and considering 
driveways, street light locations and utility connections. Unless exempt per c. 
below, trees shall not be spaced more than forty (40) feet apart in any 
development.  

c. A new development may exceed the forty-foot spacing requirement under 
section b. above, under the following circumstances: 
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(1) Installing the tree would interfere with existing utility lines and no substitute 
tree is appropriate for the site; or 

(2) There is not adequate space in which to plant a street tree due to driveway 
or street light locations, vision clearance or utility connections, provided the 
driveways, street light or utilities could not be reasonably located elsewhere 
so as to accommodate adequate room for street trees; and  

(3) The street trees are spaced as close as possible given the site limitations in 
(1) and (2) above. 

(4) The location of street trees in an ODOT or Washington County right-of-way 
may require approval, respectively, by ODOT or Washington County and are 
subject to the relevant state or county standards.  

(5) For arterial and collector streets, the City may require planted medians in 
lieu of paved twelve-foot wide center turning lanes, planted with trees to the 
specifications of this subsection.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: There is no existing planting strip along SW Oregon Street. The RC zone 
has zero front yard setbacks and encourages development adjacent to the public right-of-way. 
Consequently, the City is requiring Street Trees to be located within the public sidewalk. A 
recommended condition is included requiring public improvement plans to show street trees in 
the public sidewalk along Phase II of the development.  
 
FINDING: This standard is not met but can be met as conditioned below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: D7. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the 
public improvement plans, provide street trees in graded tree wells in the public sidewalk for 
Phase II consistent with the requirements of Section 16.142.060.. 
 
B. Removal and Replacement of Street Trees. 

The removal of a street tree shall be limited and in most cases, necessitated by the tree. 
A person may remove a street tree as provided in this section. The person removing 
the tree is responsible for all costs of removal and replacement. Street trees less than 
five (5) inches DBH can be removed by right by the property owner or his or her 
assigns, provided that they are replaced. A street tree that is removed must be replaced 
within six (6) months of the removal date.  
1. Criteria for All Street Tree Removal for trees over five (5) inches DBH. No street tree 

shall be removed unless it can be found that the tree is:  
a. Dying, becoming severely diseased, or infested or diseased so as to threaten 

the health of other trees, or  
b. Obstructing public ways or sight distance so as to cause a safety hazard, or 
c. Interfering with or damaging public or private utilities, or 
d. Defined as a nuisance per City nuisance abatement ordinances. 

2. Street trees between five (5) and ten (10) inches DBH may be removed if any of the 
criteria in 1. above are met and a tree removal permit is obtained.  
a. The Tree Removal Permit Process is a Type I land use decision and shall be 

approved subject to the following criteria:  
(1) The person requesting removal shall submit a Tree Removal Permit 

application that identifies the location of the tree, the type of tree to be 
removed, the proposed replacement and how it qualifies for removal per 
Section 1. above.  

(2) The person shall post a sign, provided by the City, adjacent to the tree for 
ten (10) calendar days prior to removal that provides notice of the removal 
application and the process to comment on the application.  
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(3) If an objection to the removal is submitted by the City or to the City during 
the ten (10) calendar day period, an additional evaluation of the tree will be 
conducted by an arborist to determine whether the tree meets the criteria for 
street tree removal in Section 1. above. The person requesting the Tree 
Removal Permit shall be responsible for providing the arborist report and 
associated costs.  

(4) Upon completion of the additional evaluation substantiating that the tree 
warrants removal per Section 1. above or if no objections are received within 
the ten-day period, the tree removal permit shall be approved.  

(5) If additional evaluation indicates the tree does not warrant removal, the Tree 
Removal Permit will be denied.  

3. Street trees over ten (10) inches DBH may be removed through a Type I review 
process subject to the following criteria.  
a. The applicant shall provide a letter from a certified arborist identifying: 

(1) The tree's condition, 
(2) How it warrants removal using the criteria listed in Section 1. above, and 

identifying any reasonable actions that could be taken to allow the retention 
of the tree.  

b. The applicant shall provide a statement that describes whether and how the 
applicant sought assistance from the City, HOA or neighbors to address any 
issues or actions that would enable the tree to be retained.  

c. The person shall post a sign, provided by the City, adjacent to the tree for ten 
(10) calendar days prior to removal that provides notice of the removal 
application and the process to comment on the application.  

d. Review of the materials and comments from the public confirm that the tree 
meets the criteria for removal in Section 1. above.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The applicant is not proposing to remove and street trees.  
 
FINDING: These standards are not applicable. 

 
16.142.070 Trees on Property Subject to Certain Land Use Applications  
A. Generally 

The purpose of this Section is to establish processes and standards which will 
minimize cutting or destruction of trees and woodlands within the City. This Section is 
intended to help protect the scenic beauty of the City; to retain a livable environment 
through the beneficial effect of trees on air pollution, heat and glare, sound, water 
quality, and surface water and erosion control; to encourage the retention and planting 
of tree species native to the Willamette Valley and Western Oregon; to provide an 
attractive visual contrast to the urban environment, and to sustain a wide variety and 
distribution of viable trees and woodlands in the community over time.  

B. Applicability 
All applications including a Type II - IV land use review, shall be required to preserve 
trees or woodlands, as defined by this Section to the maximum extent feasible within 
the context of the proposed land use plan and relative to other codes, policies, and 
standards of the City Comprehensive Plan.  

C. Inventory 
1. To assist the City in making its determinations on the retention of trees and 

woodlands, land use applications including Type II - IV development shall include a 
tree and woodland inventory and report. The report shall be prepared by a qualified 
professional and must contain the following information:  
a. Tree size (in DBH and canopy area) 
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b. Tree species 
c. The condition of the tree with notes as applicable explaining the assessment 
d. The location of the tree on the site 
e. The location of the tree relative to the planned improvements 
f. Assessment of whether the tree must be removed to accommodate the 

development 
g. Recommendations on measures that must be taken to preserve trees during the 

construction that are not proposed to be removed. 
2. In addition to the general requirements of this Section, the tree and woodland 

inventory's mapping and report shall also include, but is not limited to, the specific 
information outlined in the appropriate land use application materials packet.  

3. Definitions for the inventory purposes of this Section 
a. A tree is a living woody plant having a trunk diameter as specified below at 

Diameter at Breast Height (DBH). Trees planted for commercial agricultural 
purposes, and/or those subject to farm forest deferral, such as nut and fruit 
orchards and Christmas tree farms, are excluded from this definition and from 
regulation under this Section, as are any living woody plants under six (6) inches 
at DBH. All trees six (6) inches or greater shall be inventoried.  

b. A woodland is a biological community dominated by trees covering a land area 
of 20,000 square feet or greater at a density of at least fifty (50) trees per every 
20,000 square feet with at least fifty percent (50%) of those trees of any species 
having a six (6) inches or greater at DBH. Woodlands planted for commercial 
agricultural purposes and/or subject to farm forest deferral, such as nut and fruit 
orchards and Christmas tree farms, are excluded from this definition, and from 
regulation under this Section.  

c. A large stature tree is over 20 feet tall and wide with a minimum trunk diameter 
of 30 inches at DBH. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The applicant provided a Preliminary Tree Protection and Removal Plan 
(Attachment A, Exhibit A) that provides an inventory of the existing trees on site. Four mature 
trees in the center of the site, in Phase I development area, are proposed to be removed for 
development. An existing mature tree stand on the north side of the site will be retained and 
preserved.  
 
FINDING: These standards are met. 
 
16.142.070 Trees on Property Subject to Certain Land Use Applications 
D. Retention requirements 
1. Trees may be considered for removal to accommodate the development including 

buildings, parking, walkways, grading etc., provided the development satisfies of D.2 
or D.3, below.  

3. Required Tree Canopy - Non-Residential and Multi-family Developments 
Each net development site shall provide a variety of trees to achieve a minimum total 
tree canopy of 30 percent. The canopy percentage is based on the expected mature 
canopy of each tree by using the equation πr2 to calculate the expected square footage 
of each tree. The expected mature canopy is counted for each tree even if there is an 
overlap of multiple tree canopies.  
The canopy requirement can be achieved by retaining existing trees or planting new 
trees. Required landscaping trees can be used toward the total on site canopy required 
to meet this standard. The expected mature canopy spread of the new trees will be 
counted toward the required canopy cover. A certified arborist or other qualified 
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professional shall provide an estimated tree canopy for all proposed trees to the 
planning department for review as a part of the land use review process.  
 

 

Residential 
(single family & 

two family 
developments) 

Old Town & Infill 
developments 

Commercial, 
Industrial, 

Institutional Public 
and Multi-family 

Canopy Requirement 40% N/A 30% 

Counted Toward the Canopy Requirement 

Street trees included in 
canopy requirement 

Yes N/A No 

Landscaping 
requirements included 
in canopy requirement 

N/A N/A Yes 

Existing trees onsite 
Yes 

x2 
N/A 

Yes 
x2 

Planting new trees onsite Yes N/A Yes 

Mature Canopy in Square Feet Equation πr2 or (3.14159*radius2) (This is the 
calculation to measure the square footage of a circle. 
The Mature Canopy is given in diameter. In gardening and horticulture reference 
books, therefore to get the radius you must divide the diameter in half.  

Canopy Calculation Example: Pin Oak 
Mature canopy = 35' 
(3.14159* 17.52) = 962 square feet  

  
STAFF ANALYSIS: The applicant provided a Preliminary Tree Protection and Removal Plan 
(Attachment A, Exhibit A) that provides an inventory of the existing trees on site. As previously 
discussed, four mature trees in the center of the site, in Phase I development area, are proposed 
to be removed for development. An existing mature tree stand on the north side of the site will be 
preserved. There are no tree canopy requirements for developments within the Old Town Overlay.  
 
FINDING: This standard is not applicable. 
 
16.142.070 Trees on Property Subject to Certain Land Use Applications 
E. Tree Preservation Incentive 

Retention of existing native trees on site which are in good health can be used to 
achieve the required mature canopy requirement of the development. The expected 
mature canopy can be calculated twice for existing trees. For example, if one existing 
tree with an expected mature canopy of 10 feet (78.5 square feet) is retained it will count 
as twice the existing canopy (157 square feet).  

 
FINDING: As discussed above, a mature tree stand on the north side of the site will be preserved. 
The tree preservation incentive is not needed as development in Old Town are exempt from the 
canopy coverage requirements. This standard is met. 
 
16.142.070 Trees on Property Subject to Certain Land Use Applications 
G. Tree Protection During Development 

The applicant shall prepare and submit a final Tree and Woodland Plan prior to 
issuance of any construction permits, illustrating how identified trees and woodlands 
will be retained, removed or protected as per the Notice of Decision. Such plan shall 
specify how trees and woodlands will be protected from damage or destruction by 
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construction activities, including protective fencing, selective pruning and root 
treatments, excavation techniques, temporary drainage systems, and like methods. At 
a minimum, trees to be protected shall have the area within the drip line of the tree 
protected from grading, stockpiling, and all other construction related activity unless 
specifically reviewed and recommended by a certified arborist or other qualified 
professional. Any work within the dripline of the tree shall be supervised by the project 
arborist or other qualified professional onsite during construction.  

 
FINDING: The Preliminary Tree Protection and Removal Plan (Attachment A, Exhibit A) provides 
an inventory of the existing trees on site. As previously discussed, four mature trees in the center 
of the site, in Phase I development area, are proposed to be removed for development. An existing 
mature tree stand on the north side of the site will be preserved. Prior to construction, the applicant 
will submit a final tree preservation plan consistent with this section. 
 
FINDING: These standards are not met but can be met as conditioned below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: C1. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, a final tree 
preservation plan consistent with the requirements of Section 16.142.070.G. will be submitted. 
 
16.146. Noise 
16.146.020 - Noise Sensitive Uses 
When proposed commercial and industrial uses do not adjoin land exclusively in 
commercial or industrial zones, or when said uses adjoin special care, institutional, or 
parks and recreational facilities, or other uses that are, in the City's determination, 
sensitive to noise impacts, then:  
A. The applicant shall submit to the City a noise level study prepared by a professional 

acoustical engineer. Said study shall define noise levels at the boundaries of the site 
in all directions.  

B. The applicant shall show that the use will not exceed the noise standards contained in 
OAR 340-35-035, based on accepted noise modeling procedures and worst case 
assumptions when all noise sources on the site are operating simultaneously.  

C. If the use exceeds applicable noise standards as per subsection B of this Section, then 
the applicant shall submit a noise mitigation program prepared by a professional 
acoustical engineer that shows how and when the use will come into compliance with 
said standards.  

 
FINDING: The site does not include commercial or industrial uses. Regardless, Excessive noise is 
not anticipated with this single-family residential townhome use and will be addressed via code 
compliance if necessary.  This standard is met.   
 
16.148 Vibrations 
16.148.010 - Vibrations 
All otherwise permitted commercial, industrial, and institutional uses shall not cause 
discernible vibrations that exceed a peak of 0.002 gravity at the property line of the 
originating use, except for vibrations that last five (5) minutes or less per day, based on a 
certification by a professional engineer.  
 
FINDING: The site does not include commercial, industrial or institutional uses. Regardless, 
excessive vibrations are not anticipated with this multi-family use and will be addressed via code 
compliance if necessary. This standard is not applicable.   
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16.150 Air Quality 
16.150.010 – Air Quality 
All otherwise permitted commercial, industrial, and institutional uses shall comply with 
applicable State air quality rules and statutes:  
A. All such uses shall comply with standards for dust emissions as per OAR 340-21-060. 
B. Incinerators, if otherwise permitted by Section 16.140.020, shall comply with the 

standards set forth in OAR 340-25-850 through 340-25-905.  
C. Uses for which a State Air Contaminant Discharge Permit is required as per OAR 340-

20-140 through 340-20-160 shall comply with the standards of OAR 340-220 through 
340-20-276.  

 
FINDING: The site does not include commercial, industrial or institutional uses. Regardless, 
excessive air pollution is not anticipated with this single-family residential townhome use and will 
be addressed via code compliance if necessary. This standard is not applicable.   
 
16.152 Odors 
16.152.010 - Odors 
All otherwise permitted commercial, industrial, and institutional uses shall incorporate the 
best practicable design and operating measures so that odors produced by the use are 
not discernible at any point beyond the boundaries of the development site.  
 
FINDING: The site does not include commercial, industrial or institutional uses. Regardless, 
excessive odor is not anticipated with this single-family residential townhome use and will be 
addressed via code compliance if necessary. This standard is not applicable.   
 
16.154 Heat and Glare 
16.154.010 – Heat and Glare  
Except for exterior lighting, all otherwise permitted commercial, industrial, and 
institutional uses shall conduct any operations producing excessive heat or glare entirely 
within enclosed buildings. Exterior lighting shall be directed away from adjoining 
properties, and the use shall not cause such glare or lights to shine off site in excess of 
one-half (0.5) foot candle when adjoining properties are zoned for residential uses.  
 
FINDING: The site does not include commercial, industrial or institutional uses. Regardless, the 
submitted Photometric Plan (Exhibit A, Sheet 10) shows compliance with this standard. This 
standard is not applicable.  
 
Chapter 16.156 Energy Conservation 
16.156.020 Standards 
A. Building Orientation - The maximum number of buildings feasible shall receive sunlight 

sufficient for using solar energy systems for space, water or industrial process heating 
or cooling. Buildings and vegetation shall be sited with respect to each other and the 
topography of the site so that unobstructed sunlight reaches the south wall of the greatest 
possible number of buildings between the hours of 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM, Pacific Standard 
Time on December 21st.  

B. Wind - The cooling effects of prevailing summer breezes and shading vegetation shall be 
accounted for in site design. The extent solar access to adjacent sites is not impaired 
vegetation shall be used to moderate prevailing winter wind on the site.  

 
FINDING:  The three-story building is oriented northwest-southeast to maximize use of the site and 
solar access.  Each living unit has decks and operable windows to take advantage of cooling 
breezes.  This standard is met. 
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Division IX- Historic Resources 
Chapter 16.162 Old Town (OT) Overlay District 
16.162.030 Permitted Uses 
The following uses are permitted outright, provided such uses meet the applicable 
environmental performance standards contained in Division VIII:  
A. Uses permitted outright in the RC zone, Section 16.28.020; the HDR zone, Section 

16.20.020; and the MDRL zone, Section 16.16.020; provided that uses permitted outright 
on any given property are limited to those permitted in the underlying zoning district, 
unless otherwise specified by this Section and Section 16.162.040.  

B. In addition to the home occupations permitted under Section 16.42.020, antique and curio 
shops, cabinet making, arts and crafts galleries, artists cooperatives, and bookshops, are 
permitted subject to the standards of Chapter 16.42 and this Chapter, in either the 
underlying RC or MDRL zones. 

C. Boarding and rooming houses, bed and breakfast inns, and similar accommodations, 
containing not more than five (5) guest rooms, in the underlying RC, HDR and MDRL 
zones.  

D. Motels and hotels, in the underlying RC zone only. 
E. Residential apartments when located on upper or basement floors, to the rear of, or 

otherwise clearly secondary to commercial buildings, in the underlying RC zone only.  
F. Other similar commercial uses or similar home occupations, subject to Chapter 16.88. 
G. Offices or architects, artists, attorneys, dentists, engineers, physicians, accountants, 

consultants and similar professional services.  
H. Uses permitted outright in the RC zone are allowed within the HDR zone when limited to 

the first floor, adjacent to and within 100 feet of, Columbia Street within the Old Town 
Overlay District.  

16.162.040 Conditional Uses 
The following uses are permitted as conditional uses, provided such uses meet the 
applicable environmental performance standards contained in Division VIII, and are approved 
in accordance with Chapter 16.82:  
A. Uses permitted as conditional uses in the RC zone, Section 16.28.020, HDR zone, Section 

16.20.020, and the MDRL zone, Section 16.16.020, provided that uses permitted as 
conditional uses on any given property are limited to those permitted in the underlying 
zoning district, unless otherwise specified by Section 16.162.030 and this Section.  

B. Townhouses (shared wall single-family attached) on property zoned RC in the Old 
Cannery area subject to Chapter 16.44 and the HDR standards. In addition, any garages 
shall use alley access. RC zone setback standards may be used in lieu of other applicable 
standards.  

 
FINDING: As discussed previously, the proposed use is permitted with a Conditional Use Permit in 
the RC zone in the Old Cannery area.  This standard can be met with the approval of the Conditional 
Use Permit.  
 
16.162.060 Dimensional Standards 
In the OT overlay zone, the dimensional standards of the underlying RC, HDR and 
MDRL zones shall apply, with the following exceptions:  
A. Lot Dimensions - Minimum lot area (RC zoned property only): Twenty-five 

hundred (2,500) square feet.  
 
FINDING: As discussed previously, the proposed townhome development will be a condominium 
project. Individual lots are not proposed. The subject site is 1.2 acres. This standard is met.  
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B. Setbacks - Minimum yards (RC zoned property only): None, including structures 
adjoining a residential zone, provided that Uniform Building Code, Fire District 
regulations, and the site design standards of this Code, not otherwise varied by 
this Chapter, are met.  

 
FINDING: As no yards are required for RC zoned property, the proposed development meets the 
minimum requirements. This standard is met.  
 
C. Height - The purpose of this standard is to encourage 2 to 4 story mixed-use 

buildings in the Old Town area consistent with a traditional building type of 
ground floor active uses with housing or office uses above.  
Except as provided in Section 16.162.080, subsection C below, the maximum height 
of structures in RC zoned property shall be forty (40) feet (3 stories) in the 
"Smockville Area" and fifty (50) feet (4 stories) in the "Old Cannery Area". 
Limitations in the RC zone to the height of commercial structures adjoining 
residential zones, and allowances for additional building height as a conditional 
use, shall not apply in the OT overlay zone. However, five foot height bonuses are 
allowed under strict conditions. Chimneys, solar and wind energy devices, radio 
and TV antennas, and similar devices may exceed height limitations in the OT 
overlay zone by ten (10) feet.  
Minimum height: A principal building in the RC and HDR zones must be at least 
sixteen (16) feet in height.  

 
FINDING: The subject site is located within the Old Cannery area. The applicant is proposing 
three story buildings at 32 feet, well below the four-story, 50-foot height limit and above the 16-
foot minimum height. This standard is met.  
 
D. Coverage - Home occupations permitted as per Chapter 16.42 and Section 

16.162.030 may occupy up to fifty percent (50%) of the entire floor area of all 
buildings on a lot. 

 
FINDING: The application is not seeking approval for any home occupations. This standard is not 
applicable.  
 
16.162.070 Community Design 
Standards relating to off-street parking and loading, environmental resources, landscaping, 
historic resources, access and egress, signs, parks and open space, on-site storage, and site 
design as per Divisions V, VIII and this Division shall apply, in addition to the Old Town design 
standards below: 
A. Generally 

In reviewing site plans, as required by Chapter 16.90, the City shall utilize the design 
standards of Section 16.162.080 for the "Old Cannery Area" and the "Smockville Design 
Standards" for all proposals in that portion of the Old Town District.  

B. Landscaping for Residential Structures 
1. Perimeter screening and buffering, as per Section 16.92.030, is not required for 

approved home occupations.  
2. Minimum landscaped areas are not required for off-street parking for approved home 

occupations.  
3. Landscaped strips, as per Sections 16.92.030 and 16.142.030A, may be a minimum of 

five (5) feet in width, except when adjoining alleys, where landscaped strips are not 
required.  

4. Fencing and interior landscaping, as per Section 16.92.030, are not required. 

Plannning Commission Meeting 
June 13, 2017

66

https://www.municode.com/library/or/sherwood/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVIXHIRE_CH16.162OLTOOTOVDI_16.162.080STALCOINMIESTOLCAAR
https://www.municode.com/library/or/sherwood/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVIILAUSDE_CH16.42HOOC
https://www.municode.com/library/or/sherwood/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVIXHIRE_CH16.162OLTOOTOVDI_16.162.030PEUS
https://www.municode.com/library/or/sherwood/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVIXHIRE_CH16.162OLTOOTOVDI_16.162.030PEUS


SP 16-09/ CUP 16-04 Oregon Street Townhomes                                                                                                             Page 51 of 56 

 

  

 
FINDING: As discussed above, the site includes substantial landscaping. Home occupations are 
not proposed. As shown on the Preliminary Landscape Plan (Exhibit A, Sheet 09), all landscape 
strips will be a minimum of 5 feet wide. Interior landscaping, while not required, is provided on 
site. These standards are met.  
 
C. Off-Street Parking 

For all property and uses within the "Smockville Area" of the Old Town Overlay District 
off-street parking is not required. For all property and uses within the "Old Cannery Area" 
of the Old Town Overlay District, requirements for off-street automobile parking shall be 
no more than sixty-five percent (65%) of that normally required by Section 16.94.020. 
Shared or joint use parking agreements may be approved, subject to the standards of 
Section 16.94.010.  

 
FINDING: The site is located within the Old Cannery area. Required parking is capped at 65%. As 
discussed above, the site includes on-site parking that exceeds these standards. These standards 
are met.  
 
D. Off-Street Loading 

1. Off-street loading spaces for commercial uses in the "Old Cannery Area" may be 
shared and aggregated in one or several locations in a single block, provided that the 
minimum area of all loading spaces in a block, when taken together, shall not be less 
than sixty-five percent (65%) of the minimum standard that is otherwise required by 
Section 16.94.030B.  

2. For all property and uses within the "Smockville Area" of the Old Town Overlay 
District, off-street loading is not required.  

 
FINDING: No off-street loading is required or proposed. These standards are not applicable.  
 
E. Signs  

In addition to signs otherwise permitted for home occupations, as per Section 16.42.010, 
one (1) non-illuminated, attached, exterior sign, up to a maximum of nine (9) square feet 
in surface area, may be permitted for each approved home occupation.  

 
FINDING: No signage is proposed with this application. These standards are not applicable.  
 
F. Non-conforming Uses 

When a nonconforming lot, use, or structure within the OT overlay zone has been 
designated a landmark as per Chapter 16.166, or when a nonconforming lot within the OT 
overlay zone is vacant, and the proposed change will, in the City's determination, be fully 
consistent with the goals and standards of the OT overlay zone and other City guidelines 
to preserve, restore, and enhance historic resources, nonconforming use restrictions 
contained in Chapter 16.48 may be waived by the Commission.  

 
FINDING: It is staff’s understanding that the existing nonconforming material storage yard will be 
discontinued and redeveloped with the proposal. The applicant is not seeking waiver to 
nonconforming use restrictions. These standards are not applicable.  
 
G. Downtown Street Standards 

All streets shall conform to the Downtown Street Standards in the City of Sherwood 
Transportation System Plan and Downtown Streetscape Master Plan, and as hereafter 
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amended. Streetscape improvements shall conform to the Construction Standards and 
Specifications, and as hereafter amended.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The Public Street Frontage Improvement Plan (Exhibit A, Sheet 11) shows 
minor improvements to SW Oregon Street to straighten out a slight bend in the north bound travel 
lane that is adjacent to the site. As previously discussed, this improvement will result in the adjacent 
sidewalk to encroach on the subject site. The City Engineer and the property owner have agreed to 
locate this sidewalk encroachment within a public access easement on the subject property.  
 
FINDING: These standards are not met but can be met as previously conditioned.  
 
H. Color 

The color of all exterior materials shall be earth tone. A color palette shall be submitted 
and reviewed as part of the land use application review process and approved by the 
hearing authority.  

 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The proposed color palette is provided on the Building Elevations (Exhibit A, 
Sheets A-5 through A-9). The proposed color palette is consistent with the earth tone requirement.  
 
FINDING: This standard is met. 
 
16.162.080 – Standards for All Commercial, Institutional and Mixed-Use Structures in the 
Old Cannery Area. 
The standards in this section apply to development of all new principal commercial, 
institutional and mixed-use structures in the "Old Cannery Area" of the Old Town Overlay 
District. These standards also apply to exterior alterations in this zone, when the exterior 
alteration requires full compliance with the requirements of applicable building codes. 
 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The proposed development does not include commercial, institutional, or mixed 
use structures. These standards do not apply to residential townhome development. Rather, the 
design guidelines of the Townhomes Chapter (16.44) apply. As discussed earlier, the proposed 
development meets the Townhomes standards. Nonetheless, as the applicant demonstrates, the 
proposal includes numerous site and building design elements that implement the architectural 
guidance established for the Old Cannery area, including:  

 Buildings have a strong vertical orientation that is accentuated by distinct roof forms, 
multiple articulations, balconies and supporting columns, and trim detail (see Exhibit A). 

 All six buildings will include significant articulation and multiple volumes to avoid the 
appearance of a single, large volume (see Exhibit A). 

 Roof pitches will vary from 6/12 to 8/12 on the hipped roofs included on Buildings 1-6. 
Additionally, all six buildings will include complex roof forms that are broken up by 
multiple dormers. Architectural grade composition shingle roofing will be used as the 
roofing material on all buildings (see Exhibit A). 

 4- to 6-inch horizontal and board and batten fiber cement siding and brick veneer will be 
used on all buildings (see Exhibit A). 

 Buildings will incorporate a cement board and brick stringcourse, and corner boards (see 
Exhibit A). 

 Buildings 1-4 will include ample glazing facing the SW Oregon Street frontage. Larger 
window openings on remaining building facades and Buildings 5 and 6 will be formed by 
grouping windows (see Exhibit A). 

 The application includes the use of vinyl windows without internal divisions or reflective 
glazing (see Exhibit A). 
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 Primary entry doors will be full, lite-steel construction doors that are more than 25% 
transparent (see Exhibit A). 

 Buildings fronting SW Oregon Street will include covered stoops (see Exhibit A). 

 Where possible, roof and plumbing vents will be located on the interior-facing roof 
façades of all buildings (see Exhibit A). 

 Off-street parking occupies less than 50% of the site area and will be located behind 
structures at the Oregon Street right-of-way line (see Exhibit A). 

 
FINDING: These standards are not applicable. 
 
 

Based upon review of the applicant’s submittal information, review of the code, agency comments 
and consideration of the applicant’s submittal, staff finds that the proposed site plan does not fully 
comply with the standards but can be conditioned to comply. Therefore, staff recommends 
Approval of the Oregon Street Townhomes (SP 16-09/CUP 16-04) with the following conditions 
of approval: 

 
VI. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
A. General Conditions 

1. Compliance with the Conditions of Approval is the responsibility of the developer or its 
successor in interest.  

2. This land use approval shall substantially comply with the submitted preliminary site plans and 
narrative dated May 5, 2017 and prepared by AKS Engineering and Forestry, except as 
indicated in the following conditions of the Notice of Decision. Additional development or 
change of use may require a new development application and approval. 

3. The authorization of the conditional use shall be void after two years unless substantial 
construction has taken place. The Hearing Authority may extend authorization for an 
additional period, not to exceed one year, upon a written request from the applicant showing 
adequate cause for such extension and payment of an extension application fee as per 
Section 16.74.010. The completion of Phase I shall constitute substantial completion.  

4. The developer/owner/applicant is responsible for all costs associated with private/public 
facility improvements. 

5.   This approval is valid for a period of two (2) years from the date of the decision notice. 
Extensions may be granted by the City as afforded by the Sherwood Zoning and Community 
Development Code. 

6. The continual operation of the property shall comply with the applicable requirements of the 
Sherwood Zoning and Community Development Code and Municipal Code. 

7.  This approval does not negate the need to obtain permits, as appropriate from other local, 
state or federal agencies even if not specifically required by this decision. 

8. Prior to commencement of the design, the developer shall attend a predesign meeting with 
the Sherwood Engineering Department. 

9. Existing acorn street lights along the subject property frontage shall be relocated to outside of 
the sidewalk and replaced with Westbrook street lights meeting Sherwood Engineering 
Department standards in Phase 2 of the development.  If the new public street light(s) are 
located outside of the right-of-way then an easement shall be granted to the city as approved 
by the Sherwood Engineering Department in Phase 2 of the development. 
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10. Existing driveways not being reused shall be removed and replaced with standard curb and 
gutter and sidewalk meeting Sherwood Engineering Department standards. 

11. The proposed development shall supply sanitary service to the development as needed 
meeting Sherwood Engineering standards. 

12. Private sanitary sewer shall be installed in compliance with the current Oregon Plumbing 
Specialty Code. 

13. The proposed development shall supply domestic, irrigation and fire water to the development 
as needed meeting Sherwood Engineering standards. 

14. Water meters located on site shall have a public water line easement meeting the approval of 
the Sherwood Public Works Department. 

15. Water flows calculations (domestic, irrigation and fire) shall be provided by the developer. 

16. If on-site fire protection is connected to the public water system, backflow protection meeting 
Sherwood Engineering Department standards shall be installed with a public water line easement 
as necessary. 

17. Private water lines shall be installed in compliance with the current Oregon Plumbing Specialty 
Code. 

18. The developer shall provide water quality treatment for all new impervious area constructed 
and any existing impervious area to remain as required by Clean Water Services standards 
unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer and Clean Water Services.  Also the 
developer shall provide an updated impervious area amounts for the subject property being 
treated by any existing water quality facility or an updated calculation for the existing water 
quality facility when additional untreated impervious area beyond what currently drains to the 
existing facility is added. 

19. The developer shall adhere to the conditions of the Clean Water Services Provider Letter. 

20. All new utilities to be installed for the development of the subject property shall be 
underground. 

21. The proposed development shall provide storm sewer improvements and service to the 
development as needed meeting Sherwood Engineering standards. 

 
B.   Prior to Final Site Plan Approval: 

1.  Prior to Final Site Plan approval, submit a copy of the proposed CC&Rs and Home Owners 
Association (HOA) Agreement for staff review and approval. At a minimum, the CC&Rs and 
HOA agreement must include the landscape maintenance standards for any and all common 
open space and water quality facilities, a provision for how the common facilities (open space, 
parking, driveways) will be maintained with ultimate responsibility assigned, and a provision 
for the HOA to maintain any water quality facility per the City standards. 

2. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, submit a revised Landscape Plan with open space 
calculations documenting the size of each open space area in square feet as well as the 
percent of total area.  

3. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, revise plans to show that there are no sight obstructing 
objects within the clear vision area in accordance with Section 16.58.010. 

4. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, submit a final landscape plan that has been verified by a 
qualified landscape professional. 
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5. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, provide revised plans consistent with the requirements in the 
ODOT comment letter dated December 5, 2016 or provide documentation from ODOT that 
the requirements have been satisfied or are no longer necessary. 

6. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, submit revised plans showing all mechanical equipment 
screen from view from all public streets and any adjacent residential zones. 

7. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, submit a final landscape plan that addresses the installation 
and maintenance standards of Section 16.92.040 to the Planning Department for review and 
approval.  

8. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, provide a revised site plan that clearly illustrates a marked 
crosswalk where pedestrian pathways cross vehicle parking areas.  

9. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, provide a revised site plan that illustrates where refuse and 
recycling bins will be stored on collection and non-collection days. If bins are to be stored 
within the garages, provided a copy of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) 
requiring such storage. 

10. Prior to Final Site Plan approval, submit revised plans demonstrating compliance with the Fire 
Marshall’s letter dated November 29, 2016. 

 
C. Prior to Issuance of a Grading Permit:  

1.  Prior to issuance of a grading permit, a final tree preservation plan consistent with the 
requirements of Section 16.142.070.G. will be submitted. 

 
D. Prior to Engineering Approval of the Public Improvement Plans:  

1. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the public improvement plans, the 
developer shall submit a plan to realign the curb and sidewalk along the subject property 
frontage in Phase 2 of the development and dedicate an access easement for public sidewalk 
that will be located on private property meeting the approval of the Sherwood Engineering 
Department. 

2. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the public improvement plans, all 
public transportation infrastructure shall meet City of Sherwood standards and be approved 
by the Sherwood Engineering Department. 

3. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the public improvement plans, all 
public sanitary sewer infrastructure shall meet City of Sherwood standards and be approved 
by the Sherwood Engineering Department. 

4. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the public improvement plans, all 
public water infrastructure shall meet City of Sherwood standards and be approved by the 
Sherwood Engineering Department. 

5. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the public improvement plans, all 
public storm sewer infrastructure shall meet City of Sherwood standards and be approved by 
the Sherwood Engineering Department. 

6. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the public improvement plans, a Clean 
Water Services Storm Water Connection Permit Authorization must be obtained in 
accordance with the comments submitted by Clean Water Services dated June 2, 2017. 

7. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the public improvement plans, provide 
street trees in graded tree wells in the public sidewalk for Phase II consistent with the 
requirements of Section 16.142.060. 

Plannning Commission Meeting 
June 13, 2017

71



SP 16-09/ CUP 16-04 Oregon Street Townhomes                                                                                                             Page 56 of 56 

 

  

8. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the public improvement plans, the 
developer shall obtain a DEQ NPDES 1200CN permit if required by Clean Water Services. 
 

E. Prior to Obtaining Building Permits:  

1. Prior to issuance of a building permit for Phase II, obtain approval for and record a lot 
consolidation or lot line adjustment and provide evidence of a recorded cross-access 
easement between the two parcels. 

2. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the developer shall execute an Engineering Compliance 
Agreement for the phase being constructed. 

3. Obtain Final Site Plan approval prior to issuance of any building permits in any phase of 
development. 

 
F. Prior to Acceptance of Public Improvements:  

1. Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department acceptance of the public improvements, the 
developer shall record Private Stormwater Facility Access and Maintenance Covenant for any 
on-site private water quality facilities. Also an Operations and Maintenance Plan is required 
for all private water quality facilities. 

 
G. Prior to Receiving Occupancy:  

1. Prior to Final Occupancy of the last building in any Phase, a copy of the recorded CC&Rs and 
HOA formation must be submitted to the Planning Department. 

2. Prior to Occupancy, all site improvements, including but not limited to landscaping, parking 
and site lighting shall be installed per the approved final site plan and inspected and approved 
by the Planning Department If constructed in phases, site improvements shall be installed 
consistent with the phases shown. 

3. Prior to Final Occupancy for Phase 2, any access/parking/utilities that serve the adjoining tax 
lot as determined by the Sherwood Engineering Department shall have private easements 
recorded. 

4. Prior to Final Occupancy, final acceptance of the constructed public improvements shall be 
obtained from the City of Sherwood Engineering Department. 

 
 
VII.  Exhibits 

 
A. Applicant’s submittal with narrative and supporting documents dated May 5, 2017 
B. Engineering comments dated December 5, 2016 
C. Clean Water Services comments dated June 2, 2017 
D. Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue comments dated November 29, 2016 
E. Pride Disposal comments dated May 19, 2017 and December 5, 2016  
F. ODOT comments dated May 24, 2017 and December 5, 2016 

 

The site plan approval is valid for a period of two (2) years from the date of the 
decision, per Section 16.90.020. 
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Exhibit A  
Exhibit A can be reviewed electronically at the web address below with the following files:  
 
www.sherwoodoregon.gov/planning/project/oregon-street-townhomes  
 
Application Materials – Revised 05.05.17 
Revised Design Review Plans  
Civil Plans  
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Engineering   
Land Use Application 
Comments  

 

To:  Connie Randall, Senior Planner 
 
From: Craig Christensen, P.E., Engineering Department  
 
Project: Oregon Street Townhomes (SP 16-09) 
 
Date: June 6, 2017 
 

 

Engineering staff has reviewed the information provided for the above cited project.  Final 
construction plans will need to meet the standards established by the City of Sherwood 
Engineering Department and Public Works Department, Clean Water Services (CWS) and 
Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue in addition to requirements established by other 
jurisdictional agencies providing land use comments.  City of Sherwood Engineering 
Department comments are as follows: 
 
Sanitary Sewer 
Currently there are 2 locations where sanitary sewers exist that can serve the subject 
property.  There is existing 8-inch diameter sanitary sewer northwest of the subject 
property within SW Oregon Street and within the trail corridor.  There is also an existing 
8-inch diameter sanitary sewer within SW Oregon Street at the northeast end of the 
subject property.  All surrounding properties can be served by the existing public 
sanitary sewers in this area, therefore no public sanitary sewer main extension is 
required.   
 
CONDITION: The proposed development shall supply sanitary service to the 
development as needed meeting Sherwood Engineering standards. 
 
CONDITION: Private sanitary sewer shall be installed in compliance with the current 
Oregon Plumbing Specialty Code. 
 
CONDITION: Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the public 
improvement plans, all public sanitary sewer infrastructure shall meet City of Sherwood 
standards and be approved by the Sherwood Engineering Department. 
 
Water 
Currently a public 10-inch diameter water main exists along SW Oregon Street along 
the frontage of the subject property.  All surrounding properties can be served by the 
existing public water mains in this area, therefore no public water main extension is 
required.   
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CONDITION: The proposed development shall supply domestic, irrigation and fire water 
to the development as needed meeting Sherwood Engineering standards. 
 
Domestic water is shown on the preliminary plan to be through a bank of water meters 
on site.  Each parcel will need to have its water service(s) within the right-of-way 
frontage or parcel that it is serving. 
 
CONDITION: Water meters located on site shall have a public water line easement 
meeting the approval of the Sherwood Public Works Department. 
 
Existing water services that will not be used by the development of the subject property 
shall be abandoned meeting Sherwood Engineering Department standards. 
 
CONDITION: Water flows calculations (domestic, irrigation and fire) shall be provided 
by the developer. 
 
Currently there are 2 fire hydrants that exist along the frontage of the subject property. 
 
Fire protection shall meet the conditions imposed by Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue. 
 
CONDITION: If on-site fire protection is connected to the public water system, backflow 
protection meeting Sherwood Engineering Department standards shall be installed with a 
public water line easement as necessary. 
 
CONDITION: Private water lines shall be installed in compliance with the current 
Oregon Plumbing Specialty Code. 
 
CONDITION: Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the public 
improvement plans, all public water infrastructure shall meet City of Sherwood 
standards and be approved by the Sherwood Engineering Department. 
 
Storm Sewer 
Currently there is existing 10-inch diameter storm sewer northwest of the subject 
property within SW Oregon Street and within the trail corridor.  There is also an existing 
12-inch diameter storm sewer within SW Oregon Street at the northeast end of the 
subject property.  All surrounding properties have access to the public storm sewer 
system, therefore no public storm sewer main extension is required.   
 
CONDITION: The proposed development shall provide storm sewer improvements and 
service to the development as needed meeting Sherwood Engineering standards. 
 
The proposed development consists of redeveloping of the subject property which is 
currently paved with buildings. 
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CONDITION: The developer shall provide water quality treatment for all new impervious 
area constructed and any existing impervious area to remain as required by Clean 
Water Services standards unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer and Clean 
Water Services.  Also the developer shall provide an updated impervious area amounts 
for the subject property being treated by any existing water quality facility or an updated 
calculation for the existing water quality facility when additional untreated impervious 
area beyond what currently drains to the existing facility is added. 
 
CONDITION: Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the public 
improvements, the developer shall record a Private Stormwater Facility Access and 
Maintenance Covenant for any on-site private water quality facilities.  Also an 
Operations and Maintenance Plan is required for all private water quality facilities. 
 
CONDITION: Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the public 
improvement plans, all public storm sewer infrastructure shall meet City of Sherwood 
standards and be approved by the Sherwood Engineering Department. 
 
Transportation 
The subject property is bordered by the SW Oregon Street (Collector) to the northwest.   
Currently SW Oregon Street frontage along the subject property has a street curve 
issue that affects the drivability of the street.  Due to this issue a section of the existing 
street and sidewalk will need to be realigned. 
 
CONDITION: Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the public 
improvement plans, the developer shall submit a plan to realign the curb and sidewalk 
along the subject property frontage in Phase 2 of the development and dedicate an 
access easement for public sidewalk that will be located on private property meeting the 
approval of the Sherwood Engineering Department. 
 
Currently the sidewalk/multi-use path along the frontage of the subject property is curb 
tight.  Collector standards call for a 5-foot wide landscape strip.  Sidewalk varies in this 
area with some being curb tight while some has a landscape strip.  The lack of a 
landscape strip causes issues with 2 acorn street lights that currently exist within the 
sidewalk in the location where the landscape strip would typically be.   
 
CONDITION: Existing acorn street lights along the subject property frontage shall be 
relocated to outside of the sidewalk and replaced with Westbrook street lights meeting 
Sherwood Engineering Department standards in Phase 2 of the development.  If the 
new public street light(s) are located outside of the right-of-way then an easement shall 
be granted to the city as approved by the Sherwood Engineering Department in Phase 
2 of the development. 
 
Currently the property has 3 driveways to SW Oregon Street.  The proposed 
development indicates that the southwesternmost driveway is to be reused and a new 
driveway being constructed slightly northeast of the existing driveway across the street. 
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CONDITION: Existing driveways not being reused shall be removed and replaced with 
standard curb and gutter and sidewalk meeting Sherwood Engineering Department 
standards. 
 
CONDITION: Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the public 
improvement plans, all public transportation infrastructure shall meet City of Sherwood 
standards and be approved by the Sherwood Engineering Department. 
 
Grading and Erosion Control: 
City policy requires that prior to grading, a permit is obtained from the Building 
Department for all grading on the private portion of the site. 
 
The Engineering Department requires a grading permit for all areas graded as part of 
the public improvements.  The Engineering permit for grading of the public 
improvements is reviewed, approved and released as part of the public improvement 
plans. 
 
An erosion control plan and permit is required from the City of Sherwood Engineering 
Department for all public and private improvements.  The erosion control permit is 
reviewed, approved and released as part of the public improvement plans. 
 
The total proposed development will disturb approximately 1.2 acres. 
 
CONDITION: Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the public 
improvement plans, the developer shall obtain a DEQ NPDES 1200CN permit if 
required by Clean Water Services. 
 
Other Engineering Issues: 
A Clean Water Services Service Provider Letter has been obtained by the developer. 
 
CONDITION: The developer shall adhere to the conditions of the Clean Water Services 
Service Provider Letter. 
 
CONDITION: Prior to Sherwood Engineering Department approval of the public 
improvement plans, a Storm Water Connection Permit Authorization shall be obtained. 
 
The proposed development currently encompasses 2 existing tax lots and is proposed to 
be constructed in 2 phases.  Phase 1 is entirely within the western tax lot.  One of the 
proposed buildings within phase 2 is within both tax lots.  Buildings are not allowed to 
cross property lines. 
 
CONDITION: Prior to building plan approval, either the buildings on the plan shall be 
adjusted to be in compliance with the existing property line, the property line shall be 
adjusted to work with the building layout, the 2 properties shall be consolidated or any 
combination thereof. 
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Once parcel 2 is developed and if the existing tax lots have not been consolidated, access 
and private utilities may be crossing tax lot lines to serve the adjoining tax lot. 
 
CONDITION: Prior to building occupancy for Phase 2, any access/parking/utilities that 
serve the adjoining tax lot as determined by the Sherwood Engineering Department shall 
have private easements recorded. 
 
As shown the proposed sanitary sewer and storm sewer on the preliminary development 
plan will not meet Clean Water Services for Phase 2 if the existing tax lot line remains at its 
current location.  Either the property line will need to be adjusted, the lots consolidated or 
the sanitary sewer and storm utilities will need to be redesigned unless otherwise 
approved by the Sherwood Engineering Department and Clean Water Services. 
 
CONDITION: Prior to the commencement of the design, the developer shall attend a 
predesign meeting with the Sherwood Engineering Department. 
 
CONDITION: Prior to site plan approval, the developer shall provide the Sherwood 
Planning Department conditions/approval from the railroad company for the changed 
usage of and/or for any work to be performed within railroad right-of-way. 
 
CONDITION: Prior to issuing of a building permit, the developer shall execute an 
Engineering Compliance Agreement for the phase being constructed. 
 
CONDITION: Prior to obtaining occupancy, final approval of the constructed public 
improvements shall be obtained from the City of Sherwood Engineering Department. 
 
CONDITION: All new utilities to be installed for the development of the subject property 
shall be underground. 
  
END OF COMMENTS.  
 

Plannning Commission Meeting 
June 13, 2017

78



Exhibit C

Plannning Commission Meeting 
June 13, 2017

79



Plannning Commission Meeting 
June 13, 2017

80



Exhibit D

Plannning Commission Meeting 
June 13, 2017

81



Plannning Commission Meeting 
June 13, 2017

82



Plannning Commission Meeting 
June 13, 2017

83



Plannning Commission Meeting 
June 13, 2017

84



Exhibit E

Connie Randall 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Connie, 

Kristin Leichner < kristinl@pridedisposal.com > 

Friday, May 19, 2017 2:25 PM 
Connie Randall 
RE: SP 16-09/CUP 16-04 Oregon Street Townhomes Agency Notice 
12.5.16 Oregon Street Townhomes-Sherwood.pdf 

Follow up 
Flagged 

Our original letter is still valid for the changes that have been made. I've attached it for reference. 

Kristin Leichner 
Pride Disposal Co. 
{503) 625-6177 
www. prided isposa l.com 
Facebook 
Twitter 

From: Connie Randall [mailto:RandaiiC@SherwoodOregon.gov] 
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 2:05PM 
To: Andrea Kuehnel <afk@nwnatural.com>; Andrew Stirling <StirlingA@SherwoodOregon.gov>; 
'anita.huffman@dsl.state.or.us' <anita.huffman@dsl.state.or.us>; baldwinb@trimet.org; Bob Ebeling 
<robert.w.ebeling@odot.state.or.us>; Bob Galati <GalatiB@SherwoodOregon.gov>; Brad Crawford 
<CrawfordB@SherwoodOregon.gov>; Craig Christensen <ChristensenC@SherwoodOregon.gov>; Craig Sheldon 
<SheldonC@SherwoodOregon.gov>; crbelt@bpa.gov; d5b@nwnatural.com; Henry English <Henry.English@pgn.com>; 
humphreysj@CieanWaterServices.org; Jason Waters <WatersJ@SherwoodOregon.gov>; Jill Hendrickson () 
<Jiii.M.Hendrickson@odot.state.or.us>; Jo Guediri <GuediriJ@sherwoodoregon.gov>; Karen Mehling 
<karen.mohling@tvfr.com>; Kevin_Rolph@kindermorgan.com; Kristin Leichner <kristinl@pridedisposal.com>; 
kurt.A.MOHS@odot.state.or.us; Larry_Kiimek@fws.gov; 'michaela.skiles@oregonmetro.gov' 
<michaela.skiles@oregonmetro.gov>; mwerner@gwrr.com; Naomi_ Vogel@co.washington.or.us; 
paulette.Copperstone@oregonmetro.gov; 'pjohanson@sherwood.k12.or.us' <pjohanson@sherwood.k12.or.us>; 
r2g@nwnatural.com; raindrops2refuge@gmail.com; Region1DEVREVApplications@odot.state.or.us; 
rfagliano@sherwood.k12.or.us; Richard Sattler <SattlerR@SherwoodOregon.gov>; Samba Kirkman 
(sambo_kirkman@co.washington.or.us) <sambo_kirkman@co.washington.or.us>; Seth.A.BRUMLEY@odot.state.or.us; 
spieringm@CieanWaterServices.org; stephen_roberts@co.washington.or.us; Theresa Cherniak 
(Theresa_Cherniak@co.washington.or.us) <Theresa_Cherniak@co.washington.or.us>; Tom Mooney 
<thomas.mooney@tvfr.com>; Tom Pessemier <PessemierT@SherwoodOregon.gov>; tumpj@trimet.org 
Subject: SP 16-09/CUP 16-04 Oregon Street Town homes Agency Notice 

Good Afternoon, 

The City of Sherwood Planning Department is requesting agency comments on the Oregon Street Town homes project, 
25 residential townhomes on approximately 1.2 acres of property located in the Old Town Overlay District. 

1 
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NOTE: This is a resubmittal of a previously routed project. The primary changes include a reduction in the number of 
dwelling units from 29 to 25 (elimination of studio units) and reconfiguration of the parking area. 

Detailed project information can be found online at: http://www.sherwoodoregon.gov/planning/project/oregon-street
townhomes 

!f you have comments on this proposal, please respond by June 2, 2017 in order to be included in the staff report. 

Thank you in advance for your time, 
Connie 

C~'R~ 
Planning Department 
Planning Manager 
City of Sherwood 
(503) 625-4208 

2 
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P•R*I*D*E 
DISPOSAL COMPANY 
P.O. Box 820 Sherwood, OR 97140 

Phone: (503) 625-6177 Fax: (503) 625-6179 

December 5, 2016 

Connie Randall 
Planning Department, Senior Planner 
City of Sherwood 

RE: Oregon St Townhomes 

We have reviewed the site plan for the above mentioned site plan. 

There is an enclosure on site. This enclosure is intended for residential style roll carts for the 
studio units. No front load commercial containers can go in that enclosure. That shared service 
for the studios will be managed by the property management company. 

The other units will have residential style roll cart service and the roll carts will be stored in their 
garage or on their property. 

All roll carts must be placed curbside for collection. 

If you have any additional questions, feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Kristin Leichner 
Pride Disposal Co. 
(503) 625-6177 
kristinl@pridedisposal.com 
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Shenruood Planning Commission Meeting

Date

d Meeting Packet

d oooroved Minutes

d *"ruest to Speak Forms

Documents submitted at meeting
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I HAVE READ AND UTVDERSTOOD THE RIJLES FOR MEETINGS IN THE CITY OF

SHERWOOD

1. PLEASE INDICATE THE ITEM YOU WOULD LIKE TO SPEAK ABOUT

Date b-tl 4t¡ Agenda ltem , 5DR/tc u-n h*.,r'<2, (From Agenda)

NOTE: lf you want to speak to the Commission about more than one subiect, please

submit a separate form for each item.

2. PLEASE MARK YOU POSTTION/INTEREST ON THE AGENDA ITEM

Aoolicant: Proponent: Ooponent: Other:

3 PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS IN A LEGIBLE FORMAT TO

RECEIVE A COPY OF THE NOTICE OF DECIS¡ON ON THIS MATTER.

Name: fanrte, C.r{a f lcfa n
Address a lÇç

City/State/Zip q1l

o l,^.,"["lG o â-ol

f

EmailAddress:

City of Sherwood Planning Commission
Public Comment

I reoresent: Mvself Other

4. PLEASE GIVE THIS FORM TO THE RECORDING SECRETARY PRIOR TO YOU

ADDRESSING THE PLANNING COMMISSION. Thank you'

Page2



I HAVE READ AND U'VDERSTOOD THE RULES FOR MEETINGS IN THE CITY OF

SHERWOOD.

1. PLEASE INDICATE THE ITEM YOU WOULD LIKE TO SPEAK ABOUT

Date t9 Agenda ltem (From Agenda)

NOTE: lf you want to speak to the Commission about more than one subject, please

submit a separate form for each item'

2. PLEASE MARK YOU POSITION/INTEREST ON THE AGENDA ITEM

Applicant: Prooonent: Opponent

3. PLEASE PROV¡DE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS IN A LEGIBLE FORMAT TO

RECEIVE A COPY OF THE NOTICE OF DECIS¡ON ON THIS MATTER'

Name:

Address:

City/State/Zip:

EmailAddress:

I represent: Myself Other

4. PLEASE GIVE THIS FORM TO THE RECORDING SECRETARY PRIOR TO YOU

ADDRESS¡NG THE PLANNING COMMISSION. Thank you'

,T<-

City of Sherwood Planning Commission
Public Comment
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I HAVE READ AND UNDERSTOOD THE RULES FOR MEETINGS IN THE CIW OF

SHERWOOD.

1. PLEASE INDICATE THE ITEM YOU WOULD LIKE TO SPEAK ABOUT

Date: tc / ts/ t+ Agenda ltem:
sPtü*c,1 (.r¡È i (From Agenda)

t.
- Ór

NOTE: lf you want to speak to the Gommission about more than one subject, please

submit a separate form for each item.

2, PLEASE MARK YOU POSITION/INTEREST ON THE AGENDA ITEM

Applicant d Proponent: 

- 

Opponent:- Other:

( *.0)

3. PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS IN A LEGIBLE FORMAT TO

RECEIVE A COPY OF THE NOTICE OF DECISION ON THIS MATTER.

Name: Jo\ Chn, i\r<1v..(<s-J

tzct6\ S vJ +-\ t.t /t'(4 ^.J R-å s'\' loc-.rAddress:

City/State/Zip:
-Ì_v,.\.- \,-. , C'È 1a ct6 2

EmailAddress: ohr-c clt<-S - € ¡ o rt'\

I represent: Myself Other * A P¡> t, c c^'^-t' ! É"-l ìr\t)'r'

4, PLEASE GIVE THIS FORM TO THE RECORDING SECRETARY PRIOR TO YOU

ADDRESSING THE PLANNING COMMISSION. Thank you'

City of Sherwood Planning Commission
Public Comment

PageZ



I HAVE READ AND U'VDERSTOOD THE RULES FOR MEETINGS IN THE CIW OF

SHERWOOD.

1. PLEASE INDICATE THE ITEM YOU WOULD LIKE TO SPEAK ABOUT

O'Q t6a rom Agenda)Date: / Agenda ltem

NOTE: lf you want to speak to the Commission about more than one subject, please

submit a separate form for each item.

2, PLEASE MARK YOU POS¡TION/INTEREST ON THE AGENDA ITEM

Applicant'.L Proponent: 

- 

OPPonent:. 

-

Other:

3. PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS IN A LEGIBLE FORMAT TO

RECEIVE A COPY OF THE NOTICE OF DECTSION ON THIS MATTER.

Name J

Address: "-zs
City/State/Zip:

EmailAddress Ji,- _a

I represent: Myself Other

4. PLEASE GIVE THIS FORM TO THE RECORDING SECRETARY PRIOR TO YOU

ADDRESSING THE PLANNTNG COMMISSION. Thank you'

Aty of Sft"r*ood Planning Commissio n Page 2
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I HAVE READ AND U'VDERSTOOD THE RULES FOR MEETINGS IN THE CIW OF

SHERWOOD.

1. PLEASE INDICATE THE ITEM YOU WOULD LIKE TO SPEAK ABOUT

il{t> Agenda ltem t, ("^)' t (rrom Agenda)Date:
--7,.Jt'n i,

NOTE: lf you want to speak to the Gommission about more than one subject, please

submit a separate form for each item.

2. PLEASE MARK YOU POSIT¡ON/INTEREST ON THE AGENDA ITEM

Applicant: Proponen t X Opponent: Other:

3. PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS IN A LEGIBLE FORMAT TO

RECEIVE A COPY OF TH

l-or,
OF DECISION ON THIS MATTER.

5 ¿J g[1o, L,,, B

E NOTICE

?,.,,,.-fName:

Address: ,711t t
City/State/Zip: L4-/ ' r' l

ì lL 7/

EmailAddress: Ä ER.. n ,--[ c c. n-.,,,(' (¿r"\

I represent: Myself { Other

4. PLEASE GIVE THIS FORM TO THE RECORDING SECRETARY PRIOR TO YOU

ADDRESS¡NG THE PLANNING COMMISSION. Thank you.

City of Sherwood Planning Commission
Public Comment

PageZ



I HAVE READ AND UAÍDERSTOOD THE RULES FOR MEETINGS IN THE CITY OF

SHERWOOD.

1. PLEASE TNDICATE THE ITEM YOU WOULD LIKE TO SPEAK ABOUT

C- I 1c) Agenda ltem: --,(/ .J Agenda)

Other:

Date

NOTE: lf you want to speak to the Gommission about more than one subject, prease

submit a separate form for each item.

2. PLEASE MARK YOU POS¡TION/INTEREST ON THE AGENDA ITEM

Applicant: Opponent:

3. PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS IN A LEGIBLE FORMAT TO

RECEIVE

Name:

Address:

A COPY OF THE SION ON THIS MATTER.

o^¡. (

proponen t X

(^

City/State/Zip

EmailAddress:
- at^(\o) Y

I represent: Myself Other

4. PLEASE GIVE THIS FORM TO THE RECORDING SECRÉTARY PRIOR TO YOU

ADDRESSING THE PLANNING COMMISSION. Thank you'

City of Sherwood Planning Commission
Public Comment

(L

¡2-,f ¡

Page2



I HAVE READ AND UA'DERSTOOD THE RULES FOR MEETINGS IN THE CIW OF

SHERWOOD.

1. PLEASE INDICATE THE ITEM YOU WOULD L¡KE TO SPEAK ABOUT

Ðate: t,/3,/7 Agenda ltem S é ø--7 -/ o c/ rom Agenda)

NOTE: lf you want to speak to the Commission about more than one subject, please

suhmit a separate form for each item.

2. PLEASE MARK YOU POS¡TION/INTEREST ON THE AGENDA ¡TEM

Applicant: Proponenl: .Y Opponent: Other:

3. PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS IN A LEGIBLE FORMAT TO

RECEIVE A COPY OF THE NOTICE OF DECISION ON THIS MATTER.

4

Z3o+o Sw o*) &¡-
City/State/Zip: S À-¿-. r^, u urL oÊ.- Q + /\1n

EmailAddress ) A-c o1- JÒ
^/"

ôÒ .o Òrvt

t represent: Myself Y Other

4. PLEASE GIVE THIS FORM TO THE RECORDING SECRETARY PRIOR TO YOU

ADDRESSING THE PLANNING COMMISSION. Thank you.

City of Sherwood Planning Commission
Public Comment

Name:

Address

r

Page2
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Phqse Il

FelruRes
Þ 17 units in 4 Townhome Blocks

Þ 26 Parking Spaces (23 Required)
. 18 Standard
. I Compact

) 130/o Open Space

) Site Landscaping

Proposed Site & Londscope Plon - Phose I
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Property Line Adjuslment or
Lol Consolidotion with Phose ll

FrRruRes
Þ 25 units in 6 Townhome Blocks
Þ 50 Parking Spaces (33 Required). 28 Standard. 22 Compact

> 18o/o Open Space

Þ Site Landscaping
Þ Future Commercial Pad

Proposed Site & Lqndscope Plon r Bu¡ld-Oul
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) Distinct and Varied Roof Lines

) Multiple Building Materials and
Colors

) Covered Porches and
Balconies

) Four-Side Architecture

) Pedestrian Scale First Floor

) Window Trim on All Windows

FeRrunrs
> Height: 31 feet, I inches

Þ Block Width: 76-95 feet

Þ 4 and 5 Units per Block

) unit size: 1 ,372- 1,751 sq ft
) Distinct Units

Þ Homes Front onto Public
Street w/ Garage in Rear

/ñ S'DE EGVATION IWESTì . BUILDING I êd 4\y=;ì;-

Proposed Elevqtions r Buildings t & 4
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Þ Distinct and Varied Roof Lines

Þ Multiple Building Materials and
Colors

> Govered Porches and
Balconies

) Four-Side Architecture

) Pedestrian Scale First Floor

) Window Trim on AllWindows

X

Felrunes
> Height: 31 feet,8 inches

Þ Block Width: 76-95 feet

Þ 4 and 5 Units per Block

) Unit Size: 1,372 - 1,751 sq ft
> Distinct Units

Þ Homes Front onto Public
Street w/ Garage in Rear

Proposed Elevotions - Buildings 2 & 3

mill

mill
mill



t i I
/T\ OREGON STREEÎ ELEVATION (NORTH) - BUILDING 1 ANd 4



Site Plon Required Findings
1. Meets opplicqble zoning district qnd design stqndqrds.

Conditionql Use in RC in Old Cqnnery oreo of OT Overloy
2. Public wqler, sqnitqry sewer qnd slorm sewer services ore qvqilqble to

the site qnd qre required.

3. Condilions, Covenonls qnd Reslrictions (CC&Rs) ond q Home Owners
Associqlion (HOA) Agreemenl ore required.

4. No significqnt nqturol feolures on sile.

5. Estimoted to generqte 145 doily trips, increqsing qveroge doily trips
oboul 27o.

6/7. Commerciol & lndustriol design slqndords not opplicoble. Building
design conforms to Old Town Design Stqndords.

8. No existing or plonned drivewqys thql exceed 24 feet in width.



Conditionol Use Required Findings
t. Public fqcilities ond services ore ovqiloble.

2. Applicoble zoning stondords ore mel ond is compotible wilh obutting lond uses.

3. Proposed focility meets the overoll needs of the community:
lmplements primory gool of the Sherwood Town Cenf er Plon

lmplements Chopter 4 ol the Comprehensive PIon

4. Surrounding properties will nol be odversely offected.

5. Site is of odequote shope ond size.

6. Will not result in ony likely odverse impocts to sensitive wildlife species or lhe
noturol environmenl.

7 /A. Not o wireless communicotion focility or o tronsportotion focility or
improvement.



Recommendqtion

Bosed on o review of the opplicontns submittol, the Sherwood Zoning

ond Community Development Code, ogency comments, ond

findings of foct in the stoff report, Stoff recommends APPROVAL of

the Oregon Street Townhomes Site Plqn qnd Conditionql Use Permit

subject to Conditions of Approvol in the stoff report os modified in

the Plonning Commission Memo.
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Date Gov. Body

L/Ét
Agenda ltem Exhibit #

MEMORANDUM
!!t'ì. !: the i wl!!r! Rt!e/ \úü.1ud liiíír!tt ]ìefil3

City of Shen'vood
22560 SW Pine St.

To: Sherwood Planning Commission

Tel 503-625-5522
Fax 503-625-5524
www. sherwoodo rego n. g ov

Mayor
Krisanna Clark

Council Presídent
Jennlfer Hanis

Councilors
Dan King
Jennifer Kuiper
Sally Robinson
Kim Young
Sean Garland

City Manager
Joseph Gall, ICMA-CM

Assistant City Manager
Tom Pessemier

rom onnle

RE: Proposed Edits to the Statf Report for SP 16-09 and CUP 16-44

Date: June 13,2017

After reviewing the Staff Report and proposed conditions of approval, the applicant
notified staff of an error in the submitted project narrative (Attached). An early
conception of the proposed project included multi-family units rather than
condominium platted townhome units. Multi-family developments are required to
provide accessible park¡ng spaces and on-site pedestrian pathways. The narrative
included a statement in response to Section 16.96.020.8 that "where pedestrian
pathways cross vehicle parking areas, a clearly marked crosswalk will þe in place."
Finding no evidence of a crosswalk, staff included Condition of Approval 88 (page
52 of the Planning Comm¡ssion (PC) packet). The applicant has requested that
Condition of Approval 88 be removed, as accessible parking and private pathways
are not required for single-family or townhome development. Staff is agreeable to
the request and proposed the following change to the staff report:

PG Packet Page 52; Section 16.96.020.8

STAFF ANALYSIS: A system of on-site pedestrian connections has been
designed to promote safe and conven¡ent access between residences, vehicle
parking areas, and existing pedestrian facilities on SW Oregon Street and the
pedestrian promenade. Private pedestrian pathways will þe a minimum of five feet
in width and of a durable surface, compl¡ant with the American with Disabilities Act
(ADA) access requirements.

parking areaq a elearly marked eresswalk will .þe in plaoe, Staff eannot find

FINDING: This standard is netmet .

revi -marked erssswalk where pedestrian

@ing-areas"
fellewing- i+r{ermat'qn is-being¡subrnitted þy staff-fer-yeur es.nsideratie+ and fer the
re€ord;

lf approved, staff would renumber Conditions of Approval 89 and 810 accordingly

Exhibit G



PC Packet Page 72;Vll. Exhibits

A. Applicant's submittal with narrative and supporting documents dated May 5,

2017
B. Engineering comments dated June 6. 2017Ðeeernber5r20#i
C. Clean Water Services comments dated June 2,2017
D. Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue comments dated November 29,2016

F. ODOT comments dated May 24,2017 and December 5,2016
G, Staff Memorandum to Planning Commíssion dated June 13. 2017

Attached: Email correspondence from Zach Pelz, AKS Engineering and Forestry, lnc.,
dated June 13,2017
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City of Sherwood, Oregon
Planning Commission

June 73,2077

Planning Commissioners Present:
ChairJean Simson

Vice Chair Russell Grifhn
Commissioner Justin I(ai
Commis sioner Daniel Matzinger

Planning Commission Members Absent:
Commissioner Chris Flores
Commissioner Rob Retng
Commissioner Lisa Walket

Staff Present:

Julia Hajduk, Communiry Development Director
Bob Galau, City Engineer
Connie Randall, Planning Manager

Joy Chang, Âssociate Planner
I{irsten r\llen, Department Program Coordinator

Council Members Present:
Councilor Sean Gadand

1. Call to Order/Roll Call

ChairJean Simson conr.ened the meeting at 7:00 pm.

2. ConsentAgenda

^. May 9, 201,7 Planntng Commission Minutes apptoval
b. ÌMay 23,201.7 Planning Commission Minutes approval

Vice Chair Gdffin asked that minutes reflect that he wanted serpentine landscaping instead of serpentine

sidewalks at Edy Road along the assisted living facility in the May 9'r'minutes.

Motion: From CommissionerJustin Kai to approve the consent agenda as amended, seconded

by Vice Chair Russell Griffin. All Present Commissionets voted in favor.

3. Council Liaison Announcements

No report was given.

4. Staff Announcements

Connie Randall, Planning Manager stated the Planning Department was fully staffed and introduced Joy
Chang, Associate Planner. Ms. Chang has more than 20 years of planning expetience and has worked for
the City of Portland and Washington County. She will rvork on cuffent planning applications. Carrie

Brennecke, Senior Planner has also joined city staff and has a lot of experience with the Comprehensive

Plan process and community outreach. She will be working exclusively on long range planning and the

Comprehensive Plan Update. Ms. Randall announced that her family was moving to Chicago and her last

day would be July 12,2017. Julia Hajduk, Community Development Director indicated that recruitment

had already begun for a new Planning Manager. She asked the Commission to help facilitate public input
at the at a public work session on the Tannery Site on July 25,2017. }ds. Randall noted there would be a

Planning Commission vacâncy as ofJuly 1, 2017 ; interested parties were encouraged to apply. Chait Simson

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
June 13,2017
Page I of l0



commented that or.er the next three years the Planning Commission rvould be working on the

Comprehensive Plan which would help shape the future of the City. The update would invoh.e a

Community r\dvisory Committee and be heard by the Planning Commission before approval by the Ciq'

Council.

5. Community Comments

None rvere received.

6. New Business
a. Public Hearing - SP 16-09/CUP 16-04 Oregon Street Townhomes

Chair Simson read the public hearing statement, said the Planning Commission was the final hearing

authority, and asked for ex parte contact, bias, or conflict of interest from Commission members.

Vice Chair Grifhn disclosed he lived near the proposed development and his acquaintance with Mr. trishet

would not affect his ability to make a decision. Chair Simson asked if any member of the audience wished

to challenge any [6--issioner's abiliry to participate. None were received.

Connie Randall provided â memo to the Commission and gave a presentation of the staff report (see

record, Exhibits 1-2). She said the matter before the Planning Commission was a request for Site Plan and

Conditional Use Permit approvals for a 2í-unit townhome development along the southeastern side of
Oregon Street in Old Town. The site was located behind City Hall on a 1,.2 acres site; on the southeast

were the ralhoad tracks and the Cannery Square PUD atea, to the north were single-family homes, the

Springs Senior Living tracility and the New Life ,\ssembly of God Church, and to the west was City Hall.

Ms. Randall explained the site was located within the Old Cannery area of Old Town Overlay district,

zonedRetail Commercial (RC) and said this was important because townhomes were allowed on properties

zoned RC in the Old Cannery Ärea of the Old Town Oveday with a Condinonal Use Permit. Additionally
the site was being proposed to develop as condominium platted townhomes, which meant it would be

processed as a site plan instead of a subdivrsion. Subdivisions would be platted units on individual lots

that were attached at the property line. Condominiums were processed as a site plan with one parent lot
and each unit condo platted above the lot. Ms. Randall noted the project wâs proposed to be constructed

in two phases. Phase I consisted of 17 units in four Townhome Blocks with 26 proposed parking spaces

(23 were required). She said it was important to note that the Townhome section of the Code required two
parking spaces per unit which would normally mean 34 required parking spaces on a townhome

development, however the Old Town Ovetlay capped the required parkrng ú 650/0 of what would be

required; 18 spaces would be standard spaces and 8 would be compact.

Ms. Randall teported townhome projects were required to provide 5o/o open space and the site was

proposing 13o/o open spâce. A condition of approval requited the hnal site plan del-ineate the open space

in square footage and the percent of total spâce so staff could erìsure the required amount was provided.
The site featured avais,ett¡ of landscaping materials, trees, shrubs and groundcover in accordance with the

Code. At build-out, the site would have 25 units in six Townhome Blocks. Buildings 1 and 4 would be

similar in elevation to each other and Buildings 2 & 3 would be similar to each other. Buildings 5 & 6 were

set back from the road and would have unique elevations. Ms. Randall said 50 parking spâces would be

ptovided after all phases were complete, which would be required for a townhome development in any

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
June 13,2017
Page 2 of 10



other pârt of the city, but rvithin the Old Town Oveday only 33 spaces r,vere requited;28 of the spâces

rvould be standard spaces and 22 would be compact. The full site featured 18%o open space with

appropriate site landscaping including the retentìon of a stand of trees on the notthern side of the site. She

said there was a futute commercial pad identified at the notth end of the site and the site had two points

of access; one was the existing drive off SW Oregon Street which would serwe Phase I, a second driveway

entrânce would be at the west end of the site. If the future commercial pad rvere to develop it would be

required to come back to the Planning Commission for site plan review and approval as well as be required

to take access from the second prir.ate dive.

Ms. Randall explained the site was two properties. Prior to Phase Ii being built the applicant was required

to do a properry lìne adjustment or a lot consolidation. The main issue was that the property line split

Building 3 and that would not be allorved unless there was a fire wall at the property line.

N{s. Randall explained that Mr. Fisher's site had been reduced over time for the development of Oregon

Street and he had given part of his property to the city for the construction of Oregon Street. The

coustruction of Phase II included improvements to Oregon Street to correct a bump in the curb line along

with reconstructìng the sidewaik and relocating the stteet lights. Included in the staff report was a condition

of approval to require street trees be planted in tree wells in the sidewalk, consistent with other street trees

in Old Town, was.

Ms. Randall showed elevations of the proposed buildings along Oregon Street. She said the buildings weïe

31 feet 8 inches tall where 50 feet was allowed on retail commercial ptoperties in Old Town's Old Cannery

Area. The block width ranged from76-95 feet, well within the 150 foot maximum and there would be

four or hve units per block; code required townhome blocks to be between two and six units. She said

Code required townhomes be subject to the standards in the High Density Residential (HDR) zone with a

minimum 1,200 square foot size. The units would be between 1,3-/2-1,,751, square feet. Ms. Randall

explained that the requirement for distinct looking units was achieved through a variety of colors and

materials. The homes would ftont onto the public street with gàr^ge access in the tear and a distinct, varied

roof lines with multiple building materials and colors used throughout. Each unit had covered porches

and balconies. Ms. Randall pointed out the four-sided architecture and said it was not required by code,

but the applicant had done a gre tjob by wrapping treatment around the sides and back of the buiiding

that faced internally to the site or the railroad on the other buildings. The stone on the fìrst floot and the

banding between the upper stories and window trim around all of the windows ptovided pedesttian scale,

a requirement in Old Town. She showed the elevations of two buildings next to each other to show what

the completed project would look like.

Ms. Randall reviewed the required findings for Site Plan approval. She said the project should meet the

applicable zoning district and design standards rvrth the apptoval of the Conditional Use Permit in RC

zoned property in the Old Cannery Area of Old Town Oveday as well as public \Ã/âter, sanitary sewet and

stot'trr sewer services tequirements. She said Conditions, Covenants ând Restrictions (CC&Rs) and a Home

Owners Association (IIOA) Agreement would be required with the Final Site Plan and would be used as

a vehicle to ensure the common âreas and the private drir.eways were maintained, because the site was

going to be condominium platted. She clarihed that the city did not enforce CC&Rs, but required they be

recorded with Washington County to address maintenance responsibilities. There were no significant

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
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nâturâl features on site and the projectrvas estimated to generate1,45 daily trips. The estimatervas belorv

the threshold requiring a. trz'ffic anal¡'5is. Ms. Randall explained that staff had researched past traffic studies

and found that 145 daily trips would ìncrease the average dai\' ¡fi1rr in the area about fwo percent. She

noted the cc¡mmercial and industrial design standards were not applicable and the building design

conformed to Oid Torvn Design Standards.

N{s. Randall explained the required fìndings for Conclitional Use Permit approval. She noted the proposed

facilìty met the overall needs of the community by implementing goals from the Sherwood Town Center

Plan which set goâls for future residential growth, economic der.elopment, and public investment into the

Town Center to enhance urban rribtancy, encourâge acdve transportation, and improve safety and

efficiency for all modes of trafltc. She stated by having people living in townhomes downtown it would

support the businesses with trips made on foot or by bicycle instead of driving. Ms. Randall said Chapter

4 of the Comprehensive Plan sought to locate land uses to minimize the adverse effects of one another, to

provide convenient and energy efltcient movement of people, vehicles and goods within and among the

malor land use categories and to minimize the advetse effects of human âctlvity on the natural

environment. She said the ptoposal also supported the Comprehensive Plan's desire to provide a diverse

mix of housing types. She further explained that the ptoposal would not negâtively affect sutrounding

properties, it was compatrble with the proposed senior living faciliry proposed north of the site, and was

consistent with supporting the businesses in Old Town. Ms. Randall relayed that the site was l-inear and

narrowed to a point at one end. The site had been reduced to accommodate the need for the public roadway

over time, but was of adequate shape and size and the applicant found a creative way to use the site. It
would not have adverse impact to sensitive wildlife species or the natural environment and was not a

wireless communication facility or a transportâtion facility improvement. Stâff recommended approval in

accordance with the Conditions of Approval.

Ms. Randall pointed out a correction to the Conditions of Approval in the memo received by the

Commission (Exhibit 2). She explained that in an eadier submission of the ptoject the applicant was

considering multi-family which required ADA accessible parking and connectivity between the drive aisles

and private pedestrian pathways to the accessible parking. The narrative was not corrected when the

application was revised to propose the townhome development which was considered single family

attached residential, not multr-family. Ms. Randall said the staff report required marked crossrvalks be

provided on the final site plan. The applicant had inforrned staff of the mistake and the memo proposed a

correction to the staff analysis and f,tndings regarding the marked crosswalk and accessible parkrng. She

said there were other typos and corrections noted in the memo. Staff was ar.ailable to answer questions.

Commissioner I(ai asked if each unit would have individual water meters. Staff deferred to the applicant

and said it would be expected that each condo would have a meter.

Chair Simson asked for testimony from the applicant.

ZachPelz,,\I(S Engineeling and Forestry, andJim Fisher, applicant/propeffy owner, came folward. Mt.
Pelz thanked the Commission and commended staff for the presentation and support throughout the

project. He gave a presentation (see record, Exhibit 3) which showed how the architecture complemented

the surrounding atea and was a good fìt for the site in the context of existing and planned development.
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Jim Fisher said he moved his business to Sherwood in 1983 rvith a subiease from Shelwood Lumber Yard

then he purchased property from Southern Paciltc Railroad in 1985 where the townhomes were proposed.

He said he owned and operated Jirn Fisher Rooñng until 2008 when they sold the company and built a
new complex on Galbreath Dlive, choosing to stay in Shenvood because he liked the community.

Personally, Mr. Fisher has been involved with Shetwood for many years b1, sslf i¡g on the first SLIRP-ÀC

Board and as an active member of the Sherwood Chamber of Commerce he has watched Shelwood grow

to rhe communiq' it is today. He said he understood Old Town history and belier.ed the design ht

Shetwood well. Mr. Fisher commented on Sher.wood being named a top place to live in the countrT more

than once and said the credit had to go to the Planning Commission. He felt like the Oregon Stteet

Townhomes were the right fit for Old Town Sher.wood; it would enhance the livability of an already vibrant

Old Town community with the walkway ending rìght at the entrance and it rvould allow families in the

townhomes to walk or ride their bikes to Old Town to visit the shops and restaurants to be a part of the

culture of Shelwood. Mr. Fisher specified a few amenities of the project; 1,70o/o of the open space

requirement ,150o/o of the parking with every unit having 
^n 

atta.ched g^ra,ge, plal,ground, garden spot with

raised beds, outside picnic area, and each unit would have a personal patio on the ground floor and decks

on the second floor.

Zach Pelz showed the subject site off of Oregon Street and said it was behind the ciq' hall parking lot,

west of the Oregon Pacific Rail right of way. He stated thete was an excellent network of existing streets

and sidewalks that ser-ved the site, including the pedestrian promenade, which ptovided a direct connection

between Old Town Shelwood and the site. In addition there was a good mix of commercial, civic, and

residential uses in the immediate vicinity and the inclusion of the townhome project would continue to

complement the existing mixed uses in the atea. He showed there rvere three existing buildings on the site,

which would all be demollshed as part of the development, that wete used for a landscaping business and

outdoor storage. The majority of the site was a latge expanse of asphalt that served as a quasi-industrial

use since the 1980's.

Mr. Pelz pointed out the townhome units were slightly larger than staff mentioned, because of added

articulation on the third floor which increased the squate footage. The two bedroom units would be

between 1,350 and 1,900 square feet. Mr. Pelz reported there was ample landscaping, open spâce, and off
street parking. He displayed some 3-D renderings and believed they showed how the site complemented

the City's objectives fot the architectural style of Old Town. He said the design had a number of features

to be consistent with the requirements for townhomes through the use of diffetent types of siding

materials, colors on the units, various roof forms and articulation which helped distinguish one tov/nhome

unit from the next. He showed views from different perspectir.es and said the project would help frame

the pedesttian reakn around Oregon Street and provide an inviting and attractir¡e streetscape for

pedestrians and motorists as they entered into Shetwood's Old Town, creating a nice gatewây. Mr. Pelz

pointed out the hrst floor stoops and second floor balconies and said they created an outdoor open spâce

for residents that would promote social interaction between residents and people walking by. He said staff

did a good job of talking about the criteria, but because it was a conditional use, he wanted to cover the

discretionary criteria. Mr. Pelz said there were adequate public facilities, and the proposed use was

compatible with abutung uses. He spoke of City objectives for development in the area and said the

applicant felt that any impacts to the environment were miugated as there were not any environmental
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resources on site. Mr. Pelz went over the two policl' considerations from the Comprehensive Plan

discussed by staff. The fìrst was the Sherwood Town Center Plan that talked about future residential

grorvth in the area, promoting economic development, encouraging public investment in the Town Center,

enhancing urban vibrancy, encouraging active tlansportation and improving safety and efhciency for ali

modes of transportation. He stated the proxrmity of the townhome units to Sher.wood's Old Town would

help put people in proximiq' to businesses and services in the àre cre te a good synergy to continued

inr,'estment in Sher-wood's Old Town. The second policy rvas Chapter 4 of the Comprehensive Plan that

talked about minimizing impacts and making the use complementary with the existing development

pattern. Mr. Pelz stated the proposal created opportunities for a more walkable and vibrant Old Town in

Sherwood. To support his statement, he shorved a piece of the Sher.wood Main Street Map which had a

full range of services and uses within a short walk from the townhome site. He cited that Shelwood had

received awards for being 
^ 

gte ï place to live, commented on Sherwood's growth between 2000 and2016,

and said there were more and more reasorìs why people would continue to mo\re to Sherwood. He added

that the proposed der.elopment would provide an alternative to the typical single family home and it met

the needs of Sherwood. Mr. Pelz offered to ânswer questions from the Commission and confitmed the

applicant was in agreement with the revised conditions.

Commission er Matzinger asked for the distance to the railroad tracks from the back of the building and if
there rvere any changes in construction on those units to account for sound or vibration. Mr. Pelz

responded the building was setback two feet from the reâr property line and thete were no mitigation

strategies employed. Commissioner Matzinger asked if the fence was a sound wall. It was not.

Commissioner I(ai asked if each unit would have individual water meters. Mr. Pelz stated it was

undetermined and condos had the option to go either individual or a shared meter. Mr. Galati, City

Engineer, responded that the City would bill the entity that owned the meters. If each unit had a meter

they would pay for what they used. If there was a mâster meter with sub-meters the tenânts could pay a

proportionate share based on the meter readings. Commissioner l(ai asked if each unit would be sold. Mr.

Pelz said the units would be condominium platted and could be sold at some point, but the owner expected

to retain them at this time. Ms. Randall explained that the units would be on 
^ 

p^rent lot and for
development purposes it was treâted as one site plan; the CC&R's and an HOA were tequired to clarify

maintenance responsibilities for common areas, but per Code in terms of ownetship, townhomes were

defined as single family attached products and Code was written in a way that they needed to be platted on

individual lots or condominium platted. She reminded the Commission the city did not regulate people

renting out their individual single family homes and had no jurisdiction or authority to fotce the owners to

sell or not to rent them out. She clarified that the purchase of a condo unit would be for the building space

not the land; the exterior and roofs of the buildingwere pârt of the shared common area,and the condo

spâces would be taxed individually.

Commissioner l(ai asked if there was any remediadon necessary to go from a light industrial use to a

residential use. Mr. Pelz was not aware of any. The site was relatively vacant and did not have any

contaminants.

Chair Simson asked for public testimony.

Latry Pursel, Sherrrzood resident and pastor at New Life Family Center across from the development said
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he was in favor of the development as a neighbor. He thought it cteated 
^ 

gteat community and had all of
the assets of Old Torvn. I-Ie commented that the proximiq' to the faith community was or.edooked and

indicated there were rwo churches iocated nearby. Mr. Pursel thought it met the needs of Sherwood and

it was a great opportunity to help keep Shenvood's Old Torvn alir.e.

Gregg Jacot, Shenvood resident for 21. years and president of Sherwood Main Street said Mr. Fishet and

Mr. Pelz had been invited to present the development ptoject at the next Shelwood Main Street general

meeting. Mr. Jacot commented that cities in urban areas around the couutry were changing to first floor

retail and second floor residential, however in Sherwood there was not a lot of upstairs living spaces. By

having the extra living space from the project it would help pedestrian trafltc and economic development.

He said the townhomes would add to the pedestrian trafftc in dorvntown Sher.wood and the merchants in

Sherrvood would love to have more people rvalking around visiting their shops, eating in thefu restâurants,

having pastries and painting plates. Mr. Jacot remarked there were ltve main entrances to Sherwood and

Oregon Street was one of them. Right norv it was uncleat when people actually entet Old Town, so if the

area could be cleaned up where the current Fishet lot was it rvould look wondetful; hopefully with some

signage. He said 25 units with three or four people per unit was only about 100 people, but they could

bring grandpârents, families and friends to Sher-wood to the Old Town events and build up the economic

development in the area. Shelwood would have merchants lined up to lease or buy space and there would

be no vacancies.

Jamie O'Flalloran, resident in the Cannery Row Apartments, also in Old Town, said she had been in the

community for a short while. They moved to Sherwood while building a home and loved walking in Old

Town. She said the porches and balconies were one of the best parts of living in Cannery Row, because

they built community. She lived across from Saturday Market and she was able to sit out on the front

porch and visit with people as they walked by. When the grandkrds came over it gave them some outdoor

space that was close and she was glad the ownet of the project was putting porches in.

Gary Rychlick, Shetwood community member from Grahams Ferry Road who attended Sher.wood

schools said he was also a member of the Sherwood Chamber and Rotary Club. He said he met Mr. Fisher

right before the Rotarlz's annual tree sale many years ago where Mr. Fisher donated the use of three dump

trucks which resulted in more money for high school scholarships and ciq' park pro;ects. Mr. Rychlick

said he was initially concerned about parking in Old Torvn, but when he iooked at the project he realized

residents would not be driving to Old Town, but would walk to businesses. He commented that it would

be a quality ptoduct and he was in favor of it.

Chair Simson invited the applicant for tebuttal. Mr. Pelz said he had no responses and offered to ansrver

questions.

Vice Chair Griffin said the lighting in the photometric plan showed lights between Buildings 2 and 3,L¡ut

not between Building 5 and 6. He said thete were Oregon Grape plants across the fiont of the space,

blocking it off, and a fence at the other end, but even though there was no pathway, kids could squeeze

through. John Christianserì, from AI(S, responded that no light was proposed, there were side windows

on the units and a fence in the back that might shed some light.

Mr. Pelz noted the tear fence was 2-4 feet ftom the patios depending on the articulation of the building.
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Ms. Randall added that ODOT Rail had requested a fence be placed on the propetty as reflected in the

condition of approval, â new fence would be placed on the properry line or the applicant rvould need to

provide documentation from ODO'I Rail affirrning the existing fence rvas sufhcient. The existing wrought

iron fence was to pre\¡el1t people from running onto the track. Mr. Fisher said his company had used the

property from the railroad b), since 1985 rvhen the propeffy rvas purchased and the fence was rebuilt at

that time. ODOT Rail does not wânt to sell the property, but have given permission to use it. The

applicant intends to get a letter so the existing fence could remain in the same location. Vice Chair Gnffin

asked about landscaping for the space between the properg¡ line and the existing fence. Mr. Fisher said it
would be grass; because it was not pârt of the property, it could not be included as part of the required

open space.

Vice Chair Griffin received confirmation that each unit would have a rolling garbage cart and there would

be no parlang aiong the curb in front of the units. Mr. Fisher said the curbs would be painted and the

nârrow street prevented curb parking because there rvas no room. The drivewa)'s did not meet the code

required depth, but might be used for compact parkrng. Commissioner I(ai asked rvhere overflow parking

could be found. Ms. Randall indicated there were several locations for legal parking in Old Town.

Chair Simson commented that the 1.8o/o open spâce included the space for the future commercial pad.

Staff confirmed and said there would have to be a separate Site Plan approval for the commercial pad

where the review would insure that the required open space for residential was not diminished. It appeared

that it would be feasible.

Vice chair Griffin commented the west elevation that faced City Hall on Buildtng 1 shorved windows on

the lower level, but the applicant's 3-D renderings did not show windows. He asked what would sepârâte

the City Hall parking lot from the people living in the first unit. Ms. Randall said there was landscaping

with a row a trees. Sinan Gumusoglu, project architect, said there were windows orì the façade of the lower

level, second level, and the third floor that faced the City Hall parking lot. The first floor windows were

not in living spaces, but a utility room and kitchenette. Vice Chair Griffìn asked if there would be a fence

between the properties. FIe was told it had not been determined and a fence was not required.

Vice Chair Griffin said he loved the pedestrian pathway and asked if the CC&R's would control horv the

area wâs maintained. Mr. Fisher replied the CC&R's would take care of all of the landscaping. Vice Chair

Griffin expressed concern about extra loud noise coming into the public space, people hanging laundry or

storing items on the balcony, regarding how that would look for the entrance of Shelwood. Mr. Fisher

responded the goal was to retain ownership and rent them through a rental mânagement company. The

mânâgement company would ensure that does not happen.

Chair Srmson noted the CC&R's wouid have the original intent of the patios to remain free of excessive

debris if the property changed hands. The applicant would address corìcerns in the CC&R's. Chait Simson

noted that the city did not enforce CC&R's, but if in the future if something egregious were to happen the

Commission had done due diligence. She commented that garbage cans should be put out on garbage day

and stored in the gârages. She looked to staff to ensure that the conditions of approval had a review of
the CC&R's to reflect those two items. Ms. Ilajduk added that maintenance of the site in accotdance with

the approved plan was ân ongoing requirement for site plans and could be covered in the CC&R's, but the

city had the ability to utilize code compliance if something wâs completely changed from what rvas
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originally apptor.ed. Ms. Randall cautioned on requiring something that would not be required for another

single family homes in Shenvood. Vice Chair Glifhn horv the der.elopment would be a gateway to Old

Town and though he did not know how property maintenance rvould be regulated, he wanted to bring the

concept to the applicant. Ms. Randall explained a condition of apptoval was for CC&R's to be submitted

prior to final site plan approval and in terms of nuisances and eye sotes, the city had property maintenance

code language in the Municipal Code to address non-compliance issues. The condition of approval was

not changed.

Chair Simson commented on the street tree wells along Oregon Stteet and if they would interfere with the

wide sidewalks. Ms. Randall said it should look similar to what was shorvn in the rendering and would

look like the existing streets in Old Town unless the Commission wanted to exempt the applicant from

providing street trees, but she thought the Commission rvas supportive of having trees. Mr. Pelz indicated

the sidewalk would be 12 feet wide. Mr. Fisher said the trees were added at the last minute in response to

the stalf report. He was not opposed to the street trees, but they were â concern fot Engineeting and street

lights that would be moved as a result. Discussion followed. The Commission did not support ân

exemption for street trees.

Commissioner l(ai asked where the playground would be located. Mr. Fisher said there were a number of
possibilities; the southwest corner, where the current ofhce was or behind the commercial pad.

Chair Simson congratulated the applicant on a design that would fìt into the comrtunity and complement

the addition to the Springs Living âcross the stteet, and hoped it would continue to invigorate Old Town.

Chair Simson closed the public hearing and the Commission began deliberation. The following motion

was received.

Motion: From Vice Chair Russell Griffin to approve the application for Oregon Street Townhomes

SP 16-09 / CUP 1.6-04 based on the applicant testimony, public testimony received and the analysis,

findings, and conditions in the staff report as revised. Seconded by CommissionerJustin Kai. All
present Commissioners voted in favor.

7. Planning Commissioner Announcements

Chair Simson wanted to ensure the Washington County widening project for Roy Rogers was kept at the

forefront with an update from City staff when the infornation was received and a page on the City website.

She also noted the Police Advisory Committee minutes regarding traffi,c calming and said it was an issue

that had come before the Planmng Commission and she wanted to find 
^ 

path by which citizens could

have their voices heard for neighborhoods that had concerns about speeding in their neighborhood. Ms.

Hajduk stated Írafftc concerns did come up regulady and staff could do a better job of explaining the

process to the public. The council discussed this issue at their last work session and the Ciq' Manager

suggested there should be more convetsations about neighborhood trafñc management and a more formal

program. Councilor Gadand added that it was something discussed duting Council goal setting session as

well and Ciq' Council received feedback from the citizens regularþ regarding how to contact the police

about people speeding and running stop signs. Chair Simson said there were scenarios where one offender

was the neighbor that you can tell to slow down vs. a few streets that have become cut through streets that

need to be addressed differendy than a neighborhood street. Councilor Gadand commented on the
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flashing stop sþ near Snyder Park that people still neglected to yield to. He said it v/as a mattet of public

outreach and awareness of common courtesy in driving.

8. Adioum

Chair Simson adjourned the meeting at B:45 pm.

Submitted by:

I(irsten Allen, Planning Department Program Coordinator

Approval Date: 2-O\
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