
J City of Sherwood
PLANNING COMMISSION

Sherwood City Hall
22560 SW Pine Street

August 22,2077
6:00 PM Work Session (Public welcome to attend but

public comment will not be ptovided)
7:00 PM Public rWork Session (Facilitated

conversation between Commissionets and the public)

ne of thcTíølattu lìiwr Natit>tul Wîl.lllfc ltelugt

Work Session Asenda - 6:00 PM

1. Comprehensive Plan Update Dtaft Wotk Program and Process (Carrie Btennecke)

The Planning Commission will discuss the work program and process for the
Comprehensive Plan Update. Comprehensive pianning is a process that determines
community goals and aspirations in terms of community development. Once completed
the updated Comprehensive Plan would d-ictate public policy in terms of transportation,
utilities, land use, recreaiton and housing. \)üork sessions do not t1pically receive publìc
input.

Public Wotk Session - 7:00 PM

Public ïfork Sessions with Planning Commission members provide an opportunity for the
public to discuss in a group format and provide comment regarding the topic discussed.

1. Tannery Site Assessment

The City is nearing the end of a grant from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
to assess and prepare a clean-up plan for the contaminated "Frontier Leather Tannery
Site" property on Oregon Street. The assessment, completed in September 201,6, shows
that there is minimal risk to human health other than the occupational workers that might
encounter the contamination while moving the dirt and there is an environmental risk to
wildlife. The consultant team has analyzed several clean up options and wish to provide
the public an opportunity to review and comment.

Meeting documents may be.found on the Cit1, of Shetwoodvtebsite or by contactíng the Planning Staf.f at 503-925-2308.

Questíons can be addressed via etnail to planning@sherwood .
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What is a Comprehensive Plan?

A set of goals and policies which defines how a
city grows over time.

In Oregon, Comprehensive Plans are locally
developed, locally implemented, and locally
maintained documents. They are an expression
of a city's individual values and vision for the
next 20 years and beyond.

TRANSPORTATTON

A. IN]RODUCTION

The purpose of the Tnnsportation element of the Comprehensile Plar is to describe a multi-modal s\stent \\'hich \ ili sen e the future

rmsportation needs of Shem,ood. The plø for the funre ransponation s¡stem should be capable ofeffective implenenhtion. responsir.e

to chæging conditions and be consistent $'ith plms ofadjoiningjurid¡dions. The Plar seks to fores specific fmsportation needs and to

respond to those næds as Eo\\th æcüs. fte original Transponation Nehvork Plm Nas created in I 979. The original tansponation policl'

element rvas created in 1980 as pafr of the first Comprehensire Piæ acknos,ledged b1 the Oregon Department of Land Consn ation dd
Derelopment. Tlìe pld policies were updated in 1989 md a Trânspofâtion Plâ¡l Update $"sconìpleted in 199 L Tlæ Trdsænation elenent
Ñas revised subsmtial\'to reflect updatc in the Tmspofration Slstem PIan (TSP) i¡ 2005 and 201,1. The cwent adopted TSP is atâched

as e appendix dd tæhnical refere¡æ to this Conprchensive Plan. i¡cluding an æallsis ofdre eisting tsanspofrâtion slstem. changes to
the functional clæsification ofsfeets. an update ofvuious inventory and plan maps. ad chmges to the sfeet desig! standards.

NOTE: The folloNing bpes ofcapital facilities ae not pwnt Nithin the Cib: I ) ¿ir fanspoÍation. dd 2) \úter fa¡sportation. Therefore.

thel- are not addrssd in this plfl.

B. GOALS,POLICÍES,ANDSTRATEGIES

Coal l: Provide a supportire transportation neh\þrk to the land use plan that proÍides opportunities for fansportation choices and the

use ofaltematile modes sening all neighborhæds and businesses.

Policy I TheGtyw¡ll ensureth¡t public roads fid streets arc planned to prov¡de sfq convenient, effic¡ent ând eonomic
movemdt of perws, goods ¡nd swic6 betwæn and within the mâjor lând us activitid

Policy 2 Through tmllic shall be prov¡ded with rout6 that do not congst local stre€ts ând impact residentiâl areas. Outside
traffic dstined for Shenood busines and industrial ¿reas shall hav€ convenient and eflic¡ent lcc6s to commercial
and induf¡iâl aMs without the need to u* r6identiâl freets.

Policy 3 Loql traflìc rouþs within SheNood shall be pl¡nned to provide conven¡ent circulation betwæn home, school, worl
É@t¡on â¡d shopp¡n& Convenidt ¡c6 to m¿jor out-of-town rout6 shall be provided from âll areâs of the city.

Pol¡cy 4 The City shall encourâge the us of morc energ/-effic¡e¡t æd environmentâlly-sound îltemat¡ves to the automobile
by¡

. The d6¡gr¡t¡on tud constroúion of b¡ke paths and p€destrian rays;



Three vital elements to a Comprehensive Plan....

The goals and policies are broad statements of the community's long term desires, values, and
preferred future directions related to how the city will grow over time. Goals describe the ideal
future that would result if the Plan was fully realized, while policies are choices made to carry
out the goals.

The set of maps depicts the community's desired future development pattern and how the city
will accommodate growth. The maps show land use designations, which identify where and at
what intensity particular uses (residential, commercial, industrial) are allowed.

The list of capital projects describes significant public facilities needed to support future
development as shown on the map and described in the goals and policies.



Why do we need a Comprehensive Plan?

Under State LaW Oregon cities are required to
have comprehensive plans that are consistent
with the "Oregon Statewide Planning Goals"

Sherwood is also required to have a

Comprehensive Plan that is consistent with the
Metro Growth Management Functional Plan"

Metro
Department of Land Conservation and

Development

/
G;trt
\^ã;t



The Oregon Statewide Planning Goals set broad statewide
policies. They cover l-9 elements ...I2 apply to Sherwood

llatrral ]la¿rds

HolÉ¡tlg

Gru¡th Mâna¡rlnent

Open Spâcês

Ecûrom'¡c lreæloplrtent

lH|¡rálRe3ourues

A¡r ald wâter q¡dity

Trånsportâtkxr

H¡storic Rêûouñes

Parks ild ftecrEatkn

R¡U¡c fâcil¡l¡cs ñd Señricês



What do Comprehensive Plans Do?

tCities take these statewide policy goals and
implement them at the local level, first in the
city's comprehensive plan, then in more
detailed documents and plans such as

development codes, zoning maps, and capital
improvement plans.

Statewide Planning Goals

Local Comprehensive Plant
Development Code, Zoning Map, Capital
lmprovement Plans, Specific Area Plans



When do Comprehensive Plans become
the offi cia I pla n for a city?

Plans are reviewed by Metro, Washington County and other affected partners and comments are
provided.

Plans are reviewed by the State's Land Conservation and Development Commission for consistency
with the Statewide Planning Goals -approves a local government's plan the plan is said to be

'acknowledged'.

The Plan becomes the controlling document for land use in the city.

+

t
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City of Sherwood's Comprehensive Plan

Origina I Comprehensive
Plan

L973-L980

Sherwood
Comprhensive Plan

2040

ffioo
Sherwood

Com prehensive Pla n

Part ll

1_989-L991



Evolution of Sherwood's Comprehensive Plan
The Original Sherwood Comprehensive Plan was drafted between L973 at L978 and adopted in
L980. lt is rumored that it was the first city comprehensive plan acknowledged in Oregon.

The current Sherwood Comprehensive Plan is a document that represents a comprehensive plan
update that began in l-989, adopted in l-991-, and was required under the State's Periodic Review
Process.

" NOTE: The State has suspended the enforcement Periodic Review. Sherwood is under no mandate to update the Comprehensive
Plan at this time.

There are l-3 ordinances that have amended the Comprehensive Plan since its adoption in 1-991-

A full update of the Plan has not taken place in over 25 years.



Why Update the Comprehensive Plan Now?
The 20-year planning horizon for the current
plan expired around 20L0.

The plan's technical information that forms the
foundation for the goals and policies is out-of-
date and not usable

Changes to state and regional plans and
requirements

Changes in local and regionaltrends

City of Sherwood's population has grown
dramatically since the last comprehensive plan
update.

1990 
- 

3,000 residents

20L6 rrr) 19,000 residents

Plan does not accurately reflect the vision and
values of the current residents and business
community given the dramatic growth of the
community since the last update.



What needs to be updated in the plan?

Citizen lnvolvement Element

Citizen lnvolvement Program -Create and update
Citizen lnvolvement Program for the 2040
Comprehensive Plan Update

Community Vision for Community lnvolvement-
Update the community involvement goals, policies
and strategies in the Comprehensive Plan



Next...

Growth Management Element

Coordinated Population and Employment
Forecasts and Future Land Needs Projection

Buildable Lands lnventory (BLl)

Annexation

Growth Areas Mapping

Community Vision for Growth



Next...
Land Use Elements

Housing Needs Analysis (HNA)

Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA)

Comprehensive Plan Map and Land Use
Designations

Community Vision for Housing, Economic
Development and Urban Design

(Commu nity Design Guidelines)

Y



Next....
Environmental Resources, Historic
Resources, Environmental Quality, and
Recreation Elements

Parks, Recreation, Trails and Open Space
Master Plan

Historic Resources lnventory and Community
Vison for Historic Resources

Review and incorporation of the adopted
Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program

Adopt the Tualatin Basin Risk Map,
Assessment, and Planning Program

Update Plan to address current Federal and
Department of Environmental Quality
regulations and standards for land, air and
water quality

Community Vision for environmental
resource protection, natural hazards
mitigation, historic resource protection, air &
water quality, energy conservation, open
space and parks and recreation.



Next...

Transportation Element

Sherwood Transportation Systems Plan (TSP)

was last updated in 20L4 as was adopted
into the Comprehensive Plan. No TSP update
anticipated.

Community Vision for Transportation (as

needed)



Next...
Public Facilities and Services Element

No major public facility plan updates
anticipated:

Sewer System Masterplan Update2}L6

Water System Masterplan Update 2015

Stormwater System Masterplan Update 201,6

Community Vision for Public Facilities and Services..

Water Sanitary Sewer

Stormwater School Facilities

Libraries Police and Fire

Solid Waste Electric Power

Cable Animal Control

Natural Gas Telecommunications

And more....



Lastly....
Possible topics to explore for inclusion or for more in-depth consideration in the
Comprehensive Plan Update:

o "Missing Middle" housing and housing affordability

" Community health and local food systems
. Light management

" Sustainability planning

" Urban Forestry
. Energy and Climate Change

" Senior Citizen Housing, facilities and services

" Childcare facilities and services

" Urban farming
. Telecommunication facilities (Cell Phone Towers)

" Any other issues/concerns realized during the community visioning process
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2040 Com prehensive Pla n U pdate- Prelim ina ry Work Pla n

The scope of work has five major phases:

Phase L: Project Set-Up

Phase 2: Visioning (concurrent with Phase 3)

Phase 3: Background/Technical Research and Reports

Phase 4: Drafting the Plan Policies

Phase 5: Adoption



2040 Comprehensive Plan Update- Preliminary Work Plan

Phase 1: Project Set-Up

Task l-.1- Establish Project Funding Sources, Budget and Timeline

Task 1.2 Contracting

Task l-.3 Comprehensive Plan Assessment

Task L.4 Appointment and Organization of Committees

Task L.5 Existing Plans and Reports Research and Delivery



2040 Comprehensive Plan Update- Preliminary Work Plan

Task 1.1 Establish Project Funding Sources, Budget and Timeline

Needs Resource Funding Source

Project Manager

Visioning*

Housing Needs Analysis

Economic Opportu n ities
Assessment

Parks, Open Space, Trails
and Recreation Master
Plan

Comprehensive Plan

Mapping

Senior Planner

Consultant 555,000-
STo,ooo

Consultant

Consultant

Consultant

Consultant

FY 20L7-20L8 Budget

Not Funded

Funded through "UGB Ask
Project"

Not Funded - seeking
DLCD Technical Assista nce
Grant

tY 2OL7-2018 Budget

Not Funded



2040 Comprehensive Plan Update- Preliminary Work Plan

Where do we start?
'UGB Ask" Project - currently in a contract with on-call consultant Cogan Owens Green to assist the
City of Sherwood with our proposal for Metro's 201.8 urban growth boundary (UGB) amendment
process. Several comprehensive plan elements are addressed in this process: coordinated
population projections, "acknowledged" housing needs analysis, mapping and sub-area planning for
20-year growth areas.

Visioning- engage on-call consultants and request proposals for visioning process (scope of
services, budget, timeline). *

Appointment and Orientation of Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC)- We have 12 applications of a
1-6 person committee. Staff is activity recruiting for more applicants. We will need a PC liaison.

Goal 1 Citizen lnvolvement - Staff will being updating the Citizen lnvolvement element of the
Comprehensive Plan with the help of the CAC.

Grant Proposals - Staff will work with DLCD staff to prepare a grant application for the 201-7 -2019
Technical Assistance Grant cycle. Grant request will be for HNA and EOA work.
* critical path
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Former Frontier Leather Tannery Site
raftABGA

Date Gov. Body
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¿. il#
wheelerMeeting Purpose & Agenda

Meeting Purpose:
Obtain public input on the cleanup options being considered

Agenda:

> Workshop Discussions - 7 .30- 8:15 PM

2



Review of Brownfield Grant Work &
Next Steps

Brownfield Grant Activities - STATUS:
1 . Assessment of contamination - COMPLETE
? Define wetlands - COMPLETE
3" ATSDR model report - COMPLETE
4" Cleanup planning - lN PROCESS

5 Public outreach - lN PROCESS

Next Steps for the City:
* Grant-relaÍed Íasks

. Sep 2017 - Council work session to review selected alternative

. Oct 2017 - Submit ABCA to DEQ

. Jan 2018 - Finalize ABCA
ôo:+a Property acqußitr'on (ten ta tive da tes)

Oct/Nov 2A17 - Council direction on continuing to pursue acquisition of property

Nov 20171Jan2018 - DEQ negotiation on prospective purchaser agreement (PPA)

Early 2018 - Finalize PPA; begin negotiations with County to acquire property

TBD - Public engagement to determine how best to develop the property

TBD - Develop funding packages to clean up and develop property

F##
wheeter

3



,t#
foster
wheelerOutline

Quick review of work completed to date

Discuss proposed clean up alternatives0

rB Public lnput



F##
wheelerSite & Project Background

Why is the C¡ty lnvestigating This Site?

> Zoned for jobs

> What does the City need to do prior to taking ownership of the property
from

of clean up responsibility

5



Larger Vision î##
wheeler

\

V
I

6



r#$
wheelerLots of win-w¡n opportun¡ties!

> Other possibilities

> Wetland enhancements
> Clean-up of contamination

7



Defi ning the Problem
.,.#
foster
wheeler

[r)¡1

Summary
ldentified

of Environmental lssues
by Remedial lnvestigation

than screening levels for ecologlcal
receptors are present in:

ditch and breach in the northern
sedimentation lagoon

split landfill \

¡..- Area of Concem
t|d ior Wldlife

manganese, and mercury) are
generally co-located with the areas
of highest chromium concentrations.

I



ru#
wheelerAnalysis of Brownfield Gleanup Alternatives

Define the Problem
. Contaminated soil
. Contaminated sediment
. Hides

Develop Remedial Action Obiectives to address the problem

Develop Gleanup Levels to allow remediation areas to be established:
. The volume of contaminated soil and sediment is significant.
. DEQ allows for remediation of hot spots.
. Hot spot soil cleanup level = 280 mg/kg x 10 = 2,800 mg/kg
. Hot spot sediment cleanup level = 111 mg/kg x 10 = 1,110 mg/kg

Develop Cleanup Alternatives - Seven Distinct Options (including no action)

Compare Each Alternative with Balancing Factors (such as effectiveness and
long-term reliability) as required by DEQ rules (OAR 340-122-0090)

ldentify Preferred Alternative

a

s

6

9



Analysis of Brownfield Gleanup
Alternatives

Remediation Areas:

r##
wheeler

LFgElloì
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r##
wheelerABCA Alternatives

Alternative I - NoAction

Alternative 2 - Removal and Disposal of Contaminated Sediments and Hide
Splits

Alternative 3 - Placement of Contaminated Sediments and Hide Splits Within
HDPE-Lined On-Site Containment Cell

Alternative 4 - Placement of Contaminated Sediments and Hide Splits Within
Chemically Stabilized On-Site Containment Cell

Alternative 5 - Placement of Contaminated Sediments Within Chemically
Stabilized On-Site Containment Cell; Removal and Disposal of Hide Splits

Alternative 6 - Placement of Contaminated Sediments Within Chemically
Stabilized On-Site Containment Cell; Hide-Split Landfill Managed ln Place

a

a

a

a

o

a

11

a Alternative 7 - Removal and Disposal of Contaminated Sediments; Hide-Split
Landfill Managed ln-Place



,,'.st
foster
wheelerAlternative Costs

Placement of Contaminated Soils in
Chemically-Stabilized On-Site Containment

Cell; Removal and Disposal of Hides
Removal and Disposal of Contaminated Soils

and Hide
Placement of Contaminated Soils and Hides
in (HDPE)-Lined On-Site Containment Cell

Placement of Contaminated Soils and Hides
in Chemically Stabilized On-Site

Containment Cell
Placement of Contaminated Soils in

Chemical ly-Stabi lized On-Site Containment
Cell; Hides Managed ln Place

Removal and Disposal of Contaminated
Soils; Hides Managed ln-Place

No Action I

5

2

3

4

6

7

1

$2,540,000

$2,490,000

$1,780,000

$1,600,000

$1,590,000

$1 ,370,000

16

19

14

17

16

19

12

$o



-t
Selected Alternative

Alt 4 - Placement of Gontaminated Sediments and Hide Splits
Within Ghemically Stabilized On-Site Gontainment Cell

whv?

Best balance of remediation and cost that
preserues upland land for redevelopment

il#
wheeler

13



._#
foster
wheeler

1

2

3

4

5

6

Selected Alternative

Alt 4 - Placement of Gontaminated Sediments and Hide Splits Within
Ghemically Stabilized On€ite Gontainment Cell

Primary Steps

Site Prep (tree removal, grubbing, grading)

Chemical stabilization of lagoon floor

Construction of containment cell

Excavation and placement of contaminated
sediment into containment cell

Excavation and placement of hide-split
landfill into containment cell

Cover containment cellwith HDPE Liner and
three feet of soil from berm areas

Site Restoration - Wetland enhancement or
conversion of disturbed areas

7

Þffi¡ú*6

!!¡ À'¡üùÞr'åkrd

DRAFT

14



F##
wheelerMajor Assumptions

F Remediation Areas Defined using Hot Spot Gleanup Levels

"v Wastes are Glassified as Non-Hazardous

F An On-Site Gonúainment Gell Can be Gonstructed in a Wetland

s- Preseruation of Upland Area for Redevelopment

{ Wetland Mitigation

15



Ê#$
wheelerDiscussion

par"ii ing
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D
I i##

wheeleronSCUSS

*l. What are your concerns about the cleanup ¡n terms of cost,
ecology, economy, health)? What are the potential benefits?

ä" Does the proposed cleanup alternative address your concerns /
achieve your desired benefits?

3. ls there another alternative you'd prefer? Why?
4" How should a successful cleanup be measured/monitored?

17



amec
foster
wheeler

ABGA EXECUTIVE SU IIIII,IARY
CITY OF SHERWOOD PUBLIC MEETING
AUGUST 22,2017

Amec Foster Wheeler prepared an Analysis of Brownfield Cleanup Alternatives (ABCA) for two
vacant tax lots (Tax Lots 600 and 602) at the Former Frontier Leather Property (Site) located at
1210 SW Oregon Street in Sherwood, Oregon (Figure 1). The Site consists of approximately 24

acres with 17.36 acres identified as wetland areas. The Site is surrounded by industrially zoned
land on the west, north, and east with a residential neighborhood located south of the Site.

Washington County currently owns the property as a result of property tax foreclosure.

BacxcRouruo
Historically, the Site was part of a large tannery operation that existed from the late 1940s through
the early 1990s and was used for landfilling of hide-splits (the non-valued part of the hide) and for
processing various tannery wastes. Site soil and sediment are contaminated with metals, primarily

chromium, associated with the tanning process and waste treatment. The hide-split landfill remains

on-Site, as do remnants of two aeration ponds and two sedimentation lagoons used for waste
treatment.

Remroral Acr¡on Oa¿ecnves
Remedial action objectives (RAOs) are written statements that guide how cleanup alternatives are
developed because they define what requires remediation using the outcome of the remedial
investigations. The RAOs below were developed tor the Site to address the issues of
contamination identified by remedial investigations conducted in 2003-2004 and 2015. The
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEO) was provided a preview of these RAOs to
obtain early input prior to preparing the ABCA:

1. RAO #1 - Prevent ecological receptors from exposure to soil or sediments containing
chromium, or other metals, at concentrations in excess of appropriate cleanup levels
determined to be protective of sensitive Site receptors.

2. RAO #2 - Prevent migration of soil or sediments in stormwater or surface water runoff that
could result in an adverse effect to the beneficial water uses of Rock Creek for aquatic life.

3. RAO #3 - Source control of materials in historicalfeatures that are not being addressed by
RAO #1 or RAO #2 (i.e. the two aeration ponds, hides on the ground surface outside the
footprint of the hide-split landfill).

4. RAO #4 - Remediate soil or sediment hot spots of contamination to the extent feasible.

Amec FosterWheeler Environment & lnfrastructure, lnc.
7376 SW Durham Road
Portland, Oregon
usA.97224
Tel+1 (503) 639-3400
vlrryw.amecfw.com Date

v -22-11 _ PÇ_-
Gov. Body

,&
Agenda ltem Exhibit #



These RAOs were used to develop a series of remedial action alternatives to address
contaminated soil, contaminated sediment, and the hide-split landfill.

PRoposeo Cleanup Levels
DEQ was also provided a preview of proposed cleanup levels and their application in identifying
areas for remediation. Chromium was previously found to be the chemical of greatest concern for
ecologieal receptors and therefore the selection of cleanup levels focused on addressing chromium
in soil and sediment. ln consultation with DEQ, the following cleanup levels for chromium were
identified as relevant and appropriate for this Site:

. Site-specific risk-based concentration (RBC) of 280 mg/kg for soil - This value was developed

based on bioaccumulation to the America Robin from consumption of worms (as previously

established in the 2003-2004 remedial investigation).

. Probable Effect Concentration (PEC) of 111 mgikg for sediment - The PEC is a consensus-
based sediment guideline that approximates a level above which harmful effects are likely to be

observed. The PEC also considers the effects of multiple chemicals.

. Soil Hot Spot Cleanup Level of 2,800 mg/kg - DEQ rules provide a preference for treatment of
hot spots for areas contributing the greatest amount of unacceptable risk. A 1O-fold multiplier is
applied to the site-specific RBC to calculate the soil hot spot cleanup level.

. Sediment Hot Spot Cleanup Level of 1,1 10 mg/kg - As for soil, DEQ rules provide a preference

for treatment of hot spots with a 1O-fold multiplier applied to calculate the sediment hot spot
cleanup level.

Hot spot cleanup levels were used to identify remediation areas that contribute the greatest level of
unacceptable risk to ecological receptors. Additionally, hot spot cleanup levels were used to define
soil and sediment remediation areas so that a smaller volume of soil could be considered in the
development of remedial alternatives, reducing the cost of remediation.

No areas of soil contamination outside the footprint of the hide-split landfill exceeded the hot spot
level of 2,800 mg/kg in the upland portion of the Site. Therefore, no soil remediation areas were
identified in the upland portion of the Site, except for the hide-split landfill. Multiple areas of
sediment contamination in the wetland portion of the Site did exceed the hot spot level of 1,110
mg/kg (Figure 2).

Ren¡eonl AlrenruRnves
Seven cleanup alternatives were developed for evaluation in the ABCA. Each was developed
within the context of Site redevelopment as the future city public works facility and possibly with
park space to provide access to the Tualatin River NationalWildlife Refuge. Re-locating the public

works facilities to the Site puts out-of-use industrial land back into productive service for the
community while moving the facility away from the downtown core where public works activities are
in conflict with desired downtown development. The seven cleanup alternatives are:

1. Alternative 1 - No Action

2. Alternative 2 - Removal and Disposal of Contaminated Sediments and Hide Splits

ABCA E¡<oct¡üvo Summary | City of Sherwood Public Meeting. amecfw.com Page 2 ot 4



3. Alternative 3 - Placement of Contaminated Sediments and Hide Splits Within High-Density

Polyethylene (HDPE)-Lined On-Site Containment Cell

4. Alternative 4 - Placement of Contaminated Sediments and Hide Splits Within Chemically

Stabilized On-Site Containment Cell

5. Alternative 5 - Placement of Contaminated Sediments Within Chemically Stabilized On-Site

Containment Cell; Removal and Disposal of Hide Splits

6. Alternative 6 - Placement of Contaminated Sediments Within Chemically Stabilized On-Site

Containment Cell; Hide-Split Landfill Managed In Place

7. Alternative 7 - Removal and Disposal of Contaminated Sediments; Hide-Split Landfill

Managed ln-Place

Each alternative was evaluated using the balancing factors required by DEQ, as well as evaluating
sustainability and climate change concerns as required by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (US EPA) Brownfield program. The balancing factors include:

Table 1 presents a summary of the cleanup alternatives compared to the evaluation criteria. Table
2 provides a summary of the major redevelopment costs for each alternative.

Me¿on Assuupr¡ons
The ABCA evaluates six remedial alternatives (excluding Alternative 1 which is "no action") within
the context of five major assumptions:

1. Remediation Areas Defined usinq Hot Spot Cleanup Levels - All six remedial alternatives

have remediation areas for soil and sediment defined based on the hot spot cleanup levels

of 2,800 mg/kg and 1,110 mg/kg, respectively. Remediation to a lower and more stringent

standard would increase the cost of all six alternatives.

2. Wastes are Classified as Non-Hazardous - Three alternatives include off-site disposal as

part of the remedy, and assume contaminated materials are non-hazardous, based on

assessment data. The costs for remediation for these three alternatives would increase if

some or all of the contaminated materials must be handled as hazardous waste.

3. An On-Site Containment Cell Can be Constructed in a Wetland - Four of the six remedial

alternatives rely on construction of an on-site containment cell in a wetland area (in the

south sedimentation lagoon), where the water table is above the ground surface during the

wet season. These four alternatives assume that major reconstruction of the sedimentation

ABCA Exocuüve Summary | City of Sherwood Public Meet¡ng, amec,fw.com Page 3 of 4



lagoon would not be required (other than addition of an engineered floor and cap) and that
the regulatory agencies governing environmental cleanup and wetland areas w¡ll approve

this approach. Additional planning and engineering design beyond that presented in this
ABCA will be required if the selected alternative includes construction of an on-site

containment cell.

4. Preservation of Upland Area for Redevelopment - Construction of an engineered on-Site

containment cell in the upland portion of the Site was not evaluated to preserve the upland

portion of the Site for future redevelopment. Managing the hides in place where they

currently exist, however, is evaluated in two alternatives to provide a simplified evaluation of
an upland management strategy.

5. Wetland Mitiqation - All of the remedial alternatives will impact wetland areas, including a
maximumelimination of l.2totalacresof wetlandfromtheSite. Lossof wetlandswill
require mitigation, so the ABCA incorporates a simplified assessment of the requirements

for mitigation to capture estimated costs for this element of a cleanup. The simplified

assessment assumes that the City will pay into a wetland bank for two alternatives

(increasing remedy cost) and assumes the City would be willing to open and manage a

wetland mitigation bank to sellwetland mitigation credits for three alternatives (decreasing

remedy cost). However, there could be a variety of other solutions that will meet mitigation

requirements, so additional planning and negotiations with key regulatory agencies will be

required to design a finalwetland mitigation plan that integrates with the selected remedy.

SElecreo AlreRruanve
Alternatives 2 and 7 ranked the highest, followed by Alternatives 4 and 5 which were closely
ranked. When cost is considered, Alternatives 4 and 7 are the lowest, at $1.37M and $1.6M,
respectively. However, the lowest cost alternative (Alternative 7) leaves hides in place in the
upland portion of the Site, which is not a desired attribute for putting the property back in productive
use. Therefore, Alternative 4 - P/acemenÍ of Confamnated Sotß and Htdes n a Chemrbal/y
StabilÞed On-Slte Contanment Ce//- is selected as the most appropriate cleanup action for the
Site based on the balancing factors, including cost, and assuming preservation of the upland
portion of the Site for redevelopment. The primary components of Alternative 4 are depicted on
Figure 3 including the proposed excavation areas and the proposed location of the chemically-
stabilized containment cell.
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TABLE I
Summary of Cleanup Alternat¡ves Compared to Evaluation Criteria

Former Frontier Leather Tannery Property
Sherwood, Oregon

Gost

$0

$1,780,000

$1,600,000

$2,540,000

$1,590,000

Rank
(higher score =
more desirable)

I

11

17

16

16

4

2

2

Climate Change
Concerns

None

ModeEte
Hiôh

None

Moderate

ModeÊtè

ModeÉte

Moderate

1

2

2

a

1

Susta¡nability

NA

Hiôh

Moderate

Moderate

Moderatê

High

ModeEte

Low

No. of

0

10

I

I

0

2

3

lmplementat¡on Risk

Scorino

None
HrSh

Mode€te

None

Moderate

ModeEte

ModeEte

Low

1

2
3

3

1

J

3

3

lmplementabil¡ty

Særino

NA
D¡ffcult

Moderate

Easy

Difi¡cult

Eesy

Easy

Easy

o
1

2

3

0

1

2

2

Long-term
Reliab¡l¡ty

Scorino

None

Moderate
Hiôh

None

Low

ModeEte

Moderate

Low to Moderate

0

3

3

3

Effect¡veness

Scorino

None

ModeÊte
Hbh

None

H¡gh

High

High

High

a

3

2

2

Protectiveness

None

tuloderate

Hiôh

None

High

ModeEte

ModeEte

Moderate

Alternative No.
and Title

Altematíve I
No Action

Altemative 3

Placement of Contam¡nated
So¡ls and Hides ¡n (HDPE)-L¡ned
On€ite Containment Cell

Altemative 4
Placement of Contaminatêd
Soils ând Hides in Chem¡cally
StabilÈed On€ite Containmênt

AltemÍire 5

Placement of Contam¡nated
Soils ¡n Chemicallystabilized
Onsite Containment Ce¡l;

Removal and D¡sposal of Hides

Altemative 6

Placement of Contam¡nated
So¡ls ¡n Chemically-Stab¡lized
On-Site Containment Cell; H¡des
lvlanaged ln Place

Yello¡/ highlight identifies the alterffatives of s¡milar score below the highest Enked altematives

Notes:

No. ofweeks - total weeks estimated for constructìon

Analysis of Brcwnfield Cleanup Altemat¡ves
cÌty of SheMood
K\13000\13000\13082\ABcA\Tables\Table I Altematiw Evâl

Prcjec{ No. 5-61M¡ 30820
August 8,2017
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TABLE 2
Summary of Key Costs for Each Remedial Alternative

Former Frontier Leather Tannery Property
Sherwood, Oregon

Anernaüve 7

Removal and
Disposal of

Contaminated Soils;
Hides Managed ln-

Place

z59,UUU
I ,l 1 0,000

341,000
550,000

71,000

(600,000)
605,000
145,000

1.370.000

Alternatrve 6

Placement of
Contaminated Soils in
Chemically-Stabilized
On-Site Containment
Cell; Hides Managed

ln Place

$
s
$
$
$

$
$
$
$

24ó,OOt)
't,333,000

341,000

67,000
'193,000

765,000
174,000

1.590.000

Alternat¡ve 5

Placement of
Contaminated Soils in

Chemicalty-Stabilized
On-Site Containment

Cell; Removal and
Disposal of Hides

264,000
2,269,000

501,000
1,218,000

71,000
193,000

(206,000)
1 98,000
296,000

2,540,000

Alternat¡ve 4

Placement of
Contaminated Soils

and Hides in

Chem¡cal ly-Stabilized
On-Site Containment

Cell

?72,OOO

1,327,OOO

501,000

75,000
1 93,000
189,000
198,000
1 74,000

1,600,000

Altemat¡ve 3

Placement of
Contaminated Soils

and Hides in (HDPE)-
Lined On-Site

Containment Cell

296,000
't,482,OOO

501,000

83,000
319,000
1 89,000
198,000
194,000

1.780.000

Alternat¡ve 2

Removal and
Disposal of

Contaminated So¡ls
and Hide

304,000
2,180,000

501,000
1,767,000

87,000

(600,000)
142,OOO

285,000
2.490.000

Alternative I

No Action
Major Redevelopment Elements

consultant Fees (Laþor and tsxpensesl
Contractor Fees

Excavation/Grad¡ng
TransporVD¡sposal
Site Prep
Liner/Phosphate lnstallation
Wetland M¡tigation
Cap Cover/Backfill/Restorat¡on
Contrac{or Markup

fotal

Notes:
Negative wetland m¡tigation costs indicate a cred¡t for wetland m¡tigation banking. Requ¡re restoration and sale of wetland credits.

Analysis of Brownfield Cleanup Altematives
City of SheMood
K\13000V3000\13082\Engineering\Table 2 Front¡er Leather ABCA ROM Costjng

Projec{ No. 561 M-130820
August 8, 2017
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City of Sherwood, Otegon
Planning Commission Wotk Session

August 22,2017

Planning Commissioners Present:
ChatJean Simson
Vice Chair Russell Griffin
Commissioner Chds Flotes
Commis sionet Justin I(ai
Commissioner I(ara Repp

Planning Commission Membets Absent:
Commis sionet Daniel Matzinger
Commissioner Rob Rettig

Staff Present:

Julia Hajduk, Community Der.elopment Dilector
Carrie Btennecke, Senior Planner
I3'sten Âllen, Dept. Program Coordinator

Council Members Ptesent:
None

$flork Session A.senda

1.. Comptehensive Plan Update Dtaft Work Ptogram and Ptocess

Julia Hajduk, Community Development Director, converìed the meeting at 6:05 pm and introduced Carite
Btennecke, Senior Planner.

Ms. Brennecke gave a presentation to the Commission on the Comprehensive Plan (see record, Exhibit 1)

which outlined that a Comptehensive Plan was a set of goals and policies which would define how the City
would grov/ over time. Comprehensive plans must adhere to the Otegon Statewide Planning Goals and
are teviewed by the State, Metto, Washington County and other affected partners.

Sherwood's original Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 1980 and was updated n 1991. Thete have been
thirteen otdinances which have amended the Comptehensive Plan since 1991. The current update would
extend through 2040. There are three elements to a comprehensive plan; goals and policies, maps showing
future development patterns, and a list of capital i.mprovement projects. Staff would begin working on
updating the citizen involvement elements and establishing a community advisory committee. Discussion
followed.

Ms. Hajduk called a recess at7:03 pm and convened the public work session at 7:05 pm.

Public Wotk Session

1. Tannery Site Assessmerit

Julia Hajduk, Community Development Director, introduced Michelle Peterson and Paul Stull with,{MEC
Foster \üØheeler, the City's consultant contracted to assess the Former Frontiet Leathet Tannety Site for
soil contamination.

Ms. Petetson gave a presentation of the ,\nalysis of Brownfield Cleanup Alternative Repott (ABCA)
created by the consultarrt (see record, Exhibits 2-4). The repoft discussecl the feasibility of cleanup, choices
for alternative cleanup solutions, and showed Option 4: Placement of contaminated sediment and hide
splits into a chemically stabilized containment cell on-site as the best fit for the needs of the City. At the
end of the ptesentation, the group was asked to provide input on four questions:

1) What are your concerns about the clean-up in terms of cost, ecology, economy, and health? ïlhat

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
August 22,2017
Page I of3



2)

3)

4)

are the potential benefìts?
Does the proposed clean up alternatir.e address your concerns/achieve your desired benefits?
Is thete another alternative you'd prefet? \7hy?
How should a successful cleanup be measured/monitoted?

Discussion followed. The following comments were received from Commission members and the public:
1) What are your concerfls about the clean-up in terms of cost, ecology, economy, and health? What
are the potential benefits?

One participant felt that the prefemed alternatir-e was the "cheapest" option and questioned rvhl' we don't
spend the money to get all the contamination gone. (Note that the analysis did not estimate the cost of
1,00Yo clean up, because that would be cost prohibitrve; the alternatives analyzed cleaning up the "hot
spots" onÐ.

Others noted that while the preferred alternative was cheaper than some, it also had a lot of othet benefits
including a smaller carbon footprint.

A concern was expressed about what it would cost to repair a breach in the linet and whether that would
have long term maintenance issues/concetns

The prefered alternative is the greenest option which is a benefit when applying for grants

2) Does the ptoposed clean up alternative address your concerns/achieve your desired benefits?

Most participants felt that the proposed alternative would addtess their concerns after learning more about
the options and the site assessment.

One participant wanted all material gone and felt that a private developer would be better able to make
that happen compared to the City and questioned why the City wasn't looking for plivate development
investment.

3) Is there another alternative you'd ptefer? Why?

One participant commented that they would like Consideration for total removal and disposal of
contaminants instead of onsite containment; felt that it could be done by a private developer

Others felt that the preferred option was the better option because:

o It resulted in fewer trucks having to haul off site (and associated pollution, catbon footpflnt,
possibility of accidents, etc.), and

o Didn't push our problem off to another locattonf faciltq
o Some liked the idea of containing on-site and saw opportunity to make that an amenity with grass,

u'ail. interpretive signs, etc.

4) How should a successful cleanup be measured/monitored?

A successful cleanup depended on the goal;
o Rcdcr.clopmcnt should be a net gain fot the citizens with a better tax base

Net benefit to the community includes both clean site and economically useful site

Redevelopment opportunities include increase tax base, better location for public wotks, links to nature
(views, overlooks, educational opportunities, etc.)

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
August 22,2017
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Development of a master plan fot the site that guides development o\¡er time as funds and opportunities
become available; develop what is developable and leave the remainder as open space

Long term liabitity of contamination should be moderate with little to no maintenance

Other commerits /questions:

o A cost analysis could be done
o Other public options other than a P\)í yard
o Cost vs ecology
o Look at other properties that have has Prospective Putchaser Âgreements (PPr{.) to see what issues

from DEQ came up after putchase
o When do the assumptions in the ABCA become real and we can better rely on the cost estimates

and ability to implement?
. If nothing happened on the site, how long would it take for nature to take its course?

o Have we looked at whether other off site issues have resulted in increased contamination showing
uP

o Flave we explored private use of the property?

The meeting adjourned at 8:40 pm

Submitted by

ü^I"- ¡.\).o^^-
I(irsten Allen, Planning Department Program Coordinator

Apptoval Date f
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TANNERY CLEAN UP DECISION PROCESS

Combination of on-site
management and off-site
removal (Option 3a & 3b)

Estimate of costs based on

development assumption

ldentification of
fu nding/pa rtne rsh ip

opportunities

Leave all contamination on

site (Option 2a&2b)

Estimate of costs based on

development assu mption

ldentification of
funding/partnership
opportunities

ldentification of
funding/partnership
opportunities

Concept of Development needs/Assum ptions:
o 7 acres needed

o 40,000 square feet of building space (office, maintenance shop, warehouse, workshop,

and hazardous waste storage

o 45,000 square feet of paved surface (parking, fueling areas, storage bins, spoils, de-

watering and vehicle wash areas)

Estimate of costs based on

development assumption

Draft ABCA Document

Removal all contamination

off-site (Option L)

EPA and DEQ review and approval ofABCA

Share results of public input with Council; Finalize ABCA clean up alternative

*

Public meeting; present ABCA and get feedback

Develop Prospective Purchase Agreement

with DEQ

*

Phase I ESA no more

than 180 days before
property is acquired

Acquire property

=Council Decision Point
7,-2Z'tn_Dil Þc

*
Gov. Body

*

City decides to cont¡nue with
property acquisition

City commences extensive public

engagement to determine how best to
develop property:

o PW facility
o Trailhead parking
o Public park amenities
o Other potential economic

development opportunities

Enter into PPA

Develop funding packages to clean up and

develop

_(q
Agenda ltem Exhibit #




