City of Sherwood

PLANNING COMMISSION
Ciey o 7 : Sherwood City Hall
Aty of .
Sherwood 22560 SW Pine Street
Oregon Sherwood, OR 97140

Liome of the tialatin River National Wildhfe Refuge

August 10,2010 -7 PM

Business Meeting — 7:00 PM
Call to Order/Roll Call

Agenda Review

Consent Agenda - Minutes from 7/13/10

Staff Announcements

Council Announcements (Mayor Keith Mays, Planning Commission Liaison)

Community Comments (The public may provide comments on any non-agenda item)

@ o 0 DN =

Old Business:

a. Continued Public Hearing — Tonquin Employment Area Concept (TEA) Plan (PA 09-03)
The Concept Plan consists of approximately 300 acres of land east of the current City
limits. The land was brought into the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) as
employment/industrial land in 2004. The proposed land use/zoning designation is
Employment Industrial (El). This is a new zone being added to the Sherwood Zoning and
Community Development Code. The Planning Commission will make a recommendation
to the City Council regarding the proposed concept plan and implementing the El zone.
The concept plan applies zoning to the area and includes comprehensive plan updates
regarding transportation and infrastructure. The City Council will make the ultimate
decision at a public hearing

9. New Business:
a. Public Hearing — Code Clean Up Phase |

The proposed revisions to the Sherwood Zoning and Community Development Code. The
proposed changes will update the Procedures for Processing Development Permits (16.72)
and Application Information Requirements (16.76). Specifically, the proposed language will
increase the public notice requirements from 100 feet to 1,000 feet and it will add a
neighborhood meeting requirement for all type lll, VI and V applications. The application
submittal requirements will be simplified to increase usability which will eliminate the need
for chapter 16.78 Application Information Requirements. Finally, the proposal includes
simple fixes, typos and other changes that do not change the content, to Division II, lll, IV,
V, VI, VIl and VIIl. The Planning Commission will make a recommendation to the City
Council who will make the ultimate decision.

10. Comments from Commission
11. Adjourn the Business Meeting
12. Next Meeting: August 24, 2010



City of Sherwood, Oregon
Planning Commission Minutes

July 13,2010
Commission Members Present: Staff:
Chair Allen Julia Hajduk, Planning Manager
Jean Lafayette Heather Austin, Senior Planner
Matt Nolan Karen Brown, Recording Secretary

Raina Volkmer

Commission Members Absent:
Lisa Walker

Michael Kerry

Russell Griffin

Council Liaison — Mayor Mays

1. Call to Order/Roll Call — Chair Allen called the meeting to order. In light of technical
difficulties with the audio recording system Chair Allen announced that the meeting
would be recorded by two hand held tape recording systems. He explained the public
hearing would be open, the staff report will be given and any public testimony will be
allowed; however the Commission will not deliberate at this meeting as hearing from the
audience will be affected as well as the recording system.

28 Agenda Review — Public hearing - Tonquin Employment Area Concept (TEA) Plan PA
09-03, then Work Session continuation of the Code Cleanup.

58 Consent Agenda — Minutes from March 23,2010 — Commissioner Lafayette made a
motion to approve the Consent Agenda. Commissioner Nolan seconded the motion and
the minutes were approved.

4, Staff Announcements — Planning Manager Julia Hajduk gave an update on the Cannery
Project. It is still under appeal with LUBA and a date has not been set yet. There will
be a Code Update Hearing on August 10", Currently the Planning Department is trying
to coordinate a walk for the Planning Commission, Council and Parks Board along the
proposed Cedar Creek Trail from Stella Olsen and Pacific Hwy. More details to follow.

5. City Council Comments — Mayor Mays reminded everyone that the Robin Hood
festival would be held during the coming weekend and invited everyone to attend.

Community Comments — Robert James Claus 22211 SW Pacific Hwy. Sherwood, OR
commented on the blue testimony sheets. He also stated that the format of the Planning
Commission minutes is offensive. He went onto to tell the Commission that he is
concerned about them working on hidden agendas. He believes that the zoning for the
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Sirice the last version of the Concept Plan present to the Commission on work session,
they have added additional information about natural resources in the area and added an
additional policy regarding natural resource protection.

They have also added discussion on the City’s Annexation Policy. This area has not yet
been annexed into the City.

At Chair Allen’s request Julia explained the annexation processes, City initiated vs.
Property Owner initiated Annexation.

Commissioner Lafayette asked for clarification of the “A” and “I” uses in the zoning
requirements, they seem very similar if not the same.

Mr. Angelo agreed with Commissioner Lafayette that those definitions need to be looked
at more closely without being too restrictive.

Chair Allen reminded the audience and everyone present that the nature of their decision
will be a recommendation to the City Council who will then make the final decision. He
then opened the meeting up for public testimony related to this project.

Jacquelyn Kirscht 17850 SW Cerrighino Lane, Sherwood, OR has concerns with what
types of jobs and businesses, as well as what types of people ,will be targeted for the new
employment area and will that match up with the types of people already living in
Sherwood. Are there businesses currently interested in this area and are there any
incentives being offered to attract specific businesses? She also has concerns with the
traffic impacts. She also questioned if the wetland area would be approved by the
Wildlife Refuge.

Karen Depriest 14250 SW Tonquin Road, Sherwood OR, indicated she is is fairly new to
the area and has two children in the Sherwood School District. She has concerns about
development impacting the area she spent much time looking for when looking to buy a
new home. She is very concerned about the impacts to her family as well as the wildlife
in her area. She would like Sherwood to be considered as a place to live not a place to
work.

Robert Claus 22211 SW Pacific Hwy, Sherwood OR, requested that the record be left
open for two weeks as he feels the document was not prepared in a timely enough
fashion. He has concerns regarding the endangered species act and this project area
fronting on the National Wildlife Refuge. He is also concerned with how this
development relates to the Langer Development and the traffic impacts that development
may create.

Susan Claus 22211 SW Pacific Hwy, Sherwood, OR asked Chair Allen what actually goes
on to City Council from the Planning Commission. She has concerns about what
information is forwarded to the City Council regarding testimony, deliberation and
minutes.
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Chair Allen asked that the consultant address the types of jobs and how they match the
demographics.

Frank Angelo responded to Chair Allen by referring to page 55 of the plan. Leland
Consulting Group has prepared the economic analysis. In terms of the types of key
industries they have tried to work with the City’s economic development strategy to
identify key industry targets which include: clean technology, technology and advanced
manufacturing, outdoor gear and active wear to name a few. Regarding the question
about how they are being incentivized he wants to do more research before the next
hearing.

He then referred to page to page 12, table 4-1 which shows the assumptions that were
built into the Tonquin Employment area forecast and breaks things down by category of
jobs; retail commercial, light industrial to name a few. He emphasized these are
assumptions.

Commissioner Lafayette and Heather discussed the proposed language regarding
commercial lot sizes.

Commissioner Volkmer believes that more details are needed. She feels this project is
taking Sherwood from a beautiful bedroom community and wanting to take it into a
completely different direction.

The Commissioners continued to discuss the types of employment and salary ranges that
they can foresee using this zoning, and the need for more specific requirements regarding
types of employment.

Chair Allen asked Tom Nelson the City’s Economic Development Manager if there are
demographics regarding the types of jobs held by Sherwood citizens and where they go to
perform those jobs.

Tom responded by explaining that the census data does not show where people are
working. We do know that the median household income in Sherwood is among the
highest in the state. They tend to be knowledge workers employed by such places as
Intel and OHSU and industries like this. We have such an imbalance right now in the
amount of people that live here and actually work here. We would like to encourage
them to work here and get them off the roads. If we can provide an opportunity for these
people to work in Sherwood, that would provide us more property tax base which would
help take the burden off citizens for city and county services as well as eliminating some
of the traffic issues if people are staying in Sherwood, rather than commuting.

Heather read the Sherwood Employment Demographics from the Tonquin Employment
Area Existing Conditions report which provided specific details.

Tom added that Broadband access is one of the incentives that are being provided which
is very appealing to the knowledge worker types of employment vs. smoke-stack
employment.
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DATE: August 3, 2010
TO: Sherwood Planning Commission
FROM: Heather Austin, AICP, Senior Planner

SUBJECT: Tonquin Employment Area Concept Plan (PA 09-03)

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on PA 09-03 Tonquin
Employment Area Concept Plan on July 13, 2010. At that hearing,
public testimony was received and the Planning Commission had
several questions for staff and left the public record open to allow time
for staff to respond to those questions and for the public to provide
additional testimony. The purpose of this memo is to provide a staff
response to issues raised at the hearing on the 13™ by members of
the public or Planning Commissioners.

Transportation

Several questions were raised regarding the I-5/99W Connector
Study, the Tonquin Employment Area Transportation Analysis, and
traffic volumes on Tualatin-Sherwood Road. The Commission
questioned what improvements were assumed with the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) and why additional improvements were not
identified when the system was already failing. It is important to
understand the difference between transportation planning at a
concept level and transportation planning at a project level.

The I-5/99W Connector traffic study assumes that Tualatin-Sherwood
Road will be widened to 5 lanes from Highway 99W to Teton Road in
Tualatin. The Connector Study also assumes 124" will be built with 5
lanes to connect Tualatin-Sherwood Road and Tonquin Road. These
elements are included in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The
RTP was adopted by the Metro Council on June 10, 2010. Once
adopted, Sherwood will have to update the Transportation System
Plan (TSP) to include these elements of the RTP. The southern
arterial, or “bypass”, is not included on the “financially constrained”
list of projects and therefore cannot be considered in the traffic
analysis.



Street connection to 108™ Avenue in Tualatin. At an open house for the
Southwest Tualatin Concept Plan (SWTCP) (adjacent to the TEA) on July 26",
many residential property owners expressed opposition to Blake Street
connecting to 108" Street in Tualatin. The property owners were not opposed
to Blake Street connecting Oregon Street to 124" Avenue in the TEA, nor were
they opposed to Blake Street connecting to 124™ and heading east within the
SWTCP, as long as it does not connect into the existing Blake Street. Two
letters expressing these sentiments are included in the Planning Commission
packet as Exhibits K and L (all written public testimony received to date,
Exhibits A-S, are included as the first attachment to this memo).

Mapping

Exhibit F, provided to the Planning Commission at the July 13" hearing, is a list
of changes staff proposes to the TEA Concept Plan and the findings of the staff
report. In addition to these proposed changes, and based on testimony
received on the 13", staff is recommending changing the word “proposed” to
the word “conceptual” above Figures IV-6 (Sanitary Sewer), IV-7 (Water) and
IV-8 (Stormwater) in the Concept Plan. This change will be in addition to the
“Note” on Page 30 indicating that “"While titled ‘proposed’, all figures included in
this section are conceptual and are not intended to indicate the exact location
of future utilities. Exact locations of sanitary sewer, water and stormwater
facilities will be determined through the development review process and will
likely be built in conjunction with the development of the road network.”

Employment Industrial Zone, Incentives and Demographics

Staff and the consultant team are proposing several changes to the
Employment Industrial zone. These changes, as well as information on
incentives to businesses and Sherwood Employment Demographics, are
included in the memo from Angelo Planning Group, dated August 3, 2010,
Attachment 2 to this staff memo.

Other Issues

Comments were received from the Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge
(Exhibits J and M within Attachment 1 to this memo) regarding the wetland,
upland slope, and proposed Rock Creek Sanitary Sewer Line upgrades. The
wetland and upland slope have been identified in the concept plan as
“Conservation Areas of High Value” and will be protected with the City’s Natural
Resources standards. The Rock Creek Sanitary Sewer Line upgrade will be
done by Clean Water Services (CWS). It is shown on the TEA utility plan
because the TEA plan is based on the city’s sanitary sewer master plan, which
takes the CWS improvements into account. Staff has recommended that the
Refuge contact CWS to provide comments on that future project.



Columbia Corrugated Box c®
Planning Department, City Hall ““QS%
22560 SW Pine Street ) WA 55
Sherwood, OR 97140 M
Q‘l ?\)‘
To Whom It May Concern:

In regards to the Tonquin Employment Concept Plan, there are a few issues of
concern that we would like to have resolved before development is approved.

First and most important to Columbia Corrugated Box is the traffic iinpact. We
currently enter Tualatin-Sherwood Road at Ciople Road. Since the completion of 124"
Tualatin Sherwood congestion has gotten much worse. The light at Ciople stays red for a
very long time and stays green for a very short time. The light on Tualatin Sherwood at
124" backs traffic up several times a day thru the light at Ciople Road. The result is a
limited number of cars or trucks can enter Tualatin-Sherwood road at Ciople. This
intersection is already a nightmare and needs to have the lights adjusted to resolve the
issue. This should be resolved before additional traffic is added to an overloaded system.
If Ciople road is used as an exit/entrance intersection for the proposed development the
left turn signal on Ciople will need to stay green for an extended amount of time so that
we can get cars and trucks out onto Tualatin-Sherwood Road.

Second, the traffic impact study that is on your website doesn’t not make any
since. The numbers don’t add up. The study suggests that maximum employment could
be as high as 1941 people. Common sense tells us that the maximum trips per day will
be well over the 1238 trips/day suggested by the study. The traffic impact is going to be
substantially higher than the number shown. An evaluation of the logic behind the study
needs to be done. It appears that the study is trying to show a much lower traffic impact

than there will actually be.

Third, the water run off froiu the development needs to be handled in such a way
that there is no additional impact on our site.

Columbia Corrugated would like to see the development move forward, we hope
it will have minimal impact on Tualatin-Sherwood Road congestion even though we

don’t see how that would be possible.

Columbia Corrugated Box Co., Inc.

P A A

Stephen M Tanner

Atachument 1 o 6)3/10
STALE mewmo
12777 SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road Tualatin, OR 97062-8051 (503)692-3344
Fax (503)692-3945 E-mail: inquire@ccbox.com oL
Exhilzit A



600 NE Grand Ave. www.oregonmetro.gov
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Metro | People places. Open spaces.

july 8, 2010 RE@E‘VED
JUL 08 2010

Heather Austin

Senior Planner BY'ﬁ'_'A"NmNG DEPT
City of Sherwood

22560 SW Pine Street

Sherwood, OR 97140

Dear Ms, Austin:

I have had the pleasure to serve on the Tonquin Employment Area Technical Advisory Committee the past
several months to consider the concept plan for that area. [ appreciate the opportunity to comment on this

concept plan. !

In 2004, the Metro Council adopted Ordinance No. 04-1040B which brought the “Quarry Area,” also known
as Area 48 and most recently named the Tonquin Employment Area, into the Urban Growth Boundary
{(UGB). The Council designated this area as industrial land and adopted certain conditions including
requirements to: 1) Coordinate with the adjoining industrial area that was added to the UGB in 2002 under
Ordinance No: 02-969B (that area now known as Southwest Tualatin); 2) Not allow the division of a lot or
parcel thatis 50 acres or larger into lots or parcels smaller than 50 acres; and 3) Incorporate the general
location of the projected right-of-way for the Tonquin Trail as shown on the 2004 Regional Transportation

Plan.

Metro staff have reviewed the Existing Conditions Report (May 2009), the Preliminary Concept
Alternatives Analysis Report (September 2009), and the Preferred Concept Plan Report (June 2010) for the
Tonquin Employment Area. Title 4 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan limits retail
commercial uses in industrial areas to those that primarily serve the needs of the workers in the area. The
City of Sherwood has adopted code language that complies with that requirement and the Preferred
Concept Plan Report states that any retail and commercial services located in the industrial area are
targeted to nearby businesses and workers. Based on our review, the proposed Preferred Concept Plan
meets the requirements of Title 11 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan and the conditions
set out in Metro Ordinance No. 04-1040B. Please notify us if the Sherwood Planning Commission or City
Council proposes any changes to the Concept Plan. Thank you.

Sincerel

Sherry Oeser
Principal Regional Planner
‘/"’fl
c Councilor Carl Hosticka, District No. 3
John Williams, Deputy Planning & Development Director

Ray Valone, Principal Regional Planner

Printed on recycled-content paper. |

bt B



Heather Austin

From: CINDY HAHN [CHAHN@ci.tualatin.or.us]

Sent: Monday, July 12, 2010 3:48 PM

To: Heather Austin; Julia Hajduk

Cc: Doug Rux; AQUILLA HURD-RAVICH

Subject: Comments on TEA Concept Plan Commission Draft

Hi Julia and Heather,

in follow up to the conversation Julia and Doug had last week about the TEA Concept Plan, | read through the July 2010
Planning Commission Review Draft today. Doug and | went over a couple items that | noticed, which aren’t “show
stoppers” by any means, but that you’ll probably want to clean up before taking the plan to your City Council for
hearing. Here are my comments, by page number for easy reference:

1. Page 19, Paragraph 2: This paragraph still references “additional right-in/right-out connections to local streets”
that “may be possible along SW 124" Avenue” and “potentially a second full access intersection” that “may be
feasible (based on access spacing requirements) if it is located at the south edge of the site and connects to a
future collector or arterial roadway.” Since the Concept Plan map no longer includes these other possible
accesses and the staff report (page 18) indicates that “no new direct property access is proposed for... SW 124"
Avenue”, the plan text needs to be updated to reflect the map.

2. Page 28, Figure IV-5: The graphic showing the studied intersections still shows the two possible additional access
points from SW 124" Avenue. To be consistent, these arrows should be removed from the graphic.

3. Page 36, Figure IV-7: The proposed water distribution system shows two proposed 10-in water mains ending at
sw 124" Avenue. No water main is proposed in SW 124" Avenue north of SW Blake Street; therefore, the
configuration of the water mains doesn’t make much sense. Will the mains be capped at SW 124™ Avenue or
looped in some way internal to the TEA?

4. Page 45, Paragraph 2: This paragraph still references “the proposed retail/commercial services center at the
intersection of 124™ and Tualatin-Sherwood Road”. Because specific locations for the retail/commercial nodes
are no longer included on the Concept Plan map, this statement is not accurate and should be revised or
removed.

5. Page 56, Policies 7 & 8: Both polices state “Industrial Employment” rather than “Employment Industrial”. This
needs to be corrected.

That covers it. If you have any questions, please let me know.
Best regards,

Cindy

Cindy L. Hahwn, AICP

Assistant Planner

City of Tualatin | Community Development Department
Phone: 503.691.3029 | Fax: 503.692.0147
chahn@ci.tualatin.or.us

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

DISCLAIMER: This email is a public record of the City of Tualatin and is subject to public disclosure unless exempt from
disclosure under Oregon Public Records Law. This email is subject to the State Retention Schedule.

1

Exhibit €



Sharon Barnard

14260 SW Tonquin Rd.
Sherwood, OR 97140
July 12, 2010

RECEIVED

JUL 13 2010

City of Sherwood

Planning Department
City Hall

22560 SW Pine Street
Sherwood, OR 97140

Re: PA 09-03 -- Tonquin Employment Area Conception Plan

I do not like how Mr. Biles volunteered all of our properties to Metro without our
knowledge to benefit himself. '

Then he clear cut all of his timber and Xmas trees in the Spring of 2004. We lost
half our deer herd because they lost their home.

Sherwood is not ready for this now. Mr. Biles is the only one who wants this now.
He needs to sit on his investment like the rest of us until the time is right. It mi ght
be in 10 or 20 years.

Most of the 13 families who live here moved here because of the peace and quiet
and the wildlife. We also have livestock. We buy our hay from local farmers but
you are taking away the hay field. Sherwood will be losing a lot. Our small town
appeal will be gone! You will have money, but we will have lost what Sherwood
is today, forever. Just because Area 48 was brought into the UGB does not mean
we have to build on it now.

Think green — recycle, reuse, rebuild, don't start new. Use the land that is already
available. There are empty buildings and lots in new industrial parks up and down
124% and up and down Tualatin Sherwood Road. Use that before you start
destroying our farm lands, wildlife, forest land and our homes. There are 13
families that call Area 48 home.

Sincerely, P
//wﬂ E//f,&’/f///—‘c/
Sharon Barnard

Cjw\ﬁ{j Lo o LKA
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City of Sherwood
22560 SW Pine Street
Sherwood, OR 97140

Attention: Sherwood Planning Commissioners

Dear Commissioners:

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment on the Tonquin Employment Area:
Preferred Concept Plan Report. The Biles family owns approximately 38 acres in the
planning area, adjacent to SW Oregon Street, north of SW Tonquin Road. This parcel is
one of the two largest single-owner parcels in the planning area. We believe this parcel is
a prime development opportunity to create investment and jobs in Sherwood. We have
retained Grubb and Ellis to actively market the site. We are supportive of the concept
plan and would like to express appreciation to the City for preparing the plan, and for
keeping us involved and informed throughout the process.

We believe it is a job well done and have a few comments and observations that we
would like to make. Our comments address plan graphics, infrastructure funding, and
annexation.

First is the issue of the location of infrastructure identified in the plan graphics. We have
raised this concern with staff and they have responded in the plan narrative by adding a
note on page 30 of the plan. We think this issue is of major importance and we wanted to
raise it with you, so you understand this concern.

The plan includes four graphics, all of which identified “proposed” locations for
infrastructure in the plan area. Figure IV-3 is streets, Figure 1V-6 is sanitary sewer,
Figure IV-7 is water, and Figure 1V-8 is stormwater. Each of these figures places public
infrastructure adjacent to, or in most cases, through our site. This location of
infrastructure that is bisecting our site would negatively affect the development potential
for a single user to take advantage of this larger parcel for their facilities. Since this is a
goal of the plan, to maintain larger parcels and attract these types of users, this placement
of infrastructure, even conceptually, is a concern. While we realize these are conceptual
and we appreciate the note placed in the text, we all know how information placed on
maps takes on reality. Other property owners or potential developers could view these
“proposed” systems and improvement maps, miss the note on page 30, and make
assumptions that are incorrect and damaging to the city’s development interests.

To show the impact of these “proposed” locations, we have prepared the attached
graphic. We have taken the infrastructure elements shown on each individual figure and
merged them into one graphic. It is clear a potential developer or user, relying on these
maps, would come to a Jogical conclusion the Biles property, crisscrossed by utilities, is
virtually undevelopable.

D:\Documents and Settings\se00046\Local Settings\Temp\1007 13-Biles Letter.doc
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To resolve this issue, our first request would be to have these infrastructure figures
changed and remove the public infrastructure from the Biles® site. Alternatively, we
would request the headings for each of the above-noted figures be changed from
“proposed” to “conceptual” and that a note be added to each of the graphics stating they
are conceptual and can move based on actual development.

The Tonquin Employment Area is identitied by the City and Metro as a key new area for
job creation, investment, and increasing the tax base. As such, we believe and support an
aggressive strategy by the City to facilitate and stimulate private investment in the area.
From our perspective, this would include public finance of infrastructure and annexation.

We support public funding of major infrastructure improvements, such as the new
collector street east from SW Oregon Street and the associated water and sanitary sewer
utilities that would be part of the right-of-way improvement necessary for development.
These key public infrastructure improvements are critical to stimulating initial private
investment in the area, and we support the City in identifying and pursuing resources
necessary to make this project happen as quickly as possible.

Regarding infrastructure and stimulating development, we support the establishment of
an urban renewal district in the Tonquin area. Urban renewal is a public tool that has
been used by Sherwood in the downtown and by other jurisdictions, such as Portland and
Hillsboro, to facilitate industrial’ development. Urban renewal has been proven to
stimulate job creation and investment and we support urban renewal as a development

tool for the area.

Finally, regarding annexation, we support city-initiated annexation for key parcels with
the Tonquin Employment Area. As we have said previously, this area is key for new jobs,
investment, and the tax base for the city. The city has taken the lead in the initial concept
plan, and we believe the city should continue to lead as we move to implementation. The
alternative to city-led annexation is property-owner initiated.

If each property owner is responsible to initiate annexation, the city’s interests will be
negatively impacted due to a number of barriers. First to be lost is all potential for
reasonable phased annexation and phased extension of utilities. Some properties will be
“leapfrogged” by utilities in order to service an annexation request originating in the
middle of the area. Second, the city could be faced with multiple piecemeal requests from
separate property owners that will create efficiency costs for city staff resources. City
staff could be working on simultanecous annexation requests from the same area. Third,
faced with the costs of individual annexation requests, property owners may elect not to
initiate annexation, thus dooming much of the city’s economic development plan. Finally,
voters may be unwilling to support what will appear to them to be a chaotic unplanned
series of annexation requests demanding their vote at every election for years to come.
What started as a well-planned city effort could quickly evolve into an implementation
nightmare for property owners, city staff, and voters.

D:Documents and Settings\se00046\Local Settings\Temp\100713-Biles Leiter doc



We recommend the City continue its leadership role as the planning effort moves into
implementation. The City should work with those property owners wishing to annex to
lead the effort and recommend annexations to the voters as the final step in the city’s
multi-year effort.

Thank you for your time, and your staff’s time and efforts, through this process and
again, we are here to continue to support this work.

Steve Biles

D:\Documents and Settings\se00046\Local Settings\Temp\1 00713-Biles Letter doc
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BILES PROPERTY
DEVELOPMENT STUDY
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Proposed Modifications in Response to Comments from Commissioner Lafayette- July 13, 2010

Concept Plan

Page 4- 3" paragraph — “eastern” should be “western”

Page 37- 2" paragraph- typo- “Barbra should be Barbara”

Page 55- 2" paragraph- both policies 5 and 6 would fit this description

II/

Page 56- Policies 4, 7 and 8 reference “Industrial Employment” instead of “Employment Industria
Page B-1 (Appendix)- 3" paragraph- change “Commission” to “Hearing Authority”.

Page B-2 (Appendix)- A and | are essentially the same (see recommended change).

Page B-2 (Appendix}- J- Add “and as permitted in Section 16.31.050".

Page B-3 (Appendix)- B. Add “tannery” so it reads “Meat, fish, poultry and tannery processing”.

Page B-5 (Appendix})- 16.31.050 Add “A ‘development project’ includes all improvements proposed
through a site plan application”.

Page B-5 (Appendix)- Partitioning of 50 acre parcel- change “master plan” to “Planned unit
Development” (need to get buy off from Metro prior to City Council approval).

Page B-5 (Appendix)- Partitioning of 50 acre parcel- remove “or county”
Staff Report
Page 3, Section HIl, add “Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge” to the list of agencies notified.

Page 7, Section E.3- Delete the first sentence of the discussion before “Finding” section and replace with
“The Tonquin Trail, a regional trail connecting the Tualatin and Willamette Rivers through Sherwood,
Tualatin and Wilsonville, may be located within the TEA. This could occur along a utility easement,
adjacent to or within right-of-way or in a designated tract. Development of the TEA does not preclude
alignment of the trail through this area.

Page 13, Goal 1- Add to the description of the Goal:

The citizen involvement program shall incorporate the following components:

1. Citizen Involvement -- To provide for widespread citizen involvement.

2. Communication -- To assure effective two-way communication with citizens.

3. Citizen Influence -- To provide the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the
planning process.

4. Technical Information -- To assure that technical information is available in an understandable
form.

5. Feedback Mechanisms -- To assure that citizens will receive a response from policy-makers.

6. Financial Support -- To insure funding for the citizen involvement program.

PA 09-03 TEA Concept Plan Exhibit F



Add to the discussion:

“The City’s public hearing, public notice and public testimony standards meet components 1, 2 and 3.
The City also holds work sessions on complex issues and posts all information on the City’s website and
in the library to assure that technical information is available in an understandable form. Any citizen
who testifies on record or requests to be added to an interested parties list is notified of all land use
decisions. The Planning Commission program is fully funded through the city, as are open houses and

other non-commission related outreach efforts.”

Page 14, Goal 5- Add “The identified Goal 5 resources within the TEA are shown on Figure V-1 as ‘Title
13 Habitat Conservation Areas (High Value)’. These areas are along SW Tonquin Road (steep slope) and
adjacent to the identified wetland (sensitive area buffer).”

Page 15, Goal 8- change “includes” to “discusses”. Delete last sentence in the first paragraph.

Page 24, 4. Third sentence, remove “shows three” and add “discusses”.

PA 09-03 TEA Concept Plan Exhibit F



In any City forum or meeting:

e Individuals may not impugn the character of anyone else, including but not limited to
members of the community, the reviewing body, the staff, the applicant, or others who
testify. Complaints about staff should be placed in writing and addressed to the City
Manager. If requested by the complainant, they may be included as part of the public
record. Complaints about the City Manager should be placed in writing and addressed to
the Mayor. If requested by the comiplainant, they may be included as part of the public
record.

¢ Comment time is 4 minutes with a Commission-optional 1 minute Q & A follow-up.

e The Chair of a meeting may have the ability to modify meeting procedures on a case-by-
case basis when especially complicated issues arise, or when the body is involved in
extraordinary dialogue, but only after receiving the advice and majority consent of the
body. The Chair may also cut short debate if, in their judgment, the best interests of the
City would be served.

% (Note: Written comments are encouraged, and may be submitted prior to the meeting by
mail, or at the meeting. There is no limit to the length of written comment that may be
L submitted)
Persons who violate these rules may be asked-to stop their comments by any member of the
% body. Community Comments beyond the 4-minute limit may not be included in the record of the
meeting, Persons who impugn the character of anyone will be required to stop immediately.
& Their comments will not be included in the record of the meeting, and they will forfeit their
remalnmg time. Any person who fails to comply with reasonable rules of conduct or who causes
a diSt’urbance may be asked or re‘quired to leave and upon failure to dd SO becdmes a trespasser
%

1 haw’ :er;.d and un derstood the Rules fm_ Meermgs in the City oj Sher woad.
Q Agenda Iteni: ? Z:'*ﬂ"/"' \
% I am: Applicant: [ ] Proponent: [ ] Oppoﬁent [] Other [ ]

e\ s COVE LI K IR SCHT™

Address: /7){/5(,7 \SV\/ (\@f/cf/bj’%ﬁﬂ{) L%

City/State/Zip: S her v @f)c;—x/ W 9 T/ 2 O

Email Address: C/S(%V [CZOZ(/ C/ U (‘7{/) (ﬁ—h ima{
e o

Irepresent: L~ Myself ______Other

; § If you want to speak to Commission about more than one subj ect] p!ease swbﬂuf d sepw m’e fnrm

L

for: 2dohtitem.

Please give this form to the Recording Secretary prior to you addressing
Planning Commission. Thank you.
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Rules for Meetings in the City of Sherwood

It is the purpose of these rules to promote common courtesy and civility in all meetings of the
City of Sherwood. All who wish to speak should expect to be treated fairly and with respect. All
who speak should reciprocate by focusing on the issue being considered, while respecting the
opinions of those with whom they may disagree. This will enable our community to establish an
environment wherein all issues and opinions may be fairly considered and decisions, though
sometimes difficult, will be made in a spirit of mutual respect of all citizens, no matter their

differences.

Public Hearings before the City Council and other Boards and Commissions shall follow the
following procedure:

Staff Report--15 minutes
Applicant--30 minutes(to be split, at the discretion of the applicant, between presentation

and rebuttal.)

Proponents—35 minutes each (applicants may not also speak as proponents.)
Opponents—35 minutes each

Rebuttal—Balance of applicant time(see above)

Close Public Hearing

Staff Final Comments—15 minutes

Questions of Staff/Discussion by Body—no limit

Decision

(Note: Written comments are encouraged, and may be submitted prior to the hearing, at
the hearing, or when the record is left open, after the hearing for a 11m1ted time. There is
no limit to the length of Wntten comment that may be submltted) ’

Appeals before the City Council and other Boards and Commissions shall follow the followmg
procedure ]

Staff Report——lS mifutes -
Applicant — 30 minutes (to be split, at the discretion of the applicant, between

presentation and rebuttal.)

Only those who previously went on the written or verbal record at the PC hearing may
appear before Council.

No one can pass their time to someone else

Proponents—35 minutes each (applicants may not also speak as proponents.)
Opponents—35 minutes each. Opponents who represent a neighborhood or business
association have 15 minutes

Appellants——30 minutes (to be divided it there are multiple appellants.)
Rebuttal—Balance of applicant time (see above) :

Close Public Hearing

Staff Final Comments—15 minutes

Questions of Staff/Discussion by Body—no limit

Decision

(Note: Written comments are encouraged, and may be submitted prior to the hearing, at
the hearing, or when the record is left open, after the hearing for a limited time. There 1s
no limit to the length of written comment that may be submitted) .



In any

Person

City forum or meeting:

Individuals may not impugn the character of anyone else, including but not limited to
members of the community, the reviewing body, the staff, the applicant, or others who
testify. Complaints about staff should be placed in writing and addressed to the City
Manager. If requested by the complainant, they may be included as part of the public
record. Complaints about the City Manager should be placed in writing and addressed to
the Mayor. If requested by the complainant, they may be included as part of the public
record.

Comment time is 4 minutes with a Commission-optional 1 minute Q & A follow-up.

The Chair of a meeting may have the ability to modify meeting procedures on a case-by-
case basis when especially complicated issues arise, or when the body is involved in
extrdordinary dialogue, but only after receiving the advice and majority consent of the
body. The Chair may also cut short debate if, in their judgment, the best interests of the
City would be served.

(Note: Written comments are encouraged, and may be submitted prior to the meeting by
mail, or at the meeting. There is no limit to the length of written comment that may be

submitted)

s who violate these rules may be asked to stop their comments by any member of the

body. Community Comments beyond the 4-minute limit may not be included in the record of the

meeting. Persons who impugn the character of anyone will-be required to stop 1mmed1ately :

Their comments will not be included in the record of the meeting, and they will forfeit their

remaini

ng time. Any person who fails to comply with reasonable rules of conduct or who causes

a disturbance may be asked or required to leave and upon failure to do so becomes a trespasser.
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Rules for Meetings in the City of Sherwood -

It is the purpose of these rules to promote common courtesy and civility in all meetings of the
City of Sherwood. All who wish to speak should expect to be treated fairly and with respect. All
who speak should reciprocate by focusing on the issue being considered, while respecting the
opinions of those with whom they may disagree. This will enable our community to establish an

-environment wherein all issues and opinions may be fairly considered and decisions, though

sometimes difficult, will be made in a spirit of mutual respect of all citizens, no matter their
differences.

Public Hearings before the City Council and other Boards and Commissions shall follow the
following procedure:

® & o o o o

Staff Report--15 minutes

Applicant--30 minutes(to be split, at the discretion of the applicant, between presentation
and rebuttal.)

Proponents—35 minutes each (applicants may not also speak as proponents.)
Opponents—>5 minutes each

Rebuttal—Balance of applicant time(see above)

Close Public Hearing

Staft Final Comments—15 minutes

Questions of Staff/Discussion by Body—no limit

Decision :

(Note: Written comments are encouraged, arid may be subinitted prlor to the hearing, at
the hearing, or when the record is left open, after the hearing for a limited time. There is
no limit to the length of wr_itten comment that may be submitted)

Appeals before the Clty Councﬂ and other Boards and CommlSSlons shall follow the followmg'_

procedure

Staff Report——lS mmutes : A : %
Applicant — 30 ‘minutes’ (to be spht at the dlscretron of the apphcant between'

presentation and rebuttal.)

Only those who previously went on the written or verbal record at the PC hearing may
appear before Council. :

No one can pass their time to someone else

Proponents—>5 minutes each (applicants may not also speak as proponents.)
Opponents— 5 minutes each. Opponents who represent a neighborhood or business
association have 15 minutes

Appellants—30 minutes (to be divided it there are multiple appellants.)
Rebuttal—Balance of applicant tiriie (see above)

Close Public Hearing

Staff Final Comments—15 minutes

Questions of Staff/Discussion by Body—no limit

Decision

(Note: Written comments are encouraged, and may be submitted prior to the hearing, at
the hearing, or when the record is left open, after the hearing for a limited time. There is
no limit to the length of written comment that may be submitted)




Heather Austin

From: Ralph Reisbeck [Ralph.Reisbeck@pgn.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 08, 2010 11:14 AM

To: Heather Austin

Cc: Mike Livingston; Todd Jones; Brian Moore

Subject: RE: Tonquin Employment Area in Sherwood
Attachments: Transmission Right of Way Gen.Info Guidelines.pdf

I have read through the " Tonquin Employment Area Concept Plan" and forwarded it onto Mike
Livingston of PGE Property Dept. and Todd Jones of PGE Transmission Design for their
comments. I do not have any specific questions at this time.

Todd commented that " Our typical process for use in a easement would apply. We would ask
developers to submit plans of the proposed use and determine if their proposed development
would impact the transmission line. Only the McLoughlin -Pearl-Sherwood line is a PGE line.
The Pearl-Sherwood line is maintained by BPA."

Attached is the document Todd sent " PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY Transmission Right-Of-
Way Use - General Information Guidelines. "

Mike Livingston agreed with Todd. Said if you needed any more info, call him. (503) 464-8127.

————— Original Message-----

From: Heather Austin [mailto:austinh@ci.sherwood.or.us]
Sent: Thursday, July 01, 2010 4:04 PM

To: Ralph Reisbeck

Subject: RE: Tonquin Employment Area in Sherwood

Thanks, Ralph. Just so you know, I've sent info to Mike Livingston throughout the project
and will be sending him the final docs as well. A week is fine- if I have comments by July
13, I can introduce them into the record.

Heather

From: Ralph Reisbeck [Ralph.Reisbeck@pgn.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 01, 2010 3:25 PM

To: Heather Austin

Subject: RE: Tonquin Employment Area in Sherwood

This is something that may take a week or so. I may have to involve our Transmission Design
Group and PGE Property Dept. in reviewing this also and giving you information that someone
like myself at the Distribution Engineering level just doesn't deal with in my job.

————— Original Message-----

From: Heather Austin [mailto:austinh@ci.sherwood.or.us]
Sent: Thursday, July 01, 2010 3:02 PM

To: Ralph Reisbeck

Subject: RE: Tonquin Employment Area in Sherwood

Yes- I think this would be good information to put into our record. Would you also be able
to take a quick look at the plan and make sure it doesn't generally conflict with the
information you will send about "standard rules"? Thanks!

From: Ralph Reisbeck [Ralph.Reisbeck@pgn.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 01, 2010 2:57 PM
To: Heather Austin

EXHIBIT I



Subject: RE: Tonquin Employment Area in Sherwood

Question: You asked about our " standard rules " . Do you mean what can be built under, on or
near our R/W for this 230 KV MclLoughlin-Pearl-Sherwood Transmission (steel tower)line and the
BPA 230KV BPA Pearl - Sherwood Transmission (steel tower) lines I think we are renting from
BPA ?

————— Original Message-----

From: Heather Austin [mailto:austinh@ci.sherwood.or.us]

Sent: Thursday, July 01, 2010 11:37 AM

To: Ralph Reisbeck; crbelt@bpa.gov; Dawneen Dosert (dmdostert@bpa.gov)
Subject: Tonquin Employment Area in Sherwood

Hi Ralph, Charlene and Dawneen-

Below is a link to the Tonquin Employment Area Concept Plan that our Planning Commission will
be reviewing on July 13. Because of the BPA and PGE lines in the area, I wanted to
particularly seek input from you regarding the plan (even an e-mail back acknowledging that
you've seen the plan or including your standard rules would be great). Please let me know if
you have any questions. Thanks!

Heather Austin, AICP
Senior Planner

City of Sherwood
503-625-4206

http://www.ci.sherwood.or.us/sites/default/files/files/government/departments/planning/areads8
/DraftPreferredConceptPlanReport StakeholderReviewdraft%20v2 ©.pdf

project website:

http://www.ci.sherwood.or.us/tonquin-employment-area-tea

This email may contain confidential information or privileged material and is intended for
use solely by the above referenced recipient. Any review, copying, printing, disclosure,
distribution, or other use by any other person or entity is strictly prohibited and may be
illegal. 1If you are not the named recipient, or believe you have received this email in
error, please immediately notify the City of Sherwood at (503) 625-5522 and delete the copy
you received.

This email may contain confidential information or privileged material and is intended for
use solely by the above referenced recipient. Any review, copying, printing, disclosure,
distribution, or other use by any other person or entity is strictly prohibited and may be
illegal. If you are not the named recipient, or believe you have received this email in
error, please immediately notify the City of Sherwood at (503) 625-5522 and delete the copy
you received.

This email may contain confidential information or privileged material and is intended for
use solely by the above referenced recipient. Any review, copying, printing, disclosure,
distribution, or other use by any other person or entity is strictly prohibited and may be
illegal. If you are not the named recipient, or believe you have received this email in
error, please immediately notify the City of Sherwood at (503) 625-5522 and delete the copy
you received.



PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY
Transmission Right-Of-Way Use - General Information Guidelines

All plans for improvements within transmission easements/rights-of-way (ROW) including but not
limited to lighting, landscaping, excavation, road construction, fencing, etc. shall be submitted to PGE
for review and written approval. All drawings must indicate the location of PGE ROW and location of
all towers or poles within the PGE ROW. The property owner shall not build or erect any structure or
conduct any improvements upon, over, or under the ROW area without prior written consent from the

PGE Property Department.

In general, the following types of structures and activities shall be prohibited.

» Building structures of any type (permanent or temporary). This includes but is not limited to
sheds, playground equipment, basketball courts, rest rooms, picnic facilities such as shelters,
tables and barbecues.

e Grade cutting or filling in the ROW

e Any vegetation with a maximum mature height of 15 feet or taller

s Any structure, obstruction or construction within 50 feet of a PGE transmission structure (pole

or tower)

In general, excavation within 50 feet of PGE transmission structures is prohibited. In rare projects where
excavation is permitted within 50 feet of PGE transmission structures, prior written approval by PGE

Propetty Department is required.

Drain fields are generally permitted when placed at least 50 feet from any transmission structure.
However, safety concerns must be considered during installation of drain fields (depending on type of
construction methods and equipment used). Drain fields must be clearly marked and must not impede

access to ROW.

Parking lats and roadways may be compatible uses of the ROW. In general, roadways may cross
transmission easements but not within an easement - running paralle!l to transmission lines. As a
precaution, all area street lighting structures shall mest the clearances and grounding requirements as
established by the National Electrical Safety Code (NESC) and PGE safety regulations.

Fencing is generally permitted in the ROW provided non-metallic fencing is used. In rare instances when
metallic fencing is permitted, the fencing must be appropriately grounded by licensed electrician according
to requirements established by the NESC, Fencing surrounding transmission structures shall maintain a
minimum of 8 feet clearance between the fence and the legs or pole of the transmission structure. When
access to structures and/or ROW is obstructed by fencing, a gate shall be provided. If the gate is
lockable, provisions shall be made by the customer to install a dual lock system allowing a PGE lock to be

installed.

PGE shall retain the right to enter upon the ROW to erect, maintain, repair, rebuild, operate, and patrol the
power lines, telecommunication lines, structures and appurtenant signal or communications and all uses
directly or indirectly necessary to perform said operations. Property owners should anticipate that existing
transmission lines and towers may be modified or additional lines and towers or poles may be added to
the ROW. For safety reasons, no impediments may be added to the ROW that impede the ability to
traverse the ROW with maintenance vehicles on 24 hour per day 7 day-per-week basis.

This Guideline is intended as general information and subject to revision as safety and other issues
change. Most jurisdictions require a “Permit Letter” from PGE before construction can begin on
properties traversed by PGE ROW. The permit letter outlines the permitted uses within the PGE ROW
and is issued after review of detailed plans as outlined in the first paragraph. The 2006 PGE transmission
ROW information number is 503-464-8887 or toll free 1-888-743-2665.

TL ROW Use Exlernal.doc 07/08/2010




Heather Austin

From: Heather Austin

Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 3:20 PM
To: Heather Austin

Subject: FW: Tonquin Employment Area

From: Ralph_Webber@fws.gov [ mailto:Ralph_Webber@fws.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2010 12:37 PM

To: Heather Austin

Cc: Audra_Gilpatrick@fws.gov; John_Schweitzer@fws.gov; Kim_Strassburg@fws.gov; Peter_Schmidt@fws.gov;
Christopher_Lapp@fws.gov; Sarah_Dunham@fws.gov; Jenna_Mendenhall@fws.gov; Peter_Hvidsten@fws.gov;
Stacie_Powell@fws.gov; Kolleen_Irvine@fws.gov; Raeth_Morgan@fws.gov; Toby_Sytsma@fws.gov

Subject: Re: Tonquin Employment Area

Heather,

Thanks for the opportunity to review the Preferred Concept Plan Report for the Tonquin Employment Area. Although the
plan's depth is primarily at the concept level of planning, a fair amount of assessment work was done to determine support
infrastructure and utility requirements. As a result, feasible alignments and corridors are beginning to take shape. This is
the time when significant natural resources must be identified for preservation so they can be incorporated into
development and landscape design. If not done now it will be difficult to meet the spirit of policy #9 outlined on page 57
(i.e., development designs that are sensitive to natural features and proposals that preserve and enhance them).
Regarding parks and open spaces, the plan doesn't specifically address any to be established. This site has two
significant types of habitats (forested wetland and second old growth coniferous forest) which are marginal for
development due to soils and slope, yet provide valuable habitat for migratory birds and other resident wildlife as well as a
linkage corridor supporting refuge habitats. These should be the areas of focus for preserving open space and providing
wildlife habitat. If planned properly, they could easily be incorporated into campus design adding a valuable asset to
working conditions of the site.

Much of the site drains in a westerly direction into Rock Creek of the Refuge, not east. This is obviously one of the
reasons all proposed sewer lines are connecting with the existing Rock Creek trunk line, a line running through federal
land of the Refuge. Concept layout and future operational use of these new connection lines will eventually cause
saturation of the main Rock Creek line which will trigger a need for removal and upgrading with larger pipe. Construction
work of this type will have a significant impact on restored habitats of the Refuge within the Onion Flats unit. Work of this
type can be permitted if all work stays within the existing Right-of-Way, but it is not desirable from a refuge perspective.
This is why an alternate route to the north should be at least explored as a solution to long-term use and future
expansion. It should be understood that any proposed significant expansion of the existing Right-of-Way would not likely
fall within acceptable policies of the Refuge System, and would therefore be denied. This same policy would apply to any
significant federal Right-of-Way expansion being proposed in connection with a widening project of Tonquin Road.
Although in this case, the road could be elevated above the floodplain and widened into the hillside off federal land.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment.

Ralph D. Webber

Project Leader

Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Phone: (503) 625 - 5944 Fax: (503) 625 - 5947

Heather Austin <austinh@ci.sherwood.or.us> To "Ralph_Webber@fws.gov™ <Ralph Webber@fws.gov>
cc
07/13/2010 05:50 PM Subject Tonquin Employment Area
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Heather Austin

From: An [dkreitzesqg@gmail.com]

Sent: Friday, July 23, 2010 6:00 PM

To: Heather Austin; dkreitzesq@gmail.com

Subject: Oppose extension of SW Blake from 108th to 115th in Tualatin

Dear Ms. Austin, I am a concerned citizen that lives next to the existing SW Blake & 108th in Tualatin.
Just over a week ago I became aware that the City of Tualatin was proposing to extend SW Blake from 108th

west to 115th.

I oppose any extension of SW Blake west to 115th.

[ ask that any mention of extending SW Blake from 108th to 115th be removed from the Tualatin Southwest
Concept Plan (and related Transportation Plan or Development Code of both Tualatin and Sherwood) and

replaced with language specifically preventing any such extension.
I 'am in favor of business development and hope that any future businesses developed via the Tualatin

Southwest Concept Plan succeed.

However, if SW Blake is extended from 108th to 115th it will have the following detrimental impacts on the
residents and voters of Tualatin:

(1) the City will have to condemn either homes in Hedges Park or a portion of existing businesses in the Tri
County industrial park off 105th;

(2) it will wipe out a wonderful 30 foot wide green grassy path on which cute little deer feed and play;
(3) it will replace the Deer Habitat with a huge 64 foot wide Blake truck road;
(4) the Blake Truck Road will have to rise up 30-40 feet in the air so as to clear the existing railroad;

(5) the 30-40 feet high Blake Truck Road Overpass will look down menacingly over the existing (whichever
ones remain) homes in Hedges Park that border the Deer Habitat and whichever businesses survive in the Tri

county industrial park;

(6) the noise of truck brakes and cars accelerating in both directions on the Blake Truck Road and the foul smell
of exhaust will ruin any existing quality of life for those of us that live in Hedges Park;

(7) the value of homes bordering 105th, 108th, 109th, Byrom, Blake and Willow will drastically decrease in
value;

(8) there will no longer be the Deer Habitat that serves as a wonderful buffer between Hedges Park and the Tri
County industrial park off 105th;

(9) overflow traffic from Tualatin-Sherwood will flow like water south on 115th and cut right over Blake to
108th, thus pouring tons of cars and trucks through residential neighborhoods, and by parks and schools, on

their way to I-5;

(9) similarly, traffic from I-5 to Sherwood and from Sherwood to I-5 will flood our neighborhoods and
overwhelm our streets; and

(10) the City will be diverting funding for things that could actually improve Tualatin for a road development
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that will wipe out jobs, decrease home values and lessen quality of life for residents and voters in Tualatin.

In addition to the above list of reasons why the extension of SW Blake from 108th to 115th is bad, I also believe
that in this economy where folks are hurting and out of work, spending over $14,000,000 on extending Blake
and building an overpass rather than using such funds (if they even exist without increasing taxes) to pay for
needed police, fire, senior and other essential services or pay off debt is the wrong direction for our City and
sends the wrong message to residents and future businesses.

Finally, from the drawings and information contained in the Tualatin Southwest Concept Plan it appears that
there already exist plans to build 115th and 124th south to Tonquin. I suggest you use those road for the
increase in trucks and cars resulting from the 600 acre industrial development and to relieve overflow traffic on

Tualatin-Sherwood Rd.

Please, let's keep trucks and traffic from the industrial development in the development, and not bring that
traffic into our residential neighborhoods and down the streets on which children ride bikes, folks walk their

dogs and that aren't meant to serve industrial traffic in the first place.

Thank you for allowing me to share my thoughts on this.
Donna Kreitzberg



Heather Austin

From: Rita Perez [rep311@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2010 10:21 AM
To: Heather Austin

Cc: dkreitzesq@gmail.com

Subject: Blake Street

Copy of Letter sent to Aquilla Hurd-Ravich
July 22, 2010

Heather Austin, St. Planner

Sherwood, OR
Planning Dept, City Hall
22560 SW Pine Street
Sherwood, OR 97140.

Dear Aquilla,

Thank you for hosting the SW Tualatin Concept Plan Open House last night. My husband, Greg, and I really
appreciated meeting and talking to you about the Concept Plan.
You were very informative and patient in hearing our concerns.

As we explained our objection to the plan is not in the development of a commercial/industrial park, but the
Blake expansion west of the railroad connecting to 105th St.

We live directly abutting the easement. The proposed expansion would require that a required overpass be
constructed on that portion of the road due to the railroad crossing. Having an expansion bridge 30-40 feet tall
and 60-80 feet wide essentially in our backyard is devastating. The easement is the only buffer between our
Hedges Park neighborhood and the already existing industrial park. This expansion would eliminate that buffer,
create a high noise level, pollution, safety issues and significantly devalue our property. Our quality of life

would most certainly be adversely impacted.

It has always been our understanding that the City of Tualatin values a homogeneous melding of residential and
commercial living and working together. This plan certainly is not taking the establish residential community

into consideration.

The Hedges Park/Hedges Creek and Ibach neighborhoods are one of the most expensive in the City of Tualatin.
We have all invested vast sums of money, time and love into our neighborhood. We are an asset to the City of
Tualatin and take great pride in our homes. I ask the city to permanently shelve that part of the Concept Plan
that would extend Blake Street and drastically change our established quality of life.

Please contact me anytime and come see first hand my home and those along the easement. It would give you a
good perspective of the issues [ have raised.

Thank you again for listening to me last night and for reading this letter of objection.

Sincerely,
Rita Perez

10965 SW Byrom Terrace
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. Heather Austin

From: Ralph_Webber@fws.gov

Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 2010 4:56 PM
To: Heather Austin

Subject: Fw: Tonquin Employment Area
Attachments: pic03902.gif; pic00153.gif
Heather,

More comments from refuge staff are provided for further consideration. You've already covered most content
in the first paragraph. The second paragraph addressing Title 13 is worth considering.

Thanks,

Ralph D. Webber

Project Leader

Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Phone: (503) 625 - 5944 Fax: (503) 625 - 5947

----- Forwarded by Ralph Webber/MOBILE/R1/EWS/DOI on 07/27/2010 04:48 PM ~----

Christopher
Lapp/MOBILE/R1/FWS/DOI

07/27/2010 03:41 PM

ToRalph Webbet/MOBILE/R1/FWS/DOI@FWS
ccPeter Schmidt/MOBILE/R I/FWS/DOI@FWS

SubjectRe: Fw: Tonquin Employment Areall)

As discussed, it appears that the city of Sherwood through its 2007 sanitary master plan identifies capacity
improvement to the Rock Creek trunk line (Onion Flats) and the Tonquin Employment Area is part of that plan,
CWS must be notified that the proposed upgrade of the 15" diameter pipe to the 18" diameter that goes through
the Refuge must remain in their current easement footprint, no expansion will be allowed via refuge policy.

In the Tonquin Employment Area, specifically area B(1) and B(2) there is a band along the west boundary
designated as Title 13 Habitat Conservation Area, what is the width of this Conservation Area and what is its
intent? From what I can gather from aerial photos it appears quite degraded and rather narrow. If the intention
of this area is to provide a habitat buffer to adjacent refuge lands (which it should), there needs to more effort
put into development of a true habitat buffer corridor that would provide any sort of measure of protection
(upgrading through enhancement/restoration actions would be recommended).

Christopher Lapp

Deputy Refuge Manager

Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

“* Ralph Webber/MOBILE/R1/FWS/DOI

Ralph
Webber/MOBILE/R1/FWS/DOI

07/14/2010 07:50 AM

ToChristopher Lapp/MOBILE/R I/FWS/DOI@FWS,
Peter Schmid/MOBILE/R I/FWS/DOI@FWS

EXNBIT M
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SubjectFw: Tonquin Employment Area

Chris and Pete,

Completing a quick and dirty cursory review it Jooks like most impacts to the refuge may be related to support
utility infrastructure.

Please take a look at this new zoning proposal area with the City of Sherwood and get back to me with any
comments by the end of this month.

Ralph D. Webber

Project Leader

Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Phone: (503) 625 - 5944 Fax: (503) 625 - 5947
----- Forwarded by Ralph Webber/MOBILE/R1/FWS/DOI on 07/14/2010 07:47 AM -----

Heather Austin
<austinh@ci.sherw00d.0r.us> To"'Ralph-Webber@f\Ns_gov"'
<Ralph Webber@fws.gov>

07/13/2010 05:50 PM
cc

SubjectT'onquin Employment Area

Hi Ralph-
Here is the link to the plan | talked to you about today.

http://www.sherwoodoregon.gov/sites/default/files/files/government/departments/planning/area48/TEA%2
0Concept%20Plan%20Report%20Attachment%201.pdf

Please let me know if you have any questions on it. If you have comments, I'd love to have them back by the

first week of August.
Thanks!

Heather Austin, AICP
Senior Planner

City of Sherwood
22560 SW Pine Street
Sherwood, OR 97140
PH: 503.625.4206
FAX: 503.625.0629

This email may contain confidential information or privileged
material and is intended for use solely by the above referenced
recipient. Any review, copying, printing, disclosure,
distribution,



or other use by any other person or entity is strictly prohibited
and

may be illegal. If you are not the named recipient, or believe

you

have received this email in error, please immediately notify the
City

of Sherwood at (503) 625-5522 and delete the copy you received.
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Heather Austin

From: Kurt Kristensen [kurtk@poetspeak.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 15,2010 12:39 PM

To: Heather Austin

Subject: Tonquin Flats

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Heather:

I have not had the time to be involved in the planning for the Tonquin Industrial area; at several times in the
past I have brought up the opportunity to tie that development in with a public walking and biking trail along
the wetland, and ultimately tying it in with Metro’s and Sherwood’s trails.

Were you able to bring any of that in?
©Kurt

Kurt Kristensen - M. Ed.

22520 SW Fairoaks Ct.

Sherwood, OR 97140
503-625-2340

ExHie T O
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Sharon Barnard
14260 SW Tonquin Rd.
Sherwood, OR 97140

Cindy Walker
14240 SW Tonquin Rd.
Sherwood, OR 97140

July 27,2010

Planning Department

City Hall

22560 SW Pine Street
Sherwood, OR 97140

Re: PA 09-03 — Tonquin Employment Area Conception Plan
Without our knowledge, Mr. Biles wrongfully misused the properties of 13
families living in Area 48 only to get what he wanted. Woe to all of us and the wildlife.

He chose the worst time ever to clear-cut his land, late Spring to early Summer, when
the birds were nesting and the deer were having fawns.

Sherwood has nice clean air now, because of all the forest land. Biles has already
cut his all down. Ikeep planting more fir trees.

Sherwood does not want or need this employment area.

Do not do this to us.

Sincerely,

RECEIVED Sharon Barnard Q

= |
JUL 29 200 M/cfy’z, IS st i

BY .
PLANNING DEPT. Cindy Walker
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Memorandum

Date: August 3, 2010
To: Heather Austin, City of Sherwood
Tom Nelson, City of Sherwood
From: Frank Angelo, APG
Darci Rudzinski, APG
cc: Chris Zahas, Leland Consulting Group
Re: Tonquin Employment Area (TEA) Employment Industrial Zone — Planning

Commission Comments

Employment Industrial Zone

The discussion at the July 13" Planning Commission related to the proposed Employment
Industrial (El) zone focused on ways to amend the zone to support locating targeted
industries in the TEA. At the same time, Planning Commissioners appeared to be interested
in having more control over or limiting those uses that are permitted conditionally —
suggesting that a new set of review standards for Conditional Uses in the El zone be
developed. We have amended the El zone as shown in Attachment A. The recommended
revisions include:

1. Increase the minimum lot area (Section 16.XX.060 A.1) from 10,000 square feet
to 5 acres. By increasing the lot size to a minimum of 5 acres, the type of
development that could be expected in the TEA would be focused on users that
require larger industrial lots or on master planned business park campuses. This
minimum lot area would apply to all properties within the TEA with the exception
of any lot over 50 acres which would be required to meet Section 16.XX. 060 A. 4
& 5 (subdividing and partitioning).

2. For those existing lots that are less than 5 acres, we have added Section
16.XX.070 Non-conforming Lots of Record. This section allows development on
existing lots of record smaller than 5 acres but prohibits further partitioning below
the existing lot size.

3. Commercial uses. We have clarified how future commercial development can
occur within the TEA. Section 16.XX.055 has been amended to indicate that the
two anticipated commercial developments cannot exceed a “total of five (5)
contiguous acres in size”. This type of development is exempt from the 5 acre
minimum lot size requirement.

A 4 g praeand
=\ A { f.. ik O

921 SW Washington Street, Suite 468, Portland, OR 97205 -« tel 503.224.6974 + fax 503.227.3679 * www.angeloplanning.com
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Additional Conditional Use Standards (performance standards). The Planning
Commission suggested exploring an employee per acre or per square foot
standard as an approval criterion for future conditional uses. The project team
considered and discussed this option with staff. Using an employee per acre or
per square foot as a standard has the following problems:

e An applicant would need to “commit” to achieve and maintain the employee
per acre or square foot standard as long as the use occupied the building, or
at least for some agreed upon length of time, in order to meet the objective of
approving only employee dense uses.

e City staff would need to track and monitor employment levels for uses
approved under this standard.

» If a business or company fell below the employee per acre or square foot
standard, does the use become non-conforming and / or is there a code
violation?

For these reasons the project team does not recommend including such a
standard in the amended El zone. The assumption is that increasing the
minimum lot size to 5 acres will achieve a similar objective by directing smaller
business to existing small sites elsewhere in Sherwood (where there is an
existing supply of small sites) or into larger master planned business parks in the
TEA, where building quality and design would be held to a higher standard.

Furthermore, the project team concluded that the City's existing code standards
sufficiently address design issues such as outdoor storage and preservation of
natural areas and that an addition to Section 16.82.020 Permit Approval specific
to the TEA is not necessary. Another suggested addition to require conditional
uses in the TEA to support key industrial users is already a requirement in the
proposed Employment Industrial zone.

Employment Incentives

The Planning Commission also had questions relating to the possibility of using the El zone
as a mechanism to provide incentives to attract the type of development the City would like
to see in the TEA. While an incentive program is an appropriate tool for a jurisdiction to use
to target employment types, it is best established outside of the regulatory framework of a
development or zoning code. Fundamentally, the City's Zoning and Community
Development code is a regulatory tool, designed to allow or prohibit uses consistent with the
purpose of the zone. In addition, the development standards in the proposed El Zone can be
designed to support allowed uses and to limit or discourage those uses that aren't desirable.

To encourage business development, the City has an economic development strategy and
a "toolbox” of incentives available to use to attract business and employment to the city. The
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zoning code is just one of the many tools in the toolbox. Tom Nelson, Economic
Development Manager has provided the following information on other tools:

1. Economic Development Strategy. The City has an Economic Development Strategy
that was adopted in 2007. This strategy identifies the needs of both existing and
future employers and established goals, objectives, and actions to meet those needs
in the short term and over the following 20 years.

2. Economic Development Tools. These include:
e Sherwood Broadband:

i. The City's ownership of Sherwood Broadband allows it to offer better
than market bandwidth at below market prices to entice a desirable
type of business activity in the service area. Nationwide, broadband
accessibility has become, not only desirable for many industries, but
expected, and is seen by some site selectors as a requirement to even
be considered as a viable business location.

e Urban Renewal:

i. The extension of the urban renewal district boundaries to an area
allows the Urban Renewal Agency to finance necessary infrastructure
that may be an incentive to businesses considering that location.

e Enterprise Zone:

i. While the City does not yet have an Enterprise Zone, it is possible that
this tool could be adopted in the future to provide additional incentives
for enticing business location consideration. Enterprise Zones allow for
property tax abatement for a limited period of time to businesses
locating in a zone.

e Large Parcel Availability:

i. The Portland—Vancouver Region has a limited supply of large
industrial parcels that are “shovel-ready”. While the region has a
trained workforce, low energy costs, and relatively friendly business tax
environment, in many cases it simply does not have the property
necessary to land a recruited business. The Tonquin Industrial Area
can help remedy that situation.

Sherwood Employment Demographics

The Planning Commission also had questions regarding existing employment and economic
characteristics in Sherwood. Attached to this document is a reprint of a section of the
Economic Characteristics and Conditions (Area 48 / Tonquin Employment Area Existing
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Conditions Report — March 2009) that provides an overview of current characteristics
(Attachment B). It indicates that Sherwood has a jobs-housing imbalance (more residents
than jobs) and that there is a significant opportunity to provide employment in the target
sectors of technology and advanced manufacturing, clean technology, and outdoor gear and
active wear — all of which are a good fit for Sherwood'’s relatively highly-educated workforce.




ATTACHMENT A: EMPLOYMENT INDUSTRIAL ZONE

Chapter 16.XX
EMPLOYMENT INDUSTRIAL (EI)

Sections:

16.XX.010 Purpose

16.XX.020 Permitted Uses

16.XX.030 Conditional Uses

16.XX.040 Prohibited Uses

16.XX.050 Commercial Use Restrictions
16.XX.055 Tonquin Employment Area (TEA) Commercial Use Restrictions
16.XX.060 Dimensional Standards
16.XX.070 Non-Conforming Lots of Record
16.XX.670 080 Community Design
16.XX.080 090 Flood Plain

16.XX.010 Purpose

The EI zoning district provides employment areas that are suitable for, and
attractive to, key industries and industry clusters that have been identified by the State of
Oregon and the City’s economic development strategy as important to the state and local
economy. The following are preferred industry sectors for areas zoned EI: Clean
Technology; Technology and Advanced Manufacturing; and Outdoor Gear and Active
Wear.

Land zoned EI shall provide for large and medium-sized parcels for industrial
campuses and other industrial sites that can accommodate a variety of industrial
companies and related businesses. Areas zoned EI are also intended to provide the
opportunity for flex building space within small- and medium-sized industrial campuses
and business parks to accommodate research and development companies,
incubator/emerging technology businesses, related materials and equipment suppliers,
and or spin-off companies and other businesses that derive from, or are extensions of,
larger campus users and developments. Retail and commercial uses are allowed only
when directly supporting area employers and employees.

Industrial establishments and support services shall not have objectionable
external features and shall feature well-landscaped sites and attractive architectural
design, as determined by the Commission.

16.XX.020 Permitted Uses
The following uses are permitted outright, provided such uses meet the applicable
environmental performance standards contained in Division VIIL

page A-1
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Manufacturing, compounding, processing, assembling, packaging, treatment,
fabrication or wholesaling of articles or products not prohibited in Section
16.XX.040 and associated with the preferred industry sectors identified for the EI
zone, eluding particularly those uses associated with the following:
Renewable energy/energy efficiency

Sustainable environmental products

Advanced manufacturing

High technology

Biotechnology and biopharmaceuticals

Sports apparel and other recreation products

Contractor s offices, and other offices associated with an approved use in the El
zone.

Public and private utilities.

Laboratories.

Dwelling unit for one (1) security person employed on the premises, and their
immediate family.

PUDs subject to the provisions of Chapter 16.40.

Temporary uses, including but not limited to construction and real estate sales
offices, subject to Chapter 16.86.

Wireless communication antennas co-located on an existing tower or on an
existing building or structure not exceeding the roof of the structure provided the
applicant can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City that the location of the
antenna on City-owned property would be unfeasible.

OV A W

E——Manufacture-compoundingprocessingassemblingpackagingtreatment;

=L

fabrication-or-whelesaling-of any-articles-not prohibited-in-Section16XX-040.
Incidental retail sales or display/showroom directly associated with a permitted
use pursuant to 16.XX.020. Sales or display space shall be limited to a maximum
of 10% of the total floor area of the business.

16.XX.030 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.

B.

Any use not otherwise listed that can be shown to be consistent with the uses
associated with allowed uses in 16.XX.020(A).

Government facilities, including but not limited to postal, police, fire, and vehicle
testing stations. Government facilities are not subject to the required minimum lot
area in 16.XX.060.A.1.

Light metal fabrication, machining, welding and electroplating and casting or
molding of semi-finished or finished metals.

Transmitters and wireless communication towers except for towers located within
1,000 feet of the Old Town District which are prohibited.

Restaurants without drive-thru that meet the requirements of 16.XX.050 or
16.XX.055, as applicable.
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F. Commercial trade schools.

G. Power generation plants and associated facilities serving a permitted use.

H. Daycares, preschools, and kindergartens that meet the requirements of 16.XX.050
or 16.XX.055, as applicable.

L. Public or private outdoor recreational facilities including parks, playfields and

sports and racquet courts.

J. Personal services, including but not limited to financial, medical and dental, social
services, and similar support services that meet the requirements of 16.XX.050 or
16.XX.055, as applicable.

K. Business services, including but not limited to financial, real estate, legal, copying
and blueprinting, and similar support services that meet the requirements of
16.XX.050 or 16.XX.055, as applicable.

I, Postal substations that meet the requirements of 16.XX.050 or 16.XX.055, as
applicable.

M. Automotive service stations, including tire and wheel balancing, and incidental
repair, when conducted entirely within an enclosed building and that meet the
requirements of 16.XX.050 or 16.XX.055, as applicable.

N. Automotive, light truck and small equipment repair and service, when conducted
entirely within an enclosed building and that meet the requirements of 16.XX.050
or 16.XX.055, as applicable.

16.XX.040 Prohibited Uses

Any use that is not permitted or conditionally permitted under Section 16.XX.20
or Section 16.XX.030 is prohibited in the EI zone. In addition, the following uses are
expressly prohibited, subject to the provisions of Chapter 16.48 Non-Conforming Uses:
Adult entertainment businesses.
Meat, fish and poultry processing.
Auto wrecking and junk or salvage yards.
Manufacture, compounding, processing, assembling, packaging, treatment,
fabrication, wholesale, warehousing, or storage of toxins or explosive materials,
or any product or compound determined by a public health official to be
detrimental to the health, safety and welfare of the community.
Rock crushing facilities.
Aggregate storage and distribution facilities.
Concrete or asphalt batch plants.
General purpose solid waste landfills, incinerators, and other solid waste facilities.
Restaurants with drive-thru facilities.
Warehousing and storage not associated with a permitted use.

COowp

16.XX.050 Commercial Use Restrictions

Retail and professional services that cater to daily customers, such as restaurants
and financial, insurance, real estate, legal, medical and dental offices, shall be limited in
the El zone. New buildings for stores, branches, agencies or other retail uses and services
shall not occupy more than 5,000 square feet of sales or service area in a single outlet and
no more than 20,000 square feet of sales or service area in multiple outlets in the same
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development project.

16.XX.055 Tonquin Employment Area (TEA) Commercial Use Restrictions

+ A. Within the Tonquin Employment Area (TEA), only commercial uses that
directly support industrial uses located within the TEA are permitted as
conditional uses.

2. B. A-maximum-efene-eCommercial development, not to exceed a total of
five (5) contiguous acres in size, may be permitted on each side of the
collector street connecting 124m Avenue to Oregon Street (See 2010
Tonquin Employment Area Preferred Concept Plan), for a maximum of
ten (10) total acres of “stand alone” commercial development within the

TEA.

3. C. Commercial development may not be located within 300 feet of 124
Avenue.

D. Commercial development is not subject to the required minimum lot area

in 16.XX.060.A.1.

16.XX.060 Dimensional Standards

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.

A. Lot Dimensions

Except as otherwise provided, required minimum lot areas and dimensions shall
be:

1. Lot area: FLO00-5¢-1

5 acres

2. Lot width at front property line: 100 feet

3. Lot width at building line: 100 feet

4. Parcels larger than 50 acres:

Lots or parcels larger than 50 acres may be divided
into smaller lots and parcels pursuant to a master plan
approved by the city ereeunty-so long as the resulting
division yields at least one lot or parcel of at least 50
acres in size.

5. Partitioning 50 acre parcel:
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Lots or parcels 50 acres or larger, including those
created pursuant to paragraph (4) of this subsection,
may be divided into any number of smaller lots or
parcels pursuant to a master plan approved by the city
or county so long as at least 40 percent of the area of
the lot or parcel has been developed with industrial
uses or uses accessory to industrial use.

B. Setbacks
Except as otherwise provided, required minimum setbacks shall be:
L. Front Twenty (20) feet, except when abutting a residential
yard: zone, then there shall be a minimum of forty (40) feet.
2. Side None, except when abutting a residential zone, then there
yard: shall be a minimum of forty (40) feet.
3. Rear None, except when abutting a residential zone, then there
yard: shall be a minimum of forty (40) feet.
4. Comer Twenty (20) feet on any side facing a street, except when
lots: abutting a residential zone, then there shall be a minimum
of forty (40) feet.
C. Height

Except as otherwise provided, the maximum height shall be fifty (50) feet, except
that structures within one-hundred (100) feet of a residential zone shall be limited to the
height requirements of that residential zone.

16.XX.070 Non-conforming Lots of Record
Lots of record prior to [date of adoption] that are smaller than the minimum lot
size required in 16.XX.060.A.1 may be developed if found consistent with other
applicable requirements of Chapter 16.XX and this Code. Further subdivision of nonconforming
lots of record shall be prohibited unless Section 16.XX.055 applies.

16.XX.670 080 Community Design

For standards 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, see Divisions V, VIII and IX.

16.XX.080 090 Flood Plain
Except as otherwise provided, Section 16.134.020 shall apply.
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New Definitions

Advanced Manufacturing. The application of cutting edge concepts in electronics,
computers, software and automation to enhance manufacturing capabilities and improve
production. Advanced manufacturing technology is used in all areas of manufacturing,
including design, control, fabrication, and assembly. This family of technologies includes
robotics, computer-aided design (CAD), computer-aided engineering (CAE),
manufacturing resource planning, automated materials handling systems, electronic data
interchange (EDI), computer-integrated manufacturing (CIM) systems, flexible
manufacturing systems, and group technology.

Biopharmaceuticals. Medical drugs derived from biological sources and produced using
biotechnology.

Biotechnology. Technology based on biology, especially when used in agriculture, food
science, and medicine, and includes any technological application that uses biological
systems, living organisms, or derivatives thereof, to make or modify products or
processes for specific use.

Clean Technology. A diverse range of products, services, and processes that harness
renewable materials and energy sources, dramatically reduce the use of natural resources,
and cut or eliminate emissions and wastes. Clean technology includes wind power, solar
power, biomass, hydropower, biofuels, information technology, green transportation,
electric motors, and innovations in lighting and other appliances related to energy
cfficiency.

High Technology. Scientific technology involving the production or use of highly
advanced, sophisticated, or specialized systems or devices, especially those used in the
fields of electronics and computers.

Renewable Energy. Energy derived from, or effectively using resources which may be
naturally replenished. such as sunlight, wind, rain, tides and Renewable energy
technologies include those associated with solar power, geothermal heat, wind power,
hydroelectricity, and biofuels used for transportation.

Sustainable environmental products. Products that are designed to lessen negative
impacts on the natural environment or to enhance the potential longevity of vital human
ecological support systems, such as such as the planet's climatic system and systems of
agriculture, industry, forestry, fisheries, and the systems on which they depend.
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Attachment B

Economic Characteristics and Conditions (Reprinted from Area 48 / Tonquin
Employment Area Existing Conditions Report — March 2009)

A. Demographics

Given that Area 48 will transition to employment and industrial uses in the years ahead, it is
important to examine key demographic characteristics to understand the types of industries and
employers likely to locate there and, equally important, the types of employers that the City of
Sherwood will want to recruit to the Area to create jobs that are well-matched to the educational
background and experience of local residents.

1. City of Sherwood: Key Demographic Characteristics

According to population and household statistics published in the 2000 US Census and
estimated for 2008 by ESRI, Sherwood residents are:

= Primarily college-educated professionals employed in white-collar occupations suth as
management, business, financial, sales, and administrative support;

» Employed in the Services (40 percent), Manufacturing (14 percent),
Finance/Insurance/Real estate (12 percent), and Retail Trade (11 percent) industries.

* Married couples, many with children;

= “Up and coming” households with relatively high earnings. In 2008, Sherwood’s median
household income was estimated at $86,160. The vast majority of households (78
percent) have incomes at or above $50,000. Further, 42 percent of households earned
$100,000 or more in 2008.

» Family households’ (78 percent). The average household size was 2.8 in 2008 and the
average family size was 3.23.

= Homeowners — 82 percent of Sherwood’s housing supply is owner-occupied, while just
18 percent is renter-occupied. In 2000, the majority of households (73 percent) lived in
detached, single-family homes, whereas 11 percent lived in attached housing units of 1
to 4 units, 10 percent lived in attached housing units of 5 or more units, and 6 percent
lived in mobile homes.

» Part of a rapidly expanding community. Between 2000 and 2008, Sherwood’s
population grew from 11,791 to 16,504, a 40 percent increase. During this same time
frame, total households increased from 4,253 households to 5,875 households, a 38
percent increase.

2. Demographic Comparison of Sherwood, Washington County, and the Portland
Metro Region

Sherwood is a more affluent community than Washington County and the Portland Metro region
as a whole. As shown in Table VIII-3, in 2008, Sherwood’s median household income was
approximately 22 percent higher than the County’s and nine percent higher than the Region’s.

! Family households refer to any group of persons closely related by blood, typically parents and their children.
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Attainment
T 2008 Median Household
Jurisdiction

Income

City of Sherwood $86,160

Washington County $67.214

6-County Metro | $78,621
Region

Source: ESRI, Leland Consulting Group

In 2008 an estimated 78 percent of Sherwood households had incomes of $50,000 or higher
compared to only 67 percent of County households and 62 percent of regional households.
Households earning $100,000 or more comprised 42 percent of Sherwood households
compared to only 29 percent of County households and 23 percent of regional households.

In addition to higher household earnings, Sherwood has a higher degree of educational
attainment than both the County and the region. In 2008, as shown in Table VIII-4, 39 percent
of the adult population over 25 years of age earned a bachelor's degree, compared to 37
percent of adults countywide and 31 percent of the region’s adults. Since Area 48 has been
designated by both Metro and the City of Sherwood as a site that will accommodate a range of
industrial and employment uses in the future, the educational attainment of the local workforce
is an important consideration that will influence the types of industries that locate there.

Table VIII-4: 2008 Population 25+ by Educational Attainment

Educational Attaintment

Sherwood

Washington

County

6-County
Metro Region

Total 9,814 342,884 1,457,663
Less than 9th Grade 1% 4% 4%
9th - 12th Grade, No Diploma 4% 5% 7%
High School Graduate 20% 20% 24%
Some College, No Degree 27% 25% 26%
Associate Degree 9% 8% 8%
Bachelor's Degree 30% 25% 21%
Master's/Prof/Doctorate Degree 9% 12% 11%
Subtotal: Bachelor's Degree or higher 39% 37% 31%

Source: ESRI, Leland Consulting Group

In 2008, as shown in Table VIII-5, relative to Washington County and the region, a higher
percentage of Sherwood’s employed population age 16 and over worked in white collar
occupations. This is not surprising considering that a greater percentage of Sherwood residents
have a four-year degree or higher and indicates that companies requiring workers with
advanced education and professional experience may find Area 48 an attractive location. In
addition to boasting an educated, skilled workforce, Sherwood — which is known for its excellent
schools and community amenities — possesses qualities that make it a very livable community,



A

FG page B-3

a characteristic that is also important to employers when considering the housing needs of
executives.

Table VIII-5: Employment by Category, 2008

Sherwood Washington County |6-County Metro Region

Occupation | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Total 8,133 100%| 262,999 100%| 1,056,736 100%
White Collar 6,083 75%| 178,576 68% 663,630 63%
Management/Business/Financial 1,684 21% 45,762 17% 160,624 15%
Professional 1,952 24% 63,646 24% 227,198 22%
Sales 1,269 16% 31,560 12% 123,638 12%
Administrative Support 1,179 15% 37,609 14% 152,170 14%
Services 838 10% 34,716 13% 159,567 15%
Blue Collar 1,212 15% 49,970 19% 233,539 22%
Farming/Forestry/Fishing 41 1% 2,367 1% 7,397 1%
Construction/Extraction 350 1% 13,413 5% 62,347 6%
Installation/Maintenance/Repair 187 2% 8,153 3% 38,042 1%
Production 366 5% 14,202 5% 61,291 6%
Transportation/Material Moving 277 3% 11,835 5% 63,404 6%

Source: Portland State University, Metro, City of Sherwood, Oregon Office of Economic Analysis

3. Population and Employment Trends

Understanding current and projected population and employment industry trends will enable the
City of Sherwood to establish and implement land use planning and economic development
policies that will facilitate the conversion of Area 48 into a thriving industrial and employment
center in the future.

Sherwood’'s 2007 Economic Development Strategy identifies citywide population and
employment forecast assumptions for 2005 to 2025 based on three growth scenarios: low,
medium, and high growth. Between 2005 and 2025, Sherwood’s average annual population
growth rate is projected to range from 3.5 percent to 4.1 percent, significantly higher than the
projected growth rate of 1.6 percent projected for Washington County. Population forecast
assumptions are shown in Table VIII-6. Employment forecast assumptions are shown in Table

VHI-7.

Table VIII-6: Population Foreca