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City of Sherwood
PLANNING COMMISSION

Sherwood City Hall & Public Library
22560 SW Pine Street

June 13,200ó
Regular Meeting - 7:00 PM

I

AGENDA
Call to OrderlRoll Call

Agenda Review

Consent Agenda: Minutes - May 9,2006

Brief Announcements

community comments (The public may provide comments on any non-agenda ítem)

PUBLIC HEARING
Woodhaven Crossing II -Site Plan Review (Sp 06-02)
The Planning Commission will hold a Type 4 public hearing to review a site plan for 183 units of
multi-family residential. The subject property is located at 21815 SW Pacihc Highway and is
identified as 2S130DB/Tax Lots1000, 1001 and 1002 on the Washington County tax assessor map.
The Commission will consider a staff report and recommendation based on the applicable portions
of the Sherwood Zoning & Community Development Code (SZCDC - Part 3). (Julia Hajduk, Senior
Planner, P lanning D epartment)

Comments from Commission

Next Meeting: June 27 ,2006 - Goal 5 & Infill/Redevelopment work Session

Adjournment
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3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.
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City of Sherwood, Oregon
Planning Commission DRAFT Minutes

Commission Members Present:
Chair - Adrian Emery
Vice Chair - Patrick Allen
Jean Lafayette
DanBalza
Matt Nolan
Todd Skelton
Russell Griffin

Ma 9,2006

Staff:
Kevin Cronin - Planning Supervisor
Rob Dixon - Community Development Director
Cynthia Butler - Administrative Assistant

1.

2.

3.

call to order/Roll call - chair Emery called the meeting to order at 7 pM.

Agenda Review - There were no changes to the agenda.

Consent Agenda - Minutes for the Apn|25,2006 session were approved by vote:

Yes-7 No-0 Abstain-O

Brief Announcements - Kevin Cronin said the Economic Development Strategy
workshop open to the public will be held tomorrow, May 10th from 7-g PM at City Hall
on the 2nd floor mezzanine level. The All America City Award presentation and
delegation for June 9-1I,2006 is proceeding well. Julia Hajduk, Seniõr Planner, is the
coordinator for the project and is working with the Sherwood Chamber of Commerce on
details' Public is invited to plan their vacations and participate to support the community
at the event in Anaheim, CA. Kevin confirmed that public participants who would like to
attend must use their own funds for the trip. Metro adopted the construction excise tax
for urban growth boundary (UGB) expansion areas. Kevin plans to present an inter-
governmental agreement to the City Council in June, for an excise tax on new building
permits valued over $100,000. Collected funds will be dispersed through Metro who will
reimburse jurisdictions for UGB planning, such as Area 59. The City can also submit
grant applications to receive funds for new UGB expansion areas. The City's Wayfinding
Open House is Thursda¡ May llth from 7-g PM in the community room at City Hall-.
Community Development Director Rob Dixon recapped that local area residents were
mailed flyers announcing the meeting and that the agenda would be expanded for
discussion regarding the colors chosen for lighting, pedestrian walkway fiitures, and
sign-age in Old Town - including the recently installed monuments located at the entrance
of I't and Pine Streets. Rob saià that a survey inviting responses would also be provided
to citizens at the conclusion of the meeting.

Patrick Allen asked Rob to summarize what kinds of projects would not be completed if
the $50,000 required to repaint the lighting and pedestrian walkway fixtures to another
color was implemented. Rob stated that the funds are from the urban renewal project
contingency fund and would have to be used on other urban renewal projects. Rob said
that Jim Patterson, Assistant City Manager, is the primary contact for the urban renewal

4.
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program and that there is a list of current related projects on the City's website under
SURPAC.

5. Community Comments - Debra Ng-Wong, 23524 SW Denali Ln., Sherwood OR
97140 - Debra asked commissioners if they received a copy of a Preliminary Assessment Report
compiled by the DEQ regarding the former Ken Foster farm site dated September 21,2005 -
along with a copy of a letter from the Govemor's office addressed to Kevin Cronin dated April
24,2006. Chair Emery said that Kevin Cronin had received a copy and would be distributing
copies to commission members, but that it was not part of this evening's agenda. Matt Nolan
stated that he received a copy at his home on Sunday, May 7'h, but did not read it and gave it to
Kevin Cronin so that copies could formally be introduced to all members at the same time.
Kevin confirmed that copies of the document were not received by the noon deadline on May 2"d
for inclusion to the member's packets, and that copies are to be distributed to commissioners
tonight - copies were distributed. Debra stated that Kevin Cronin could have been more flexible
in accepting the documents after the deadline on May 2"d, andthat her neighbor said they called
Kevin and asked for more time to deliver the document for the packets due to delays in traffic.
Debra reported that her neighbor indicated Kevin they could still deliver the materials, but that
when the delivery arrived at l2:I5, Kevin would not accept the materials. Debra said that it was
important information to the project and that the materials should have been accepted.

Kevin Cronin said that the purpose of the agenda at tonight's meeting for the SE Sherwood
Master Plan did not include or require inclusion of the report by DEQ, and that although the
DEQ re,port is indirectly related to the topic it was not relevant to the goals and timeline for the
May 9th Planning Commission meeting. Kevin also stated that staflis involved with agency
communications and has made a request of DEQ to better directly coordinate information with
local government and City staff as it develops.

Patrick Allen asked staff if the presence of possible contaminants was not relevant to the
determination of defining appropriate zones and density issues. Kevin responded that the DEQ
is continuing to proceed in the study and that because possible contaminant information is still
under review the answers are not currently knowable. Kevin said that tonight's agenda and goals
are to largely focus on street connections, trails and open spaces and that as DEQ information is
confirmed any alterations can be assessed at the appropriate time. Patrick said the timing was
poor, but that he believed the current report to be relevant. Brief discussion ensued regarding
aspects of the report. Chair Emery opened discussion on the first agenda item:

6, Old Business - SE Sherwood Master Plan: Kevin stated that he spoke to Metro staff
in the Greenspaces program regarding the bond measure and Metro expressed an interest in the
Snyder property located outside the UGB. The local share of funds if the bond measure passes
would be approximately $400,000 - $500,000. Jean Lafayette asked for the location of the
Snyder property. Kevin confirmed the property is outside the SE Sherwood Master Plan study
area directly east of the Mosier property on the refuge. Kevin said that he spoke to Mrs. Moser
recently and Bart Bartholomew, their representative, about a week ago. Kevin understood from
his conversation from Mr. Bartholomew that a pre-application separate from this process may be
forthcoming geared toward a higher clensity than any alternatives in the SE Sherwood Master
Plan study, but none has been submitted to date.

?,
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Patrick Allen asked staff to confirm if there was anything currently in the zoning code that would
protect the trees located on the Mosier property. Kevin said there was not.

Kevin reported that the SE Sherwood property owners did not conduct another meeting since the
last Planning Commission session on April l lth as hoped. Staff distributed draft iesolution,
2006-001 to commissioners and the public audience in attendance. Kevin recapped the
resolution content to include the initial þ,rrpor" and authori zation to conduct the SE Sherwood
Master Plan study, public involvement opportunities throughout the process, and identified
Sections 1 through 3 as action items to accept the SE Sherwood Master pìan Report and resolves
that master plan altematives have been revièwed. Kevin stated that staff propor", flexibility for
the altematives: 1) accept Alternative BiC; 2) accept a hybrid of Alternatìve BiC; :) allow
developers and property owners to arrive at an alternative in their own process. Kevin deferred
to the Plaruring commission for comments, questions and process.

Chair Emery stated that he would like to include Alternative A, and asked commissioners for
their responses.

Patrick Allen asked staff if the selection of any altemative option that is not a higher density
would violate any terms of the City's grant from DLCD? Kevin Cronin stated that credibility
may be an issue with DLCD in regard to the principles that were put into place. Patrick asked
staff how credibility could be an issue for DLCD if tn" Planning Commission made alternate
findings for lower density after thorough review and public discussion. Kevin said that DLCD
has supported Sherwood with grant funding and the ongoing relationship is important. Chair
Emery questioned to what extent the Planning Commission must follow DLCb guidelines.
Kevin said that Metro is the source of funding and a policy decision for a lower density would
make it more difficult in the future relationship with OLCO. Patrick asked for confirmation from
staff that alternate findings would not violàte any terms of the grant with DLCD. Kevin
confirmed. Chair Emery said that options for the site will change when applications are actually
submitted, and recommended leaving the options to the devel,opers and iroperty owners for â
final plan and see what evolves.

Russell Griffin asked staff to confirm if the language in Section 2 allows for another alternative
plan to be submitted by an applicant at a laterãaté, and that Section I states that any adopted
plan is to be used as a guideline. Russell asked staff how transportation issues such as Denali
Lane will be addressed. Kevin stated the transportation findings that led to the report and
illustrations are accepted, when the report is accepted.

Jean Lafayette said that the City Council requested that the Planning Commission review the
project for increasing density within the scope of a well thought out piocess, and to consider the
community as a whole. The City Council also asked the commission to consider parks and
amenities. Jean said that Alternative B/C seems like a compromise to all desires expressed and
that this altemative has achieved the tasks.

Patrick Allen stated that he was conflicted and understands that a decision is needed. Patrick
said that based on results from the last meeting, he expected property owners to have met one
more time for consensus and that this did not occur. Patrick reþctèd Alternative C due largely to
lack of connectivity and open space. Patrick stated that he beiieves the DEe report on pot"ntiul
hazardous materials should have been included in the commissioner's packètslf it was just 15
minutes late. Patrick also stated that he was not ready to adopt a resolutiòn.
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Todd Skelton agreed with Patrick and recommended a density higher than 54. Todd also
expressed disappointment that property owners did not meet again after the last meeting in an
effort to achieve consensus.

Matt Nolan stated he was surprised by some of the citizen comments received in the packet, and
said that the proposed lot sizes in the project area are significantly higher than the rest of
Sherwood and are comparable to the Fair Oaks development. Matt stated that he understands the
DEQ report is relevant to the project, but that tonight's session is charged with providing a
direction for the master plan to proceed.

Patrick Allen stated that he would like Altemative A included. Patrick suggested that Section I
be edited not to include reference to any specific alternative, due to changes a developer may
make on an application or any affects later potentially discovered by DEQ. Patrick stated that
depending on DEQ findings a lower density may be required. Commissioners showed nods of
agreement.

Matt Nolan reiterated that a recommendation to remove reference to any alternative would leave
the door open for developers and property owners to decide.

Patrick Allen asked how that would comply with the master plan process.

chair Emery said the process provided designs to use as concepts for the plan.

Jean Lafayette recapped some calculâtions on the differences between the alternatives, and said
that the comparisons are not so far apart from each other. Jean was also in favor of a wider
middle green space to keep a hilttop view park. Jean said that the basic conflict appears to be
saving the trees and the location of residential development for density.

Kevin Cronin reiterated that staff is not proposing that the Planning Commission redesign the
plans, but to provide the option for private sector to do so through the application process.

Jean Lafayette confirmed.

Patrick Allen suggested adding performance standards or targets as guidelines for density and
acreages to the language in Section 2 of the draft resolution, which would be compatible with the
changes to Section 1 omitting a specific adopted alternative.

Kevin Cronin stated that the Planning Department is booked completely the next six months on
other projects that are mandated by deadlines. Rob Dixon reaffirmed Kevin's schedule and
added the initiation of the SE Sherwood Master Plan was a proactive volunteer effort to involve
the community and that property owners and developers can now take it forward.

Patrick Allen asked staff non-mandatory numbers could be recommended as targets in Section 2.
Kevin confirmed. Discussion among commissioners ensued on desirable aspects of altematives.

Kevin Cronin reiterated that staff can affirm that any pre-applications presented for development
in the master plan area represent the adopted concept plan or guidelines. Additionally, the

Plannirrg Cornrnission Meeting
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Planning Commission will review any submitted development applications requiring a zone
change and other development applications requiring the Plànning iómmissiorr r"'ui"* pro."rr.

Jean Lafayette asked staff to confirm that development could presently occur under the current
VLDR (very low density residential) zoning. Kevìn confirmed.

DanBalza referred to the SE Sherwood Master Plan project report by Otak, Inc. and stated that
the study provided by the consultants entailed a lot oi time and work. Dan said he agrees with
other commissioners to establish targets or performance standards that will achieve an end result
that relates to designs from the project report.

Chair Emery suggested at 7:50 PM taking a l5-minute break for commissioners to discuss
potential targets for the resolution.

< 15- minute break >

Chajr Emery reconvened the session at 8:05 PM. Adrian recapped that during the break
performance standards and target calculations were discussed, that would keep ihe existing
framework of the resolution and maintain the general concepts of alternatives ìn the projecì
study.

Patrick Allen recapped the recommended change for Section I of the resolution to read:
"The SE Sherwood Master Plan Report (Exhibit A) dated February 20, 2006 is hereby
accepted and the concept plans contained in the report meet the project objectives." Th;
new language omits reference to specific alternativè plans.

Patrick read the stated the performance targets recommended by commissioners in Section 2 of
the resolution as follows:

"The Planning Commission will consider a specific development and proposal from an
application which is consistent with the princþles and goals iisted in BxfriUiì A, and those
which provided the framework for the creatiotr oith" master plan altematives. In
particular, any proposal should attempt to meet the following performance targets:

Total # ofproposed lots:72
Acres of open space :12.5
Gross density:2.2
Endorsement of a hilltop viewpoint park included in open space, and the use of swale
green space.

Discussion ensued on the current total acreage of trees, which was not known.

Chair Emery asked commissioners if consensus was achieved on recommendations recapped by
Vice Chair Allen. Jean Lafayette moved to approved Resolution 200ó-001 as amended.

DanBalza seconded. Vote was taken:

Yes-7 No-O Abstain-0
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Motion passed.

Chair Emery suggested a 1O-minute break before beginning the next agenda item at 8:15 PM.

< 1O-minute break >

Chair Emery reconvened the session at 8:25 pM.

7. New Business - Urban Planning Area Agreement (UPAA): Kevin Cronin recapped
the UPAA with Washington County and stated that the UPAA has not been updated since 1988
and that the draft has been updated to include current language and date information. In
particular, email as a means of communication between the two jurisdictions was needed. Kevin
said that a couple of changes were submitted from Washington County after the commission
packets were delivered that do not appear on commissioner copies, as follows: Page 1, Item 4 -
Process to amend UPAA, Metro expanded the original UGB in Decemb er 2002 and in June 2004
DLCD acknowledged (expansion dates listed). Under definitions, communication by email has
also been added and in sections where communication is mentioned in the document. Page 4,
under "Additional Coordination Requirements", adding Sections E & F. Section E adds that the
originating agency shall utilize tracking options (tracked changes). Section F adds that the
originator of an emailed notice will send a copy of the notice by first class mail by the next
business day, and that copies of emails will be kept as part of the public record per State archive
laws. Page 5, under "Comprehensive Plan & Development Policies", Section E, adding "land
divisions that are inconsistent with the FD20 district designation." Lastly, under signatures, the
effective date of execution on the signed current document. Kevin said once approved by the
Planning Commission, the UPAA will be reviewed and signed by the Mayor and then sent to the
Washington County Planning Department for adoption sometime in the fall - likely September or
October 2006, before the November 2006 vote on annexation for the Area 59 Master Plan
project.

Jean Lafayette asked staff to review Page2,Item 2-4, and stated that this section was not
consistent with other entries with nearly identical text, regarding first class mail or electronic
mail and asked Kevin to update this section.

Patrick Allen suggested that using the term "notiff" to define communication to mean electronic
or first class mail, and entering "notify" in the definitions would simplify the process.

Kevin Cronin confirmed. Jean Lafayette stated that Item 2-C has the same issue. Kevin stated
that he would proof the document for consistency before it is presented to City Council. Jean
said that she would provide Kevin with edits.

Patrick Allen moved to approved the UPAA with edits.

Jean Lafayette seconded. Vote was taken:

Yes-7 No-O Abstain-O

8. Comments by Commission - Matt Nolan and Dan Balza stated they would not be
present at the next session. Kevin Cronin recapped that the ly'ray 23'd session will consist of a
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field trip for commissioners on Infill Standards conducted by Heather Austin, Associate planner,
and that there will be no regular meeting.

Russell Griffin asked staff if the water tank in Tualatin near Sherwood received approval throughWashington County. Russell commented on its close proximity to the road and lack of buffers orscreening' Chair Emery is on the I-5 Connector Task bommittee and gave an update, stating thatno location has been determined to date. Rob Dixon said that excise tax funds for Brookman
Road and the Light lndustrial (LI) zone cannot be used for a study until a corridor has beendetermined' The I-5 corridor needs to be identified for concept pianning to begin. General
discussion ensued regarding toll charges for road use. chair Emery asked if there were furthercomments by commissioners. There was none.

9' Next Meeting - May 23,2006: 
7 PM - No regular held - Infill Standards field trip forPlanning commission members and work session to fo-llow.

10. Adjournment - chair Emery adjoumed the session at g:35 pM.

End of minutes.
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Planning Gommission
2006 Work Program

(Quarterly Report - June 2000)
Planning commission Members 
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CITY OF SHERWOOD
Staff Report
Woodhaven Crossing tl

Date: June 6,2006
File No.s: SP 06-02/LLA 06-0lruAR 06-02

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

J ajduk, Planner

Applicant
Otak, lnc.
Attn. Brad Kilby, AlCp
17355 SW Boones ferry Road
Lake Oswego, OR 97035

B.

c.

Woodhaven Crossing ll
sP 06-02, LLA 06-01

Owner tax lot 1000
Woodhaven Crossing ll, LLC
9755 SW Barnes Road, Suite 210
Portland, OR97225

Owner tax lot 1002
Robert James and Susan Claus
2221 1 SW Pacific Highway
Sherwood, OR 97140

Pre App. Meeting:
App. Submitted:

App. Complete:
12Q-Day Deadline

September 8,2004
February 13. 2006

April 18,2006
August 16, 2006

Proposal:
The applicant has requested site plan approval for a 183 unit multi-family housing complex, which will be
sold as condominiums. The proposal is to construct the units, parking, áttached ãnd detached garages,
outdoor recreation areas, and construct road improvements to serve ihe site on tax lot 1000. The
applicant has also requested a lot line adjustmeht to increase tax lot 1000 by .52 acres and decrease tax
lot 1002 by .25 acres and tax lot 1001 by .27 acres to accommodate the neiessary localstreet
constructíon' This configuration includes a proposal for a modification to theitreet standards to altow a
reduced rìght-of-way width while providing meandering sidewalks and landscaping within a public
easement on private property. The applicant's submitlal packet is attached as Exhibit A.

A.

D

Owner tax lot 1001
Lloyd and lrene McFall
21805 SW Pacific Highway
Sherwood, OR 92140

Location: The primary site is located at21815 sw Pacific Highway and identified as 251 30D8, tax lot
1000. The properties identified on Assessor Map 2S1 3OBB, tax lots 1001 and 1002 are part of the
proposed lot line adjustment. The three (3) subject parcels are located on the northern side of SW
Pacific Highway and southwest of Cedar Creek.

Parcel Size: Tax lot 1000 is 8.35 acres, tax lot 1001 is 1.11 acres and tax lot 1002 is 7.37 acres
(una9justed).. The proposed site plan would be located primarily on tax lot 1000. With slight
modification through lot line adjustments, the site development area on tax lot 1000 is
approximately B.87 acres.

Taxlot1000isdevelopedwithanexistingsingle
family dwelfing, accessory structuresãno a Gptic system, which will be removed as part õr tn¡ã
development. There is an existing access to Pacifiõ Highway, which will be closed. Ìhe property
is relatívely flat, with a.gentle slopé to the north towardJCedar Creek. Tax lot 1001 has an existíng
dwelling that will remain and an existing garage which will be removed to accommodate the
construction of Cedar Bto_ok Way. The"Jxistiñg driveway accesses pacific Highway and will be
relocated to take access from Cedar Brook Wãy. This táx lot and tax lot 1ooãboth slope more
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steeply than tax lot 1000 and are encumbered with vegetated corridor buffer restrictions. Tax lot
1002 also has froodprain and weflands identified on-site.

F' : The existing zone is High DensityResidential(HDR),whichpermi@swithadensitybetween16.8and24
units per acre.

G' Adiacent Zoni!.o and Land use: The property on the west is currenfly vacant and zoned general
commercía.l' The property to the north and east of the proposed development is zoned Hon. rneproperties to the north and west of all parcels involved in tne proposal (including the lot line
adjustment) are zoned HDR and l-pR. To the south, across Þ"i¡r¡c Highway, are properties zoned
and developed HDR.

H' Review Tvoe: Because the total floor area and parking area is greater than 40,000 square feet, the
site plan requires a Type lV reviewwith a publió hearing and decision made by the planning
Commission. ln the event that the Planning Commissiõn decision is appealed, the appealwould
be heard by the City Council.

l' Puþljc Notice.ançlHearinq: Notice of the June 13,2006 planning Commission hearing waspublished in the Tigard/Tualatin Times, posted anâ mailed to pro--perty owners within 100 feet of the
site on May 24,2006 in accordance with Sectio n 3.202 and 3.203 of the SzcDC.

J. Review Criteria:
The required findings for the site Plan are found in section 5.102.04of the szcDc. The followingszcDc seclions are also applicable: 2.105,2.301,2.302,2.303, 5.100, 5.200, 5.300, 5.400, 5.500,
Chapter 6, 8.304 and g.305.

I¡. PUBLIC COMMENTS

The City received one public comment from Marilyn stinnett. she provided comments via e-mailwith
concerns about the left{urn lane queuing space ai Sunset Blvd (on the south end of Sherwood) from Hwy99W. She indicates in her comments:

"At times, the queuing space gets_full enough to make me wonder whether it will be adequate
when the numerous condos on ggw adjacãnt to the YMCA are occupied. Residents of these new
condos coming southbound on g9W wili have to U-turn here to acceàs their homes. ln addition, I
have been informed that residents of 183 more condos that are planned for the opposite side of
99W will use this turn for an undiscloseo ño òt t¡r" until anoïher development and the Cedar
Brook Way roundabout are completed.

Looking into the future, I am concerned that this teft-turn traffic will overfill the queuing space,
interfering with vehicles traveling south on ggW toward Newberg. Speeds frequen¡ylx'ceed the
45 mph limit (everyone's rushini to neat tne signãij. Much of the "southbound{hrough traffic', in
that area uses the lefthand travel lane and doein't slow down for vehicles that need to decelerate
because cars are arready waiting in those reft-turn ùnes.

These observations lead me to question the long{erm adequacy of this queuing space. Buildings
are constructed a lot faster than roadways are improved to accommodate tne rðsulting increase in
vehicles. The,entire region is experienciÁg this, and my unease about Sunset Blvd at Hwy 9gW isjust one small example of that pi.renor"nón."

Sfaffresponse - Staff asked ODOT to review this comment and provide a response. oDOT's response isincluded in their comments and does not indicate that additional queuing ,p""" is needed as a result of
this development.
Woodhaven Crossing ll
Ôñ ^^ ^ôer vu-u¿, LLÊ{ uo-u I

Page 2 of 35 Staff Report: June 6. 2006



III. AGENCY COMMENTS

Staff sent notice to affected agencies on April 20, 2006. The following comments were received and are
separated by application type. Copies of full comments are included ln the record unless otherwise noted.

Sherwood Broadband-has reviewed the proposal and requests that the applicant make connections to
the telecommunication utility at the corner of òW Meinecke and ggW. They'also request connectivity to
each of the buildings.

oDoT provided com.ments dated May 4,2006, May 25, 2006 and June S, 2oo6,which are discussed
within this report and attached in their entirety as Exn¡uit g.

NW Natural Gas responded that they had no comment.

Pride Disposal responded indicating that they have concerns with both locations and designs of the trash
enclosures. They have provided staff with their requirements, which have been incorporatãd into the staff
report and recommendations. Their specific design requirements are included as Exhibit C.

Shenrood Public Works Department provided comments requesting that the developer include specific
standards into theír Home Owner's Association standards. The specifìc standards recommended are
attached as Exhibit D. This will be incorporated into the staff report and recommendations.

PGE has reviewed the proposal and indicates, "PGE has idle overhead 3 phase irrigation line to remove -w 'o' #432982. PGE has underground service and pad mount transformer to remove. pGE has overhead
transformer and underground service at21815 sw Þacific Highway that might be affected (removal
required)."

rll!"tþ Valley Fire and Rescue reviewed the proposal and provided a detailed letter dated May 24,
006 (Exhibit E). concerns that potentially affect th'e site desiin 

"rã 
¿¡""utrãà ¡n tn¡r report.

The Sherwood Engineering Department provided comments which have been incorporated into this
decision and are also attached as Exhibit r. ne Engineering Department also provided some general
comments, which are provided below:

Gradinq and Erosion Control:
Retaining walls within public easements or the public right-of-way shall require engineering
approval. Retaining walls with a height of 4 feet or higher bãated on frivate property williequire ã
permit from the building department.

City policy requires that prior to grading, a permit is obtained from the Building Department for all
grading on the private portion of the site.

The Engineering Dep¿rtment requires a grading permit for all areas graded as part of the public
improvements. The Engineering permit ior graãing of the public impiovements is reviewed,
approved and released as part of the publicìmproùement plans.

Other Enqineerino lssues:
Public easements are required over all public utilities outside the public right-of-way. Easements
dedicated to the City of Shenrood are exclusive easements unless otherwise autñorized by the
City Engineer.

An eight-foot wide public utility easement is required adjacent to the right-of-way on each side of
Cedar Brook Way and parallel to and abutting ine portión of Highway õgw tn"t-fronts this project.

Woodhaven Crossing ll
sP 06-02, LLA 06-01
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t.

Allexisting and proposed utilities shall be placed underground.

Applicant to provide an approved DSL/ACOE permit prior to release of engineering plans.

Tualatin Valley Water District (TVWD), Glean Water Services, Division of State Lands and
Raindrops2Refuge were also given the opportunity to comment on the proposal, but provided no written
comments.

SITE PLAN REVIEW- REQUIRED FINDINGS (SECTION 5.102.04)

A. I!" proposed development meets applicable zoning district standards and all provisions of
Chapters 5, G, I and g.

The relevant criteria are found in Chapters 2, 5, 6 and B. Compliance with these criteria is
discussed in Seclion ll - Applicable Code Provísions, below. Chapær g ¡s not applicable to this
site plan application as there are no Historic Resources on the site and it is not located in the Old
Town Overlay.

FINDING: Compliance with the relevant criteria in Chapters 2,5,0 and I are discussed and
conditioned as necessary in Section ll below and, therefore, this standard is satisfied.

B. The proposed development can be adequatety served by services conforming to the
Community Development Plan, incluAing Uut not limited-to water, sanitary faðil¡t¡es, storm
water, solid waste, parks and open spacã, public safety, electric power and
communications.

All public utilities, including water, storm and sanitary sewer, electricity and natural gas are
available to serve this site. Pride Disposal has indicäted concerns ovêr the location-and design of
the trash and recycling receptacle, which is discussed and conditioned further in this report.
Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue'(TVF&R) has reviewed the plans and provided detailed
comments, which are included as Exhibit E. Specific comments, which could impact the
devel.gPment, include the requirement that driveways be spaced a distance apart equal to no less
lan \the length of the property to be served. Duä to access spacing restriitions along Cedar
Brook Way, it does not appear possible for the design to meet this standard. However, the TVF&R
may waive this requirement if atternative measuresãre provided such as providing automatic fire
sprinklers in all buildings. TVF&R has indicated that thê required 28 foot iurning raOius does not
appear to be met at all interior intersections. The design wiil have to be modified to address this
standard. The re-design may result in the loss of a few parking spaces, however, as discussed
fyttlgt in this report, the site exceeds the required parking spaðes. Therefore, staff is confident that
the fire access requirements can be met without resulting in a subsequent violation of another code
standard.

FINDING: As discussed above, the proposal does not fully comply with this standard because
Pride Disposal and Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue have both indicatêd that service can not be
provided adequately as shown. Pride Disposal requirements are discussed in detail and
conditioned further in this report. lf the applicant revises the plans and submits verification that the
design has been approved by TVF&R, fl-ris standard will be fully met.

CONDITION: Submit revised plans that conform to TVF&R requirements as noted in their review
letter, along with documentation that the revision fully complies with their requirements. ln the
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event that additional preventive measures are required by TVF&R to allow the site to be developed
substantially similar to the proposal, the applicantshall cómply with those requirements.

G. Covenants, agreements, and other specific documents are adequate, in the City's
determination, to assure an acceptable method of ownership, management and
maintenance of structures, landscaping and other on-site features.

The applicant has indicated that the development will be sold and platted as condominiums. As
there is extensive common open space Ínciuding a pool, playground, landscaping, visual corridor
and water quality facilities, details of the proposed maintenañóe responsibilityis ñecessary. The
public works department has stated that, at a minimum, the CC&R's regarding maintenanôe should
include the maintenance guidelines from Resolution 20;04-041(attacheã ¡n ein¡Oit D). A recorded
copy of the maintenance agreement and CC&R's will be necesàary prior to occupanóy of any
structure.

FINDING: As discussed above, this standard has not been met. However, this standard can
be met by submitting a copy of the CC&R's for review and approval prior to recording for staff to
verify all conditions are addressed.

CONDITION:
1. Prior to final site plan approval, submit a copy of the proposed CC&R's and Home

Owners Association (HOA) agreement for staff review and approval. At a minimum,
the CC&Rs and HOA agreement must include the landscape maintenance
standards required by the Public Works Department for all common open space and
water quality facilities, a provision for how the common open space facilities will be
maintained with ultimate responsibility assigned, and a provision for the HOA to
maintain the water quality facirity per the city standards.2. Prior to final occupancy of the lãsi building, ä copy of the recorded CC&R's and
HOA formation must be submitted to the Þlanning Department.

D. The proposed development preserves significant naturalfeatures to the maximum feasible
extent, including but not limited to naturãl drainageways, wetlands, trees, vegetation, scenic
views and topographicalfeatures, and conforms Ío the applicable provisíonJof Chapters S
and 8 of this Gode.

There are no known significant natural features on the portion of the property being developed.
The applicant will be temporarily impacting the floodplaìn and weflanàs on táx bt iooz to uring
sanitary sewer over to the development. Íhe applicant has received joint Division of State Lañds
(DSL) and US Army Corps of Engineers approval (dated May 15, 20d6/DSL permit No. 35741-RF)
for the extension of the sewer through the identifieà wetlands. Prior to fìnal occupancy, the
applicant shall provide documentation that all conditions associated with the DSL permit have been
addressed to the satisfaction of the DSL. The plan complies or is conditioned to comply with all
standards in Chapters 5 and I as discussed in detailfurther in this report.

FINDING: Based on the discussion above, this standard has been addressed. However, a
condition is needed to ensure full compliance prior to occupancy.

GONDITION: Prior to final occupancy, submit verification that the conditions in DSL permit No
35741-RF are met to the satisfaction of the DSL.

E. For a proposed site plan in the Neighborhood Commercial (NC), Office Commercial (OG),
office Retail (oR), Retail Gommercial (RC), GeneratGommercial (GG), Light lndustrià (Li), and
General lndustrial (Gl) zones, except ¡ñ Ûrê old Town overlay zoàe, íñe proposed use shàll
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satisfy the requirements of Section 6.307 Highway 9gw Gapacity Ailocation program, unlessexcluded herein.

The proposed use is located in the HDR zone, which is excluded from the requirements of theCAP.

FINDING: As discussed above, the CAp does not apply.

F' For develonme$9 that are likely to generate more than 400 average daily trips (ADTs), or atthe discretion of the city Enginóer, ihe applicant shatl provide adãquate information, suchas a traffic impact analysis ol traffic couni", to demonstrate the level of impact to thesyrlgunding street system. The developer snalt be required to mitigate for impactsattributable to the prôject. The determination of impact or effect and the scope of the impactstudy shall be coordinated with the provider or tnã affected transportation facility.

The applicant has submitted a traffic study prepared by Kittelson and Associates dated October2005' The study recommendations indicãte that a southbound right-turn deceleration lane (asproposed) should be provided at the intersection of Pacific Highüay and SW Cedar Brook ùay.The study also recommends that the developer and City coordinate to construct the SW CedarBook Way extension to local standards (while not stated, staff interprets this to mean coordinate toensure a safe design at the intersection and in terms of driveway spacing). While not included inthe recommendatio-n, the study also concludes that the eastbouño ien añá right turn vehiclequeues at the P^1qti. Highway/North Sherwood Boulevard intersection will not be accommodatedunder the year 2008 assumptìons. As a result, oooi nas requested the applicant be required toconstruct a northbound left turn lane at the Pacific Highway/Nòrtn snenvood Boulevardintersection' Additional transportation improvements"are discussed and conditioned further in thisreport; however, the discussion in this section is regarding off-site traffic impact mitigation only.

FINDING: The traffic study submitted indicates the need for a northbound left turn lane at thePacific Highway/North sherwood Boulevard intersectíon and oDoT has indicated that they willrequire said lane.. The applicant has not proposed to construct the left turn lane and therefore, thisstandard has not been met. lf the applicant submits pùuti" improvements plans to oDor and thecitv which include both the southbound deceteration lane direcily north of Ë'il;";irit" ;;th"northbound left turn lane at the Pacific Highway/Nortn èn"*ood Boulevard intersection for reviewand approval, this standard will be addreJsed. 
-

coND¡T¡oN: Prior to final site plan approval, submit public improvements plans to oDoT and theCity, which include both the souihbound deceleration lane direcfly north of the project site and thenorthbound left turn lane at the Pacific Highway/Nàrff ên"*ood Boulevard intersection for revíewand obtain approval. Prior to occupancy or ani unit, the public improvements must be completedand accepted by the City and ODOT.

G' The proposed commerciat, multi-family development, and mixed-use development isoriented to the pedestrian and bicycle, and to éxisting and planned transit facilities. Urbandesign standards shalt include the folíowing:
1: Pr.i¡aV' front entrances shall be locaîed and oriented to the street, and havesignificant articulation and treatment, via facades, porticos, arcades, porches, portal,
forecourt, or 

-st-oop to identify the entiance tor pedestrians. Additional entrance/exitpoints for buildings, such aJa postern, are allowed from secondary streets or parking
areas.
2' Buildings shall be located adjacent to and flush to the street, subject to landscapecorridor and setback standardsof the underrying zone.
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3. The architecture of buildings shall be oriented to the pedestrian and designed for the
long term and be adaptable tõ other uses. Aluminum, vinyt, and T-111 sidin!, metal
roofs, and artificial stucco material shall be prohibited. Sireet facing etevations shail
have windows, transparent fenestration, and divisions to break up Ûre mass of any
1vi1do¡v.- Roll up and sliding doors are acceptable. Awnings that provide a minimum 3
feet of shelter from rain shall be installed uñless other architectural elements are
provided for similar protection, such as an arcade.
f, Asan alternative to the above standards G.l-3, the Old Town Design Standards
(section 9.2021may be appried to achieve this performance measure.

The buildings along Pacific Highway are oriented with the fronts facing the street. These front
elevations include variations in architectural detailand materials, such as stone veneer, wood trim,
variations in siding direction and width as shown on sheets EX 8 through EX 17. As conditioned
further in this repo{, there will also be pedestrian connections from the sidewalk along pacific
Highway to the units facing the street. All units in the development are oriented to thã pedestrian
in that there is a network of sidewalks connecting all etemenis of the development to the external
sidewalk system. The. units along SW Cedar Brõok Way do have entrances fronting this street with
pedestrian access to the sidewalk from these entrances. However, the elevations do not reveal
articulation and awnings demonstrating compliance with these standards, specifically standards 1
and 3. The buildings are setback slightly furiher than the minimum setback required, however, this
is necessitated to accommodate ther=ncieased public utility and sidewalk easement width provided.

FINDING: Based on the analysis above, this standard has not been fully met; however, the
standards can be met through compliance with pedestrian access conditions recommended further
in this.repo¡t and by submitting revised plans to the Planning Commission that demonstrate the
elevations facing SW Cegar Brook Way will have significaniarticulation to identify the front
entrances as significant features and to break up thé building mass and provide shelter from the
rain.

CONDITION: Prior to_final site plan approval, submit revised plans that demonstrate the
elevations facing SW Cedar Brook Way will have significant articulation to identify the front
entrances as significant features and to break up thé building mass and provide ðhefter from the
rain.

II. APPLICABLE CODE PROVISIONS
The applicable zoning district standards are identified in Chapter 2. The relevant criteria in Chapters 2, b,
6 and I are discussed below. Chapter g is not applicable to tr¡¡s site plan application, as there are no
Historic Resources on the site.

n.
The applicable zoning district standard tor the proposed zoning is identified in Chapter 2.105 (High
Density Residential). ln addition, the following suòt¡onr in Chãpter 2 arealso applicable:2.204 

-

(Townhomes), 2.301 (Clear Vision Areas), z.áoz (Additionat Såtoacrs¡ and 2.3bb (fences).

2.105 - High Density Residentia¡(HDR) Zoning District:
The applicable standards in Section 2.10á include: 2.105.e2,2.105.03, 2.105.04 and
2.105.05. Compliance with these standards ís discussed beiow:

TheHDRzoningoistriitymulti-famityhousingandother
related uses, with a density not to exceõd tuenty-fóu r ea) dweíting unitõ per acre
and a Zoning & Development Code density not þss than io.g dwellings per acre may
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be allowed. Minor land partitions shall be exempt from the minimum density
requirement. Sections 2.105.02, .03 and .04 list the permitted, conditional and
prohibited uses in the HDR zone.

The proposal is to develop a multi-family development, which is a permitted use in the HDR
zone. The density permitted in the HDR zone is a minimum of 16.8 and a maximum of 24
units per acre. The subject site, after lot line adjustment and exclusion of right of way
dedications, is 7.66 acres. Therefore, the permítted density is no less tnan t2g units and
no more than 183 units. The proposal is to construct 1g3 únits.

FINDING: Based on the anafysis above, the proposal is a permitted use in the zone
and meets the density requirements of the underiying zone.

Ðimgnsional Standards (2.1 05.051
section 2.105.05 has the toilowing dimensional standards in HDR zones:

be three (3) stories or forty
ess¡swhichever

ume m ightheaxrmas provided, rhothenrVlSeExceptHeight
20 feet20 feet2020rdRear

lstory-5ft
2story-7ft
1 Tz story - Btt
Corner - 30 ft

5 feet (corner
street side= l5
f0

5 feet5 feet
corner side street =
r5 ft).

Side yard setback

20 feet20 feet20 feet20 feetFront yard
setback

60 feet60 feet50 feet50 feet
linebuildi

Lot width at

25 feet25 feet2525
line

width at
500 for each addt'1

en2,8,000 (for I80004,0005,000Lot area

Multi-FamilySingle-Family
Attached

ilv
Detached
s

With 1€3 ynils, lhe required minimum lot area is 229,500 square feet or 6.41 acres
(181x1500 +8000)' The property exceeds this minimum lot area with a net acreage of 7.66.
While discrete lots will not be created because the applicant proposes to developlhe units
as condominiums, staff interprets the lot dimension standardð to be equally appiicable to
the site plan approval. Should the applicant not proceed through the condominium process
but instead wish to subdivide the property, a sub'division permit*and any related permits
would have to be applied for by the applióant.

The property also more than exceeds the lot width at the front property line and building
line- Staff verified on the plans that the buildings along both påcific Hþhway and CedaÌ
Brook Way are set back more than 20 feet froñ the prãperty line. The buildings are three
(3) stories, therefore the required side-yard setbacki arä eignt (8) feet and reqluired street
side-yard setbacks are 30 feet. The minimum required o¡ménsions are more for "Building
10", which is the only true corner building. S¡Oe and rear yard setbacks are met as shown
on the plans. The buildings will be three (3) stories and less than 40 feet in height as
measured from the base of the building to the top of the roof.

This section also requires that buildings grouped together in one project on one tract of land
be separated by a distance equal to the ðum'of the iequired yard for each building. ln this
case, since there are no side-yard setback standards for 3-st,ory buildings, the 2 ù story
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setback of eight (8) feet will be used. This results in a minimum 16 foot separation between
all of the buildings. Staff verified on the scaled plans that all buildings will be separated a
distance between 16 and 24feet.

FINDING: Based on the discussion above, the proposal complies with the dimensional
standards.

2.301 - C¡ear V¡s¡on Areas
Section 2.301provides requirements for maintaining clear vision areas at
intersections of 2 streets, a street and a railroad or ã street and an alley or private
driveway. ln residential zones, the minimum clear vision distance is gó feei for
streets and l0 feet at the intersection of a street and an alley. ln tocations/zones with
no minimum yard requirements, the clear vision standards ào not apply.

The proposal includes the intersection of SW Pacifíc Highway and SW Cedar Brook Way
and three private driveway intersections with SW Cedaigroók Way. The site plan and

þ$9cane plans both show the 30 foot vision clearance triangle toi SW Pacific Highway,
SW Cedar Brook Way, and the private driveway intersectionJwill be met. The landscaping
within the vision clearance areas for the private driveways will be planted with lawn and
Bearberry Cotoneaster. The landscaping at the interseótion of Pacific Highway and Cedar
Brook way is existing and is not proposed to be altered or planted further. No trees are
shown to be planted within the vision clearance areas.
FINDING: Based on the discussion above, the clear vision standards have been met.

2.303 - Fences, walls and hedges
Fences up to forty-two inches (42") high are atlowed in required front building
setbacks. Fences up to six feet (6') high are atlowed in required side or rear building
setbacks. Additionally, allfences shall be subject to the cÍear vision provisions of
Section 2.301. Ghain link fencing is not allowed along any residentiai street frontage.

The applicant has proposed 4 foot high (48") fences along the frontage of SW Cedar Brook
Way which, in some cases, are located within the required 20 foot front yard setback. The
plans do not indicate the types of materials to be used. The proposed locations of the
fences do not conflict with the vision clearance areas.

The plans also show a 175 foot long, six (6) foot high wood fence along a portion of the
northwestern property line. As this location woutd constitute the side oi rear property line,
the six foot height is acceptable. No other fences are proposed.

FINDING: Based on the analysis above, staff can not find that the standard has been
met. Compliance can be achieved, however, through the conditions listed below.

CONDITION: Submit a revised site plan that shows the material of the proposed fences
along SW Cedar Brook Way for staff confirmation that chain link will not be provided.

CONDITION: Submit a revised plan that shows the fence height will either be 42" high (3
lzfeet) or located outside the required 20 foot front yard setbaik.

B. Ghapter 5 - Communitv Desiqn
Ttte applicable provisions of Chapter 5 include: 5.100 (Site Planning), 5.200 (Landscaping), 5.3
(Off-street parking and Loading), and 5.4 (On-site Circulation¡. Comþf iance with the standards in
these sections is discussed below:
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5.201 Landscape ptan
ALI proposed developments for which a site plan is required pursuant to Section s.102
shall submita landscaping plan which meetè the standards of Section 5.200. Allareas
not occupied.by structures, paved roadways, walkways, or patios shall be landscaped
or maintained according to an approved súe plan.

The landscape plans, sheet EX 20 and EX 21, show that all areas not covered with
structures, walkways, paved roadways and parking on the site will be landscaped. Theplans are sile¡t in regards to the portlon of oDoT iignt or way fronting SW pabir¡c Highway.
Unless oDoT prohibits it, this area must also be laridscaped with a väriety of trees, lawn
and shrubs and maintained by the property owner.

FINDING: As discussed above, this standard is not fully met because the applicant has
not indicated proposed landscaping between the property line and the pavement. lf the
applicant submits either a revised landscape ptan tnat includes this area or documentation
from oDoT that they will not permit tanosôaping in this area, this standard will be met.

CoND¡TloN: Prior to final site plan approval, submit either a revised iandscape plan that
includes the area atong SW Pacific Higi¡way úetween the property line and the pavement orsubmit documentation from oDoT that thei will not permit tanosåping ín this area, this
standard will be met.

5.202 Landscaping Materials
5'20?.01 V.arietles - Required landscaped areas shall include an appropriatecombinatiol 9f evergreen or deciduous trees and shrub", 

"u"rg.åån 
ground cover,

and-perennial plantings. Trees_to be planted in or adjacent to piol¡" rights-of-way 
'

shall meet the requirements of Sectión 5.200.

FINDING: Th.e landscape plan provides a combination of trees, large and small shrubs,ground cover and lawn; therefore, this standard is satisfied.

- Required landscaping materialsshal|beestablisheaano@conditionandofasizesufficientto
meet the intent of the approved landscaping plãn. Specifications shall be submittedshowing that adequate preparation of the tõpioil and subsoil will be undertaken.

The.landscape plans do not provide information demonstrating how the landscape areas
will be maintained.and the preliminary utility plans do not show a proposed irrigãtion
system. lt is possìble for the applicant to meet this standard if they piovide staff with
sufficient information documenting how they intend to maintain thé iequired landscaping.

FINDING: As discussed above, staff can not confirm that this standard will be met. lf the
applicant provides more information on the proposed planting and maintenance plan to
ensure that the landscaping will be appropriateiy maintainedltn¡s standard will be met.

S'zo;'o¿ ft¡¡:tln¡ vqqe - All developments subject to site ptan review as per
Section 5.102.01and requireo to submit länoscaping itans as per Section 5.202 shallpreserve existing trees, woodlands and vegetation ón the site io the maximum extentpossible, as- determiryd by the Gommis!¡on, in addition to complying with theprovisions of Section 9.304.07.
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FINDING: There are no existing trees on the property being developed with the multi-
family use. The only existing vegetation is grass, which wili be removed to accommodate the
development. Therefore, this standard is saiisf¡ed.

5.203 Landscaping Standards
A minimum six (6) foot high sight-obscuringwoodenfence,@wall,orevergreenscreenstrau-oe

required along property lines separating single and two-family-uses from multi-family
uses' and along property lines separating residentiat zones from commercial or
industrial uses. ln addition, plants and othei landscaping features may be required by
the Gommission in locations and sizes necessary to þroiect the privaðy of residences
and buffer any adverse effects of adjoining uses.

The western property line abuts property zoned general commercial but is currently vacant.
The applicant has proposed a six (6) roót nign reã"" along only a portion of the prôperty
line. Because there is currently no commeróial USE, thisis ac-cepiaote. When ànd if the
commercially zoned property to the west develops, that development will be required to
installadequate screening. There is also an existing single famity use, which wìll remain on
the northeastern portion of the property across Cedãr Bróok Way. eecause this existing
use will.be separated by a 52 foot righi of way, it does not technically abut this propertyãnd
no additional screening is required.

FINDING: As discussed above, this standard is satisfied.

5.20g.02- parking and Loading Areas:
Tota! Landsç.apeC Area 15.203.ó2.Aì - All areas not covered by buildings, required
par{!!t9¡ and/or circulation Arives shall be landscaped with piants nati-ve to tne
Pacific Northwest in accordance with section s.20b.

The plans show landscaping will be provided in all areas not covered by buildings, parking
or circulation areas. However, it is not clear that the proposed plants aie "nativð to the
Pacific Northwest". This standard could easily be met if ihe landscape architect submits a
letter certífying that the plants are native or aie the most appropriate plants given the
location and soils or if they modify the plant list to provide ine räquired native plants.

FINDING: As discussed above, staff can not confirm that the plants proposed are native.
However, staff is confident that this standard can be met if the applicant submits a letter
certifying that the plants are native or if they modify the plant list'to provide the required
native plants.

CONDITION: Submit a letter from the landscape architect certifying that the plants are
native and/or are the most appropriate plants given the location åno soils or modify the
plant list to provide the required native plants.

Adiagent tp Ptlbl!ç.Riqhts-of-Way (5.203.02.8) - A tandscaped strip at least ten (10)
feet in width.shalt be provided between righté-of-way and any auútting off street
parking, loading, or vehicle use areas. Landscaping shall ¡nó¡uae any-combination
of evergreen hedges, dense vegetation, earth OermJgrade, change in grade, wall or
fence, fTrylng a permanent year-roundscreen, exieþting ctear visionãreas as per
Section 2.303.

For the most part, the only parking or vehicle use areas visible from the street right-of-way
are adjacent to the access driveways and screening is limited due to vision cleaiance
standards' The only exception is the parking frontiñg buildings 10 and I 1. The parking in

!v^o9{ngye¡.Çr99sing ll page 11 of 35 Staff Report: June 6, 2006sP 06-02, LLA 06-01



front of these buildings is 33 feet from the property line and buffered by trees, ground cover
and a 4 foot fence, thereby satisfying this standarä.

FINDING: Based on the analysis above, this standard is satisfied.

Perir.ngtq4 Landscaplnq (5.203.02.C) - A ten (10) foot wide landscaped strip shall be
provided between off'street parking, loading, or vehicular use areàs on separate
abutting properties or developmenis. A miñimum six (6) foot high sight-obscuring
fence or plantings shall also be provided, except wherà equivalãnt sãreening is
provided by intervening buildings or structures.

The applicant's plans show a 6 foot high wood fence will be provided along the western
p.rqPerty line (where the proposed picñic area is located) where the parking area will be
visible to the adjacent property. tn addition to the fence, Ash and Fir treesãre proposed
along with lawn which meets the ten foot landscape strip requirement.

FINDING: Based on the analysis above, this standard has been met.

lnterlor LandçcaPinq (5.203.02.D) - A minimum of fifty percent (gO%) of required
parking area landscaping shall be placed in the interioi of the parkiág area.
Landscaped areas shall be distributed so as to divide large expanseð of pavement,
lmerovg s!!e appearance, improve safety, and delineate pãAesirian wathnrays and traffic
lanes. lndividual landscaped areas shait be no less than sixty-four (G4) square feet in
area and shall be provided after every fifteen (i5) parking stails in a-row. 

-

The parking lot landscape islands are designed adjacent to pedestrian walkways which help
to delineate them. All of the landscape islãnds exieed 64 square feet and are spaced
closer together than every 15 spaces in all instances. The longest distance between
landscape islands is eight spaces with 5 spaces being the aveiage. The Code does not
currently specify the required amount of parking lot hñdscaping, however 10 percent is the
number that has been used in the past. With tñat in mind, ti're ãpplicant has dg,Bo4 square
feet.of parking and private circulation areas. Assuming 1Oo/o of inat ¡s required to be
landscaped, the applicant must have 8,980 square fee'íof parking lot landscaping. The
applicant's narrative indicates there is 6,098 square feet oi landsõaping attriOüteã direcfly to
parking areas. However, as shown on EX-22,it appears that some areas that could be
cou.nted as parking lot landscaping were not. There is a significant amount of area utilized
for landscaping within the parkingãreas and staff is confident that this standard is or can be
met, however the applicant must submit documentation fully demonstrating compliance.

FINDING: As discussed above, staff can not confirm that this standard has been fully
met. lf the applicant submits detailed calculations along with a plan that shows the location
of areas calculated to determine the totaf parking lot lañdscaping and interior parking lot
landscaping, this standard will be met.

CONDITION: Prior to final site plan approval, submit detailed calculations along with a plan
that shows the focation of areas calcuiated to determine the total parking lot lanãscaping
and interior parking lot landscaping.

Landscgqinq 3t Points of Access (5.203.02.E) - When a private access way intersects a
public right'of'way orwhen àFrope*y abutsihe intersection of two (2) or more public
rights'of'way, landscaping shall be pianted and maintained so that minimum siçitrt
distances shall be preserved pursuant to Section Z.gO1.
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This standard was addressed and conditioned previously in this report under the clear vision
area section.

FINDING: Based on the discussion above, this standard has been previously addressed.

5.203.03 - Visual Corridors
New developments shall be required to establish landscaped visuat corridors along
Highway 99W and other arterial and collector streets, consistent with the Natural
Resources and Recreation Plan Map, Appendix C of the Community Development
Plan, Part ll, and the provisions of Section 9.304.

The TSP indicates SW Cedar Brook Way as a proposed local street, therefore, the visual
corridor standards do not apply for that frontage. The property has frontage on Highway
99W, which requires a 25 foot visual corridor þer Section il.go+.0+ of the SzCOC. The
applicant has submitted a landscape plan, specifically sheet EX-21; however, it does not
appear to fully meet the requirements specific to Highway 99W. Section 8.304.04.E
requires that at least 50% of the visual corridor areã ¡ndúde groupings of at least five (5)
native evergreen trees. The frontage along Highway ggW islgO'fee1, therefore 365 feei of
the frontage should include these grouping!. tne píans show four (4) groupings
approximately 55 feet long, therefore the standard has not been met.' in additión, the Code
indicates that a landscape plan for the highway median paialleling the property shall be
provided in coordination with the city and oDor. This is not shown.

FINDING: As discussed above, this standard has not been fully met. lt is possible for the
applicant to meet this standard through compliance with the conditions specified below.

GONDITIONS:
1. submit a revised plan that shows 50o/o of the visual corridor area will

include groupings of at least 5 native evergreen trees.
2. submit a landscape plan for the highway median paralleling the site or

documentation from oDor that they will not permit such landscaping at
this time.

5.301 - General Off-street parking and loading
,5;301.0Q Prohibited Uses - Required párking, loading and maneuvering areas shall not
be used for long-term storage or saie of veh¡cles oi other materials, ãnd shall not be
rented, leased or assigned to any person or organization not using or occupying the
building or use served.

The plans are silent in regard to the restrictions on tong term storage of vehicles, boats,
trailers, etc. ln order to ensure that this standard is complied with, the applicant should be
required to submit a copy of the recorded CC&R's that verifies surface parking spaces shall
be limited to parking motor vehicles only and may not be used for the long term storage of
equipment, materials or vehicles.

FINDING: As discussed above, staff can not confirm that this standard will be met.
However, the standard could be met through compliance with the following condition.

CONDITION: Prior to final site plan approval, submit a copy of the proposed CC&R's
which verify long term storage or temporary sale of vehicles, equipmeni or materials shall
be prohibited. Prior to final occupancy, submit a copy of the recorded CC&R's.

5.301.06. Location - Residential off-street parking spaces shall be located on the same
lot as the residential use. For other uses, requireO off-street parking spaces may
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include adjacenl on'street parking spaces, nearby public parking and shared parking
located within S00 feet of the use.

FINDING: The proposed parking is located on the same property as the residential uses
and, therefore, this standard has been addressed.

5'391'0,7 Mark¡lq - All parking, loading or maneuvering areas shafi be ctearly marked
and painted. All interior driveõ and acóss aisles shall Ëe clearly marked and ãigned to
show the direction of flow and maintain vehicutar and pedestrian safety.

The plans show parking spaces will be striped and compact spaces and ADA spaces will be
clearly marked. There are no loading spa""s proposed or anticipated. ln addition, the
applicant shall submit a wayfinding and'signagä plan for parking and common areas toallow visitors lhe ability to bcate tne appópräte parking spaces, buildings, etc without
impeding the drive access. Verification ór'uoäquãte markíngs and signage will occur during
site inspections prior to occupancy permits.

FINDING: Submit a signage plan for internal wayfinding that describes and illustrates all
signage for review and apprová|.

5.301.08 - Drainaqe
Parking and-loading areas shatl include storm water drainage facitities approved bythe Gity Engineer.

The Building Department, not the Engineering Department, reviews sites for private
drainage. The plans show that catch bas¡ns ì-ocatäd throughout the parking and circulation
areas will be provided and willdrain to the water quality taðitity on thä eastern side of SW
Cedar Brook Way. Storm drainage will be evaluaied in more 

-detail 
during the buildingpermit phase of development, however, it does not appear that any changes would be

required which would require significant alteration to ine site. Building Department review
of the drainage plan is necessary in order to ensurà this standard is fülly met.

FINDING: Based on the analysis above, staff can not confirm that this standard has been
fully met. lf the..applicant compÍies with the condition listed below for each development,
this standard will be met.

CONDITION: Prior to issuance of building permits, obtain approval from the Buitding
Department, Engineering Department and Clean Water Services for the proposed storm
drainage system on-site]

5.302 Off-street parking standards

,Þ.3g?.g? - Milimum parkinq spaces
5'302.02 provides_the reqüirfiñimum and maximum parking spaces for usespermifted by the SzcDC. The required parking for multi-famitf developments is I
space for units under 500 square feet, l-.25 spãces per 1 bedróom, 1.5'spaces per 2bedroom and 1.75 spaces per 3 bedroom. There is no maximum number of parking
spaces.

Based on the units and bedroom types indicated, the development must have a minimum of276 parking spaces. The applicani'has submitteb flans that show the required parking will
be provided through a combination of garage and Åurface parking for a toial or it s pait ing
spaces provided (although staff has counted 31g parking spaces).

Woodhaven Crossing ll
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FINDING: As analyzed and discussed above, the applicant has exceeded the minimum
required number of parking spaces.

5.302.03.A - Dimensional Standards
For the purpose of Section 5.300, a "parking space" generally means a minimum stall
nine (9) feet in width and twenty (2Ol feet inlength. Up to twenty five percent (25%) of
required parking spaces may have a minimum dimension of eight (8) feet in width
and eighteen (18) feet in length so long as they are signed as compact car stalls.

Of the 318 parking spaces provided, the site plan shows 6l compact parking spaces (the
site plan indicates 59, however staff count indicates 61), which represents 19% of the total
parking provided. All standard parking spaces are at least nine (9) feet wide and twenty
(20) feet in length and the compact parking spaces are all at least.S feet wide and 18 feet in
length; however the spaces are larger in many cases. All the compact spaces appear to be
marked, which will be verified during site inspections prior to occupancy.

FINDING: This standard is satisfied; however, compliance will be verified during site
inspections prior to occupancy.

5.302.03.8 - Parkinq lavout
Parking space configuration, stall and access aisle size shalt be of sufficient width
for all vehicle turning and maneuvering. Groups of more than four (4) parking spaces
shall be served by a driveway so that no backing movements or other maneuvering
within a street, other than an alley, witl be requiied. All parking areas shall meet the
minimum standards shown in Appendix G.

All parking spaces are served by the private driveway and do not back out directly onto a
public street. The driveway aisles are all 26 feet in width, which provides sufficient width for
maneuvering of vehicles. Slight modifications will be required to comply with TVF&R
requirements as discussed in detail under part2, Section l.B.

FINDING: As discussed above, this standard is met.

5.302.03.C. - Wheel stops
Parking spaces along the boundaries of a parking lot or adjacent to interior
landscaped areas or sidewalks shall be provided with a wheel stop at least four (4)
inches high, located three (3) feet back from the front of the parkiñg stalt as shown in
Appendix G.

The plans do not show wheel stops will be provided where parking abuts landscaping or
sidewalks. For the most part, every parking spaces that is not abutting or within a garage
abuts landscaping or a sidewalk and must have a wheel stop. This could easily be met if
the applicant simply revises the plans to show wheel stops will be installed.

FINDING: As discussed above, this standard has not been satisfied but can easily be
met with the submittal of revised plans that show wheel stops will be installed in any parking
spot abutting landscaping or walkways.

CONDITION: Prior to final site plan approval, submit a revised site plan that shows wheel
stops will be provided for all parking spaces which abut landscaped areas or walkways.

Woodhaven Crossing ll
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I nls sect¡on provides standards for bicycte parking facilities. The fo¡owingstandards must be addressed/met:
1' Bicycle parking shall be conveniently located with respect to both the streetright'of'way and at least one buildini entrance (à.g., no farther away than theclosest parking space)- Bike parkingimay oe locatãd inside the main buildingor protected or othenrise covered nãar t-he main entrance. tf the first twooptions are unavailable, a separate shetter provided on-site is appropriate as
- long as it is coordinated wittr other street furniture.2' Visibility andSe-curity. Bicycle parking shall be visible to cyclists from streetsidewalks or building entrãnces, so that it provides sufficiént security fromtheft and damage; Bicycle parking requirements tor long-term and employeeparking can be met by providing ã oicycte storage rooml bicycle lockers,' racks, or other se-cu_re itorage space inside ol. o-ut"¡d" of ttre building;
9' Bicycle parking shall be leaJt as well lit as vehicle parking for security.4' Areas set aside for bicycle parking shall be cteaity marked and reserved forbicycle parking only.
5' Bicycle parking shallnot impede or create a hazard to pedestrians. parking

areas shall be located so as to not conflict wlth vlsion ciearance standards.

The applicant's plans show bicycle racks will be provided in the vicinity of the pool and inthe vicinity of the playground. Íne location ¡s oui of the puàåtìri"n pathway, however it ísnot clear how many spaces the bike racks will accommooate or whether they will becovered, lit, or secure. Th" Code requires one space for every 1O auto spaóes. With 31gparking spaces, the applicant is required to provide a minimu m or z2bicycle parking
spaces' The applicant indicates a central location, but has not demonstráteo *ny tni, i.necessary or why an individual rack near the entrance of each building is not apþropriate.

FINDING: Because it is not clear how many spaces the proposed bike racks willhandle, staff can not confirm that this standard ls met. lf the applicant submits a revisedplan that includes details of the proposed racks so that staff can verify 32 spaces will beaccommodated and addresses all standards in 5.302.03.E, this standard will be met.

CONDITION: Prior to final site plan approval, submit a revised plan that includes details ofthe proposed racks so that staff can uài¡ry 32 spaces will be accommodated and addressesall standards in 5.302.03.E. The applicant rn"ú 
"tro 

p.uio"lùrtification as to theappropriateness of the locations proposed. Alternatively, the'ápplicant is encouraged toprovide smaller bicycle racks in more locations throughóut the åevelopment site to betteraccommodate resident's bike parking needs.

5.400 On-Site Circulation

on.sitefacilitiessn@commodatesafeandconvenientpedestrian
access within new subdivisions, multi-famity developments, planned unitdevelopments, sh-opping centers and commercial districts, and connecting toadjacent residential areás and neighborhood activity centers within one half mite ofthe development. Neighborhood aãt¡v¡ty centers include but are not limited toexisting or planned schools, parks, shopping areas, transit stops or employmentcenters' All new devel"[¡rrteni, (except siñgtõramily'detached housing¡,'snátt provide
a continuous system of private pathways/õ¡uewat¡<ä at least 6 feet wide.

The development include.s a network of pedestrian pathways that internally connect all ofthe buildings to community recreation arbas, including the pool, playground and picnic area.The pedestrian connections that cross driveways are ctearly marked. For the most part, the
!V^o9{n3¡re¡ Crossing ll paoe j6 of 3s 
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plans show the pathway scaling to six (6) feet in width, however there are some portions
that do not scale exactly. While this is most likely a reproduction issue, the applicant should
verify that all on-site pedestrian connections will be six feet wide. The external, on-site
pedestrian circulation connects to the sidewalk along SW Cedar Brook Way in four
þcat!o1s, The pathway does not connect directly to tne proposed sidewalk along SW
Pacific Highway, nor does it connect to the adjacent property. Unless ODOT prohibits it,
the applicant should be required to connect the internal pedãstrian pathway system to the
sidewalk along SW Pacific Highway via new connections extending between buildings 3
and 4,5 and 6, and 7 and 8. The applicant should also be requireã to provide at least one
pedestrian connection to the adjacent property near the southwestern portion of the
property.

FINDING: As discussed above, staff can not find that this standard has been fully met.
lf the applicant complies with the condition below, this standard will be addressed.

CONDITION: Prior to final site plan approval, submit a revised plan that shows walkway
connections extending between buildings 3 and 4, 5 and 6, and T and I to the new
sidewalk on SW Pacific Highway. ln the event that ODOT provides written confirmation that
they will not permit such a connection within their right-of-way, this condition will be void.

CONDITION: Prior to finalsite plan approval, submit a revised plan that shows the
pathways on-site will be at least six (6) feet wide.

5.401.02 - Joint Access
Jwo (2) or more uses, structures, or parcels of land may utilize jointly the same
ingress and egress when the combined ingress and egiess of all uses, structures, or
parcels of land satisfied the other requirements of this Gode, provided that
satisfactory legal evidence is presented to the Gity in the form of deeds, easements,
leases, or contracts to clearly establish the joint úse.

FINDING: The 30 buildings will be served via two access drives onto SW Cedar Brook
Way. This is the minimum number of accesses permitted; therefore joint access is not
possible.

f.401.03 Connection to Streets
A. Except for joint access as per Section 5.401.02, all ingress and egress to a use or
parcel shall connect directly to a public street, excepting atteyways
B. Required private sidewatks shall extend from the-ground fíoor entrances or the
ground floor landing of stairs, ramps or etevators to ihe public sidewalk or curb of
the public street which provides required ingress and egress.

The plans indicate all ingress and egress will connect directly to a public street. Pedestrian
connections from the entrance of each building to the public street were discussed
previously in this report.

FINDING: Based on the analysis above, this standard has been met.

5.401.05 Access to Maior Roadwavs

Points of ingress or egress to and from Highway 99W and arterials designated on the
Transportation Plan Map, attached as Apþendix G of the Community bevelopment
Plan, Part ll, shall be limited as follows:

Woodhaven Crossing ll
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A' Single and two-famity uses and manufactured homes on individual
residential lots developed after the effective date of this Code shall not begranted permanent driveway ingress or egress from Highway g9W and arterialroadways. lf alternative puUlic access is not ava-ilable at the time of
development, provisions shall be made for temporary access which shail be
discontinued upon the avairabirity of arternative access.

B' Other private ingress or egress from Highway ggW and arterial
roadways shall be minimized. Where alternatives tiHighway ggW or arterials
exist or ane proposed, any new or altered uses develõped after the effective
date of this Code shall be iequired to use the alternative ingress and egress.

C' _All site plans for new development submitted to the City for approval
after the effective date of this Code shall show ingress and egress fromexisting or planned local or collector streets, consistent with the
Transportation Plan Map and Section Vl of the Commúnity Devetopment plan.

The proposal includes construction of Cedar Brook Way, a new local street, which wílleliminate the. tw9 existing driveway access points to 99W ón tax lot 1000, thereby satisfyingthis standard' Cedar Biook Waywill evenìually connect to a stub that was provided withthe construction of the roundaboút south of the subject property. Access spacing along SWCedar Brook Way in relation to 99W is discussed laier ¡ri tnis reþort in Section C.

FINDING: Based on the anarysis above, this standard is satisfied.

5.402 Minimum Residential Standards

5'102'01.C DriYe.wavs states that Multi-Family devetopments shall have two Z4-loot
wide two-way driveways when more than 50 únits are proposed.

The proposal includes two 26-foot wide access points which satisfies this standard. TheFire District has stricter standards and will likely'require an emergency access as well asmitigation for the close spacing of the two pioposeo drivewayj shown. The narrative
indicates that a grasscrete emeigency access is provided from the private driveway to SWMeinecke Road' However, this is not'reflecteC on tne submitted ptans. Emergency access
issues and concerns are addressed and condition"ã |"t"r. in this räport under Section C.

FINDING:

5.402.02.8

This standard is satisfied

Sidewalks and Gurbs (Multi-family)

A system of private pedestrian sidewalks/pathways extending throughout the
development site, shall connect each dweiling un¡t to vehicuiãr parrîng areas,
common open space, storage areas, recreation facilities, to_adjacent
developments, to transit facilities within 500 feet of the site, and future phases
of development. Main building entrances shail also be connected to one
another.

Required private pathways/sidewalks shall extend from the ground floor
entran-ces or the ground floor landing of stairs, ramps or etevators, on one
side of approved ãriveways connecting to the þublif L¡aewalx or curb of thepublic street which provides required ingress ànd egress. curbs shall also be
required at a standard approved by the õommissionl
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Private Pathway/sidewalk Design. private pathway surfaces shail be
concrete, brick,/masonry pavers, or other durabte surface, at least 5 feet wide
and conform to ADA standards. where the system crosses a parking area,
driveway or street, it shall be ctearty marked with contrasting paving materials
or raised crosswalk (hump).

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

FINDING: This standard was discussed and found to comply previously in this report
under Section 11.8.5.401.

5.502' Solid Waste Storage
All uses shall provide solid waste storage receptacles which are adequatety sized to
accommodate all solid waste generated on site. Alt solid waste storage areas and
receptacles shall be located out of public view. Solid waste receptaclãs for multi-
family, commercial and industrial uses shall be screened by six iO¡ foot high sight-
obscuring fence or masonry wall and shall be easily access¡ble tb'collectión
vehicles.

The plans show three locations for the trash enclosures. Pride Disposal has reviewed the
plans and expressed concerns with the design of the facilities (sheet EX 18), as well as the
location of the facility behind Building 14. pñOe has provided ti"re applicant with
specification for the design of the facility to ensure that the truck and driver can easily
service the facility. ln addition, the location of the facility behind Building 18 must bqmoved
to allow a truck to access it head on. lt appears that thiô could be addressed by moving the
trash facility to behind Building 19 and adjusting the parking currenfly behind Aúibing t-g
accordingly. Prior to final site plan approval, thê applicant must submit revised site flans
that have been accepted by Pride Disposal as accessible. The trash enclosures are
designed to blend in with the overall development and are adequately screened

FINDING: Based on the analysis above, staff can not determine if this standard has been
met. lf the applicant revises thé site plan and obtains verification from Pride Disposal that
the location of the trash and recycling receptacle and design can be easily acceàsed, this
standard will be met.

CONDITION: Submit revised plans along with verification from Pride Disposal that the
location of the trash and recycling receptãcle and design can be serviced by their trucks.

Ghapter 6 - Public lmprovements

6.300- Streets

6.301.01 - Reou lmo
Except as otherwise provided, all developments containing or abutting an existing or
proposed street, that is either unimproved or substandard in right-of-way width or
improvement, shall dedicate the necessary right-of-way prior to the issuance of
building permits and/or complete acceptable improvements prior to issuance of
occupancy permits.

3

4

c
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€.,303.04 Extent of lmprovements
S119"F required pursuant to Section 6.300 shall be dedicated and improved consistentwith Ghapter 6 of the Community Development Plan, the Transportátion System ptan
lnd applicable Gity standardl and specifications included in the Standard
Transportation-Drawings, and shall inctuä" 

"ur¡i, 
sidewalks, catch basins, street

lights, and street tr_ees. lmprovements shall also inilude any bikeways designated on
the Transportation System plan map.

Catch basins shall be installed and connected to storm sewers and drainage ways.Upon completion of the improvements, monuments shatt be re-established andprotected in monument boxes at every public street intersection and all points of
curvature and points of tangency of theil center lines. Street signs shall be installed atall street intersections anl slreet lights shall be installed and served from an
underground source of supply unless other electrical lines in the development are not
underground.

SW Cedar Brook Way:
This proposed locat skeet represents the first leg of a new road that wílf eventually eonnect
Highway 99W to Meinecke. Parkway at the Cedar Brook Way-Meinecke parkway
roundabout. The new road will also provide access for tax lots 1001 and 1002 to the north.

Per Figure 8-1of the Transportation System Plan, (TSP), this road is designated as a local
street and is expected serye as local áccess tor pòperty adjacent to High-lvay g9W. Figure
8-5a shows typical configurations for local streeti. in" äppi¡cant nas rJceived a letter of
concurrence dated March 31, 2006 from the City Engineer'regarding the preliminary design
of this street to allow the sidewalk to be locatedbutsl-ce of thJright õf r"y and meander
while providing a 36 foot pavement width consistent with a "Neijhborhooä Route" design.

For public safety and traffic management purposes, the City will require a center turn lane,
no parking on either side of the street, street iignts anO a brief center median located at the'right-in, right out" intersection of Highway 99W and Cedar Brook Way. This is also
discussed and conditioned further uìrder 6.30s.1g - Traffic controls.

Should the Applicant desire to extend this median a short distance up SW Cedar Brook
Way wìth a fully curbed section including a landscaped/treed center portion, such design
would be encouraged by the Engineering Departmént and create a visually appealing
streetscape similar to the Sunsei Boulevârd entrance to the original Wood'haven planned
Unit Development.

The Engineering Department has indícated that additional requirements for Cedar Brook
Way are that driveways for tax lots 1001 and 1002 align *itf, in" proposed driveways for
Woodhaven Crossing ll.

SW Pac¡f¡c Hiqhwav ):
This.is a State highway owned and maintained by ODOT. Therefore, the applicant will
need to meet the requirements of BOTH the Statä and the City for improvements and
access to this road. Should ODOT requirements conflict with ihose oî Sherwood, then the
more string.ent requirement shall generally prevail. Design criteria for Highway ggW within
the City limits can be found in Figure e-gd ór the Sherwoãd Transportafiõn ptãn.

Woodhaven Crossing ll
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A summary of the requirements from this figure is shown below:

ROW

Paved Width

Curb Width

Sidewalk width
Tree Lawn (Parkway strip)
Design speed

122 ft (min)

42ft(3 south bound lanes with 1 bike lane)

6 inches

6ft
5ft
45 mph

The applicant's drawings do not indicate the addition of a third south bound travel lane
along the frontage of this site as is required by TSP Figure 8-3b; however, ODOT has
reviewed the plans as well as the City TSP and has commented that the installation of the
third travel lane at this time is not recommended because there are potential turning
conflicts with the Meinecke Road intersection.

figure 8-3b also requires curb and gutter along the Highway 99W frontage as well as a five-
foot planter strip, a six-foot sidewalk and six-foot bike lane. 

-Street 
trees may be located

behind the sidewalk ¡f ODOT objects to such in the planter strip. Pages 28 ánd 29 of the
applicant's narrative suggest relocating the bikeway outside the pavèd sectíon of Highway
99W and include a bike design with the highway fróntage improvements. lt should be noied
that any variations to the TSP will require ãpprovalfrom both ODOT and the City of
Sherwood.

The Engineering Department has also indicated that, at a minimum, street lighting should
be provided at the intersection of SW Cedar Brook Way and Highway 99W. Theãpplicant
shall be conditioned to obtain approval from the Engineering Depãrtment and ODOT for any
public improvement plans prior to finalsite plan approval. lñ addit¡on, an ODOT access permit
shall be obtained. Further, the public improvements must be complete prior to the issuance of
occupancy permits for the development.

FINDING: As discussed above, the street design proposed for SW Pacific Highway does
not fully comply with City and/or ODOT requirements because formal public improvement
plan review and approval has not been obtained. While it appears feasible to obtain this
approvalwith potential modification if needed, the applicant must be conditioned to obtain
approval from ODOT and the City for the public improvement plans prior to final site plan
approval.

GONDITION:
1. Prior to final site plan approval, obtain approval from ODOT for the public improvements
along Pacific Highway, specifically:

a. Curb, sidewalk, bikeways and road widening shall be constructed as necessary to
be consistent with the TSP and ODOT/ADA standards, whichever is more stringent

b. Right of way dedication as determined necessary to accommodate the planned
cross section identified in the TSp.
ODOT approach permit for access to the state highway system
ODOT Miscellaneous Permit for the work in the highway right of way
ODOT drainage permits for connection to the State highway drainage facilities

2. Prior to final site plan approval, obtain approvalfrom the Engineering Department for the
public improvement plans along Cedar Brook Way.

c
d
e
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6.303.05 Street Modifications
6.30.3'05.@ation.Designmodificationsshallbeproposedin
conjunction with the application for the ùnderlying devetopment prop'osal andprocessed as a Type lll application.

6'303.05.B.Street modifications may be granted when criterion D.i and any one of
criteria D.2 through D.6 are met:
1- A letter of concurrency is obtained from the Gity Engineer or designee.2' Topography, right'of-way, existing construction or p=hysical condiîions, or other

geographic conditions impose an unusual hardship oñ ttre applicant, and an
equivalent alternative which can accomplish the same design-purpose is
available.

3' A minor change to a specification or standard is required to address a speci¡c
design or construction problem which, if not enacted, will result in an unusual
hardship. Self-imposed hardships shall not be used as a reason to grant a
modification request.

4' An alternative design is proposed which will provide a plan equalto or superior
to the existing street standards.

5' Application of the standards of this chapter to the development wouid be grossly
^ disproportionalto the impacts created.6' ln reviewing a modificatiòn request, consideration shall be given to public safety,

durability, cost of maintenance, function, appearance, and ðtner appropriate
factors, such as to advance the goals or inä äooptea ôherwood Córirprehensive
Plan and Transportation Systern-elan as a whole. Any modification shall be the
minimum necessary to alléviate the hardship or disproportionat impact.

]he applicant has requested a modification to the street design standards. The TSp calls for
SW Cedar Brook Way to be a local street, however, the áppricant has proposed to build SW
Cedar glog! Way to the dimensions of a Neighborhooo ioute with 36 feet of pavement within
a 52 foot right of way. ln order to accommocáte this, and to create more visual interest along
this street, the applicant proposes a meandering sioéwãlk *itn¡n a public sidewalk easement.
The.City Engineer has review_e_d their plans and issued a letter of óncunency for the design
modification on March 31, 2006 (attached as Exhibit G) based on compliancé with 3 and 4 of
the modification criteria stated above.

6'901'01 .Gengrallv - The location, width and grade of streets shal be considered in their
relation to existing and planned streets, topãgraphical conditions, and proposed land
use-s' The proposed st¡eet system shalt provide'adequate, convenient ånd safe traffic
and pedestrian cireulation, and ¡ntersection angles, grãd"", tangents, and curves shall
be-adequate for expected traffic votumes. Strãet ali-gnments shall be consistent with
solar access requirements as per Section 8.311, anO iõpographical considerations.

The general location for SW Cedar Brook Way is shown in Figure g-1 of the TSp. The
applicant has proposed to extend the street throúgh their property to the western property line
of their project in accordance with this standaro. Íne bcition of the intersection of SW Cedar
Brook Way to SW Pacific Highway has been reviewed by ODoT and is supported. Theproposed dimension of the street has been designed to a Neighborhood Route to
accommodate anticipated traffic volume, however, the f-unctional classifìóation continues to be
local.

FINDING: As discussed above, this standard has been satisfied as proposed.
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8.304.02 Street Connectivitv and Future Street Svstems
A. Future Street Systems. fhe arrangement of public streets shall provide for the

continuation and establishment of future street systems as shown on the Local
Street Connectivity Map contained in the adopted Transportation System Plan
(Figure 8-8).

B. Gonnectivity Map Required. New residential, commercial, and mixed use
development involving the construction of new streets shall be submitted with a
site plan that responds to and expands on the Local Street Gonnectivity map
contained in the TSp.

C. Block Length. For new streets except a¡terials and principal arterials, block length
shall not exceed 530 feet. The length of btocks adjacent to principal arterials shall
not exceed 1,800 feet.

D. Where streets must cross water features identified in Title 3 of the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan (UGMFP), provide crossings at an average spacing
of 800 to 1,200 feet, unless habitat quality or length of crossing prevents a full
street connection.

E. Where full street connections over water features identified in Title 3 of the
UGMFP cannot be constructed in centers, main streets and station communities
(including direct connections from adjacent neighborhoods), or spacing of full
street crossings exceeds 1,200 feet, provide bicycle and pedestrian crossings at
an average spacing of 530 feet, unless exceptional habitat quality or length of
crossing prevents a connection.

F. Pedestrian and Bicycle Gonnectivity. Paved bike and pedestrian accessways at
least I feet wide, or consistent with cross section standards in Figure 8-6 of the
TSP, shall be provided on public easements or right-of-way wñen full street
connections are not possible, with spacing between cònnectioñs of no more than
300 feet. Multi-use paths shall be buitt according to the Pedestrian and Bike Master
Plans in the adopted Transportation System plañ.

G. Exceptions. Streets, bike, and pedestrían connections need not be constructed
when any of the following conditions exists:

1. Physical or topographic conditions make a street or accessway
connection impracticable. Such conditions include but are not limited to
freeways, railroads, steep slopes, wetlands or other bodies of water where
a connection could not reasonably be provided;

2- Buildings or other existing devetopment on adjacent lands physically
preclude a connection now or in the future considering the potential for
redevelopment; or

3. Where streets or accessways would violate provisions of teases,
easements, covenants, restrictions or other agreements existing as of May
1, 1995, which preclude a required street or accessway connection.

The distance between SW Meinecke and SW Cedar Brook Way is approximately 700 feet;
however, SW Cedar Brook Way is the only access to SW Pacifìc Highway that will be
permitted by ODOT for this project. The applicant is, therefore, exempt from this standard
along SW Pacific Highway. The applicant has been conditioned previously to provide
pedestrian access from the sidewalk along SW Pacific Highway to the inteinal pedestrian
circulation system in several locations along the SW Pacific Highway frontage. The frontage
along SW Cedar Brook Way appears to be approximately 7257eet. While SW Cedar groot<
Way will be providing the primary connectivity to the subject parcel and the parcels to the
north, west and east, connectivity is appropriate from this proposed residential development to
the commercially zoned property to the west. Staff has reviewed the plans, as well as
considered the property to the west, and recommends that the applicant be required to provide
a public access easement to the adjacent property. lt appears feasible if the access easement
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extends from the easternmost private drive north towards Building 27 andeliminates Building27' Because the proposal is ai the maximum end of the density, the reduction caused byremoving Buildíng 27 would continue to meet the density requirements. However, analternative proposalmay.also be proposed provided thirequíred block length and connectivity
standards are addressed.

FINDING: As discussed above, the applicant has not met the street connec-tivity
sta.ndards. lt is possíble for the proposal to'comply with this standard if the applicant complieswith the condition listed below.

CONDITIoN: Prior to final site plan approval, submit a revised plan that shows a public
access easement through to the property to the west in the vicinity of Building 27.
Alternatively, the applicant may propose to the Planning Commission an altemate connectionfor review and approval at the þuOtic hearing.

All-public-and private underground utilities, including sanitary sewers and stormwater drains, shall-be-constructed prior to ine surràcing of streets. Stubs for serviceconnections shall be long enough io avoid disturbinj t-he street improvements whenservice connections are made. -

The applicant has shown all improvements to serve their development. The Engineering
Department has recommended'that laterals to serve tax lot 1001 and 1002 be provided at thetime SW Cedar Brook Way is constructed to avoid disturbing the street in the future.
Overhead utility lines are discussed further ¡n tne repãrt unå"t section 6.g03.

FINDING: Because the plans do not include laterals to the two tax lots on the north side ofSW Cedar Brook Way, this standard has not been fully met. lf the applicant includes theselaterals in their public improvement plans and obtains ÊngiÀeering approval, this standard willbe met.

CoNDlTloN: Submit.public improvement plans for SW Cedar Brook Way which include
laterals to tax lots 1001 and 100Þ for Enginèering review ãno approval.

@-Wherenecessarytoaccessorpermitfuturesubdivisionofaorolnlng land, streets shall extend to the boundary of the development. Dead-endstreets less than 100' in length shall either 
"ornþty 

*ith Gity cul-de-sac standards ofSection 6'305.06, or shall prwioe an interim trammérrread turnaround at a location thatis aligned with the future street system as shown on the local street connectivity map.

I ouraufg sign shall be instatled at the applicant's expense. These signs shall notify
þ Rublic of the intent to construct futuie streets. irre sign shail read as follows:
"This road wilt be extended with future development. For more information contactthe City of Shen¡rood at 50g-625-4202.

The applicant will construct SW Cedar Brook Way to the property boundary. The applicant
fa9 ¡ot proposed, but will be conditioned to shôw in thäir public improvement ptans theinstallation of a barricade with signage per this standard.

FIN-D^ING:. ,lt proposed, this standard has not been met. lf the applicant includes theDarlcade location, design and signage in their public improvement pians for Engineering
review and approval, this standard w¡tt Oe met.
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CONDITION: lnclude the proposed barricade location, design and signage in the public
improvements plans for Engineering review and approval.

6.305 - Street design standard
6.301.13 Traff-ic gontrols - For developments of five (S) acres or more, the City may
require a traffic impact analysis to determine the number and types of traffic tontiols
necessary to accommodate anticipated traffic flow. Such analyJis will be completed
according to specifications estabtished by the Gity. Review and approval of the
analysis by_the City, and any improvements indicáted, shall be required prior to
issuance of a construction permit.

The applicant submitted a traffic study prepared by Kittleson and Associates, which
identified necessary improvements to the northboúnd þft-turn lane at the SW pacific
Highway/SW Sherwood Boulevard intersection to ensure the transportation system
continues to function well after this development was completed. these impóvements
have been conditioned previously in this report. No other traffic controls were identified off-
site. The Engineering Department has indicated that a median is necessary at the SW
Cedar Brook Way intersection to ensure adequate management of this inteisection and the
easternmost driveway intersection on SW Cedar Brook Way. This must be shown on the
public improvement plans.

FINDING: Because the plans do not indicate that a median will be provided along SW
Cedar Brook Way as required by the Engineering Department, this standard has not been fully
met' lf the applicant submits public impròvemeni plans to Engineering for review and approvál
with a median complying with their design standaids, this willóe fully ãret.

CONDITION: Prior to finalsite plan approval, obtain approval of the public improvement
plans for SW Cedar Brook Way including a median at the intersection of SW pãcific Highway
and SW Cedar BrookWay.

Prior to occupancy, the public improvements must be completed and accepted by the
Engineering Department.

6.400 - Sanitary Sewers
Sanitary sewers shall be instatled to serve all new devetopments and shatl connect
to existing sanitary sewer mains. Sanitary Sewers shall be constructed, located,
sized and installed at standards consisteñt6.402.01

The applicant proposes to extend the sanitary sewer from an existing manhole northeast of
the project near the point where Cedar Creek intersects Highway ggw. The extension
would parallel Highway g9W until intersecting with the propãsed-extension of SW Cedar
Brook Way. At this point the eight (8) inch liñe would proceed up SW Cedar Brook Way
approximately 240'before accessing the site via the proposed private drive.

This approach is acceptable to the City of Shen¡¡ood's Engineering Department, provided
specifications and requirements set forth in the Clean Water Servièes Design and
Construction Standards are met.

It should be noted that a sanitary manhole currently exists north of the site, not far from the
northern most proposed catch basin for SW CedaiBrook Way. Barring design and/or
access constraints, the applicant may want to access the sanltary system at ihis point
instead of attempting a longer route through an environmentally sensitive area.
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FINDING: The applicant's plans appear feasible, but will require review and approval of
the public improvement plans before this can be confirmed.

CONDITION: Obtain approval from the Engineering Department for the required sanitary
sewer connection prior to issuance of building permits.

6.500 - Water Suppty
Water lines and fire hydrants conforming to City and Fire District standards shall be
installed to serve all building sites in a pioposed development in comptiance with
6.500.

The city contracts with Tualatin Valley Water District (T\ /VD) for review and approval of
engineering plans related to the water system. The applicant proposes to extend an
existing public 12" water main in Highwãy g9W, near pioposeå Building 5, north to SW
.Cedar Brook Way. This line would paralÍel Highway sigw unt¡¡ interseciing SW Cedar Brook
Way. From this location it would exiend up Sfu Ceâar Brook Way and acóess the site just
north of the proposed easternmost dríveway approach.

For the purpose of looping the water system, the Engineering Department recommends the
main line in SW Cedar Brook Way be extended to thé westein end of the street and
stubbed out for future development. To prevent future construction and subsequent
patching of the newly created sw cedar Brook way, the Engineering Department
recommends installation of service laterals for tax lots 1001 ãnd 100ã as a requirement of
this project.

With the extension of the water main and installation of laterals to tax lots 1001 and 1002,
the Shenryood Engineering Department finds the water design acceptable, however it
should be noted that Tualatin Valley Water District will have the final say on the water
system design.

Tualatin Vtlley Fire and Rescue has reviewed the location of proposed fire hydrants and
have not indicated specific concerns with the number or location; however, TVF&R
approval will be needed prior to final site plan approval.

FINDING: The applicant's plans appear feasible but will require review and approval of
the public improvement plans and confirmation from TVF&R ti-rat the hydrant location and
flow is acceptable before this can be confirmed.

CONDITION: Obtain approval from the Tualatin Valley Water District as verified in
approved public improvements plans for the water sysiem proposed.

CONDITION: Prior to final site plan approval, submit confirmation from TVF&R that the
hydrant location and design shown ¡n ihe public improvement plans is acceptable.

6.600 Storm Water
Storm water facilities, including appropriate source controt and conveyance
facilities, shall be installed in newdevetopments and shall connect to the existing
downstream drainage system consistent with the Gomprehensive plan.

The applicant proposes to collect the impervious on-site areas and street storm water via a
pipe system directed to a storm water quality facility located on the north side of SW Cedar
Plg-of Way' The storm water facility then diicharges north of the intersection of Highway
99W and Cedar Brook Way and flows overlano uñtit reaching Cedar Creek. This aþproách
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is acceptable provided the final design meets specifications and requirements set forth in
the clean water services Design and construction standards.

Please note that CWS standards require maintenance access for water quality facilities,
(CWS Appendix 8,1.4.a), an issue not addressed in the Applicant's current proposal.

Storm drainage for Highway 99W appears to be a non-engineered .bioswale" i.e., ditch
paralleling Highway ggW and located between the sidewalk and the building site. This
swale must be built to Clean Water Services standards and that all swales and landscaped
areas are maintained by the Woodhaven Crossing ll Homeowner's Association.

FINDING: Based on the analysis above, the applicant has not shown how the storm
water facilities will be addressed. However, it appears feasible to provide the necessary
storm water facilities and easements. lf the applicant obtains approval from the
Engineering Department and submits a revised site plan showing the storm water facilities,
this standard will be met.

CONDITION:
1. Prior to final site plan approval, submit a revised plan that shows maintenance

access to the water quality facility as approved by CWS through the Engineering
review.

2. Obtaín approval from the Engineering Department for the design of the water quality
facility built to CWS standards.

3. Submit plans for and receive approval from the Engineering Department for the
proposed storm drainage swale paralleling 99W. The swale must comply with CWS
standards.

4' Submit a copy of the proposed HOA agreement and/or CC&R's identifying the HOA
as responsible for the maintenance of the drainage swale along Pacific Highway.

6.700 Fire Protection
When land is developed so that any commerciat or industrial structure is further than
250 feet or any residential structure is further than 500 feet from an adequate water
supply for fire protection, as determined by the Fire District, the devetoper shatl
provide fire protection facilities necessary to provide adequate water supply and fire
safety.

6.800

Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue (TVF&R) was given the opportunity to provide comments
on the proposal. They provided comments which have been attached to and are
incorporated into this report. No additional conditions are necessary.

FINDING: Compliance with the TVF&R requirements has been addressed and
conditioned previously in this report.

Public and Private Utilities
6.802 Standaid
A. lnstallation of utilities shall be provided in public utility easements and shall
be sized, constructed, located and instatled consisient with thil Code, Ghapter 7 of the
Gommunity Development Gode, and applicable utility company and Gity standards.

B. Public utility easements shatl be a minimum of eight feet in width unless a
reduced width ls specifically exempted by the Gity Engineer.
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C' Where necessary, in the judgment of the City Manager or his designee, toprovide for orderlydevelopmeni otão¡acent propeÉ¡"", public and franchise utilitiesshall be extended through the site to the eogL oi adjácent property(ies).

D' Franchise utility conduits shall be installed per the utility design andspecification standards of the utility agency.

E' Public Telecommunication conduits and appurtenances shall be installed perthe city of shenrood terecommunication design åtãnaaros.

F' Exceptions: tnstallation shall not be required if the development does notrequire any other-street improvements. ln those instances, the devetoper shall pay afee in lieu that will finance installation when street or utility improvements in thatlocation occur.

On-site utilities will.be privgte, The plans show a minimum 22-footwide public utility andsidewalk easement along sw Cedar Brook Way. ln ããã¡t¡on, shenruood Broadband hasrequested that the applicant provide conduits añd connection to the units from the existingfacilities loeated at the cornei of SW Meinecke and pacific Highway. The utility conduitmust be extended to the end of sw cedar Brook way ài werr.

FINDING: As discussed above, the public and private utílity standards have not beenfully addressed because public improvement plans have not been submitted showing allutilities including Sherwood Broadband. lf the uppti*ni.ubmits public improvement plans
for review and approval which shows all public ,itirit¡"i including sherwood Broadband andsubmits a revised site plan that shows Sñerwood Broadband w¡lt Ue provided to all of theunits, this standard wiil be addressed.

coNDlTloN: Submit public improvement plans for review and approvalwhich shows allpublic utilities including Shenryood Broadband. Prior to final site plan approval, submit arevised site plan that shows Shenvood Broadband *¡ii¡à provided to all of the units.

-Exceptasothen,viseprovided,altutilityfacilities,
lnclud¡ng but not limited to, electricpower, tetephone, natural gas, lighiing, andcable television, shall be placed underground, ünless specifically authorized forabove ground installation, because thJpointjor connection to existing utilities makeunderground installation impractical, oifor other r"â"on" deemed acceptable by theCommission.

The.Engineering Department noted that while the City Code requires all existing overheadutilities be placed underground, an exception is noted where utility transmission lines
operating at fifty thousand (50,000) volts or more are allowed to be overhead. There is anexisting overhead line shown on the plans and it is not clear if this is over 50,000 volts. Theapplicant must provide verification from PGE on the voltage or underground the line as part
9t lllgir public improvements. ln addition, there is also an-overhead liñe shown the plans toBuilding 5. lt is not crear if this rine is proposed to be removed.

FINDING: As discussed above, staff can not confirm this standard is met. lf the applicanttyP,tilt a plan t"t q?{of lhelr public improvement plans) to underground the overheadutility lines along SW Pacific Highway and to euiroint s ãí iunm¡ts verification from pGE
that the voltage exceed the excéptioñ criteria, this ständard will be met.
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CONDITION: lnclude in the public improvement plans a proposalto underground the
overhead utility lines along SW Pacific Highway and to Building 5 or submit verification from
PGE that the voltage exceed the exception criteria.

D. Ghapter 7 - Lot line Adi stment
7.601 -Generally

The City Manager or his or her designee may approve a property line adjustment
without public notice or a public hearing provided that no new tots are created and
that the adjusted lots comply with the applicable zone requirements. lf the property
line adjustment is processed with another development application, atl applicable
standards of the Gode shallapply.

The proposal includes a lot line adjustment to adjust the lot line between tax lots 1000,
1001 and 1002. No new tax lots will be created. The tax lots currently exceed the
minimum lot size for the High Density residentialzone and will continue to exceed the lot
size after the adjustment is completed. While both tax lots 1001 and 1002 will be reduced
and contain sensitive areas (wetland, floodplain and/or vegetated corridor buffer), based on
the plans submitted there will continue to be upland property thus not creating non-
conformities. The setback to the existing dwelling on tax lot 1001 will be 46 feet, exceeding
the requirement.

FINDING: Based on the analysis above, the lot line adjustment complies with the
applicable zone requirements and may be approved.

E. Chapter I - Environmental Resources

T1re following sections in Chapter I are deemed applicable to this proposed development:8.202
(Floodplain), 8.304 (Parks and Open Spaces). Compliance with these applicable standards is
discussed below:

8.202 - Floodplain Development
8.202.04 Permitted Uses
ln the FP zone the following uses are permitted outright, and do not require a CUP,
provided that floodway flow, or flood ptain capacity, wilt not be impeded, as
determined by the Gity, and when greenway dedication is not required as per Section
8.202.02:

A. Agricultural uses, provided that associated structures are not allowed,
except for temporary building and boundary fences that do not impede the
movement of floodwaters and flood-carried materials.

B. Open space, park and recreationat uses, and minor associated
structures, if otherwise allowed in the underlying zoning district, that do not impede
the movement of floodwaters and ftood-carried materials.

C. Public streets and appurtenant structures, and above and underground
utilities, subject to the provisions of sections 8.202.0r and 8.202.08.

D. Other accessory uses allowed in the underlying zoning district that do
not involve structures, and will not, in the Gity's determination, materially alter the
stability or storm drainage absorption capabirity of the ftood prain.

The applicant has proposed temporary disruption of the floodplain and wetland adjacent to
Cedar Creek to extend a sanitary sewer line to the site; however, this activity is a permitted
use as noted in "C" above because it is an underground utility.
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p.?0?.97, =,,Fto ment8.202.07.4.AlteratioffirtifiedsiteplanpreparedbyaRegisteredCivil
Engineer or Architect for an attered flood plain areä shall show that:

a' Proposed improvements will not alter the flow of surface water during
flooding such as to cause a compounding of flood hazards or changes in thã
direction or velocity of floodwater flow.b' No structure, fill, storage, impervious surface or other uses alone, or in
combination.with existing or fuiure uses, will materially reduce the capacity of
the flood plain or increasè in ftood heighis.c' Proposed flood plain fill or diked areã" will benefit the public health, safety
and welfare and incorporate adequate erosion and storm drainage controls,

. sr¡ch as pumps, dams and gates.d' No serious environmental ãegradation shall occur to the natural features and
existing ecological balance oiupstream and downstream areas.e' On-going maintenance of alteied areas is provided so that flood-carrying
capacity will not be diminished by future erosion, settling, or other factors.

Ttre app.lica¡t has provided documentation from Fishman Environmental Services as part ofthe application to the US Army Corps of Engineers anO O¡vis¡on of State Lands that the
temporary impact to the floodþlain and wetlãnds wiil not impãct the storage capacity. The
fnac¡ to.lhe floodplain and any wetland will be temporary.' ine topsoil wíil be temporarity
stored adjacent to the impact site and wilf be reestabl¡sheä to the existing contour. Any
excess soil will be hauled over to the upland portion of the developmentór off-site. A óopy ofthe DSUUS.ATmy Corps approvaland conditions is included as Exhibit H. CWS issued aservice provider letter with conditions, including ennancãment of the vegetated corridor in the
vicinity of the water quality facility. This approùal is included in Appendix 2 of the applicant,s
submittal materials.

FINDING: Based on the analysis above and the fact the applicant has approvalfrom
cWS, DSL and the US Army Corps of Engineers for the temporary impacts, these criteria
have been addressed.

8.304 - Parks and Open Spaces
8'304'03 Multi-Family Developments - Except as otherwise provided, recreation andopen space areas shall be provided in new mutti-family residential developments tothe following standards:

'l' open Space - A minimum of twenty percent (20%l of the site area shall be retainedin commol 
-open space. Required íaro par¡<¡ng or maneuvering areas may not besubstituted for open space.

2' Recreation Facilities ' A minimum of fifty percent (s0%) of the required commonopen space shall be suitable for active recreational use. Recreationàt spaces shallbe planted in grass othenrvise suitably improved. A minimum area of eight-hundred(800) square feet and a minimum width of iifteen (1s) feài shail be provided.

3' Minimum Standards - Common open space and recreation areas and facilitiesshall be clearly shown.on site develoiment plans and shall be physicaily situated soas to be readily accessibly to and usable oy ätt residents of the oevelopment.

4' Terms.of Conveyance - Rights and responsibilities attached to common openspace and recreation areas and facilit¡es stra¡¡ be clearly specified in a legally bindingdocument which leases or conveys title, including beneficial ownership to a home
!v-o9!ngyen crossing ll paoe 3o of 3s e+arr Þ¡na*. r¡ ¡na a oô^^
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assoc¡ation, or other legal ent¡ty. The terms of such lease or other instrument of
conveyance must include provisions suitable to the City for guaranteeing the
continued use of such land and facilities for its intended purpose; continuity of
property maintenance; and, when appropriate, the availability of funds required for
such maintenance and adequate insurance protection.

The site area is 8.87 acres; therefore, 1.77 acres are required in common openspace. The
applicant has províded 2.81 acres of openspace, which includes the visual corridor.
Because 1.77 acres are required to be common open space, .88 acres are required to be
suitable for active recreation. While the applicant has overstated the active recreation
areas by including the visual corridor and perimeter landscaping, the standard is easily met
with the pool area and playground areas, which total approximately 1.7 acres, are clearly
active uses, and do not include the picnic area. All common open space areas are clearly
shown and accessible to all units via the pedestrian path discussed previously in this report.

As discussed and conditioned previously, the applicant has indicated that they plan to
establish these units as condominiums in which case, the formation of a homeowners
association and establishment of CC&R's is essential to ensure the common areas are
maintained.

FINDING: As discussed above, these standards have been met.

8.304.04 Visual Corridors
This standard was discussed under Section V.8.5.203 and found to be in compliance.

FINDING: This standard was discussed and conditioned to comply under Section
5.203.03

Trees are required to be planted by the tana use appticant a minimum of òne (l)tree
for every twenty-five (25) feet of public street frontage within any new development.
Planting of such trees shall be a condition of devetopment approval. The trees must
be a minimum of two (2) inches DBH and minimum height of Cix (6) feet.

Street trees (Corinthian Linden) are shown on the landscape plans 25 feel on center;
however, the Code specifically required one for every 25 feet of frontage. Because the
frontage along SW Cedar Brook way is approximateiy 725 feet, 29 trees are required on
each side of the street. Only 22 are shown on the south side and 10 are shown on the
north side of the street. The visual corridor along SW Pacific Highway includes trees,
however, ODOT has indicated previously that they do not want additional street trees
located along this arterial for safety and maintenance reasons.

FINDING: Based on the discussion above, this standard is not met. The applicant must
include a minimum of 29 trees on each side of SW Cedar Brook Way in the public
improvement plans spaced roughly 25 feet on center in order to comply with this standard.

CONDITION: Submit public improvement plans to the Engineering Department for review
and approval which include no less than 29 street trees along both sides of SW Cedar
Brook Way spaced approximately 25 feet on center.

q.304.07 - Trees on Propertv subiect to Gertain Land use Apolications
All site developments subject to Section 5.202 ahall be requirèU to preserve trees or
woodlands to the maximum extent feasible within the context of the proposed land
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use plan and relative_ to other policies and standards of the Gity Comprehensive
Plan, as determined by the City.

FINDING: The existing site does not have any existing trees; therefore, this standard does
not apply.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

General Conditions - The following applies throughout development and occupancy of the site:

1' Compliance with the Conditions of Approval ís the responsibility of the developer or its
suecessor in interest.

2' This land use approval shall be limited to the preliminary plans submitted by the applicant
and identified inÁttachment 1 (list of exhibitsi except as indicated in the following conditions
of the Notice of Decision. Additional development oi change of use may require a new
development application and approval.

3' The developer is responsible for all costs associated with public facility improvements.

4' This approval is valid for a period of two (2) years from the date of the decisionnotice' Extensions may be gianted by the citväs ãfroroed by the Sherwood Zoning and
Community Development Code.

5' Unless specifically exempted in writing by the final decision, the development shalt comply
with all applicable city of Sherwood año ôtner applicable agency codei and standards
except as modified below:

Prior to qradino the site:
1' obtain City of Sherwood Building Department approval of grading plans and erosion

control.

2' Any existing wells, septic systems and underground storage tanks shall be abandoned inaccordance with oregon state law, and verifiðation of sucñ shall be provided to the City
Engineer.

3' A demolition permit shall be obtained from the Shenryood Building Department prior to
demolishing any structures.

4' A temporary use permit must be obtained from the Planning Department prior to placing a
construction trailer on_site.

B

Based on review
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C. Public ImÞrovement plans shall be consistent with the Enqineerinq desiqn standards and submittal
requirements and shall include:

1 Plans for SW Cedar Brook Way which include laterals to tax lots 1001 and 1002 for
Engineering review and approval.

The proposed barricade location, design and signage in the public improvements plans at the
end of Cedar Brook Way

A median at the intersection of Pacific Highway and Cedar Brook Way per Engineering
requirements.

The design of the water quality facility to CWS standards.

Plans for the proposed storm drainage swale paralleling 99W in compliance with CWS
standards.

All public utilities including Sherwood Broadband.

Detail on the underground facilities and the overhead utility lines along Pacific Highway and
to Building 5 or verification from PGE that the voltage exceeds the exception criteria.

No less than 29 street trees along each side of sw cedar Brook way spaced
approximately 25 feet on center.

D. Prior to Final Site Plan approval. submit the followino to the Planninq Departmelt:

1. Obtain approvalfrom the Engineering Department for the public improvement plans.

2. Obtain approval from ODOT for the public improvements along Pacific Highway, specifically:

f. Curb, sidewalk, bikeways and road widening shall be constructed as necessary to
be consistent with the TSP and ODOT/ADA standards, whichever is more stringent

g. Right of way dedication as determined necessary to accommodate the planned
cross section identified in the TSp.

h. ODOT approach permit for access to the state highway system¡. ODOT Miscellaneous Permit for the work in the highwåy iignt of wayj. ODOT drainage permits for connection to the State highway drainage facilities.

3. Submit revised plans that conform to TVF&R requirements as noted in their review letter, along
with documentation that the revision fully complies with their requirements. ln the event that
additional preventative measures are required by TVF&R to allow the site to be developed
substantially similar to the proposal, the applicant shall comply with those requirements.

4. Submit a copy of the proposed CC&R's and Home Owners' Association (HOA) agreement for
staff review and approval. At minimum, the CC&Rs and HOA agreement must include the
landscape maintenance standards required by the Public Works Department for all common
open space and water quality facilities and drainage swale, a provision for how the common
open space facilities will be maintained with ultimate responsibility assigned, and provision for
the HOA to maintain the water quality facility per the City standards.

5. Submit a signage plan for internalwayfinding that describes and illustrates all signage for review
and approval
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6' Submit public improvements plans to oDoT and the city which include both the southbounddeceleration lane directly norih of the project site àno the northbound left turn lane at thePacific Highway/Sherwood Boulevard intórsection for review and obtain approval.

7 ' Submit revised plans that demonstrate the elevations facing SW Cedar Brook way will havesignificant articulation to identify the front entrances as significant features and to break up thebuilding mass and provide shelier from the rain.

I' Submit a revised site plan that shows the material of the proposed fences along sw cedarBrook way for staff confirmation that chain link will not be used.

9' Submit a revised plan that shows the fence height will either be 42" high (3 % feet)or locatedoutside the required 20 foot front yard setback.

10' submit either 
1 fvi¡ej landscape plan that includes the area along SW pacific Highwaybetween the property line and the pavement or submit documentaiíon from ODOT that they willnot permit landscaping in this area

11' Submit a letter 
fronr tn9 landscape arehitect certifying that the plants are native and/or are themost appropriate. plants given the locatíon and soÍs õr modify the plant list to provide therequired native plants.

12' Submit detailed calculations along with a plan that shows the location of areas calculated todetermine the total parking lot lanãscapini and ¡nt"rioi parking lot tandscaping.

13' Submit a revised plan that shows 50% of the visual corridor area will include groupings of atleast 5 native evergreen trees.

14' submit a landscape plan for the highway median paralleling the site or documentation fromoDor that they wiil not permit.u.É hnár."piné åt tnis fime.

15' Submit a copy of the proposed CC&R's which verify long term storage or temporary sale ofvehicles, equipment or materials will be pronibitéJ.' 
-'

16' Submit a revised site plan that shows Sherwood Broadband will be provided to all of the units.

17' submit a revised site plan that shows wheel stops will be provided for all parking spaces whichabut landscaped areas or walkways.

18' Submit a revised plan that includes details of the proposed bicycle racks so that staff can verify32 spaces will be accommodated and that the bi"v.r,; iacts meet alt standards in 5.302.03.E.

19' submit a revised ptan that shows walkway connections extending between buildings 3 and 4, 5and 6, and 7 and I to the new sidewalk oñ SW Pacific Highway. 
-ln 

the event that oDoTprovides written confirmation that they will not permit sucñ a cónnection within their right ofway, this condition will be void.

20' submit revised plan that shows the pathway on-site will be six (6) feet.

21' Submit revised plals along with verification from Pride Disposal that the location and design ofthe trash and recycring recêptacres can be serviced by their trucks.

l_":1T:",". 9'gs^"'19 I I
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22. Submít a revised plan that shows a public access easement through to the property to the west in
the vicinity of building 27. Alternatively, the applicant may propose an alternate connection to the
Planning commission for review and approvar at the pubric hearing.

23. Obtain approval from the Tualatin Valley Water District as verified in approved public
improvement plans for the water system proposed.

24. Submit confirmation from TVF&R that the hydrant location and design shown in the public
improvement plans is acceptable.

25' Submit a revised plan that shows maintenance access to the water quality facility as approved
by CWS through the Engineering review.

Prior to issuance of buildino permits (other than qradinq):
1. Obtain approval from the Buildíng Department, Engineering Department and Clean Water

Services for the proposed storm drainage system on-site.

2. Obtain final site plan approvalfrom the planning Department.

3' Submit a construction and inspection phasing plan to the Planning Department for review
and approval. The plan shall show the improvements which will be completed associated
with each phase.

Prior to receivinq an ociuoancv permit for anv unit:1. Submit verification that the conditions in DSL permit No 35741-RF are met to the
satisfaction of DSL.

2. The public improvements must be completed and accepted by the City and ODOT

3' All public improvement plans must be completed and accepted by the Engineering
Department and ODOT.

4' Submit a copy of the recorded CC&R's and HOA formation prior to occupancy of the last
building.

On<oinq Conditions
1. The continual operation of the property shall comply with the applicable requirements of the

Sherwood Zoning and Community Development Code.

2. The site shall be maintained in accordance with the approved site plan. ln the event that
landscaping is not maintained, in spite of the assurances provided, this would become a
code compliance issue.

Exhibits
Applicant's submittal package dated January 31, 2006
Comments from ODOT dated May 4, 2006, May 25, 2006 and June 5, 2006
E-mail comments with attachment from pride Disposar dated May 3, 2006
Resolution 2004-041and Homeowner's Association maintenance guidelines to be included in
CCR's
Letter from Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue dated May 24,2006
Memo from Engineering dated may g, 2006
Letter of concurrency to street improvements from Gene Thomas dated March 31, 2006
Joint DSUCorps permit dated May 1s, 2006 for temporary wefland impacts

F

G.

vil.
A.
B.
c.
D.

E.
F.
G.
H.
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ß.xhibit li

1r?

Portland, OR972W - 4037

Telephone (503) 731-8200
FAX (503) 73t-82se

SUBJECT: Woodh?v_en Crossing lt Traffic lmpact Study
US99W_9 Mp 1S.ZS (Cedar Brook Way)
city of sherwood case: sp 06-02/LLA-ó6-01ruAR 06-02
ODOT Land Use Case: 2152

Dear, Ms. Hajduk
I have reviewed the "Woodhaven Crossing ll Residential Development Traffic lmpact
Analysis'(TlS) prepared by Scott Beaird ãnd Marc Butorac, p.E. of Kittelson &
Associates in october of 2005. The TIS was preparãJ¡n support of the Woodhaven
Crossing Development Proposal, City of Sherwoo'd case no. Sp 06-02/LLA 06-OlruAR
06-02.

DATE: May4,2006

Sherwood, City of
Planning Department
20 NW Washington St.
Sherwood, OR 971 40-7851

Attn: Julia Hajduk, Senior planner

The proposed development is a site located on US9SW, at the future Cedar Brook Way
intersection. The state facilities that are impacted by the development are the ggW/N.
Sherwood Blvd., the ggWCedar Brook Way, ano gtíw¡n¡einecke intersections at the l-
!/Nyberg Road interchange. 99W is a statewide, NHS freight route. According to table
I g[tt'ç oregon HighwlyPtan (oHP) the maximum ailowable votume to capaäty ratio
(v/c).of the highwayl !!¡t vicinity ¡s'o.gg. rne spéeã ¡¡m¡t or 99w in tnis viðinity is +s
MPH' According to Table 13 of ine ouptre accãsi ipac¡ng standard is 990 feet.

Land Use and Site Traffic Generation

The proposed project is an allowed use for the existing zoning, high density residential.
The proposed use is l83 condominium units. The stuäy anat-yzeðtraffic dúring both the
weekday AM and PM peak hours. The analyst is using'Bs nei new trips for the
lveeklay AM peak and 100 net new trips toitne weekãay pM peak hóur. oDoT finds
that the assumed trips are consistent with the "lTE Trþ Generation" manual. The
analysis includes existing 2005 conditions, year of buiidout, 2O0B conditions with and
without the proposed development.

ODOT Log No:2152



Access

99WN. Shenrood Blvd

As part of the o"u?|9?T"nt the applicant has proposed to construct part of the newcedar Brook wav frorntage road.'Íüìs ¡s .onririJnt *¡in ff" city of sherwood,sTransportat¡on pân. ihË;Ë;;"i¡än or cedar erook'w"v wiil be the onty access to99w' ln the future cedt' e.åi wäî witt be 
"onnu"täi 

to sw Meinecke parkway. The

l::ii#di3",'Titsii::ji"?:,?"ï{irrryf,'[yåffi :iî:gs:i;r";:::1"*volumes the accesswould t."itn" ðriteria for a right-turn lane, it will, however, have tobe approved by the.Region Tttffi; ilgineer, oennË'ùìän"t. The applicant wil need to
åïåii;å:;30?:n"'* olo¡st'¡'t iÃiås",oins an àòãu* p"rmit. steve,s phone number

According to Kittelson this intersection meets the mobility standard in 2005 for both theAM and PM peaks,.ttre vrc iai-¡oï-o.llro, oãtü.-i'r,ã intersection wiil meet the mobititystandard in 2008 wirnout *¡e ptposei;Ë";d,n;,ï," borh the AM and a pM peak,the v/c ratio is 0'78 for uotn' îr¡Jintersectio. *¡liäàLì the mobitity standard for 2008with buitdout; the.v/c rat¡os are'öliö 
"no 

0.Br respectivery.oDor is satisfied nat tne måóiiiy-rt"nc"ro, 
"iãñãi.'w" are, however, concernedabout the queuing storage, 

"rp"J¡"ìlv 
¿r" to n" rå.ììr,"t the development wiil only beable to access the south-bórtJÑrtion of 99w. Nðrt-hËornd traffic wishing to access thesite will have to make 

" 
u-tuinäìr,å ru. snerwoo¿ ¡niJrsect¡on. n..óioinò to 1"bre 4 ofthe Tls the northb.ouno ert-tuin ärl'u"r in the pM ú;k;ilr'oä'räîã!î'*ìtn o".r,groundtraffic onlv and will be zoo teãiwìñihe propos"ä.iä-uälopment incruded. The Tabreinco'ectlv states that the avJüoiå'rtoråge'¡s zoo rãåi rt is actua¡y onry approximatery100+ fgsl based on aerial pnotãr.-ine aËpr¡óan1;¡ffi; required to construct enoughstorage to accommodate tñ" 

-gsñ'pårc"ni¡¡" 
qr"rä, 

", 
per Highway Design Manuar.

99WSW Meinecke pkr,vy

According to Kittelson this intersectio-n meets the mobility standard in 2005 for the AMand PM peaks' the v/c rat¡os ãrá-0.ài.and 0.6i respectively. The intersection will meetthe mobility standard in 2008 *itnãrin" proposed devetopment for the AM and pMpeaks' the v/c ratios are 0.69 ano-o.oo ,espectively. The intersection will meet themobility standard for 2008 *¡Û, or¡uàut, thä v/c rat¡os'are 0.Tland 0.66 respectively.oDor is satisfied that the tãËiitv'ràndards 
"r" 

réi. iccording to table 4 of the Ttsthe southbound left-t-urn qu"uãr iå ine prr¡ p"àt *illiìe'22sfeet with background trafficonlv and will be 21.0-1":, ry,til"ï*osed deveropmenr incruded. The Tàore states
li:1'1j"il:Tili:,;lî'ir":;åàlirãåii rhe avairäbË;i;;"s" is aoequai". ruo mitisarion

ODOT Log No:2152



Conclusion

oDor does not object to the woodhaven crossing ll development provided thenece.ssary mitigation is conditioned by the cityoi õrrenvooo. oDor recommend thatthe citv condition the applicant to insialt tne riiniù;Ë;" at the cedar Brook accessas described above' o'rjor t"tott"n!9 that the city condition the applicant to extendthe northbound left-turn lane at Úre gòwN. sherwood Blvd intersection.as describedabove' 'oDoT also recommends that the_city 
"onoitiðr, 

the applicant to apply for anaccess permit' Thank you for allowing oDoî to päi¡.¡p"te in the Develop Reviewprocess for this project.

Sincerely,

Jason Grassman, p.E.

Cc: Tim Wilson, ODOT Senior planner
Marty Jensvord, oDor Region Access Management Engineer
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regon Oregon Department of Transportation
ODOT RegionlTheodore R. Kubngoski, Governor

1?3 NWFIr Sr
Portland, OR97209 - 4037
Tel ephone (503) 7 31 -8221

FAX (s03) 731-82s9DATE: May25,2006

Shenuood, Gity of
Planning Department
20 NW Washington St.
Sherwood, OR 971 40-ZBSI

Attn Julia Hajduk, Senior planner

SUBJECT: woodhaven crossing ll site plan, off-site lmprovements, and u{urns
9999W @ MP 1s.Ts (Cedar Brook Way)
City of Sherwood Case: Sp 06_02lLLA-ó6-O1ruAR 06_02
ODOT Land Use Case: 2152

I have rev¡ewed the emailfrom Marah Danielson which illuminates severalconcerns theCity of Sherwood has regarding the woodhaven ll Jevelopment. Marah had spoken toJulia Hajduk of the City on trrta¡it9th.

99W Cross-section
The city's Transportat¡o1 System Plan notes the planned cross-section of ggW will be 7lanes in the future. oDoT âgrees that right-or-*åv rr,"ll be dedicated for the proper 7lane section consistent wíth ä," H¡gh*ay Design Manual. oDoT does not, however,recommend constructing the third éouth-bound-througr, i"n" as a condition of thisdevelopment.

oDoT does recommend that the developer construct the shoulder, curb, and sldewalk
"JoÎ.g. 

frontage of ggW consistent with Hþhway óårid lr,t"nuat. The right-side shoutdershall be I'wide. The sidewalk shall be a minimur oî 6'wide. The decãlerafion (right-turn) lanes for cedar Brook_way and Meine"*é ËärL*áy shall be constructed as per theODOT Standard Drawing RD2ÍS.

Gedar Brook Access
The Cedar Brook Way public road connection to ggw is generally acceptable as shownon the Preliminary site plan sheet no. EX-3 dated 1ß1¡06. we support the city,srecommendation that the "McFall" driveways be aligned with the Ciiüeways to thedevelopment' oDoT recoÍnmends that thére be nõ driveways or parking along cedarBrook Way within 1S0' of the ggW connection.

ODOT Log No:2152



The applicant is advised to contact District 2A, ats03-22g-s002, to obtain the necessarypermits' Please contact me if you have questions regarding the content of this letter.

Sincerely,

Jason Grassman, p.E.

Cc: Tim Wilson, ODOT Senior planner
Marty Jensvold, oDor Region Access Management Engineer

ODOT Log No:2152



U-Turns
Kittelson and Associates prepared a Traffic lmpact study as requested by oDor. TheTls demonstrated that tnó ¿evÀtopÃent will noi further degrade the highway facitities.This means that mobility stanoãrã! w¡l¡ not be exceeãed and that the storage pockets(left and ríght turn lanes) snall nålãng enough to 

"..on'níåäriå1'tffi* *'rcentitequeues.

The Woodhaven ll development is along the southbound side of 9gW between sw EdyRoad and SW Meinecke Parkway. ît.ni. from the development wishing to travel northon 99w will need to make a u-tuin at the Meinecke Þrrk*ry, according to the Traffic
lTp39t study there is adequat" ito*g" in the left{urn lane for this maneuver.Northbound traffic wishing'to 

""ð"tr 
the development will need to make a u-turn at sw

[!1'ff;lÅ:i:f i'i,ff :,"illi*,",:1'"r&'J::[iï¡,*:i;:'m¿l*iiT;ffi 
'

intersection.

Please contact me at 503-731-8 221 rtyou have any questions regarding the contents ofthis memorandum.
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regon Oregon Department of Transportation
ODOT Region 1

123 NW Flanders StTheodore R. Kuk:ngoski, Govem<lr

Date: 6/5/06 Telephone (503) 731-8200
FAX (s03)73L-82s9

oDoT Response to Locat Land use Notification

The site is adjacent to the referenced state highway. ODOT has permitting authority for the state highway and aninterest in ensuring that the proposed land use is compatible with its safe and efficient operation. Please directthe applicant to the District Contact indicated below to determine permit requirements and obtainapplication information

Tra¡¡¡" Gontact: Jason Grassman PEt :ict 2A Contact:

ODOT RECOMMENDED LOCAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL[l curb' sidewalk' bikeways ;.1.; ;idening snati ue cà-nstructed as necessary to be consistent with the localTransportation system pran and oDor/ADA stãnoaius.- 
--'

x R¡ght of way dedi*ti9n as.necessary to accommodate the planned cross section identified in thè localTransportation system.Plan shall-b-e próvided ttrrough-Jàáo'ìo tre oregon Department of rransportation. Thededication must be t-o jne 9tq!" 9l orågon, oregon ó¿pañrent of rransportation. The oDor District contact wiil"sist in coordinating the dedication. o-oor snõuù präu¡oå'i"rification to the tocatjurisdiction that the dedication
'uirement 

has been fulfilled- The property owner must ue ihe signatory for the dedication and will beresponsible for a certified environmentål assessment of the site prior to transfer of property to the Department.

x Rn ODOT approsll permit(s) for access to the state highway or written determination ( e-mail, fax or mailacceptable) from oDoT that the'existing approach(es) are legal for the proposed use is required and must beobtained.

x Rn ODOT Miscellaneous Permit must be obtained for allwork in the highway right of way.

xRn OOOT Drainage Permit is required for connection to state highway drainage facilíties. connection will onlybe considered if the site's drainage naturally enters oóóir¡gnt of way. The applicant must provide oDor Districtwith a pretiminary drlnaog.nran õhowing (nã"ir t" ir,ã-rrig'hìu"y right of way.A drainage study prepared by an oregoi Registered pioi"îrìon"l Engineer is usuaily required by oDoT if:
1 ' Total peak runoff.entering the'highway right or wa/ is greater than I .77 cubicfeet per second; or2' The improvements creatõ an inciease of-the ¡mpéívious surface area greater than 1o,zsg square feet.

Please send a copy of the Notice of Decision including conditions of approval to:
ODOT Region 1 ptanning

Development Review
123 NW Ftanders St
Portland, OR 97213

.6ileposts: 1s.ss- 1sM

Legal Descripti
I 100sTax

on:25130D8

OR 99WState

Jurisdiction:
Site Address :21655SW Highway,Pacific

herwoodSof Case #:
nt: DevForestherwoodSSuitesame Comfortct NPro

229-5002503honeP
Phone: 731-8221503

Phone: (503) 731-8ZSB
Development Revi rah Danielsonew Planner: Ma

ODOT Log No: 2474

Sam Hunaidi



rrxnrbit c

Julia Hajduk

From: Linda Lopeman [lindal@pridedisposal.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 03, 2006 1:14 pM
To: Julia Hajduk

Subject: Woodhaven Crossing ll

HiJulia,

Sincerely,

Linda Lopeman
Pride Disposal Company
503€25-6177 ext 133

we have reviewed thepreliminary plans for-t!'rg trash enclosures (EX-1g), and the location of the trash enclosures(EX-3) ar woodhaven crossins ir, åiii;'sw p";iri"'Hid;;î. "

There are concerns with both the locations and designs of the trash enclosures at this site (approach, size, etc).

I have attached the overview of the Enclosure Requirements for the commerciallfront load containers. There isalso a sketch available that can o" ãiãJã"er. ¡¡m ñáóôi t"-rtîipìv more detait as necessary.

5/912006



DISPOSAL COMPANY
P.O. Box 820 Sherwood, OR 97140

Phone: ) 625-6177 Fax: s03) 62s-6r79

VT te Before

o The enclosure must be l0 feet deep by 20 feet wide (2 commercial
containers). Measurements given are for the inside walls of the enclosure.

o There should be No CENTER posT AT ACCESS poINT.

o Gates need to be hinged infront of walls not inside the walls. This will
allow for the extra 120-150 degrees in opening angle needed.

o Full swing gates required.

' Space between containers in enclosure allows access to glass recycling totes.

' Gates mustbe able to be pinned in the open and closed positions (lock
backs) - to keep the gates from potentiaily swinging intã vehicles.

' There must be 75' of unobstructed access to the front of the enclosure (no
parking island, parked vehicles, light pore, buildings, etc.).

. There must be25, of overhead clearance.

¡ Enclosure location must allow the truck(s) to safely re-enter traffic.

Please Note: This information is to be used for guidelines during the construction
of enclosures. These recommendations do not silnif,, our approial of the
construction; actual plans must be submitted forãppiovat. 

- -



Exhibit D

Resolution Z0O4{,4I
A RESOLII'ION APPROVING THE ADOPTION OF CITY OF S""RWOODIIÍAINTENANCE STANDARDS

wmREAS, the city þ idcntified a need to adopt parls a¡d Recreatioc MaintenanceStanda¡ds- Exhibít l, ãnq

\ilmREAs, the Pa¡ts r¡ndÌ.ecreation Boa¡d h¿ve rwiewed and approved &c proposedMaintenancc Standards; and - - --J r¡.Yç rçYletlre(r a¡u ap

Norv' TEEREFIORE, Tm crrrREsol,vEs AS,FoLrows:

*"nF rhe adoptioq of fte cltyof sherwood Maintc¡rance st¿rdards as desctibed in

' 
$ection 2: This Resolutioo slrall be effective rryon its approval and adoption

Dulypassedby the City Courc¡tthls 25th dayofMai20M.

ATTEST:

c.L. City

Rcsolution 2@4441
May25,2004
Page I of I with I Brtribi(s)



Citv of Sherwood
M4inten ance St"t ãr-rds

. Maintenarice of faciliti
ur,uil"u¡riry, *ãffi'ñifl;ffi"*"î** upon the extc'nt of landscape design, season of use, moisru¡e

$*iff#ffiiic works operations MlEger is resqonlibþ for inspecting ciry properry, homeowners
compriance wiil tnJÃìil ffii:i :Hl **üäï"ttñ*ãg,u" t", q"ä*ií,nå caiendar year ror

. e __=-ùvraw ù[U(¡<UUJ.

Ïhe city of sherwood Public worlcs Q*u"f^yaïger:is also responsibre for eirforcing adherencc ûo thestandards' If upon notification 
"f 

;ãJ;;";"-" stuodurd, th" hJ-eor"o"n association does not correct thedeniation" the homeowners 
^r"ì"tiã" *iìibe cited for a code violation

çlqraþle{ed-Q&
,ffiffffiåiJ nTlntaio all landscapc and parlcs and recreation facilities in good condition H€alth and'ffiåî.rËiff '##try;ru#,#ffi"lm,f*"*îtrdm

I

2.

above-ì

ffiå:##äiäîffiï 11or{ig to species *d 1.g:rsrs. fhe grass¡rnr be ¡nown
part orthc sc[edulå;-;ö U "#trHIl,"rbrll b";ä;

3. 
"è,.t]Ë."*: 

lhat no more tni t* p"t-trru *rã*-iî'-weeds pr.r"ot ui-y ,iro"..
Adeq'ate rertilizauol sball bc appliedto plant specíes according to tbeir optimum requirerrenis.
ffi$äïilî *u t¡rnes shJiäirc *."ir-*pprv "i'îùui*t, for the entire year. Nitroge,q

ffiHftTrHi u""n -à "'t'iil Û;"*f iö ä;n;;;äö:ä"1 nray modiry the
4. Irrigation

Frequency of i{gation shall þ6 adjusted to follow rainfall, tempemturq length of season" and demandsby plant metabolittl"pe"ioto i*irã'"o over' or unde¡-watering of plants and lawns. Inspection of'irrigation svstels t¡"u u"ptÑäy"-".qy," øãuryäiri.us problenrs affecting inigationr. 
"¡nå*#åïe 

and efticiencv' n'p"i* sr'"u úp*roää nî"ånur.
Litte¡ conhol shall be provi{ed a minimum of three timcs per y:"k g a park or open space. Extre,neryhigMow visitation may t""it" th"-Ë""rry. no.pà"i".'rï"u u" plentiful enough to hold all trash

6- *çerated 
betwesri servicing witho"li""*irv oì"ãätg]'ioo *ro sba,l be presenr on site.

slt8l2004.
c:\Doormørb ard se$¡r¡9s\martind\tocaf settr:n9s\Ter¡*.rå,î*r*, ores\oucg\parks and Recreation Mainter¡ance Star¡dards vêrsion

i\o.



Frequency shatlte dlctated.pmna¡ilrb1æ..9cies^ and variety of trees and shrubs. Length of growingseason and design concept is also u ðooloiüog factor, * u¡ä cripp"¿ hedges versus nåtural styte.Timing shall be spheduled to take aalantae¡ 
.oJ 

rp""¡l go*ing characteristics. pruning practices shallfollow standards of International society oi¡rt"1.i"JÀir OSA) to maintainplants in optimal conditionfor each species, and all plant ro* rnuu u";h,rüä;i*p the plants in their narural growthhabits' except \s9 s.nliti{ ty aesþ;"ïr;-"äil;;tr"t shapes. Tree basins, stakes and treegr¡ys shall be rnaintained and replacez! as "..d;;ã rb"u b" re,noved when no longer required-7.

controlprogrannuyusc" 
: applicationofchemicalormech¿nical conhols designed to "li.i*t "ur.i"Jpt 

íuË". 2) Integrated pest management:witbholding any controls-until such time ry r*tr å"i"*ä" darnage to plant materials or become adeuronstated initant inthe casc of bees, fliå, morõitöä,o etc. problems shall be observed at anearly stage and conected t\ çtç' rroolerns sna

8. Liehting
Mainte¡cance shalt nlsyve the originat design-Damaged syrsteos shau be rc,paired withinthe fust

,. q*fiåk 
of discovcrv' nulb rephdot sbaü te do;;ii;;-üe fi¡st wcckafteitn" ãut"g" ¡, reported.

- swe"pin* ctilil}lfh-g 
:{9*.f** sbalt bc done so no accqrnulation of sand dirt or leavesdfutrâct from thc appcarancc or ùfery of the .*- R;;;iü of su¡faces or røsurfacing shall occr¡rwüeoweathcrS¡'ãattavb"g,¡¡ldd.¡;;;räXr#irthe 

appcaranccof the surfacc. rointmaínteqa¡rce shalt occur ooce fr ycar for areas ,hrr;ääair. Rqainting * *-ouiö;f :"ä"*"slrall occurwheirwcathctorwä'd#..t" thöö#ofthe covering. stains to zurfaces shaltbe removed *qF *tn" ;i*"- ¿.^ or"ryu ,ñü æîiu"¿ offor painred over within thc firsrworting weck aner rcpórtea *ËuG"¿ -- w s.,trcû on or pa'oted ov€r

I0. 
foiags"or_""rø"*t

ffifäff *J* *W inspected as needed but no less frequ€ntly

' 
11,

Repairs to all cle'mcats .a upon discovery, provided rcplacemeotpatts and technicians are availabte to accogntirh thej"bl;ì"ssoo looger than within the first weelg
' \ilhen disn¡ption to thepubli" .ight T.t"j; *d td t=Poj, not critical, rc,pairs rnay be postponed to aless disniptive,time p*"¿ sur"tl 

""¿ 
n*rth irzues;haÍ b" r€paired immediately.t" 

p€ryear.Fertilizing, discase control ¿itu"¿qittg' p.rÐi;;;üh;*essary shrub replacemeirts and weedingsball be performed at least every t*ro ;""fÁ. ff, ¿*¡rãî".¿""¿ is mos0y wced f¡ec. Dead ordaeag€d pl¡nts ¡¡¡t shrubs s' aú be r*.rJ 
"r¿-ör"ä örp,ly, considering optimum weathcrcönditions and plant $¡rvival. 

- -- ** 'vt'Eq vrr

13. Reshooms - -.
-wtãpt"idd 

reshoors shall reccive.q"ylglo lsss rhrn 3 times per weelc. Mainte¡rance shall be
ro. rJ#ti$.H*nse to higMow use pe'io,¡s:iffiläffi-" will not be permitred.

Fcatu¡es such as-water featurcs, drinkíng-fountains, signs, sorlpture, spcaker s1æterns, structural art,flag poles orparking a¡d crowá *"TJi*i:::;ttîËor*u i*"grul design- Maintenancêrequire'ments can val drastically but it sho]{d be aá.i,--:"; maintain the inte,nt of the fe¿tures.15' Trail conidors - The Trail corridortnsists of the trail's surfac e,4 fø*rcn each side of the trail (and

ffiffi:;car 
tne trail which bas the potential of interfering with rrail users) and I 0 feer above the

condition in¡pections sball be conducted on a quartedy basis; inventories and inspection records oftrail featu¡es (bridges, signagq borards, r"tuiþq *1ns, benches, steps) shalr be updated andmaintained on a a¡rnual uu"tt; il"n *oiäãr rrr"ll bç fr".'ornuorå" t"r,rairrg protruding limbs, hazañtrees' potholes, and fallen debris; vanaaürJ **¡ rr,uu u" r"ñräînhin 4g hours; cut debris shallnot be piled adjacent to trails, instead it ;haù Le either spread out to mimic natural conditions or
'2ort 

\\ \ .
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16.

Most of these properties are inteirded to in a natu¡al state and as a result thesc areas arenot subject to intørsive maintsna¡rgs activities.
Litter and hazard t¡€c removal shall be accomptished ycarly or on an..as rqrorted,, basis.

17. Tree*Plq¡t or Shrub Replacement
Deqd or da-aged trees, pt"ntt or shnrbs, shall be replaced within 2 weeks of discovcry. Thereplacene't species snaù is t" ;i;h td ;,tsd;üäÄii;#Tffffiä*s 

doing so.

Anysubstinrtion req}est snau ue submittedþ*ltioe*iththelocationof 
theplanÇ tree orshn¡b andthe reason ror the subst¡tud; t" rh;frrbtt" w;,bö;äö'Manager for approvzr.18. Water Qualitj, Facilities .- 

*- ' sv4v vv rr¡Áð \4'€rauoûs

As require4 my arou+d the feacc, m9wroad, removcfueesbtockinginlet andoutleÇ and¡emove all. noxiors veecratiol At a itrainag" åirct, y*Ã ;h"u ñ älili"t 
"o¿ 

maiñtained on both sides of thel"ätr#.1ffiif;?åji:ili*ã"iiffi åäi"i"i"or,orrheditoh.Mowinanda¡oundthe

5/l8¿0qt
3 of3
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Homeowner's Association Maintenance Guidelines

The following guidetines shall be applied to all areas within Homeowner's
Association Boundaries. Deviations shall only be allowed with the approval of the
Homeownerts Board of Directors.

A) TraÍls:
1) Definition of Clearance Area:

(a) The surface of the trail and the air space ten (10) feet above the trail,
and the surface of the ground within a three (3) foot border on either side
ofthe trail and the air space ten (10) feet above the three (3) foot border.

2) Trail Surface
(a) Homeowner's Association (..HOA,') Responsibilities:

(i) Inspect trail surface on a monthly basis from November through
April, and on a bi-weekly basis during seasons of increased trail
usage (May through September) to ensure trail surface is clear of
obstructions such as rocks, wood debris, leaves, soil runoff, litter,
and animal waste.
(ii) Remove litter, animal waste, and debris within the Clearance

(b) citylr'ff#3åJrË',ð,o,,ll,non, ibiliti es :
(i) Repair Potholes, root damage and miscellaneous damage to the
trail surface material.

3) Drainage:
(a) City Responsibilities:

(i) clear culvert and drainage feature obstructions. Repair culverts
and drainage features when necessary to ensure proper operation.

4) Vegetation:
(a) HOA Responsibilities :

(i) Inspect Clearance Area on a monthly basis to ensure that it
remains free of shrubs and trees as follows:
(ii) Remove all limbs of shrubs and trees that extend across or into
the Clearance Area in accordance with standard arbor care
guidelines and recommendations.
(iii) Preserve native species of vegetation outside of the clearance
Area (excluding noxious vegetation listed on the Oregon
Department of Agriculture's Noxious Weed euarantine)
(iv) Limit pesticide use by applying pesticides in such a fashion as
to limit exposure to water features and native vegetation.

Page 1 of4
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rlomeowner's Association Maintenance Guiderines

(v) where HoA maintenance activities remove ground cover and
expose bare soil outside the clearance Area, HoA shall reseed the
disturbed area with a native seed mix as soon as possible.

5) Hazard Trees:
(a) Definition of Hazard Tree: Any tree 5 inches or greater in diameter at
breast height that a certified arborist deems unstablJand likely to fall
across the trail.
(b) HOA Responsibilities:

(i) Inspect clearance Area on an annual basis for trees suspected to
beHazardTrees.

_. qÐ Report suspected Hazard,Trees to City.
(c) Ciry Responsibilities:

(i) Remove Hazard,Trees if the city determines that removal is
deemed necessary to maintain safe operation of the trail.
(ii) cut Hazard rrees so that stump trãignt does not exceed twelve
(12) inches from the ground ur -",*ur"d on the uphill side of the
stump.
(iii) Leave felled HazardTrees as down woody debris within the
natural area outside of the clearance Area. top timus to reduce
slash concentration and scatter the clearing ¿eü¡s outside the
Clearance Area and in a ma¡urer as to not affect the overall
esthetics along the trail. Do not leave felled Hazañ.trees parallel
with the trail unless there are sufficient barriers to prevenithem

B) Warer Quariry 
"".Tälllling 

or sliding onto the trail'

1) Drainage:
(a) Ciry Responsibilities:

(i) clear culvert and drainage feature obstructions. Repair culverts
. and drainage features whernecessary to ensure proper operation.

(b) Litter:
(i) HOA Responsibilities:

(a) Inspect water euality Facilities on a monthly basis for
litter.

ft) Remove litter.
c) Vegetation:

(Ð HOA Responsibiliries:
(a) Mow/cut natural grässes during growing season on a
monthly basis.
(b) Prune trees/bushes as necess ary to ensure drainage.

Page 2 of 4
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Homeowner's Association Maintenance Guidelines

(c) Remove noxious weeds as listed on the Oregon
Department of Agriculture's Noxious Weed euarantine.

C) Open Space:
1) Noxious Weeds:

(a) City Responsibilities:
i) Inspect Open Space on a monthly basis for noxious weeds as
listed on the oregon Department of Agriculture's Noxious v/eed
Quarantine.
(ii) Remove any noxious weeds and/or employ management
techniques to prevent the spread of infestations.
(iii) Following abatement, take actions necessary to restore natural
vegetation to prevent further weed outbreaks.

(b) Litter:
(Ð HOA Responsibilities:

(a) Inspect Open Space on a quarterly basis for litter.
(b) Remove litter.

(c) Trees:
(i) City Responsibilities:

(a) Preserve all existing trees in natural areas
(b) Leave dead trees (snags) standing within natural areas
as wildlife habitat, as long as it poses nohazardto homes,
streets or trails.
(c) Undertake restoration projects as necessary to preserve
natural vegetation.

D) Maintained Landscape: (all items rroa Responsibility)
1) Turf Care:

(a) Mowing of inigated turf areas will be accomplished weekly beginning
in March and continuing through November. Depending on grôwiñg
conditions, mowing will be accomplished monthly in Oicember, January
and February. All clþings will be removed.
(b) Edging of turf areas along curbs, sidewalks, planter beds, etc., will be
accomplished every two weeks during growing ieason.
(c) Obstacles that do not have plant"r b"ds sunounding them will be
trimmed each mowing visit.
(d) Fertilizing of turf areas will be provided 6 times yearly to insure proper
health and color.
(e) At the completion of each maintenance visit, all sidewalks, curbs etc.,
will be cleared to remove all debris.

Page 3 of 4
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Homeowner's Association Maintenance Guiderines

2) Weeds:
(a) All turf areas will be sprayed yearlyfor germinated broadleaf weed
control. 80% contror wilr be achieved with ách apprication.
(b) All landscaped areas will be hand weeded at låast 3 times monthly.
(c) Hand spraying of weeds in all planter bed areas to control unwanted
weeds and grasses will be a".ompìirhed twice monthly February through
October.
(d) Pre-germination control of perennial and annual weeds will beperformed twice yearly.

3) Ground Cover:
(a) Trimming of ground cover off walks, selected shrubs, trees, walls,

_buildings, etc. will be performed three tiles yearly.
4) Leaf Control:

(a) Leaf control will be performed monthly October through ¡anuary. g0o/o
of all fallen leaves to be removed each o.rurr.n.", with a total removal
being provided during the last scheduled visit.

5) Fertilizing:
(a) Fertilizing of shrubs, ground cover, and ornamental trees shall be donetui9: yearly. Fertilizing wilr be accomplished by means of surface
applications.

6) Pruning:

(a) Pruning to bedone-twice yearry as required for proper growth,
development, and traffic coniror. scuþting, pooJurrg, extensive dead
wood removal, (or types that detour trãtur¿ gto*rt pattems), will beprovided on an as needed basis subject to BJard approval.

7) Irrigation:
(a) lrigation will be provided during growing season as needed to prevent
distress and maintain an attractive green appearance.

8) Insecticide Spraying:
(a) Spraying for the control of insect and disease on plant material will beprovided as needed basis subject to Board approval.

9) Annual Flowers:
(a) Annual flowers will be planted in designated areas to achieve year
around color.

10) Rough Areas:
(a)_Mow approximately 6 times per year. Spray perimeters as necessary
and appropriate to control un*orrt"d gemriiatitri.

ñ^^^ t -r .rdgc + ul ¿+
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woodhaven Homeo\ilner's Association Maintenance Guidelines

Clearing
Limits

Ileight (8 ft)

Figure 2-Clearance Area

August 17,2004 Page 6 of 6





Exhibit E

TUALATIN VALLEY FIRE & RESCUE - S(
COMMUNITY SERVICES . OPERATTONS r FIRI1\ralatín

ßtire &

May 24,2006

Julia Hajduk
Senior Planner
22560 SW Pine Street- ------€heñl/ood, OR 97140

5)

Thank you fgr the opportunity to review the proposed site plan surrounding the above named
development project. ln order for Tualatin vâlei Fire & ntiiðue to approvõ this project, the following
items are required to be addressed and the coriections approved:

r) FIRF AIIARATY9 4c9FS9 BoAD DISTANCE FRoM BUILD¡NG AND ruRNARouNDs: Access
roads shall be within 150 feet of a as
measured by an approved route around the exterior of the building. An approied turnaround is
required if the remaining distance to an approved intersecting roaãway, ai'r"""ured along the fire
apparatus access road, is greater than 1S0 feet. (lFC SO3.1.i)

2l DEAQ END-.ROADS: Dead end fire apparatus access roads in excess of 1S0 feet in length shall be
provided with an approved turnaround. (lFC 503.2.5) Please refer to the FÍre Distríct,s Fire Code
Applicatíons GuÍde for specifications:
httD://rnnnnr.tvfr.com/DepUfm/consUdoc files/fire code aoolications ouide.pqf

3) P!4olfA! AggESS,RoAPs - MULTIPLE FoR RESIDENTIAL: Developments of one - andtwo-familydwellingswheretrre,andwherevehiclecongestion,
adverse terrain conditions, or other factors that coul-d limit access shaú be provide with not lesé than
two approved means of access. (lFC D107)

4l BEMSTENFSS: Where two access roads are required, they shall be placed a distance apart equal
to not less than one half of the length of the maximum overail diagonaidimension of the piopertf or
area to be served, measured in a Jtraight line between acceisesl (lFc D104.3)

Re: Woodhaven ll Sp 06. 02

Dear Ms. Hajduk;

When buildings are completely protected with an automatic fire sprinkler system, the
requirements for fi re apparatus access may be modified as approved by the fire code official. (lFC
503.1.1)

6) FIRE APPABATUS ACGE9S BOADS WITH FIRE HYDRANTS: Where a fire hydrant is located onafireapparatusaccessroad,feet.(lFCD10ã.1)
7',1 TUENING-R-ADIUS: The inside turning radius and outside turning radíus shall be not less than 2B

feet and 48 feet respectively, measureã from the same center point. (lFC 503.2.4 & D1o3.3)please
refer to the Fire Distríct's Fire Code Applicatíons Guide tor speàífications:
htto://unvr,v.tvfr.com/Deot/fm/consUdoc fiiés/f¡re code aooiications ou ide.pdf

8) PAII{TFP,9una=9i {h9re required, fire apparatus access roadway curbs shall be painted red and
marked "NO PARKING FIRE LANE" at approved intervals. Lettering shall have a stroke of not less
than one inch wide by six inches high. Leitering shall be white on rãd background. (lFC s03.3)

9) GATFF¡ Gates securing fire apparatus roads shall compty with ail of the foilowing: (tFC D103.S)
Minimum unobstructed width shall be 16 feet, or two t-o root sections with a cénie, post or island

7401 SW Washo Court o Tualatin, Oregon 97062 ¡ phone: SO3-6i2-Z0OO o Fax: 503-612-ZOO3 r www.tvfr.com



Gates shall be set back at minimum of 30 feet from the intersecting roadway.
Gates shall be of the swinging or sliding type
Manual operation shall beiaþable by one person
Electric gates shall be equipped with a r"åns foi operation by fire department personnel
Locking devices shall be approved.

to) FIR,F,TYPRAN,L NUMBER ANP DISTRIBUTION: The minimum number and dishibution of fire hydrantsavailabletoabuildingsnatlnffiAppendiiC,Tablec105.1.

o Existing hydrants in the area mã@ed number of
approved. Hydrantg{ralglg rrplg _600 feet away from the nearest point of
that is protected with fire spr¡ntile-rsmay contr,ibuie to the required number

hydrants as
a building
of

' Hydrants that are separated from the subject building by railroad tracks shall not contribuie to
the required number of hydrants unless aþproved bythã fire code official.

o Hydrants.that are separated from the subject building by divided highways or freeways shall
not conhibute.to the required number of hydrants. néavity traveled-collector streets ónly as
approved by the fire code official.

' Hydrants that are accessible only by a bridge shall be acceptable to contribute to the required
number of hydrants onry if approved by theire code officiar.

ProvÍde hydrant locations and available fire flow for fÍre fíghting water.
rr) Fire hydrants shall be located not more

rnan 1c reer lrom an approved fire apparatus access roadway. (lFc c102.1)
tz) REFLF,CTIVE HYDBANT M,ARKERS: Fire hydrant locations shalt be identified by the instattation of

reflective markers. rne mã*ers sñãäTã utue. mey snair óe located adjacent aná to the side of the
centerline of the access road way that the fire hydraírt ¡s locateu on. ln case that there is no center
line, then assume a centertine, and place the reilectors accordingly. (lFC S0B.S.4)

13) 
S|RF HYDRANT/FITE DEPARflT¡|ENTcoNNEcTtoN: tf automatic fire sprinklers are provided, a
!çhydrantshallbe¡rtmentconnection(FDc).Firehydrantsand
FDC's shall be located on the same side or tne tre apöaiaiu, u""uæ roadway. FDCs shall normally
be remote except when approved by the fire cooe omð¡àr . (vc grz.z)

ra) 
Approved fireapparatusaccessroadwaysanotoperationalpriorto

any combustible construction or storagl of óombustibie materials on the site. (lFC i¿'to.l & 1412.1)
r5) I',No¡ BoX: A Knox-Box for building access may be required for these buildings. please contact the

Fire Marshal's office for an order forñr and instruótions rËfaioing instauation ano ¡acãmJ.ì. iiFö 
' -

so6)

lf there are any questions, prease contact me at (503) 612-1012.

Sincerely,

K-"*r' 74oL¿;".V

Karen Mohling
Deputy Fire Marshal

2
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Cityof d
Hngineering
Land Use Application
Comments
To: Julia Hajduk, Senior planner

From: Lee Harrington, Engineering Department

Project: Woodhaven Grossing 2, Sp 06-02

Date: May 9, 2006

I reviewed the information provided for the above-cited project and have the following comments.
Generally, ll9 pro.iect will need to meet the engineérinòãñãoesign standards of the-city of sherwood
and Clean Water Servíces (cWS). Additionaliequ¡rerñeÀtt ur" ouflined below.

Sanitarv Sewer
The applicant proposes to extend the sanitary sewer from an existing manhole northeast of the project
near the intersection of Cedar Creek and Hig'hw"y SSW- fhe extenJion would parallel Highway'99W
until intersecling the proposed Cedar Brook-Way. At this point the line would proceed up Cedar Brook
Way approximately 240' before accessing the site ui" ih¿ þroposed private orive.

This approach is acceptable to the City of Sherwood's Engineering Department, providing
specifications and requirements set tort¡ ¡n the Clean Waier Serviês besign and Construction
Standards are met.

It should be noted that a sanitary manhole currently exists north of the site, not far from the northern
most proposed catch basin for Cedar Brook Way. 

'Barring 
design and/or access constraints, the

Applicant may want to access the sanitary system at thisioint instead of attempting a longer route
through an environmentally sensitive area.

Water
The city contracts with.Tualatin Valley Water District (T\/WD) for review and approval of engineering
plans related to the water system. The applicant proposes to extend an existing public 12" water mãin
on Highway g9W, near proposed building b, north tobedar Brook Way. This liñe would parallel
Highway 99W until intersecting the Ceda'r Brook Wáv. rrãrn here it would extend up Cedar Brook
way and access the site just north of the proposed eastern approach.

For the purpose of looping.the water system, the Engineering Department recommends the main line
in Cedar Brook Way be extended to th-e western end of the street and stubbed out for future
development.

To prevent future construction and subsequent patching of the newly created Cedar Brook Way, the
Engineering Department recommends installation of service laterals for tax lots 1001 and 1002 as a
requirement of this project.
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Date:
Page:

Storm Sewer

Hwv 99W:

Woodhaven Crossing 2, Sp 06-02
May9,2006
2of3

with the extension of the water main and installation of taterals to tax lots 1001 and 1002, thesherwood Engineering DepartmàÀii¡nJr the water design acceptable, however it should be notedthat rualatin Vailey wãter b¡strict *¡ii n"uu the finar say on the water design.

The applicant proposes to collect the onsite and street water via a pipe system directed to a stormwater facility located on the north side of cedar g.ok wàv. The storm water facifity then dischargesnorth of the intersect:"1-91 Highway 99w and d¡;il;!, w"y and flows overrand untir reachingcedar creek' This approachls acäeptable pr*¡o¡ng tãìnat design meets specifications andrequirements set forth in the clean water services Design and construction standards.
Please note that cws standards require maintenance access for water quality facilities, (cwsAppendix B, 1.4.a), an issue not aoã'ressed in the Appricant,s current proposar.

storm drainage for-Highwa.y 9!w appears to be a swale paralleling Highway g9w and locatedbetween the sidewalkãnd ít" or¡lãin!.site. The Engineering Department recommends this swale bebuilt to clean water services stãnãàiäs ano tnátãiiil;Ër and tandscaped areas are maintained bythe Woodhaven Crossing lf Homàowner,s Association.

Transportation
Cedar Brook Way:
This proposed street represents the first leg of a new road-that will eventually connect Highway ggwto Meinecke Parkway aitne ceoãr-eioo! wuv-rr¡ã¡nuòlðÞarr*ay roundabout. The new road wi¡also provide access Íor tax rots iôol ånd 1002 to the north.

As per figure 8-1of the Transportation system Plan, (TSp), this road is designated as a local street.Figure 8-5a shows ty.pical 
"oängrràiions 

for local strèets.'Th" Applicant has received a letter ofconcurrence dated March ¡1, zöóo iräm the c¡tt ilõ'il;r regarding the preliminary design of thisstrggt' 
vr¡' Er rvrr rsvr

For safety's sake and t:1Í:.T""qgefglt the.city will require a center turn lane, no parking on eitherside of the street, street lights anàäbi¡ef center;,"áilü;ated at the "right-in, right out,, intersectionof Highway g9W and Cedár erook W;y.

should the Applicant desire to extend this median a short distance up cedar Brook way with a fullycurbed section including. a landscapuoitt""à 
"Ë;i;päd, such design wourd be encouraged by theEngineering Department and creatä á visraìryãppàåi,iöîireetscape simitar to the sunset Boutevardentrance to the original Woodhaven óevelopmunï. 

- ."" -'

Additional requirements for cedar Brook way are that driveways for tax lots 1001 and 1002 align withthe proposed driveways for wooonãvln croésing a¡.-' 
-"'-

Emergency access 
!o_r 

the site will likely be dictated by TVF&R. As a side note, page 16 theApplicant's narrative proposes a grassðrete.emergãñóy utt"r, to Meinecke Road. unfortunately thisaccess is not shown in the preliminary àrawings. 
e-"vr yv!

This is a state highway' Therefore, the applicant will need to meet the requirements of BorH thestate and the city for improvements ànã 
".."r, to this road. should oDor requirements conflict with
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Woodhaven Crossing 2, Sp 06-02
May 9, 2006
3of3

tlq:: of Sherwood, then the more stringent requirement shall prevail. Design criteria for Highway99w within the city Limits can be found'in figure B-àt;ithe shenvood rransportation plan.
A summary of the requirements from this figlrre is shown berow:

ROW

Paved Width
Curb Width

Sidewalk width
Tree Lawn (Parkway strip)
Design speed

122 ft (min)

42ft(3 south bound lanes with 1 bike lane)

6 inches

6ft
5fr
45 mph

Pages 28 and 29 of^the Applicant's narrative suggest retocating the bikeway outside the paved
section.of Highway 99W and.including a bike oi.",gn *¡tr tn" hîghway frontáge improvements. lt
should be noted that any variations to tne TSP wilireqrir" 

"pprovalfrom 
both oDöT and the City of

Sherwood.

Additionally sheet EX-6 of the Applicant's drawings do not appear to indicate the addition of a third
south bound travel lane along the frontage of thiJsite as is required by TSp detail g-3b.

As can also be seen in figure 8-3b, curb and gutter will be required along the Highway ggW frontage
as well as a five-foot.planter strip and six-fooisidewalk. Street trees ma-y be located behind the
sidewalk if oDoT objects to suih in the planter strip. At ã minimum, street lighting should be provided
at the connection of Cedar Brook Way to Highway bgW.

Çradinq and Erosion Control:
Retaining walls within public easements or the public rightof-way shall require engineering approval.
Retaining walls with a height of 4 feet or higher locateoän privatä propeftf wiil req-uire a pérm¡ifrom the
building department.

City.policy requires that prior to grading, a permit is obtained from the Buitding Department for allgrading on the private portion of tne s¡te.

The Engineering Department requires a grading permit for all areas graded as part of the public
improvements. The.Engineering permit tãr graãi;ì! àr inã puuric impiovements is reviewed, approved
and released as part of the public improvemênt ptãns. i

Other Enqineerinq lssues:
Public easements are required over all public utilities outside the public right-of-way. Easements
dedicated to the City of Shenryood are exclusive easements unless otherivise authorized by the city
Engineer.

An eight-footwide public utility easement is required adjacent to the right-of-way on each side of
cedar Brook way and parallei to and abutting in" porti,jntr Hign*uy õgw that fronts this project.

Allexisting and proposed utilities shall be placed underground.

Applicant to provide an approved DSUACOE permit prior: to release of engineering plans.



Exhibit G

Commul^,,
Engineering Department

22560 SW Pine Street
Sherwood, OR 97140

503-925-2309

March 31,2006

Mr. Brad Kilby
Otak
17355 SW Boones Ferry Road
Lake Oswego, OR g70ii-5217

RE: LETTER OF CONCURRENCY F'OR STREET MODIF'ICATIONS OF CEDARBRooK wAy _ woonrravnñ õnossrnc rr rurru,ruArruNs

This letter is in resoonse to a request for modification of street standards as they apply to the eastend of cedar Brooi Yll * u pil;i;h. proposed deveropment for w;"Jh;;;" crossing II.The request was dated v*"n5+-itioä';¿ received rro.nllu*"r Brad Kilby of orak.
The Applicant proposes a 52-foot right-of-way width with a 36-foot paved section, two variable-width planter strins (never 

"..i;t;;ñ 5 feeQ, t*o *"*¿ering g-foot sidewalks, variable widthutility easemenßãn each ti¿", *a æ itr" crry ihgi*.rîäiscretion, no parking on either side ofthe street. 
_, ____, vrry ¡_zrë,ruç(rr_ s trlscreuon, no parlfln

This would be a modification to a 64-foot righf-oÊway \Midth with a 36-foot paved section asshown in the Neighborho"d R;;t.;oign in ne*" s-'5;;f the Transporration system pran.

I concur with the Aoplicant's findings,ry !þ proposed alternate provides everything required ofa typical 36-foot neighborho"Jtã"ìãä"¿ 
fjs a largerplanter strþ and meandering sidewalk,thus creating a safer atmosphere rotp"ã"rtrians as õ"iiÀìuisually appealing streetscape.

Additionally please.note that this concurrence is limited to the modifications mentioned and isnot an approval of the Applicant's overall rtt Já"ligrl är.r", such the location of accesspoints' the design of theiãnn"tiãn a nign*uy téuäJ;r other srreer design issues will beaddressed in rhe formar t*d u,";;;;;;. r otner sreet oesrgtr

i*ålnffi""it 
questions regarding this concurrence or other engineering related issues,

Sincerel¡

t

Gene Thomas
City Engineer

CC: Lee Harrington
Julia Hajduk



Department of State Lands
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 100
Salem, OR 97301-1279
Phone: 503-378-3805

DSL Permit I

.Corps No:

Permit Type:

Waterway:
County:
Expires:

K& F Development, LLC/Briøn Schnell

rrxrllDtf rl

Removal/Fill

Ceda¡ Cr.AVetland

Washington

May 15, 2007

IS AUTHORIZED INACCORDANCE WITH.
- ORS 196.800 TO 196.990;unã 

-
- Sections 40 I and 404 of the Clean Water Act.

TO PERFORM THE OPERATIONS DESCzuBED IN THE ATTACHED COPY OF THE APPLICATION, SUBJECT TO
THE SPECIAL CONDITIONS LISTED ON ATTACHMENT A AND TO THE FOLLOWING TERMS AND CONDITIONS:

1. This permit covers the requirements of the U.S. Army Corps óf Engineers (Corps) federal dredge and fill permit as allowed in
the State hogrammatic Gene¡al Pen4it (SPGP), as desðribed in ATTÁCHMENT-S e an¿ g.
2. Violations of the tenns and conditions of this permit are subject to administrative and/or legal action, which may include
cessation of work, civil penalties, revocation of the permit o. otlt"r restoration actions. The pãrmiuee (permit Holder) is
responsible for the activities of all conhactors or other operators involved in work done at the site or under this permit, unless
oflicially transferred by the Deparfinent.
3. This permit does not authorize trespass on or any damage to the properly of others, including public lands. This permit does
not grant any property rights or exclusive privileges, The Permit Holdlr shall obtain all necessary access permits oi rights-of-
way before entering lands owned by another.
4' This permit does not authorize any work that is not in compliance with local zoning or other local, state, or federal regulation
pertaining to the operations ar¡thorized by this permit. The Pãrmit Holder is responsi6le for obtaining the necessary Federal,
state and local approvals and permits before proceeding under this permit.
5' All work done under this pgrmi_t must comply with Oregon DEQ iegulations pertaining to water quality, Sections 401 and 404
of the Clean Water Act, and Section 7 of the Endangered Speciesìcf as appliðable. Specific water quality provisions for this

rject are set forth on Attachment A.
dmployees of the Corps, Deparünent of State Lands, and all duly authorized representatives of the Director shall be permitted

access to the project area at all reasonable times for the purpose of inspecting work performed under this permit.
7. My Permit Holder who objects to the conditions of that þortion of ùris peimit issued under oRS 196.800 to 196.990 (oregon
Removal-Fill Law) may request a hearing from the Director; in writing, within twenty-one (21) calendar days of the date this
permit was issued.
8. In issuing this permit, the Department of State Lands makes no representation regarding the quatity or adequacy of the
permitted project design, materials, construction, or maintenance, exiept to 

"pprouã 
the pioject;s Aesign and matãrials, as set

forth in the permit application, as satisfying the resource protection, scenic, sàiety, recreâtioï, and public access requirements of
ORS Chapters 196, 390 and related administrative rules,
9' The Permit Holder shall defend and hold harmless the State of oregon, the Federal Government, and their offrcers, agents, and
employees from any claim, suit, or action for propeÉy damage or perõnal injury or death arising out of the design, matãrial,
construction, or maintenance of the permitted improvements.

NOTICE: If removal is from state-owned submerged and submersible land, the apþlicant must comply with leasing and royalty
provisions of oRS 274.530. If the project involves creation of new lands by filling on state-ôwned iutmergea or zubmersible
lands, you must comply \ryith oRS 274.905 - 274.940. This permit does not relieve the permit Holder of an obligation to secure
appropriate leases from the Deparhnent of State Lands, to conduct activities on state-owned submerged or submãrsible lands.
Failure to comply with these requirements may result in civil or criminal liability. For more information about these
requirements, please contact the Departrnent of State Lands, 541-3gg-6112.

Michael Morales, W Region Manager
\iletlands & Waterways Conservation Div
C ,n Department of State Lands

May 15, 2006
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Attachment A Permit conditions

This permit authorizesthe placement of up to 390 cubic yards and removal of up to 3g0 cubic yards of gravel and nativematerial in T 2s' R lw' seition 30D, r* mt.rooo, 1001, 
"n¿ 

ioôi-in floodplåin *"tr"nã, orcedar creek, washingtoncounty, as ourrined in the aftachea p."rii"ppri""ii"", ."p .ïä å..*i"gr, dared March 30,2006.

åii;iå:ïHl"îjtË,$Ïåå"ifiorary fills or structures, shall be conduded ro avoid or minimize water qualiry impacts

EXCLUSIONS

3. This permit does not authorize any of the following:a' The consüuction of substations or ïc.::s.oid, fo, utility lines in waters of the stare including wetlands.b' Frac out' or the clean up associated with a frac oui i"'rin'g ïorirontal directional drilling activities.
ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT COMPLIANCE

4' If the project may affeet a u's' Fish and wildlife service species listed under the Endangered Species Act or it,s criticalhabitat the project shall confo-rm to theãpptic"ur" nr-"¡L", ñffi crit".iu described in "õriteria for ORNHIC Review of
;åTî* 

covered under the sPcP, or"gán Ñ;rr;iùä;*;îä;",ion cenrer, oregon state universþ', dated May 4,

5' If, at any time during the performance of authorized work, the permit holder becomes aware of the presence of a previouslyunknown federally listed ih¡eatened or endangered species o, iir-huuitrt (either on or adjacent to the project site), the
ïAiÏrtffïlìi'lrä;å'3:"lv cease u"iiuitiã, *¿"ã,'ry oìî. rhe actìvities shau nJ continue until approved by DSL in

.CONSTRUCTION TIMING
6' Fill and removal activities in cedar creek shall be conducted between July l and september 30, unless otherwise approvedin writing bv ODSL, after coordin"ti;;irh o;Fw, äiäärr*ces when appropriate.

GENERAL

7 ' A copy of this permit shall be available at the work site whenever authorized operations are being conducted.
8' Afte^r providing nol]:e to.the applicant, DS-L, th9 co¡ps, and the services, when appropriate, may at reasonable times and ina safe manner, enter and inspeðf authorized p-:*t, iãi*"r.'"".pri."ce with thï p";;;.
g ' The Department of S^tate Lanrl-s, the corps,. and the services, when appropriate, retain the authority to stop or modifi theproject in case of unforeseen damage to'nut rut resources or if the project is not in compliance with these conditions.l0' All projects authorized under the sPGP are subject to the terms of the spGp, 40r water euality certification, and otherrelated SPGP documents' These documents 

"un 
b" on-rinruiitris;i/www.nwp.usace.army.mil/op/g/spgp.asp

11' The permittee is responsible to restore all temporary impacts as described in the application or restoration plan and subject
::ff"iJl:#åiijiï:ït requirements' Failu¡e d ünrv;irh lit, ."rto.ation räquiremenrs may resurt in additional 

-

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
12' If any previously unknown historic or archeological remains are dis.covered w_hile accomplishing an activity authorized bythis permit' the permit holder -utt i--"ãiut.ty 

""ur* 
*.* uirir. ,ite of the discovery. DSL a'tl rhe state HistoricPreservation ofTice (503-9 86-0707) shall be imm"oiut"rynCIii,"ä. wort under rhis permit may not conrinue untilaurhorization ro proceed is receiveá Ao* óSl.

F'ISH AND *TLDLTFE - work Area rsoration and passage

AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES
I

)
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I 3 . Passage shall be provided for any adult or j uvenile fish species, resident or anadromous, that may be present in the proj ect
area during and after construction, for the life of the projèct, unless otherwise approved in writing by DSL, ODFW, and the
Services when appropriate. Upstream passage is not required during consûuction if it did not prãviãusly exist.

{. When work is completed during the approved in-water work period isolation of the in-water work area is required when:
a. Any life stage, including eggs and ûry, of any resident or Anadromous fish species, are reasonably ceràin to be

present in the work area orjust downstream and/or,
b. It can reasonably be expected that turbidþ standards cannot be met without isolation/containment techniques in

place.

15' Vy'ork area isolation shall completely isolate the work area from actively flowing waters. Approved methods include
inflatable bags, sandbags, sheet pilings, or similar materials, as described in ttre Oeq's "Erosion and Sediment Control
Manual," April2005, unless otherwise approved in writing by DSL. This manual can be found at
htç ://www.deq. state.or. us/wqiwçermiVESCManual.htm.

UTILITY LINE ACTIVITIES

16. Alignments must be perpendicular to the watercoruse, or nearly so, and at the narrowest, or least sensitive, portion of the
wetland or riparian conidor.

17. Place all pits andother excavations associated with utility installation where they will not cause damage to the steambed or
stream banks, and prevent \ryastewater or spoil material from entering the water.

WATER QUALITY - Turbidity
l8' The authorized work shall not cause turbidity ofaffected waters to exceed natural background turbidity by 10 percen! as

measured 100 feet downcurrent fiom the work area.
a. If all appropriate erosion/turbidþ control measures, as described in the ODEQ Erosion and Sediment Control

Manual (April 2005), are in place and functioning properly then this standard may be exceeded, in each 24-hour period, for
only:

-One 2-hou¡ period in fast moving water (> 2% slope),
-One 4-hour period in slow moving water (12vo slope).

b' Turbidity shall be monitored at least 100-feet up-current ofwork areato obtain a natural background level and 100-
feet down-current of the work area, in the visible plume if one is present, unless otherwise approved-by DSL. A
turbidimeter is recommended for measuring; however, visual geugi"g is acceptable. Turbidity ttrat is visible over
background is considered an exceedance ofthe standard.

c. Compliance monitoring shall take place during daylight hours each day of in-water activity every 2 hours in fast
moving waters and every 4 hours in slow moving waters. Á written record of monitoring shall be kepi.

d. If the levels of turbidity are elevated at the time of the first compliance interval, alì practicable erosion control
measures should be implemented to reduce the levels of turbidity. If tie levels of turbidity are in exceedance during the
second monitoring interval, the activity causing the elevated levàls of turbidity must cease until the levels of turbidþ return
to bacþround.

WATER QUALITY - Cease Work During High F.lows

19. All work, except for maintaining erosion and sediment control practices, shall immediately cease if high flows affect, or
have the potential to affect, the work area. Appropriate actionslhall be taken in order to avoid or minimize resor¡rce
damage and DSL shall be notified immediately.

WATER QUALITY - Sediment control

20. Prior to construction, the Permit Holder shall ensure that erosion and sediment control measures are installed and
functioning properly. During construction, erosion and sediment cpntrol measures shall be monitored to ensure that areas
of failure are identified and repaired immediately.

21. The following erosion control measures (and others as appropriate), or comparable measures as specified in an NPDES
1200-C permit (if required) shall be implemenred:

The applicant is referred to DEQ's "Erosion and Sediment Conhol Manual,,, April 2005. This manual can be found at
http ://www. deq. state.or.usiwq/wçermit/ESCManual.htm.

a. Filter bags, sediment traps or catch basins, vegetative strips, berms, Jersey barriers, fiber blankets, bonded fiber
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matTices' geotextiles' mulches, wattles, sediment fences, or other measures used in combination shall be used to preventmovement of soil from uplands into waterways or wetlands.

,"j;it*:äor 
hay bales are used, certified wee¿-aee uates shall be used, when availabte, to prevent introducrion of

c' An adequate supply of materials needed to conhol erosion, and/or to contain deleterious materials during a weatherevent, must be maint¿ined during construction at tn" p.o.¡"ai ,onitruction'site."---' 
--'-''ruuù u¡ilLEIr¿lrs qu'ng a

d' To prevent stockpile 
"to'ion, 

use compost b"..s,"i-p"*ious materials or other equally effective methods, duringrain events or when thastockpile sie is not moved or reshaped for more than 4g hours;e' Erosion confrol measures shall be inspected un¿ ruirituin"à auity, or more frequently as necessary, to ensure theircontinued efrectiveness and shalr remainin pra"" *til "ri;õ"; soil is stabilized;f' If monitoring or inspection shows ttraf tue 
".orion 

un¿!"ãi*.n, controls are ineffective, mobilize work crewsimmediately to make repairs, install replacements, or instail additional controls as necessary.-Remove sediment from erosion 
-and 

sediment 
"ono"rr 

o*" it has reached l/3 of the exposed height of the control.g' unless part of the authorized permanent fill, all construction access points through, and staging areas in, riparian orwetland areas shall use removabl" pàd, o, mats to prevent soil compaction. However, in some wetland areas under drysurnmer condirions,.this requiremenr may be waivå upo";;;;;;"t by DSL.h' Dredged or other excãvated material srrarr ue piåceà Jí"pt.¿ areas with stable slopes ro prevent mareriars fromeroding back into waterways or wetlands. - - r---ve v¡¡ sl,¡ 
Pcs ro prevent materlals

22' At project completion, disturbed areas with soil exposed by constuction activities shall be stabilized by mulching andnative vegetative plantings/seeding' sterile grass may be .ír"J i"i""¿ of native vegetation for temporary sediment control.
23' All exposed soils must be stabilized during and after construction to prevent erosion and sedimentation. If soils are toremain exposed more than seven days after completion of the plr*itt"¿ work, they shall be covered with erosion controlpads' mats or similar erosion 

"ont 
oi devices until vegetative stabilization is installed.

24' Where vegetative erosion control is being done on cut slopes steeper than lH:2v, a tackified seed mulch shall be used sothe seed does not wash away before germïation and rooting. 
----'

WATER QUALITY - Dereterious materiar and spil prevention
25: ' Petroleum products, chemicals, cemenlconcrete cured less than 24 hours, chemically treated wood, waste materials orconstruction debris (such as tires, wire, steel posts, asphaituoJcãn"r"te,r,velding slag and grindings, concrete saw cuttingby-products' sandblasted materials, chípped painÐ, or other uiolog¡"arrv harmfi¡l waste materials shall not be allowed toenter warerwavs or wetlands. Authorizãà nf ,nutériul il;;;;;: of these materials.
26' Machinery refueling shall not occur within 150 feet of waterways or wetlands or thei¡ rþarian areas, unless otherwiseapproved in writing by DSL when adequate protection can be provioed.
27 ' Project-related spills that enter waters of the state or onto land with a potential to enter \ryaters of the state shall be reportedto the Oregon Emergency Response System at g00_452_03 I l.
28' This permit does not authorize the use of chemically treated wood ihat will contact surface or ground water or that will beplaced over water where it will be exposed to mechanical abrasion.

29' The applicant must remove all foreign materials, refuse, and waste from the project area.

30' There shall be no operation of equipment in the water. work must be conducted from the top of the bank or in the dry.

3l ' Fuel' operate' maintain, and store vehicles and construction materials in areas that minimize disturbance to habitat andprevent adverse effects from potential fuel spills.
a' Limit staging areas to the minimum size necessary to complete the project. To reduce the staging area and potentialfor contaminatioq ensure that only enough supplies uná ,quffini to .ompt"te a specific task will be stored on-site.-complete vehicle staging, cleanin!, -uint"nuo"", .rii,Jling, und fuel storage in a vehicle staging area placed 150 feetor more from anv waters of the state, unrési 

_ltherwjr";pp;;:;ii DSL and No--ee Fisheries when appropriare.b' If staging areas are within 150 feet of any waters of tne staté, full containment of potential contaminants shall be-provided to prevent soil and water contaminatiôn, u, upprop.iær.--,c' Inspect all vehicles operated within 150 feet of ány *atei, ortrr" stare daily for fluid leaks before leaving the vehiclestaging area' Repair any leaks detected in the vehicle rt"gi"g 
"r"" 

uefore the vehícle resumes operation. Documentinspections in a record that is available for review on ."qî"rî iy,rr" upp.opriate Regulatory Authorities.
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d' Before operations begin and as often as necessary during operatìon, steam clean (or an approved equal) all
equipment that will be used below bankfull elevation until all iir¡ul" exteinal oil, greasè, mud, and other visible
contaminates are removed. complete all cleaning in the staging area.

e' Diaper all stationary power equipment (e.g, generatois, ð.*"r, stationary drilling equipment) operated within 150
feet of any waters of the state to p.eu"nt leats, unie-ss other suitable containment is provided to prevent potential spills from
entering any waters of the state.

f' An adequate supply of materials (such as straw matting/bales, geotextiles, booms, diapers, and other absorbent
materials) needed to control erosion and/or to contain deleteiious miterials during a weather event must be maintained at
the project conshuction site.

MISCELLANEOUS

32' Projects employing sumps or dry wells for groundwater discharge must conform tb oAR 340-044-050. contact Barbara
Priest, DEQ, at503-229-5945 for more information.

SITE RESTORATIONÆROTECTION

33' Post construction, the Permit Holder shall ensu¡e that disturbed streambanks are restored to their preconstruction contours
and revegetated as soon as possible, but no_later th;Àpril i¡ iltto*ing project completion, with native tees, shrubs, and
grass seed mix, as outlined in the revegetation plan.

34' Prior to sþificant alte¡ation of the project area, flag the boundaries of clearing limits associated with site access and
construction, with bright orange constructio¡ r"*i"ã or similar material, to prãvent ground disturbance of critical riparian
vegetation, wetlands, areas below ordinary high watãr, and other sensitive sites beyond the flagged boundary.a' There shall be no operation of heavy 

"quiprn"ni 
outside of the flagged construction corridor.

35' No removal of vegetation shall occur outside the proposed construction corridor and vegetation removal within the
proposed construction corridor should be the min-imú- urno*t necessary. If possible, woody vegetation that will sprout
from cut stumps should be cut and allowed to re-establish once project is comþtetea. 

'

36' The goal of site restoration is to reest¿blish habitat access, water qualþ, production of habitat elements (e.g., large wood),
channel conditions, flows, watershed conditions, and ottrer processes that were harmed during project completion.

"' All temporarily disturbed areas shall be returned to original ground contours at project completion.

38' Restore damaged streambanks to a natural slope, pattern and profile suitable for establishment of permanent woody
vegetation, unless precluded by pre-project condiiions (e.g., a natural rock wall).

39' when replacing temporarily stocþiled native riparian or wetland soils, the richer organic soil shall be placed on top with
the more sterile, less organic soil beneath.

40' obtain boulders, rock, woody materials and other natural construction rhaterials used for the project outside the bankfull
elevation and at least .ls! ree¡ from any waters of the State, except for native materials obtained from within the project
footprint to be stockpiled and reused on site.

a. If possible, leave native materials where they are found.
b' If native materials (e.g., downed wood) are äamaged or destroyed, replace them with a functional equivalent during

site restoration.
c' Stocþile all large wood, native vegetation, weed-free topsoil, and native channel material displaced by construction

foruse during site restoration in-channel, in the riparian area, or in adjacent uplands, as appropriate.d' use as much as possible of the large wood,ìative trees, native ïegetatiån, topsoil, and native channel material that
was stockpiled during site preparation.

4l' No removal of vegetation shall occur outside the designated construction corridor.

42' v/oodyvegetationremovedordestroyedasaresultoftheprojectshallbereplaced, atarateof2:l,withnativetreesand
shrubs.

43 ' Replant or reseed each area requiring revegetation before the frst April l5 following construction. use a diverse
assemblage of species-native to the project area or region, unless approved in writing by the appropriate Regulatory
Authorities' Impacted streambank vegetation shall be replaced to the line of non-aquatic vegetation. Restored vegetation. in adversely affected wetlands shall extend to the upland limits of the wetland area.
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44' Install wildlife-friendly fencing as necessary to prevent access to revegetated sites by livestock or i¡nauthorized persons.

45 ' No pesticides, including herbicides, can be used within I 50 feet of waters of the state. Mechanical, hand, or other methodsmay be used to control weeds and unwanted vegetation.

46' Do not apply surface fertilizer within 50 feet of any stream channel, unless approved in writing by the appropriateRegulatory Authorities.

47 ' There shall be 8Oyo.survival ofplanted trees and shrubs, and 80% cover ofplanted or naturally recruited native herbaceouscover for 5 years following planting.

48' The restoration site shall be monitored for.five years or longer, following planting, as necessary, to con¡rm that theperformance standards are achieved. Despite ttre initiat n""î.* pr"*ing period, site visits and monitoring must continuefrom year-to-year until the site restoration performance stanáaJs'have bãen met.a' During each visit, inspect for and correct any factors that may prevent attainment of performance standards (e,g., lowplalt survival, invasive species, wildlife damage, ãrought). 
" ----r r'- s¡¡vv ùre^sqrur \.

b' A written record must be kept to document the date of each visit, site conditions and any corrective actions taken.
49' use the following standards to assess whether the restoration goal is met. while no single element is suffrcient to measuresuccess' the intent is that these features should be present *itÑt Luronable limits of natural and management variation:a' Human and livestock disturbance, if any, is confined ro ;;ii;;*;;""*"ry fb;ul""r, o. other special managemenrsituations.

b' la¡e soil spaces that approximate the size and dispersal pattern of pre-existing conditions;c' Soil movement, such as active rills or gullies and soil à"porition around plants or in small basins, is absent or slightand local;
d' If areas with past erosion are present, th-ey are completely stabilized and healed;

: :r11Î:]t::1* 
well distributed and effective in protecting íhe soil wirh few or no litrer dams presenr;1' Native woody and herbaceous vegetation, and-germinaãon microsites, are present and well distributed across the site;g' Vegetation structure is resulting in rooting tt[ougtrout the fre-existing, available soil profile;h' Plants have,normal, vigorous growth forrñ, an¿ 

" 
high pr"übility of remaining vigorous, healtþ and dominant overundesi¡ed competing vegetation;

i' streambanla have less than 5Yo exposed soils with margins anchored by deeply rooted vegetation or coarse-grainedalluvial debris.
j' A continuous corridor of shrubs and hees appropriate to the site are present to provide shade and other habitatfunctions for the entire streambank.

50' During construction care shall be taken to minimize soil compaction, root damage and tree removal.

5l' utility lines may not cause lateral migration, head cutting, general scour, or debris loading.

52' utility lines through wetlands must first be fitted with trench plugs to avoid dewatering wetlands.

53' If trenching or prowing methods are used, the foilowing conditions appry.
a. Any trenching or plowing must occur in the dry ä""t U"ã. 

-

b' Trenches must be backfilled below the ordinai high;;; line with narive material, then capped with clean gravelsuitable for fish use in the project area.
c' Large wood displaced by trenching or plowing must be returned to its original position, or placed in a configurationthat may be expected to function naturally.
d' Minimize the footprint where feasible by selecting the narrower section of wetland, stream and/or riparian fringe andby reducing the width of the construction corridor to trre"extenipåcticabre
e' Utility lines through wetlands must be fitted with tr"n"rr piugr to avoid dervatering wetlands.

Issued: May 15, 2006
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City of Sherwood, Oregon
Planning Commission Minutes

June 13,2006

Commission Members Present:
Vice Chair - Patrick Allen
Jean Lafayette
DanBalza
Matt Nolan
Todd Skelton
Russell Griffin

Staff:
Kevin Cronin - Planning Supervisor
Julia Hajduk - Senior Planner
Rob Dixon - Community Development Director
Gene Thomas - City Engineer
Cynthia Butler - Administrative Assistant

4.

Absent:
Chair - Adrian Emery

I Catl to Order/Rolt Call - Vice Chair Allen called the meeting to order at 7 PM. Chair
Emery was absent. Commission Griffin arrived at 7:08 PM.

2. Agenda Review - There were no changes to the agenda.

3. Consent Agenda - Minutes for the May 9, 2006 session were approved by vote:

Yes-6 No-O Abstain-O

Brief Announcements - Kevin Cronin informed that the Dept. of Lands & Conservation

Development (DLCD) has printed a brochure on "How to Testify at Land Use Hearings",
which will be available for public viewing on the materials table each session. Historic
Resources - Chapter 9 updates were adopted by City Council on June 6,2006. Kevin
confirmed that the Planning Commission is officially the Landmarks Advisory Board

(LAB). Jean Lafayette asked if the Commission can appoint an advisory committee to

receive technical advice for the LAB. Kevin confirmed that although it is not explicitly
written within Chapter 9, the City Council has the authority to approve a LAB committee
appointment and said this would be an option.

Kevin stated that the Dept. of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) is holding a community meeting at the Senior Center at7 PM
regarding the former Ken Foster farm located in SE Sherwood, that was reported to

contain contamination from tannery wastes in the 1960's. Matt Nolan asked if notice was

posted for the meeting. Kevin said it was not known if the DEQ extended notice, but that

staff was notified via email in the past couple of days. Vice Chair Allen asked Kevin if
staff had notified interested parties to the SE Sherwood Master Plan of the meeting.

Kevin stated that he had not. Patrick requested that Kevin email interested parties with
the information. Kevin confirmed.

The 2006 Planning Commission Work Program quarterly report in commissioner packets

reflects priority updates received from City Council. Kevin reported that Heather Austin,
Associate Planner, recently passed her AICP exam and will receive the American
Institute of Certified Planners designation this summer. Kevin was elected in April to the

1
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5.

6.

board of the Oregon Chapter - American Planning Association (APA). Kevin deferred to
Rob Dixon, community Development Director, to report on a parking study.

Rob Dixon stated that the scope of work is being finahzed for a parking study. Rob
invited commissioners to provide feedback by the end of the month to be included in the
process. Rob asked Julia Hajduk to give a report on the All American City presentation
recently held in Anaheim, CA.

Julia Hajduk said that the City of Sherwood did not win the national competition, but
stated that it was a positive experience attended well by Sherwood citizens. Julia added
that many of the jurisdictions that participated are challenged by severe social and
economic challenges that Sherwood is fortunate not to be facing.

Community Comments - There were none.

Public Hearing: Woodhaven Crossing II - Site Plan Review (SP 06-02) - Vice Chair
Allen opened the public hearing at7:10 PM. Commissioner Balzaread the Public
Hearing disclosure statement. Vice Chair Allen asked commissioners if there were any
issues of conflict, exparté contact, or bias to declare. There was none.

Julia Hajduk recapped that the project request is for a 183 unit condominium complex
located at2r8l5 sW Pacific H*y., tax map 2SI30DB, tax lot 1000. The application
includes a lot line adjustment for property lines on tax lots 1001 &, 1002 to accommodate
the construction of Cedar Brook Way. Also included, is a street width modification
referred to as a variance to allow the road to be built within the width of a 28-foot local
street, but constructed to neighborhood route width standards of 36 feet. Cedar Brook
V/ay is proposed to be built with 36 feet of pavement consistent with a neighborhood
route cross section, and that would include on street parking on both sides once beyond a
median at the intersection of Pacific Hwy. and Cedar Brook Way required for safety.
Julia stated that the application can meet conditions and staff recommends approval.

Jean Lafayette asked staff to clarify if staff is recoÍlmending approval of all three
components to the application; site plan, lot line adjustment, and variance. Julia
confirmed. Jean referenced Page 22 of the Staff Report regarding Cedar Brook Way and
said she did not find a specific finding. Julia agreed there should be a finding and that the
City Engineer has agreed to the street modification.

Vice Chair Allen asked if there were further questions for staff before receiving
testimony. There were none.

Brad Kilby, Applicant: otak, Inc., Planner,17355 sw Boones Ferry Rd., Lake oswego
97035 - Brad discussed traffic issues involving Meinecke Rd. and walked away from the
microphone to a map. Brad stated that once developed the property will have access to
the existing full signal intersection at Meinecke Rd. Brad returned to the table & stated
that the applicant's attorney asked the following to be read into the record:

"The plan we have submitted and which is under consideration in SP 06-021LLA
06-014/AR 06-02, includes SW Cedar Brook Way as the access to development from
SW Pacific Hwy. and the access to the property to the north of SW Cedar Brook V/ay.
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The access point for Cedar Brook V/ay at SV/ Pacific Hwy. and the alignment of Cedar
Brook'Way are as we were directed by the City of Sherwood and ODOT to provide, at

pre-application meetings. 'We 
ask that the City and ODOT representatives present here

now acknowledge that Cedar Brook Way is located as we were directed."

Brad said that they have received a permit from the State to extend sewer lines into
Cedar Creek where there is an existing trunk line, pending Planning Commission
approval of the project. Brad addressed conditions listed in the Staff Report, for which
the applicant agreed except for the following:

Condition 7,Page 33 - applicant disagreed that the high voltage power
lines above building #5 needed to be placed underground. Applicant discussed issue with
PGE and would like further discussion with staff on this condition.

Condition 2,Page 33 - applicant spoke with ODOT regarding the public
improvements cited in the staff report regarding the Pacific Hwy. right-of-way, and

distributed a copy of an email from Sam Hunaidi, Assistant District Manager at ODOT,
which was entered into the record.

Condition 6,Page34 -Brad summarized that the queuing distance at

Pacific Hwy. and Sherwood Blvd. would need to be extended from 100 feet to 250 feet,

or to the distance required by ODOT to meet traffic conditions, rather than a left-hand
turn lane requirement.

Condition 7,Page 34 - Plan elevations for buildings on Cedar Brook
Way have been revised and included as exhibits in the commissioner's packets.

Conditions 8 & 9, Page34 - Fencing material and height; fencing will
not be chain link and will not be taller than42-inches in height, the standard within the

setback zone.
Condition 14,Page 34 - ODOT does not allow landscaping in the

proposed median on Hwy. 99 due to maintenance liability & safety concerns.

Condition 22,Page 35 - Requires a public access easement through the

west property in the vicinity of Building #27 to meet block length standards, or an

alternative connection presented. Brad stated that block length standards typically apply
to new streets rather than shopping center design with private internal drives instead of
streets. The public access easement would only service 2 properties to the west of the
easement and would not benefit surrounding properties or provide for future connectivity.
Brad summanzed an alternate proposal that would shift buildings along the back property
line that would not reduce the amount of active open space or required landscaping. Brad
said the play ground area and pool acreage satisfies the requirement of open space.

Brad stated that pedestrian connections could be included

Brad concluded by stating that requirements have been met and conditions can be

achieved . Regarding the road modification, Brad stated the modification would not
affect the provision of services along the site frontage and would be more aesthetic. Brad
offered to answer questions.

JeanLafayette asked what would happen to the piece of property to the right of the
proposed lot line adjustment that is not shown as developed.

Julia Hajduk referred to Exhibit 2Athat depicts all properties involved in the lot line
adjustment. Brad Kilby reiterated that the applicant does not own the property in
question.
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Vice Chair Allen asked if there were further questions for the applicant. There were
none. Patrick confirmed that the applicant had 15-minutes remaining later in the session
for rebuttal.

Michael Gunn, Attorney for property owners Mr. & Mrs. R. James Claus - PO Box 1046,
201-B North Meridian, Newberg OR 97132 - Mr. Gunn moved from the microphone to
the map and pointed out the McFall property, and stated that the road plans affect both
the Claus and McFall properties. Mr. Gunn returned to the microphone and said the he
wanted to supplement the statement Brad Kilby read from his attorney into the record,
and stated that the McFall and Claus properties are directly affected by Cedar Brook Way
developments. Regarding the access point on Hwy. 99 and Cedar Brook Way, Mr. Gunn
recapped that Cedar Brook'Way extends to the corner of the NW property line in a
specific configuration. Mr. Gunn said that K & F Development represented to the McFall
and Claus property owners that ODOT and the City would only agree to any development
approval on this property with the access point as stated on the application and diagram
provided. Michael reiterated that this access point location and configuration was the
only acceptable access point for Cedar Brook'Way, as outlined in Brad Kilby's attorney
statement read into the record, and according to the City & ODOT. Mr. Gunn requested
that Staff confirm during their comments that the City and ODOT specifically informed
K & F Development that this would be the only acceptable access point and configuration
of Cedar Brook V/ay.

Vice Chair Allen called Susan Claus from the next completed testimony card and noted
that Susan had decided not to testify.

R. James Claus -22211 SW Pacific H*y., Sherwood OR 97140 - Mr. Claus stated that
he spoke Robert Kroop, District Manager (ODOT?). Mr. Claus stated that the connection
is located at Hwy. 99 exactly where it should be, and referred to acceleration and
deceleration in terms of the street configuration, based on information from the Institute
of Transportation Engineers. Mr. Claus stated that the configuration may be able to be
moved fifteen (15) feet, but no more - and said that the street complies with all of ODOT
standards. Mr. Claus referred to Mr. Gunn's testimony as another issue to address, and
added that the site property is being used as zoned. Mr. Clause stated there is an
upcoming meeting between ODOT and the City on to clarify plans for the balance of the
street development.

Elaina Medina, 21672 SW Roelich, Sherwood OR 97140 - Elaina stated that she lives in
the Vinyard's development located directly behind the project site and expressed concern
over increased traffic that will result after development and how that will impact
specifically travel from Meinecke onto Hwy. 99 northbound toward Portland. Elaina said
that currently there is no turn signal at this intersection, allowing just 2-3 cars to pass
before the signal changes.

Vice Chair Allen asked if there was further testimony. There was none. Patrick asked
the applicant, Brad Kilby if he had any rebuttle testimony.

Brad Kilby stated that he could not respond to Mr. Gunn or Mr. Claus' testimony, and
said that the issues they presented will be resolved through other channels. Brad
responded to Elaina Medina's comments and said that Otak's traffic engineer did not
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recomrnend any mitigation measures at the intersection of Meinecke and Hwy. 99. Brad
said that the A.M. & P.M. peak hour traffic study the level of traffic projected after
development of the site fell within the acceptable standard. Brad added that when a

connection of Meinecke Rd. and Cedar Brook Way is done, and additional potential
development occurs to the west of the site, a modification to the signal timing may
become warranted.

Matt Nolan asked for clarification on the location of the intersection being discussed,
which Brad provided. Matt asked if traffic traveling to Portland from the proposed
project site would make a left U-turn at Meinecke Rd. and Hwy. 99. Brad confirmed.

JeanLafayette asked if there were any funds appropriated from the proposed
development to support future traffic impacts resulting from development. Brad
confirmed they will be paying traffic impact fees based on the number of units in their
development. Brad stated further that if and when Mr. Lucas develops the property west
of the project site, this development would have paid their portion of any impacts
contributed to the system.

Vice Chair Allen referred to the statement read into the record earlier from the applicant's
attorney regarding the direction for placement of the road. Patrick asked Brad if the
statement was at all in response to a desire for the road to be placed somewhere else.

Brad summanzed that the road must serve all properties involved, and that there are two
points on the road that are fixed; the point (referred to map): Hwy. 99 and the point at
Meinecke Rd. where a roundabout will be constructed. Additionally, an original
preferred altemative for the design at Meinicke Rd. was taken into consideration in
determining the location of the road. Brad explained that there is an area of influence on
Hwy. 99 that cannot have access because of calculated turning movements. Accesses
must be moved further northwest from where Hwy. 99 & Meinecke Rd. come together
presently. Queuing distance also comes into play. Brad continued to explain the process
by referring to a map and concluded that because of these consideration the road location
was determined.

Vice Chair Allen asked Brad if he was stating that the road would be located as shown
regardless of City staff direction provided in the staff report. Brad said absolutely. Vice
Chair Allen asked if staff had final comments.

Julia Hajduk asked for a brief break to discuss with staff before presenting final
comments. Vice Chair Allen adjourned to a 10 minute break at 7:50 PM.

< l0 minute break >

Vice Chair Allen reconvened the session at 8 PM.

Julia Hajduk responded to the request for Staff s comments regarding the location of the
road, and stated that Staff would like to consult with the City Attorney's office prior to
making a statement. Julia said that if the Planning Commission could not move forward
without that response, Staff recommends a continuation of the hearing. Julia recapped
however, that the City Engineer, Staff, and ODOT have reviewed the application and as
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proposed the location of the road meets the standards that are applied. Julia,responded to
block length requirements and stated it is a code requirement regardless of the property
size for purposes of connectivity and that the standard should apply. Julia added that
while Brad indicated the landscaping and setback requirements would be met in the
revised proposal by adjusting the buildings so building 27 is not eliminated, staff has not
had time to review it. Julia would be comfortable with the revision as long as it is very
clear, that if during the staff final site review it looks like the landscaping and setback
standards are not being met they may ultimately lose a building. Julia recapped that staff
is comfortable with that if the Planning Commission is comfortable with it. Regarding
the response from ODOT and the second left turn lane, Julia said it she understood the
extended queuing lane was the issue and it was not clearly identified in the staff report.
Julia said she was comfortable with the information in the email from Sam Hunaidi for an
extension of the existing queuing lane. Julia addressed the issue of the overhead power
lines above building 5 and reiterated that they cannot remain overhead.

Vice Chair Allen asked Julia to clarify the standard for overhead power lines. Julia stated
that the Code requires power lines under 50,000 volts to be underground. If PGE
provided written documentation that the power lines shown are over 50,000 volts they
would not be required to be underground. Patrick asked Julia if the undergrounding
requirement applied specifically to the area shown in Exhibit 6 over building 5, or the
entire Hwy. 99 frontage contained in the project. Julia confirmed standard applied to the
entire frontage in the project.

Vice Chair Allen asked for Julia's response to the median landscaping. Julia stated that
because the median is located in ODOT righroÊway and that their determination applies,
but requested formal documentation from ODOT indicating this decision. Patrick asked
if the median landscaping condition should be deleted this evening from the list of
conditions prior to commissioners making findings, or if it should remain until definitive
communication is received from ODOT. Julia recommended the condition remain until a
formal letter is received.

JeanLafayette referred to Page 10, Section 5.202.02 regarding maintenance and
irrigation, and said that she did not find a condition in the staff report responding to
staff s comments that landscaping maintenance standards have not been met. Julia did
not find the condition, but said the applicant would be conditioned to indicate how the
landscaping would be maintained, likely through a Home Owner's Association (HOA)
agreement, documented in the CC&R's. Jean suggested adding the condition in the
section that addresses CC&R conditions. Julia recommended adding the maintenance
language in Exhibit D that currently contains maintenance requirements.

Matt Nolan specified the section on CC&R's appears on Page 34. Commissioners and
Staffconcurred.

Vice Chair Allen asked if there were any further questions for Staff. There were none.
Patrick asked the applicant, Brad Kilby to return to the testimony table. Patrick recapped
that Staff has stated they are not prepared to address the road issue raised earlier without
the consultation of the City Attorney, and stated the Commission could act on the
application in absence of Staff s response to the road issue or continue the hearing until
such a response was possible. Patrick asked for the applicant's preference.
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Brad Kilby stated that the application standards have been met and that based on approval

by the Planning Commission they could move forward on the project at their own risk,
pending the road issue determination at a later date.

Vice Chair Allen asked Brad to confirm that he was prepared for the Planning
Commission to act without a Staff acknowledgement of the road placement issue. Brad
confìrmed.

Brad Kilby stated that in regard to the power line issue, they will underground the lines
currently shown above building 5, and will confirm with PGE the voltage of power lines

on the Hwy. 99 frontage to determine their placement, and obtain written documentation
from PGE for staff.

Vice Chair Allen closed the public hearing at 8:10 PM and asked for discussion from
commissioners.

Russell Griffin said that he favored the addition of the connecting private road to support

future development street connections. Russell stated that this would also support the

City's desire for pedestrian connections, such as in existing Woodhaven community. The
private road connection would connect to neighboring properties that currently ate arr

island.

Vice Chair Allen agreed, but clarified that the connecting private road provides vehicular
connectivity rather than pedestrian. Russell confirmed, but said pedestrian traffic was

likely. Julia Hajduk concurred.

DanBalzaexpressed concern over the U-turn traffic on Hwy. 99. Patrick pointed out that

the U-turn at Hwy. 99 & Meinecke would be a temporary measure. Dan agreed it would
be more temporary, but stated that vehicles turning right onto Hwy. 99 on a red light are

not expecting left turn traffrc to make a U-turn, which creates somewhat ahazard and a

valid traffic concern.

Russell Griffin brought up that the current U-turns are permissible. Dan concurred, but
questioned increasing the number of these available.

Discussion regarding the private drive included the need for signage on Cedar Brook
Way where the road ends to indicate that in the future there will be a connection. Julia
confirmed that this requirement currently exists in the Code. Jean stated that reference to

the signage should appear in conditionC-2. Julia confirmed.

Julia Hajduk referenced the private drive and clarified the private drive would also be a
public access. Commissioners nodded in agreement and Vice Chair Allen confirmed.

Vice Chair Allen recapped the modifications of conditions; keeping private drive;
signage issue in C-2; subject to final staff review of the landscaping calculations;
modified elevations facing Cedar Brook Wuy;
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Russell Griffin asked if the storm water runoff retention facility is across Cedar Brook
'Way, and if the land is also owned by the development.

Brad Kilby spoke from the audience [inaudible - taken from notes] and confirmed the
location and that the property was owned by the development.

Jean Lafayette said that one finding should be added on Page 22 to indicate that the
Commission agrees with the applicant's request, to remove parking at the entrance of
Cedar Brook Way from Hwy. 99 and install a median for safety reasons.

Vice Chair Allen asked commissioners for consensus on Jean's recommendation, which
was received. Patrick reiterated the modifications of conditions;

1. Approve requirements for the private drive
2. Insert the signage language for the end of Cedar Brook Way in condition C-2
3. Approve the modified elevations facing Cedar Brook Way
4. Remove parking for median installation at entrance to Cedar Brook Way from

Hwy.99

Vice Chair Allen asked for consensus among commissioners on the findings, which was
received.

Jean Lafayette moved that the Planning Commission approve SP 06-02/LLA 06-01/VAR
06-02 based on the adoption of the staff report, findings of fact, public testimony, staff
recommendations, agency comments, applicant's comments, and conditions as revised
per Vice Chair Allen's comments.

Russell Griffin seconded.

Vice Chair Allen asked if there was further discussion on the motion, there was none.

Vote: Yes-6 No-O Abstain-0

Motion carried.

Comments from Commission: Jean commended Julia Hajduk for an excellent job on
the project staff report. Kevin Cronin asked for reports from those who act as liaison to
City committees.

Patrick Allen said as liaison to SURPAC there was nothing to report at this time.

Russell Griffin stated as liaison to the Wayfinding Committee that at the recent public
workshop there was a large tumout. The consultant gave a quality presentation, and the
project is currently on hold pending City Council review. Rob Dixon will be the liaison
for this project after June 301h if the project has not completed. Rob said that decisions
made on the Wayfinding project will affect the ongoing street development. Monuments
arc a key safety issue on streets without curbs. Further decisions are also pending for the
monument signage.
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Gene Thomas, City Engineer, gave a brief report on the I-5, Hwy. 99 connector project in
the absence of liaison, Adrian Emery. Gene said that at the last meeting Tom Brian,
project coordinator, discussed the west-side bypass and local road improvements issue.
Federal funds for a west-side bypass and local road did not manifest. Tom Brian
restated the purpose of the project is to connect I-5 to Hwy. 99 W, and not a local
transportation issue. The committee voted on the recommended project modifications to
better fit federal requirements. Patrick Allen asked for clarification on what the vote
involved. Gene said the vote was to clarify the definition of the project as it was
originally proposed. Matt Nolan asked if there was a schedule for recommendations.
Gene deferred to Rob Dixon for response. Rob stated [from audience, barely audible]
that within hopefully 6 months a corridor will be determined or at least specific areas

where the connector will not be located will be defined. Russell Griffin asked Rob if
they do not locate the connector in South Sherwood if there was possibility that it would
be moved further south. Rob said the committee is still deciding on the criteria required
to make determinations where the connector should be located and that it was too early to
project. Matt asked Rob if the City had a preference for location. Rob said the City's
current involvement is taking an active role in providing information for the criteria
required to make a determination. Rob discussed the importance of federal funding.

Todd Skelton, liaison for the Parks Board stated that he was unable to attend the last
board meeting and did not have a report.

Kevin Cronin recapped that the Area 59 joint work session for the Planning Commission
and the City Council will be held on July 18, 2006. Matt Nolan said that he will not be
able to attend the meeting on July 18th.

Patrick Allen said that he is scheduled to be out of town for the July 25th. Kevin said the
session will be the first evidentiary public hearing for Area 59.

Kevin Cronin reminded commissioners that the next session on June 27th willbe a work
session and not a regular meeting.

Next Meeting: June 27r2006 - Goal 5 Work Session only, no regular meeting until
July 25,2006.

9. Adjournment - Vice Chair Allen adjourned the session at 8:30 PM.

End of minutes.

8.
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