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Work Session Agenda 6:00 PM 

1. Transportation System Plan Update Overview 

 

Public Work Session 7:00 PM  

The Planning Commission will host a Public Work Session.  The intent of this 
work session is to discuss issues related to future planning efforts within the 
City.  This is your opportunity to discuss your thought on:   

 Medical Marijuana 

 The Transportation System Plan 

 General Code Updates 
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SHERWOOD TSP UPDATE

Planning Commission
April 8,2014
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TSP Review Discuss¡on Topics

. Process Overview

. Content and Plan
Purpose

" Draft TSP Project Lists
. Future Refinements
.lmple entati
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What is a TSP Update?
' What public facility improvements are needed to provide an

adequate system and serve growth to zo35?

. Which projects best reflect City Goals?

. How can we balance the needs of all travel modes into an

equitable and efficíent trans oftation s tem?

re

Common TSP Elements

Goals &
Objectives
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Goals &
O.bjectives

Evaluation
Criteria

Alternatives
Selection
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WhyAdopt/UpdateaTSP?
' 
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stote Tronsportqlion Plonnins Rule (TPR) oAR

" Serves qs the tronsportqtion element of your comprehensive plon

. Provides long ronge direction for development of tronsportotion
focilities ond services for oll modes to meet the needs of
plonned lond uses

. Focilitotes cost-effective use of public funds, bosed on limited
revenue streoms ond proiect príorities

. Demonstrotes proiect need ond reodiness (gront pursuit)

. Sherwood's TSP wos odopted in 2005 ond hqs hod severol
omendments, including completed Concept Plons

. Metro hos odopted new plonning requirements for locol TSPs

reo,,hffiho

Metro RTFP Compliance
Metro's RTFP includes regionol requirements for TSPs

. Porking Monogement Policies

" Approoch to Addressing Congestion
Needs -Tronsportotion System
Monogement ond Operotions (TSMO)

. Performonce Torgets
. Non-Single Occupont Vehicle (SOV)

Trips
. Sofety lmprovements

' Freight Mobility
. ArteriolfCollector Grid Spocing
. Mobility Torgets

local Plans
SherwoodTSP

(Pollcies &

Prcjects)

Local Plans
Wash¡ngton

County TSP

(Pol¡c¡es &

Prcjects)

Statew¡de coals & Pol¡c¡es
TPR, OTP (nodql plqns)

Regional Goals & Policies
Metro's RTP {RTFP

Oregon Transportat¡on Plannlng Process

Chønges may

impoct state/
plans

w¡th othet

locol plons

m*n$çþ,



Process Update - Current Status

re

Address state,
reglonal, and local

regulations, policres,
and plans

lnventory the
Existing

ïransportation
System

ldentify Deficiencies
in the Existing
Transportation

System

Forecast Traffic
Growth for the

Planning Horizon
Year

ldentify Deficiencies
in the Future

Transportation
System

Forecast
Reasonable Funding
through the Planning

Horizon

Alternatives to
Address Needs
(Preferred vs.

Revenue Forecast)

Develop
lmplementation

Ordinances
Adoption

. General vision &
strategies

. Future improvements

" Overview of standards
. Cross-sect¡ons
. Access spacing
. Traffic calming
. Connectivity
. Mobility targets

TSP Content and Purpose
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Overview of what has Changed

. Looking further ahead

. Updated project list

. lntersection project
focus

. Mobility targets

" CAP removed

EGo,"h[g#o

t
2005 2014

Project List Development

. Limited funding

" Evaluated projects
. Prioritized project lists

. Aspirational (all planned
projects)

. Fundable Plans
. Conservatively Fundable
. Projected Fundable

+

t

Transportation Goals

Poiicy Feedback by
Pro¡ect 5takehotders

Evaluation Criteria

sportation
Inuestments

Tran
System
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P roJect List Outcomes

" Approximate cost
. Pedestrian 37o/o

. Motor Vehicle: 33o/o

. Bicycle: 23o/o

' Transit. To/o
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90%

80%

7to/Ò

60o/o

5OYo

40ù/o

tôo/o

20o/o

LÙVo

to/o

Ëicure 8l Êvâluation of the Fundable Plans

r Morör Vêhiclè

r Pcdé$rlan & Ëlcyclê

$11.3M

FtndlngScenarlo

$60M

Motor Vehicle Projects
.lntersection
lmprovements

. Longer term
corr¡dor
improvements

rcjects

'hr.Frddntq

I

Icgeid

rffiå#
rffiå-
lF@ìP#

C¡ty of Shetu@d
1áñlponâtion System Plen

lh*
j.'J m"cmry
fl qyrt-- høbÞdd@r

a ffil.wd

re',"h[É#o



Pedestrian Projects
. Sidewalk infill,

paths, crossing
enhancements

. Centralized
focus of limited
fu nds
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Bicycle Projects
. Exclusive
lanes, paths,
shared lane

. Proposed
facilities reflect
constraints and
system
opportunities

City of shêmd
fEngponat¡on System Plan
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Future Refinement Areas

" Brookman Road function and design
. Highway 99W cross sections
. Local transit service enhancements
. Parking management plan
. Bypass route support

mo,,â[8#o

Development Code

. Traffic lmpact
Analysis (TlA)

. Connectivity for large
driveways

- On-street loading in
Old Town

. Short-term and long-
term bicycle parking

. Removal of capacity
allocation program
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Comprehensive Plan

. Transportation
planning
coordination

" Performance targets
and measures

. Through traffic

. Role of private
development

. Town Center Plan

mo,"â[g#,

Next Steps

. Upcoming events
. Public comments due (419)
. Planning Commission hearing (tentatively 5127)

ltrGlo,"h[€#o



Discussion

. Project lists
, Future refinements
. Code elements
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Medical Mariiuana
\What's going on?

1998 - Oregon voters approved Measure 67 which allowed the medical use of marijuana with specific

limitations.

1999 - The Oregon Medical Manjuana Program (OMMP) was implemented. In its ftst year, rhe program

served approximately 600 patients. ByJuly 2010, the program had gtown to serve more than 45,000

registered patients. The law permits patients to:

o Possess a limited amount of maitluana;

o Grow their own rnarljuana; or
o Purchase medical manjuana from a registered grower þased on teimbutsement)

2013 - The Otegon legislature passed Flouse Bilt 3460 which established â system to allow medical matljuana

dispensaries. Dispensaries are limited through this bill in that:

¡ The dispensary must be located ìn an area zoned for commercial, industtial, mixed use, or agdcultute

and may not be located at the same address as amanjuana gtow site.

r Must be a registered business in the state of Oregon

o Must not be located v¡ithin 1,000 feet of a public or private school (elementary, secondaty, or career

school attended primarily by minots)

o Must not be located within 1,000 feet of another medical ma$uana facility

¡ Must install a securiry system

o Must test for pesticides, mold, and mildew and retutn the plants that test positive back to the patient

or the patients desþated caregiver.

2014 - The Governor sþed SB 1531 into law. SB 1531 provides local governments with the statutory ability

to impose a moratorium on operations of tegistered maitjuana facilities fot one year. The moratorium must

be enacted no later than May 1,,2014 and can only be in effect until May 1,,201,5. The bill does not allow a

local government to prohibit medical manjuana dispensaries beyond that date.

2014 - Consistent rÃ/ith SB 1531the Sherwood City Council imposed a moratorium on medical marilttana

dispensades until May 1.,201.5.

Does this mean that there will not be any medical mariiuana dispensaries in Sherwood?

No, as indicated above, the motatorium on facilities is allowed until May 1,201.5. Right now, we have to

work under the assumption that at the time that the moratodum expires, we will need to have tegulations in

place to determine where dispensaties should be allowed, and under what conditions.

There ate people and legislators pushing to allow local governments prohibit these facilities from theit

respective communities, and there are likely going to be other manjuana related issues on the November 201.4

ballot which may change this answet, but given what we know now, there is a need fot a community wide

and the Planning Department is initiating the discussion through this public v/otk session.

| !_,
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FIow can we regulate whete they ate?

As previously indicated, State law aheady requires that they be located in ateas zoned for commercial,

industrial, mixed use, or agriculture, and at least 1,000 feet from any public or private school. We do not have

to allow them in all zones, but v¡e do need to think about and understand what the most appropriate zone is

for such a use. Since the City does not have any lands zoned agricultural or mixed use, \tr/e will need to decide

whether to permit them within the commercial or industrial zone, and then which commetcial or industrial

zone desþation.

What else can \¡/e do to tegulate them?

It's up to the community. We could allow them ouftight or through a conditional use permit. Without
specific regulations, the Conditional Use option is the most appropdate route, but if the community can agree

on a speciFrc set of criteria for the use, then we can allow them outright subject to a Site Plan Review.

What are other communities doing?

It varies; most of our neighbots ate choosing to impos e a moratorium consistent with SB 1531. We are lucky

in that many communities across Washington and Colorado that want to regulate ma$uana use have akeady

gone through what we ate going through now, and we carì tesearch what has wotked, and what has not.

Several Cities in those states have imposed regulations that require that dispens¿des be operated in a safe

manner that does not endanger the public welfate, and mitigates potential negative impacts caused on

surrounding propetties.

Some cities have imposed further limitations on the distance that such facilities must be ftom othet public

spaces like parks, Iicensed child cate facilities, multi-family units, etc.

Some jurisdictions regulate the appeatance of the building by imposing additional scteening and lighting

requirements, and some go so far as to limit the houts of operation.

Whatever regulations are imposed on these facilities, if it gets to that point, will likely be tequired to be

reasonable in that if the community tries to prohibit them thtough regulations, we u'ill likely be subject to

future litigation.

Given what you have learned, please share your thoughts and concems.

Where should they be allowed?

What type of process should they be subiect to?

What types of regulations v¡ould you want to impose on medical mariiuana
dispensaries?



1. Repeal of the CAP ordinance
a. Relevant history of why the CAP was initiated
b. What type of business development does the

CAP currently impact the most.
c. Properties that have trip CAP limitations which

would be impacted by repeal (Pfeiffer Property)

2. Brookman Road Area
a, The County would like to see this as a S-lane

Arteria I

b. Coordination of City and County TSP's
c. Notice to the property owners and future

refinement to the concept plan
d. What are we looking at and why

3. Signalized Intersections
a. Intersections in general are subject to change

over time. Ab¡lity to add or remove signals,
change to roundabouts, or other intersection
modifications is the main intent.

b.Intersections identified in the TSP have impacts
as identified by modeling and safety issues.

4. Notification of SDC Rate Studies and Updates

a. Planned major reduction of City Transportation
SDC rates,

b. Possible elimination of City Transportation SDC
rates for certain classifications of uses.
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PUDs integrate buildings, land use, transportation facilities, utiJity systems and open space through an overall
site design on a single patcel of land or multiple ptoperties under one or more ownerships. The PUD process

allows creativity and flexibüity in site desþ and review which cannot be achieved through a strict adherence

to existing zontng and subdivision standards. PUDs ate 
^ 

q9)e V with approval by the CC after PC rev

Some Talking Points

o Is the process right with a preliminary revie- by PC, then approval
by CC and then back to the PC for final development plan review?

o Should all desþ standards be available for modification in a PIJD?
. The Code requires an architectural pattern book, which is a general

desþ m^n:ual fot what the structure t54)es must look like. lØhen is
the best time to require the pattern book, at preliminalry 

^pproval 
or

at final development plan teview by PC?

. How detailed should the architectural pattern book be?

o Is the amount of open space required adequate (15)% of buildable

^re¿' 
or should it be based on number of units in the PUD rather than

the size of original arca?

o ÏØhat is the size of the open space portion of a PUD that should be

dedicated (and maintained) by the City?

. Should there be a minimum arcathat could be a PIJD currently it is
five acres unless constrained or environmentally sensitive.

o Should a commercial property allow residential uses in PIJD in
commercial zone without the residential use being second^ry as

required in standard commercial zone?
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Context SØe do not have desþ standards for any fype of residential

housing. Multi-family must follow the standards similar to commercial:

pnmary entrances located îeàt street, adjacent to street and oriented to
pedestrian, windows etc....or in altemative m^y use the commercial desþ
matrix.

Some Talking Points

. \X/hat architectural elements would you like to see in Multi-family
developments?

. lThat are general concerns related to site development that you have

about multi-family developments ?

o Do you have any concerns with existing rules or how the buildings
are oriented?
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CONTEXT Conditional uses areland uses that require additional scrutiny

because of the nonspecific nature of the use and requires review by the

Hearings Officer. Fot example, avehicle repat facitqt is a conditionally

permitted use in the light industial zone. The hearing officer reviews to see

if the location is suitable for the use requested.

Some Talking Points

. Is the Hearing Offìcer the suitable review of a conditional use

permit?

o Take a look at some of the conditional uses in the Commercialzone,
in offìce commercial for example-hotels and motels are C but
permitted in the RC or GC zone, is that appropriate?

. In Industnal zones, L 0 o/o retatJ. use, like selling something incidental

to the primary use requires a conditional use permit, is that

appropriate?
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Some Talking Points

o Is Type IV (Planning Commission review) process necessaqr for ALL
development projects in Old Town including remodels, parking lots,
accessofy stfuctufes

. Have the Old Town Desþ standards kept up with the community's
vision for Old Town?

o Should all buildings (not just historic) in Old Town receive the same

level of review process?

o Should all residential properties fall under the Old Town Desþ
standards?

o Is the Old Town boundary still accurate?
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CONTEXT Our revised Town Centet boundary was established lastyear.
It is bounded by Langer Farms Parkway to the east, the Sherwood Cannery

Square in the south, Cedar Creek Trail to the \7est and SW Tualatin-
Sherwood Road and Highway 99W to north. IØe began the discussion of
what the Town Center vision should include, but to take it a step further
would tequire Code changes and prioÅttzatton of urban desþ elements.

Some Talking Points

A survey was done lastyear and had input on the following issues, what arc your
thoughts?

o Make it easier for Old Town Property owners to make minor changes to
their property

o Improve/U"iry slgnage around the Town Center area

o Desþ Gateway features

o Allow civic uses outright in the CommercialZone
o Allow Townhomes in the Medium Density Residential zone in Old

Town
o Restrictions on auto dependent uses in the Town Center, like ddve

throughs, big box retailers, or c l rcpa:r and service

o Make it easier to get around by bike and fill in sidewalk gaps



APPR v
M¡NUT



City of Shetwood, Oregon
Planning Commission

Wotk Session Meeting Minutes
Apdl8,2014

Planning Commission Members Present:
CharJean Simson
Commissionet John Clifford
Commissioner Beth Cooke
Commissioner Lisa \üalker

Planning Commission Membets Absent:
Vice ChairJames Copfer

Council Memberc Present:
Councilor Robyn Folsom

Staff Present:

Julia Hajduk, Community Development Director
Brad IClby, Planning Manager
Bob Galati, city Engineer
I(irsten A.Ilen, Planning Dept. Program Coordinator

Legal Counsel:
None

Othets Present:
Chris Maciejewski, DI(S Associates
Darcí Rudzinski, Angelo Planning Group

Note: The term for Commissioners Russell Griffin and Michael Cary expired on March 37, 2074.
Commissioner Griffin attended the meeting. Commissioner Cary did not.

Plannins Commission Work Session
1. Ttansportation System Plan Update Overview
Brad I{lby, Planning Manager, started the meeting at 6:1.0 pm with an introduction of Chris Maciejewski
from DI(S Associates and Darci Rudzinski from,{ngelo Planning Group; the consultants for the City's
Ttansportation System Plan (fSP) Update. Mr. Maciejewski g ve 

^ 
presentation (see record, Exhibit 1)

and said it contained a high level overview of the Transportation System Plan of the update process. He
said the update looks twenty yeârs out to theyear2035 and is intended to be more user friendly. A draft
of the update is available online at http://www.shetwoodoregon.gov/engineering/project/transportation-
system-plan-tsp-update-proiect and comments will be received through April 9, 2014 and a public hearing
with the Planning Commission is tentatively scheduled for May 27,2074.

Public Work Session
Brad lClby, Planning Managet began the work session at7:05 pm. Members of the community, Planning
Commissionets, Staff and Consultants split up into four table groups. Groups discussed three topics:
Medical Matijuana, The Transpottation System Plan, and the Development Code. Each table was
provided infolmation about the topics (see record, Exhibit 2). After the roundtable each group g ve 

^srünmâry of the ideas and concerns expressed in the dialogue.

Sheruood Transportation Slstem Plan Update - Bob Galats,

o Time was used to inform the public of ptoposed changes to tlle Transportation System Plan.
o Main concern is Safety
o Brookm¿n Road will need to be addressed
o Genetal suppott fot the removal of the Capactty Allocation Program
. l(eep Sherwood open on all sides

o IJse and modify ftansportad.on system best and most affordable ways possible

Planning Commission Work Session Minutes
April8,2014
Page I of2



. Hwy 99 ctossing should improve pedestrian safety and balance with traffic movement
o Concerns about using the Target and r\lbertsons parking lots as cut through areas

Deuelopment Code Is¡ue: (Code Clean up) -Julia Hajduk

o The Conditional Use process can be cumbersome and expensive
o Possible staff level process with reduced fee structure

o Ideas for Multi-Family Development include:
o Having an architecturalvairety on the front facade
o Ptoviding Open space

o Should be proportionâte to adjacent properties
o Incentives for courtyards
o Parking concerns
o Ptocess for converting eústing buildings into multi-famüy

o Densiry incteases should happen in the Sherwood Town Center area
Old Town Standards

Buildings should have cohesive atchitectural features similar to existing buildings
Diffetent development process for buildings without significant changes within the oveday
Pedestrian only streets ât centef
Thematic areas

Medical Mm/aana Dispensaries- Brad I(ilby

. City bas amoratodum through M:ay 201,5

o Thete are just over 4000 Medical Marrjaana card holders in the Washington County
o Dispensades should be 1000 feet from parks, tesidential 

^reas, 
afld daycare facilities

o Utilize the Conditional Use Process
o Use should be treated similar to liquor stores
o Similar to adult regulated businesses
o Locations should be out in the open, not hidden
o Not allowed in Neighborhood Commercial zones

Before adjouming, Brad reminded the public that there would be othet opportunities to be involved in the
processes as each of the topics discussed will need to go through the public hearing process with the
Planning Commission and the City Council.

3. Adioutn
The meeting adjoutned the meeting at9:73 pm.

by'

I(irsten Allen
Planning Department Program Coordinator

Approval Date:
g

Planning Commission Vy'ork Session Minutes
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