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City of Sherwood
PLANNING COMMISSION

Sherwood City Hall & Public Library
22560 SW Pine Street

October 10,2006
Regular Meeting - 7:00 PM

1.

2.

3.

4.

J.

7.

8.

9.

AGENDA
Call to Order/Roll Call

Agenda Review

Communications from Stnff & Public

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

New Business: Public Hearing
Iligh School Heights Subdivision (SUB 06-03)
The Sherwood School District 88J has submitted an application to divide propefy addressed at
23295 SW Meinecke Road, but located on Woodhaven Drive, into seven lots. The subject properly
is part of the Woodhaven PUD. The Commission will take oral and written testimony prior to
rendering a decision based on the applicable sections of the Sherwood Z-oning& Community
Development Code. Staffhas recommended approval subject to multiple conditions.
(Julia Hajduk, Senior Planner, Planning Department)

New Business: Area 59 Letter of Recommendation
The Planning Commission recommended approval of the Area 59 plan amendment application (PA
06-01) on September 12,2006. Vice Chair Allen has written a draft of a letter that will accompany
the legislative package to the City Council. Staffrequests approval of the letter so it can be
forwarded to the Council for review on November 7,2006. (Kevin A. Cronin, AICP, Planning
Supe rv i s or, P I ann ing Depar tment)

Comments from Commission

Next Meeting: October 24,2006- Goal S/Infill & Redevelopment Cont'd

Adjournment



GITY OF SHERWOOD

Staff Report
High School Heights Subdivision

Date: October 2,2006
Flle No: SUB 06-03

To: SHERWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION

FTom: PLANNING DEPARTMENT

úi llyøt
Tlulia HddÑ., Sen ior Plan ner

Pre App. Meeting:
App. Submitted:
App. Complete:

120-Day Deadline:

5-31-06
7-14-06
8-16-06

12-14-06

I. APPLICATION INFORMATION

ApplicanV
Owner:

Shenruood School District #88J
Attn. Dan Jamison
23295 SW Main Street
Sheruvood, OR 97140

WRG Design, lnc
Attn: Tony Roos or Andrew Tull
5415 SW Westgate Drive, Suite 100
Portland, OR97221

Miller Nash LLP
Attn: Kelly Hossaini
3400 US Bancorp Tower
Portland, OR97204

Applicant's
Reps:

Property Description: The site consists of one tax lot zoned Low Dens ity Residential and
Medium Density Residential High with a Planned Unit Development overlay designation. The
site is addressed as 23295 SW Meinecke Road and is specifically identified as Tax Lot 11600
on Washington County Tax Assessor's Map 2513144.

Existinq Develooment and Site Characteristics: The property is currently under development on
the northern portion of the tax lot for construction of ball fields associated with the high school
campus (SP 05-04). The subject area slopes moderately from the northeast to the southwest.
There are no regionally or locally significant natural resources based on the Metro Natural
Resources lnventory, local Comprehensive Plan and LocalWetland lnventory. There are
several trees on the southern portion of the property that are proposed for removal to
accommodate the development located near the eastern and southern property lines.

Comprehensive Plan Land Use Desiqnation and Zoninq Classification: While the entire property
is designated for residential use, the northern portion of the property (proposed Lot 7) is zoned
Medium Density Residential High (MDRH) and the southern portion of the property (proposed
lots 1-6) is zoned Low Density Residential (LDR). The property also has a Planned Unit
Development overlay, which was approved as part of the Woodhaven Planned Unit
Development (PUD 93-3).

Adiacent Zonino and Land Use; The property to the west is the Sherwood High School, which
is zoned lP. To the east is property zoned MDRH and developed with the Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter-Day Saints. To the south is the Woodhaven neighborhood with properties zoned
and developed low density residential within a PUD. To the north, across Meinecke is property
zoned and developed Medium Density Residential Low (MDRL).



Land Use Review: Subdivisions less than fifty (50) lots are quasi-judicial actions and aregenerally reviewed through a Type lll procedúre before a hearingé officer. However, becausethe property has a Planned Unit Deveiopment overlay and the cõde is not specific that thePlanning commission is NoT the review authority foi subdivisions related tó puDs, thisapplication is being reviewed by the Planning Commission through a Type lV process.

Public Notice: Notice of this land use application was posted at two locations at the site (on
Meinecke and on woodhaven Drive) and five conspicuous locations throughout the city. Noticewas also mailed to property owners within 100 feet of the site and any othðr party who'
expressed an interest in receiving mailed notice on Septem ber 20, zóoo ¡n aäcordance with3.202 and 3.203 of the'shenuood Zoning and community Development code.

@;Shen¡roodZoningandCommunityDevelopmentCode:2'1o2(LowDensity
Residential),2.104 (Medium Densìty Residential HÍgh), z.zoz(ptanned unit oeùãiopment, 2.301
!.1"3.f vision areas), cþRter 6 (Pubìic lmprovements), cnaptei z lsuoolvisions and Land
Partitions) and 8.304 (parks and Open Space).

II. APPL¡CATION SUMMARY/PROPERTY H¡STORY

The applicant has requested to divide one parcel of land totaling Z.3B acres into seven (7) lots.The applicant's submittal is attached as Exhibit A.

The City of Shen¡ro-od originally approved the Woodhaven pUD (pUD 93-3) preliminary
development plan February 23,1994 and the final development þlan cn August 16, ,tgg4. Thewoodhaven PUD was modified March 26, 1gg7 via a majãr amendment deõignating the portion
of property bound by Meinecke to the north, the High School to the east and Woodhaven Driveto the south as a neìghborhood park. However, a õubsequent modification was approved
January 18, 2000 after the proposed park was ielocated irom Meinecke to Sunset Boulevard
(tvgo.dfaven Park) to allow for the sci'¡ool di.strict to acquire the portion of the pUD adjacentìothe high school. The.January 18, 2000 modification t¡ot¡ce of Dbcision states: "since the publicpark site in Woodhaven was relocated to Sunset and Pinehurst by the Shenrvood City Councilon January 18, 2000, th.e use of the prior park site located on Meinecke Road shall return to theuse generally reflected in the original approval of PUD 93-03." The original ãpproval of pUD g3-
3 included 34 residential lots and a road'connecting from Woodhaven Drive to Meinecke.

lJtg ryrtnern portion of the development (Lot 7) received approval via a Type ll land use action(SP 05-04) for construction of the ball fielàs in july 2005. ìi"pp"u6 that áppticabte conditionsof approval are met. There are on-going conditioñs of approval and conditions related toinstallation of lights that continue toãppiy. The ball fields'are constructed and no further
development on Lot 7 is proposeo at inis time; however further development is possiole underthe existing zoning.

The..Shenvood City Counciladopted a resolution (Resolution 2006-054) on September 1g, 2006to allow fhe develop.ment of this lot in phases. By phasing the devetoprirent oiih¡, z.3g u.r"parcel, the school district will subdivide and sell t-hè surplüs land encompassed by the southern
six proposed lots, and retain the larger northern lot for ruture development. The proposed
subdivision is generally consistent w¡tn tne original PUD, as discussed and conditioned withinthis report and will allow development of the rãmainder of the property consistent with the pUD
if and when it develops further in the future.



III. PUBLIC COMMENTS

The City mailed notice to property owners within 100 feet of the subject site on September 20,

2006, posted notices on the site and in five locations around the city and received the following
comments for inclusion on the staff report

Steffen Schulze, 17146 SW Woodhaven Drive, Sherwood, Oregon 97140 provided

comments indicating they oppose the retention of a track for a future road connection and

suggest a foot path instead.

IV. AGENCY/DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS

The City requested comments from affected agencies. All original documents are contained in

the planning file and are a part of the official record on this case. The following information

briefly summarizes those comments:

Washinoton Countv (WACO) responded to the City's request for comments indicated that they

had no comments.

Sherwood Enoineerinq Department has reviewed the proposal and provided comments which

have been incorporated into this report and decision. ln addition, the Engineering Department
has provided the following additional comments:

Gradinq and Erosion Control:
neta¡ning walls within public easements or the public right-of-way shall require

engineering approval. Retaining walls with a height of 4 feet or higher located on private

property will require a 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 Department requires a grading permit for all areas graded as part of the
public improvements. The Engineering permit for grading of the public improvements is
reviewed, approved and released as part of the public improvement plans.

Other Enqineerinq I ssues:
Public eàsements are required over all public utilities outside the public right-of-way.
Easements dedicated to the City of Shenivood are exclusive easements unless

othenivise authorized by the City Engineer.

An eight-foot wide public utility easement is required adjacent to the right-of-way of all

street frontages.

All existing and proposed utilities shall be placed underground.

Tract B is proposed on the east side of Lot 6 as a turning/backing area for the adjacent
school. Should the PUD designation ever be removed from the subject property, a
recommendation is that Tract B becomes a part of the school property via a lot line
adjustment.



Pride Disposal indicated that all residents will be expected to bring their receptacles to the edgeof the public street in order to receive pick_up.

Clean Water Services, Bonneville Power Administration, The shenvood Building Department,Tualatin vallev Fire and Rescue (TVF&R), porrand c"n"ràieË;iöiffiilri Nrtrrar cas,and Raindrops to Refuge were provideo ine opportunity to ãorr"nt'on this ajplication but didnot provide written or verbal comments.

V. PRELIMINARY PLAT - REQUIRED FINDINGS

7.201.03 Required Findings

No preliminary plat shall be approved unless:

A.

B

Streets and roads conform to plats approved for adjoining properties as to widths,alignments, grades, and other standards, unless tnå City determines that the publicinterest is served by modifying streets or road patterns.

The proposal provides for the future extension of Saunders and provides a conceptual re-alignment of the SaundersÂlVoodhaven intersection that illuskates an extension is notprecluded by this development.

Streets and roads held for private use are clearly indicated on the plat and allreservations or rest¡'ictions relating to such priväte roads and streets are set forththereon.

No private streets are proposed; therefore, this standard is not applicable. lt should be noted,however, that the app_licant proposes to install pr¡uåt" i*piovements within the area that willbe required to be dedicated as right of waya This is acceþable, but will require an agreementbetween the city and the property o*n"r.(schoor óirtiiltiìã 
"nrur" 

that the improvementsare installed and maintained with no liabiliìy to the citt.. Íhir is discussed in more detailfurther in this report.

The plat complies with comprehensive Plan and applicable zoning district regulations.

This standard is satisfe.d through compliance with the applicable criteria discussedthroughout this report. rf neceslary, cònditions are irpåïeã to 
"nrrr" 

compiãÀce.

Adequate water, sanitary sewer, and other public facilities exist to support the use ofland proposed in the plat.

As discussed in sectiol v! c (Public lmprovements), adequate water, sanitary sewer andother public facilities exist to support the six n"* r"ridunt¡ãilots proposed in this plat.

Development of additionat, contiguous_property under the same ownership can beaccomplished in accordance with this Code.

The plans submitted show how the remainder of the property (the ball fields) could bedeveloped in the future consistent with the PUo overiày.' in-äooition, the provision for thefuture extension of sa.unders does not preclude more éxtensive development of the siteand/or the high school.

c

D.

E



F. Adjoining land can either be developed independently or is provided access that will
allow development in accordance with this Gode.

The land on all sides of the subject property is developed. The property to the east is

developed with the high school and the property to the west is developed with the LDS
church. ln addition, the provision for the road to Lot 7 will enable the future development
of the property in accordance with the Code and the Woodhaven PUD in the event the
School District repurposes the land and makes a policy choice that it's in the best interest

of the students and citizens of Shenvood to redevelop the property.

G. Tree and Woodland inventories have been submitted and approved per Section
8.304.07.

A tree inventory has been submitted with this application. Compliance with this standard
is discussed and conditioned as necessary further in this report under Section Vl.E.

VI. APPLICABLE CODE PROVISIONS

A. Ghapter 2 - Land Use and Development

2.102 Low Density Residential (LDR)
2.102.01- Puroose. The LDR zoni ng district provides for single'family
housing and other related uses with a density not to exceed five (5)

dwelling units per acre and a density not less than 3.5 dwelling units per
acre may be allowed. Minor land
minimum density requirement.

partitions shall be exempt from the

2.104.04 - Dimensional Standards

o Minimum Lot Area: 7,000 square feet for single-family detached
o Lot width at front property line: 25 feet
. Lot width at building line: 60 feet
. Lot depth: 80 feet
. Front setback: 20 feet
. Side setback: 5 feet for single-family detached
. Rear setback: 20 feet
. Maximum Height: 30 feet or 2 stories

The southern portion of the property where proposed lots 1-6 are located is
zoned LDR with the PUD overlay. bensity was calculated based on the entire
area within the PUD and approved as part of the original approval, therefore, the
proposed six lots in the LDR portion of the site are consistent with the density of the

overallapproved PUD.

The Woodhaven PUD approval allowed variation from the standards referenced
above for this zone and allowed lot sizes to be a minimum of 5,000 square feet
and lot width at the building line to be a minimum of 50 feet. All other
dimensional standards remained the same. As proposed, lots 1-6 exceed 5,000

square feet. The plans indicate that the lot dimensions meet the minimum 50

foot lot width requirement. Compliance with the setback and height standards
will be confirmed during plot plan review.



FINDING: As discussed above, the LDR portion of the development complies
with the standards as amended through the original Woodhaven pUo approval.

2.104 Medium Density Residentiat High (MDRH)
2'10?.01 - Purpoge. The MDRH-zoning dístuict provides for a variety ofmedium density housing including siñgle-family housing, two-iamily, multi-family and other related uses with a de-nsity noi to exceðá eleven (11)
dwelling units per acre and a density not lóss than S.5 o*"i¡nlunits per
acre may be allowed. Minor land partitions shall be exempt trõm tneminimum density requirement.

2.104.04 - Dimensional Standards

' Minimum Lot Area: 5,000 square feet for single-family detachedo Lot width at front property line: 25 feet¡ Lot width at building line: 50 feet (single family)r Lot depth: g0 feeto Front setback: 20 feet. side setback: s feet for single.family detached (ls corner)o Rear setback: 20 feet. Maximum Height: 35 feet or 21/z stories

At this time, no new development is proposed on the MDRH portion of theproperty (proposed Lot 7). This lot is currently developed as ball fields
associated with the High School directly east'of this property and more thanexceeds the lot size requirements of the underlying zone. Át some point in the
future, the property owner may chose to develoþ tñis portion of the property
consistent with the original PUD and applicable regulåtions in ptace'áiine t¡me otdevelopment. Compliance with applicable standarîs will be evaluated at thät- 

-

time for any proposed developmeni impacts on Lot 7.

FINDING: As discussed above, this standard is satisfied for Lot 7.

2.301.01 Clear Vision Areas
A clear vision area shall be maintained on the corners of all property at theintersection of two (2) streets, intersect¡on of astreet with a railroad, orintersection of a street with an artey or private driveway.

The corner where SW Woodhaven intersects with the future extension of
Saunders is subject to this standard. The corner oi tn¡r intersection is the frontyard of two single-family residences. This lot will already be constrained by thefront-yard setback, whlch limits the height of fences, shrubs, etc. in the front yard.
Staff will verify the clear vision area at ihe time of building permit submittals.

FINDING: Based on the anarysis above, this standard can be met and
compliance will be confirmed during plot plan review for individual building lots.



B. Ghapter 5 - Gommunitv Desiqn and Appearance

5.302 Off Street Parking
Section 5.11z.O2indicates single family dwellings required one off'street
parking space per dwelling unit.

FINDING: This standard is typically met with the installation of garages and

required driveways. Compliance is confirmed during plot plan review for

individual building lots.

5.402 Minimum Standards- Sinqle-Familv Drivewavs
surface Pavement with a minimum

width of ten (t Oi teei, not to exceed a grade oÍ 14Yo. Permeable surfaces
and planting'stiips between driveway ramps are encouraged in order to
reduce stormwater runoff.

The plans do not show driveway aprons for lots 1-6 as the exact location is often

not determined at this preliminaiy stage and compliance is confirmed during plot

plan review for individual building permits. The topography of the site does not

indicate driveway grades are likely to exceed 14o/o, however this will be

confirmed during plot plan reviewÎor individual building permits. Lot 7 consists of

the ball fields and access to this use was reviewed when the site plan for the ball

fields was decided (SP 05-04).

FINDING: Based on the analysis above, the driveway standards can be met

and compliance will be confirmed during plot plan review for individual building

lots.

Chapter 6 - Public lmprovements

6.303 Required improvements

6.303.01 states that except as otherwise provided, all developments
containing or abutting an existing or proposed street, that is either
unimprovéd or substãndard in rignt-ot-way width or improvement, shall
dedicate the necessary right-of-way prior to the issuance of building
permits and/or compléte ãcceptablê improvements prior to issuance of
occupancy permits.

The applicant proposes to preserve Tract A as a possible future extension of

Saunders Drive. The applicant proposes Tract A remain in private ownership

until Saunders Drive is extended at which time the tract would be dedicated as

right-of-way. On page 6 of the submitted narrative the applicant suggests 
_

instructioné be recorded on the face of the plat directing the future developer of

Lot 7 to provide for the realignment and extension of SW Saunders Drive. ln the

meantime the applicant proþoses this area serve as an emergency and

pedestrian access to Lot 7 as well as access to residential Lot 6.

The Engineering Department is concerned with the uncertainty of iflwhen Tract A

is to beõome pullic iigf,t-of-way. ln addition, there is concern about the control

mechanism the City hãs to ensure the street is extended in the location of Tract

A. For example, aé a privately held tract, it is feasible that the tract could be

c



retained in one ownership and Lot 7 in another ownership. Furthermore, asdiscussed further under 7.404.02, Lot 6 must aout a puoric street. whire theintent of Tract A is for future extension, without tne riiniði way dedication, staffcan not find that the street frontage standard is met. 
'G¡u"n 

these circumstancesthe Engineering Department recdmmends a condition of this land use action bethat Tract A is dedicated as right_of_way.

The street improvements are not warranted at this time for several reasons.
First, the uncertainly of when or if Lot 7 develops further ionsistent with theoriginal PUD makes it questionaUe wnether a short full width street connection
should be constructed. Second, in order to safely provide the street extension atthis time, the saundersAffoodhaven intersection would need to be reatigneãslightly' lt is likely that the cost of the intersection realignment and the full roadconstruction for approximately 100 feet is not proportioËãi to tn" impacts or tÀãsubdivision. However, it should be noted that futúre development of Lot 7 willlikely warrant such street improvements. As the public irpiou"r"nir tvp¡"äi'lr 

"City street will not be required for the Tract A area at this time, and because theprimary use of the area will benefit the owners of lots 6 and 7, it is recommended
an agreement be required between the city and the property owner (school
District) such that the District is responsible for maintenance of this area untilsuch time as the area receives fuil street improvementi- 

-

FINDING
been met
be met.

As discussed above, the required improvement standards have not
lf the applicant complies with the conditions below, this standard will

GONDITION:
1' Prior to final plat approval the plat shall show public right of way dedication ofthe area identified as Tract A as well as the pórtionof-Lot S identified onsheet c7 to accommodate a future interseciion re-aìignment.2' Prior to final plat approval, enter into an agreement with the City of Sherwoodfor installation and maintenance of private-improvemeÀts ano lãndscaping

within the public right of way identified as Tract A on the preliminary plat.

6.303..02 (Existing streets) states that except as otherwise provided, when adevelopment abuts an_existing street, the impiovãr"nt" requirement shallapply to that portion of the strãet right-of-wa| rocatåJ uetween thecenterline of the right-of-way and the property line of the lot proposed fordevelopment. ln no event shail a requireo'stráet impiov"ment for anexisting street exceed a pavement width or ürirt/ 1i'óiieet.

woodhaven Drive e¡ist9.,a.n{.is fuily improved; however the appricant proposes anumber of street cuts within Woodhaven Drive to allow for new water, sanitaryand storm services for lots..1-b rhjs request will require approval of public
improvement plans and will result in unacceptable impacts to the pavement
unless properly constructed. The Engineering oepari;",.,t r""orrends acondition of this land use action be a iull str eãt 2" grino ano overlay of the asphaltsection affected by the instailation of utirities to rotJ t-s.

FINDING: The applicant has proposed to construct the required improvements,
however review and approval by Engineering is required before this standard can

B



6.304

be fully met; therefore, the applicant must comply with the conditions specified
below

CONDITION:
1. Submit public improvernent plans for review and approval by the Engineering

Department which are consistent with the preliminary plat. The public

improvement plans shall specify a full street 2" grind and overlay of the asphalt

section affected by the installation of utilities to lots 1-5 as well as

replacement of any sidewalks disturbed due to the installation of utilities

and/or development of lots.
2. Prior to final acceptance of public improvements, complete necessary overlay

areas affected by the installation of utilities per the recommendation by the

Engineering Department.

Location and Design

6.304.02.A Future Street Systems. The arrangement of public streets shall
prov¡de 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).

The Local Street Connectivity Map in the adopted TSP does not identify local street

connections in this area; howevei, the applicant's design is consistent with the prior

Woodhaven PUD which included a streetconnection between Woodhaven and

Meinecke. The applicant has proposed a tract (Tract A) be reserved to

accommodate a fuiure extension when (or if) Lot 7 re-develops consistent with the

original PUD. As discussed previously in this report, the proposed tract must be

dedicated as right of way and a condition has been recommended accordingly.

Either way, the proposal provides for the continuation of future streets.

6.304.02.8 Connectivity 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
Connectivity map contained in the TSP.

Connectivity was reviewed as part of the original Woodhaven PUD and the
proposal is consistent with the original approval. While the original aplro_val was

äompleted prior to the developmeñt and adoption of the TSP and the TSP identified

a localstreet connection in an alternate location, the connection provided with the

extension of Saunders "builds upon and expands" the local street connectivity map

in the TSP. Furthermore, without a major amendment to the PUD approval the

extension shown and provided for must be included or the development can not be

found to be consistent with the original approval.

6.304.02.C Block Length. For new streets except arterials and principal
arterials, block lengtlr shalt not exceed 530 feet. The length of blocks
adjacent to principal arterials shall not exceed 1,800 feet.

The distance between the Saunders future/potential extension and the future

extension of Dow is approximately 390 feet, therefore complying with the block

length standards. When or if Saunders is extended north through Lot 7, the block

length standards will be evaluated for easflwest connections as well'



6.305

6.306 Sidewa!ks
6.306.0f .A
and in any

6.401

FINDING: Based on the discussion above, the location and design criteria
have been met.

Street Design
6.305.07 states that grades shall not exceed six percent (6%) for principal
arterials or arterials, ten percent (10%) for collecior streets or neþhboinooa
routes, and twelve percent (12%l for other streets. center line raãii of curves
shall not be less than three_ hundred (300) feet for principal-arterials, two
hundred (200) feet for arterials or one hundreo ltob¡ teei tor other streets.
where existing conditions, such as topography, máte buildable sites
impractical, steeper grades and sharper curvei may be approved. Finished
street grades shall have a minimum stope of one-hár percent (1t2%1.

The extension of Saunders.is not being constructed as part of this development due
to proportionality considerations and thL uncertainty of how Lot 7 will be further
developed in the future. when it is extended in the future, topography may be an
issue because of the substantial grading that has o."rrr. â for the construction of
the ballfields. At that time, the eitensioi will need to be enjineered so as to
comply with the grade standards.

FINDING: Compliance with this standard will be reviewed when the street
extension is constructed in the future.

requires sidewalks to be installed on both sides of a public street
special pedestrian way within new development.

6:q06.02.8 requires that Locar streets shail have minimum five (5) foot wide
sidewalks, located as required by this Code.

Five foot wide sidewalks are in place along all property frontages and will continue
lo:It! after development. As discussed ãnd conditioîed ubou" under Section
6'303.02, the development of the properties will require cuin cuts and extension of
utilities that will affect th.e existing sidewalks. The public improvement plans will
ensure that the sidewalks will bere-installed and iÅspecteJ'prior to acc'eptance of
the public improvements.

FINDING: Provided the sidewalks are replaced after installation of utilities and
driveways, this standard will be met. Submittat of pubtic irprouãråni ptun. rãr-
review and approval was previously conditioned in this report thereby ensuring
compliance.

tSanitary sewers slra¡l ne installea to servG atl new developments and shall
connect to existing sanitary sewer mains. . sanitary sewers shall be
constructed, located, sized and installed at stand"rã" 

"on"istent 
with thecode, applicable clean water services standards and city standards to

adequately serve the proposed development and altow for future
extensions.



An existing sanitary lateral exists near the southwest corner of the site and the
applicant proposes this lateral serve Lot 6. There is also an existing sanitary
mainline stubbed to the subject property near the intersection of Woodhaven
Drive and Saunders Drive. The applicant proposes an extension of this mainline
with a new cleanout and lateral to serve Lot 6. The applicant proposes to extend
laterals as necessary from the existing sanitary mainline in Woodhaven Drive to
lots 2-5.

This approach is acceptable to the City of Shenuood's Engineering Department,
provided a public easement is provided over the extension of the mainline along
with a manhole as opposed to a clean-out at the end and if all other
specifications and requirements set forth in the CWS Design and Construction
Standards are met. One item required in the CWS Standards that does not
appear to be addressed is the extension of the sanitary sewer to the most distant
property boundary. (See CWS 4.A4 h this case extension of the sanitary main
line to the southern property line of Lot 7 is acceptable and will ensure service
could be extended to serve Lot 7 in the event it develops further.

FINDING: As discussed above, the proposed plans do not fully comply with
the sanitary sewer standard of the Development Code and CWS. lf the applicant
submits revised plans per the conditions below, this standard will be met.

CONDITION:
1. Prior to final plat approval, submit a revised plat that shows a twenty (20)

foot public easement over the sanitary sewer mainline extension (twenty
(20) feet is required due to multiple utilities in the easement).

2. Prior to approval of the public improvement plans, submit revised plans

that show a manhole at the end of the sanitary sewer mainline extension
(as opposed to the clean out proposed) and that shows the sanitary
sewer line will be extended to Lot 7.

6.501 Water Suoolv - Reouired lmorovements
Water lines and fire hydrants conforming to City and Fire
shall be installed to serve all building sites in a proposed

District standards
development. All

waterlines shall be connected to existing water mains.

The City contracts with Tualatin Valley Water District (T\A/VD) for review and
approval of engineering plans related to the water system. The applicant
proposes to extend a new water lateral from the existing mainline in Woodhaven
Drive to serve Lots 1 and 2. An 8-inch mainline is currently stubbed to Lot 4.

The applicant proposes to create laterals from this mainline to serve Lots 3, 4
and 5. To serve Lot 6 the applicant proposes to extend a mainline in a northerly
direction from the existing mainline located at the intersection of Woodhaven and

Saunders Drives. This design is acceptable to the City, however Tualatin Valley
Water District will ultimately need to review and approve the water design as part

of the public improvement plan review process in accordance with our contract
with the District.

FINDING: The applicant proposes to install water lines, however, staff can
not confirm the proposed lines fully conform to TVWD standards until public
improvement plans are approved. This standard will be fully met when



Engineering. reviews and approves the public improvement plans, which has' been conditioned previously in this report.

6.601 Storm Water - Required lmprovements
storm water facilities, inctuding appropriate source control and
conveyance facilities, shall be installed in new developments and shalt
connect to the existing downstream drainage systems consistent with the
comprehensive Plan and the requirementsãf ilean Watel: Services water
quality regulations contained in their Design and Construction Standards
R&O 04-9 or its replacement.

The applicant provided a memorandum dated July 10,2006 summarizing the
intent to discharge stormwater from the proposed lots to the existing storm
system. Ïhis summary also contained calculations showing that thã existing
system has the necessary capacity. The City provided this information to a
consultant for outside review. The consultant noted that the design was feasible
but noted that the summary did not include any information abouithe condition of
the existing 

-water 
quality facility, nor was the typical downstream analysis

included. Afterchecking with the City of Shenrvood's Public Works Deþartment, it
was determined the existing water quality facility is in good condition, flnctions
well and that downstream concerns do not curréntly ei¡st for this sysiem.

The applicant proposes new storm laterals from the existing storm line in
Woodhaven Drive to serve lots 1-5. While not shown in thãapplicant's proposal
it is assumed that Lot 6 can be served by an existing main linå crossing the front
of the lot' Also not shown is if the existing line is locãted within a publið storm' easement- A condition was previously recommended under the sanitary sewer
discussion for a 20 foot wide public utility easement which would cover both the
sanitary and storm lines.

FINDING: As discussed above, staff can not confirm at this time that the
standard has been met. lf the applicant submits revised plans that show the
storm water connection to Lot 6 and complies with the easement condition
previously recommended in this report, this standard will be met.

CONDITION: Submit public improvement plans for review and approval that
clearly show a storm water connection serving Lot 6.

6.701
When land is developed so tnãt any commercial or industrial structure is
further than two hundred and fifty (ZSO¡ teet or any residential structure is
further than five hund_red (500) feetfrom an adeqúate water supply for fire
protection, as determined by the Fire District, the develop"r 

"nâttþrovidefire protection facilities necessary to provide adequate water supily anO
fire safety.

FINDING: All proposed lots will have frontage on a public street and no lot is
greater than 500 feet from an existing fire hydrant.



6.800 Public And Private Utilities
6.802.A requires that installation of utilities be provided in public utility
easements and shall be sized, constructed, tocated and installed consistent
with this Code, Chapter 7 of the Gommunity Development Gode, and
applicable utility company and City standards.

6.802.8 requires that public utility easements shall be a minimum of eight
feet in width unless a reduced width is specifically exempted by the Gity
Engineer.

6.802.C indicates that where necessary, in the judgment of the City
Manager or his designee, to provide for orderly development of adjacent
properties, public añd franchise utilities shall be extended through the site
to the edge of adjacent property(ies).

6.802.D requires franchise utility conduits to be installed per the utility
design and specification standards of the utility agency.

6.802.E requires Public Telecommunication conduits and appurtenances to
be installed per the Gity of Sherwood telecommunication design standards.

The applicant has proposed 8-foot wide public utility easements (PUE) adjacent to

Woodhaven Drive and a 15-foot PUE for Lot 6 adjacent to Tract A. As discussed

and conditioned above, the easement adjacent to Lot 6 must be a minimum of 20

feet wide to accommodate two (2) public utilities. ln addition, the applicant has not

indicated that the required conduits will be installed as part of this development' As

part of the public improvement plan review and approval, the applicant will be

required to show conduits for all public and private utilities'

FINDING: As discussed above, the applicant has not shown all necessary
public and private utility conduits will be installed, therefore, this standard has not

been met. lf the applicant complies with the below condition, this standard will be

met.

GONDITION: Submit public improvement plans to Engineering for review and

approval which includes installation of public telecommunication conduits including

laterals for individual lots.

6.803 Underqround Facilities
vided,allutilityfacilities,includingbutnotlimitedto'

electiic power, telephone, natural gas, lighting, cable television, and
telecommunication cable, shalt be placed underground, unless specifically
authorized for above ground installation, because the points of connection to
existing utilities makeunderground installation impractical, or for other
reasons deemed acceptable by the City.

FINDING: The applicant will install utilities underground as part of the public

improvements; therefore, this standard will be satisfied with approval of the public

improvement plans and construction of the subdivision.



D. Chapter 7 - Subdivisions and partitions

7.401 Pesiqn_gtandards- Blocks- ConnectivitvA' Block Size. The lengtfr, wl'Ottr, anO shape of blocks sha¡ be designed
to provide adequate building sites for the useé proposed, and for convenient
access, circulation, traffic control and safety.

According to the submitted preliminary plat, the block length, width and shape willprovide for adequate single-family dwelling building sites, convenient access,
circulation, traffic control and safety. ln aoiition, thi layout is generally consistent
with the original PUD through the provision of a street connection from Woodhaven
Drive to Meinecke Road. Traffic control and safety issues will be evaluated when
and if Lot 7 develops in the future in a manner consistent with the original pUD. lt ispossible that modifications to the PUD or traffic improvements could 6e required at
that time based on review of a traffic study for that development.

B' Block Length. Blocks shalt not exceed five-hundred thirty (530) feet inlength, except 99"f" adjacent to princlpa! arterla!,-whlch sha!! näi exceeo
one thousand eight hundred (1,900) feei.

As previously discussed, the block length of Woodhaven Drive between SW
saunders and.sw Dow is approximately 390 feet in length. Therefore, the
standard is satisfied.

C' Pedestria-n_and tsicycle Gonnectivity. Paved bike and pedestrian
accessways shall be provided on public easements or right-of-way consistent
with FigureT.401.

Figure 7.401 shows mid-block pedestrian connections between cul-de-sac bulbs
g1d for longer blocks where streets may stub at "T" intersections on either side.
While the applicant is not being required to construct public improvements for the
extension of Saunders Drive at this time, they are proþosing a pedestrian access to
the ballfields located on Lot 7. There is a diécrepån.y in that sheet C2 of the
applicant's drawings show a 6-foot wide brick u.c"si path while page 20 of the
applicant's narrative calls for the same path to have an eight-fooi*i-Otf,.

As also noted on page 20 of the narrative, this path will allow direct pedestrian
and bicycle access to the Shenvood High School's sports complex. ln the name
of neighborhood continuity, and because this will be a major pedestrianibike way,
the Engineering Department recommends the path be A+äet wiOe throughout the
entire length from the western boundary of Lot 5 to the northern bounda"ry of the
area proposed to be Tract A. Because the area of Tract A is required to 6e
dedicated to the public, the improvements within the right of waf will need to be
reviewed and approved by the Engineering Department. ln addition to thepedestrian path within the area of Tract A io Lot 7, a well identified peOestrian
path system through this site to Meinecke is necessary before finding this standard
is fully met' lt is anticipated that a pedestrian pathway system alread'y exists
through the majority of the site, however the location must be verified and any gaps
in the systems removed.



FINDING: Based on the discussion above staff can not confirm that the block

design standards have been fully satisfied. lf the applicant complies with the

conditions specified below, the standards will be fully met.

CONDITION:
1. Submit public improvement plans for review and approval that shows an 8-

foot wide sidewaik/pedestrian path along the Lot 5 frontage and within the

newly dedicated right-of-waY.
2. Priorto final plat aþproval, submit a plan that shows the location of a

pedestrian pätn sysier from Saunders to Meinecke. Any gaps in the path

system must be addressed prior to signing of the Mylar'

7.402.01 Easements- Utilities
Easements tãffier-*rainage, water mains, electric lines, or other utilities
shall be dedicated or provideO tor Uy deed. Easements shall be a minimum of

ten (10) feet in width and centered on rear or side lot lines; except for tie-back

easements, which shall be six (6) feet wide by twenty (20) feet long on side lot
lines at the change of direction.

All public utilities with the exception of those serving Lot 6 will be located within the

right of way with service laterals to individual lots, therefore, no easements other

than the standard eight foot public utility easements are required. Lot 6 has existing

storm and sanitary séwer lines that neðessitates a 20 foot easement along the front

property line. This has been conditioned previously in this report.

FINDING: Based on the applicant's proposal as discussed above and as

conditioned previously in this report, this standard has been satisfied'

7.403 Pedestrian and Bicvcle Wavs
y be required to connect cul'de-sacs' divide

through an unusually long or oOAty shaped block, or to otherwise provide

adequate circulation.

As discussed previously under 7.401.C, a pedestrian acGeSS is necessary to

connect Woodhaven Diive to Meinecke Road at this time. When or if Saunders is

extended in the future, sidewalks will provide this connection. ln the mean time, a

clearly defined path system is needed. While it is highly likely that such a p-ath 
.

existi in whole or puú the applicant must show the þedestrian connection for staff

to confirm and ensure'tne pát'n system is complete prior to final plat approval' This

has been conditioned previously in this report.

FINDING: As discussed above, while the standard is not satisfied as proposed,

a condition has been recommended previously in this report under Section 7.401

which will ensure full compliance with this standard.

7.404 - Lots
7.404.01- Lot size, width, shape, and orientation shall be appropriate for the

location and topography of tlre subdivision, and shall comply with applicable

zoning district requirements, with the following exceptions.

The lot sizes for lots 1-6 comply with the original PUD approval. Lot 7 is not being

further developed at this time but is generally of appropriate size and shape to



E

ensure it could be developed in the future consistent with the original pUD. The lotsare not irregularly shaped and appear able to accommodate dwõllings consistentwith the setback requirements.

7'404'02 Access'All lots in a subdivision shallabut a public street.

Lots 1-5 abut Woodhaven Drive. As proposed, Lot 6 will abut a tract which is notproposed to be public. ln order to comply with this standard, the tract must bededicated as public right of way. As diöcissed fréviously in this l."port, .onrtruction
of the smail segment of the street does not ,.,.uä .urr"nt and proposed
development, nor is it proportional. However, the áfpticant w¡li ne'eo to provide
some assurances that contributions to the construction will be made when or if thestreet extension occurs.

7'404'03 Double Frontage' Double frontage and reversed frontage lots areprohibited except where essential to provide separation of residential
development from 

-railroads, trafficarteries, aã¡äcent nonresidential uses, orto overcome specifie topographlca! or or¡entaäon problems. A five (S) footwide or greater easement fãr pranting and screening may be required.

No double frontage lots are proposed.

7 '404'04 Side Lot Lines ' Side lot lines shall, as far as practicable, run at rightangles to the street upon which the lots facä, except tirat on crrvãd sûeetsside lot rines shail be radiar to the curye of the street.

All of the side rot rines run at right angres to the street.

7'404'05 Grading -Grading of building sites shatl conform to the foltowingstandards, except when topographyót pnysicàl conditions warrant specialexceptions:
A. cut sropes shail not exceed one and one-harf (1 1r2) feet
horizontally to on^e (l) foot vertically.B' Fill slopes^shall not exceed irvo (2) feet horizontally to one (1)foot vertically.

Grading permits are issued through the Sherwood Building Department, however itis anticipated that full compliance with this standard can be achieved because thegeneral topography is relatively flat. The Building Department will ensure
compliance with grading standards

FINDING: Based on the discussion above, the applicable lot standards havebeen met either through the proposed preliminary plãt or the conditions
recommended previously in this report regarding'd'edication of right oi*ry.

8.304.04 Visual Gorridors
New developments with frontage on Highway 9gw, or arterial or collectorstreets designated on the Transportat¡on plán Map, attached as Appendixc, or in section vr of the Gommunity Deveropmànt pran, sha¡ be requiredto establish a randscaped visuar coiridor. Tire required width arong a



collector is 10 feet and 15 feet along an arterial. In residential
developments where fences are typically desired adjoining the above
described major street the corridor may be placed in the road right'of'way
between the property line and the sidewalk.

Per the Transportation System Plan, the development abuts a collector
(Meinecke) along the northern property line; however the visual corridor has

been established already as part of SP 05-04. Woodhaven Drive to the south of
the subject property is a Neighborhood Route and does not require a visual
corridor.

FINDING: This standard is satisfied

8.304.06 Trees Alonq Public Streets or on Other Public Propertv
Trees are required to be planted by the land use applicant to the
specifications identified in 8.304.06.41-5 along public streets abutting or
within any new development. Planting of such trees shall be a condition of
development approval.

The Shenivood Zoning and Community Development Code requires one (1)

street tree for every 25 feet of street frontage or two (2) trees for every buildable
lot, whichever vields the qreatest number of street trees. Woodhaven Drive has

12 exist'mg streei trees along the site frontage spaced approximately 25-30 feet
apart on center with one proposed for removal to accommodate the pedestrian

access to Lot 7. The following table was used to evaluate the street tree
requirements:

026212.48112Saunders
extension firact A)

1112290111.65110Woodhaven Drive

Trees
orooosed

Totaltrees
required

ROW length/trees
required

# of lots/trees
required

As the above table shows, one (1) additional tree is needed along the frontage of
lots 1-5 and two (2) additional trees are needed for Lot 6. ln addition, it is
anticipated that the installation of driveways for lots 1-5 may require the
relocation of some or all of the existing street trees. Therefore, a condition is
recommended that requires the applicant to clearly indicate which lots will have

two street trees and which lots will have three street trees. The tree plan must be

approved and a bond submitted for the street trees prior to approval of the public

improvement plans.

FINDING: As discussed above, the proposal does not meet the street tree
requirement; therefore, this standard has not been met. lf the applicant complies

with the condition listed below, this standard will be met.

CONDITION: Submit revised plans for as part of the public improvement
submittal that shows a total of 12 street trees along the lot 1-5 frontage and 2

trees along the Saunders extension area.
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t'to*'ot tlg"="=o.n troq"nu,iuoig="! Io a"r!"tn t"no u"" ooot,""*ton"8.304.07.Arequirestlrat@mentssubjecttoSection
2'202, site develop.mg_njs subject to Section s.zoz,and subáivisions subjectto section 7:?Û}-shail be required to preserve trees or woodrands, asdefined by this Section to the maximum extent feasible within the fontexto! tle proposed land use plan and relative to other policies and standards
of the city comprehensive plan, as determined by the city. For theinventory purposes of section g.304.07, a tree is á tiving woooy prant
having a trunk diameter as specifiea oelow at four and óne-h 

^ftin- 
1¿1l Íeetabove mean ground level at the base of the trunk, also known as DiameterBreast Height (?gHl. Trees pranted for commerciar agricurturat prrpo""",

such as nut and fruit orchards and Christmas tree faims, 
"r" "rtlräed 

fromthis definition, and from regulation under Section 8.304.ó7, as are any livingwoody plants under five (S) inches DBH.

ln general, the City shall permit only the removal of trees, woodlands, andassociated vegetation, regardtess of s¡ze and/or density, ,n¡n¡rnåiiv
necessary to undertake the development actlvities coniemplated óy theland use application under consideration. For tnÀ aevelopment or Éuosand subdivisions, minimally necessary activities will typital!y entailtreeremoval for the purposes of constructing Gity ano priüäte uti¡ties, itreets,and other infrastructure, and minimally rãquúeo siie grading neceslary toconstruct the development as approved.

D. Mitigation
1' The Gity m.ay Lgguire mitigation for the removar of any trees andwoodlands identified as per section 9.304.07c if, in the 

-city's
determination, retention is not feasible or practical within the context of theproposed land use plan or relative to othei policies and standards of the
Gity Comprehensive Plan. Such mitigation ånalt not be required of theapplicant when removal is necessitaied by the installation'of City utilities,streets and other infrastructure in accordánce with adopted City-standardsand plans. Provided, however, that the Gity may grant exceptioñs toestablished Gity street utility and other infrastrúc-ture standards in order toretain trees or woodlands, if, in the Gity's determination, such exceptionswill not significantly compromise the fúnctioning of the 

"tr""t, 
;a¡l¡ú o,other infrastructure being considered. Mitigation-shall be in the form ofreplacement by the planting of new trees.

There are 2l inventoried trees on the property ranging in size from 5 inches to22.5 inches diameter at breast height iosHl.'risniee"n ôf th" i;;;; il;;'ù""n
deemed to be in poor or fair conditLn ànd ,r" pöporåd for removal. Three treesare deemed to be in fair condition and are propo.åd to be retained. These treesare Maple trees and are 18 inches,21 inches ãnd 20.5 inches located in thesoutheast corner of Lot 6. Based on review of the arborist report (Robert
Mazany, July 5, 2006), most of the trees proposed for removal are in poor or faircondition and are considered hazardous. rree # 1a, 15, 16, 1g, 1g aÅd 20 arelisted as fair and recommended for removal but there is no indication that theyare hazardous, fherefore mitigation is required. The total combined inches ofthese trees is b2 inches DBH. The appricant has proposed to prant nine (g)western Red cedar trees. Assuming these will all be z ¡nches DBH, thisprovides 18 inches. An additional 34 inches must be mitigated througl-r planting
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on site, off-site or by paying a fee in-lieu. With the school district being the
applicanVproperty owner, it seems very feasible that if space is not available on

the subject property, there is ample room on other school owned property to

accommod ate 17 2-inch caliper trees. The applicant will need to submit a

mitigation plan and either complete the mitigation or provide assurances that the

mitigation will be completed pr¡or to final plat approval.

FINDING: As discussed above, the applicant has not fully indicated how the

trees to be removed will be mitigated. ln addition, while the applicant has indicated

they will remove only those trees minimally necessary to complete the

development, a conðition is necessary to insure that the proposed tree retention

is realized and trees proposed for retention are not harmed during construction.

GONDITIONS:
1. The applicant shall comply with the arborist recommendations from

Robert Mazany in the July 5, 2006 memo regarding tree protection

measures and all tree protection shall be in place prior to the grading of
the site.

2. Prior to final plat approval, submit a plan for mitigation of 52 inches and

complete the mitigation or supply appropriate assurance that the mitigation

will be completed per the approved plan. The mitigation shall provide

similar species to those removed.

VII. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based on a review of the applicable code provisions, agency and public comments, and staff

review, staff recommends ÀÞpnOVlL with conditions of the proposed seven lot subdivision

for SUB 06-03 High School Heights. The specific recommended conditions of approval are:

General Conditions:

The following applies throughout the development and occupancy of the site:

1. Retaining walls within public easements or the public right-of-way shall require

engineerìng approval. Retaining walls with a height of 4 feet or higher located on

private property will require a permit from the building department.

2. Development and construction on the site shall conform substantially to the

preliminary plat development plans submitted dated August 14, 2006 and

þrepared by WRG Design, except as modified in the conditions below. All plans

shall comply with the applicable building, planning, engineering and fire
protection codes of the City of Sheruvood.

3. The developer is responsible for all costs associated with any remaining public

facility improvements and shall assure the construction of all public streets and

utilities witfrin and adjacent to the plat as required by these conditions of
approval, to the planð, standards, and specifications of the City of Sherwood.

The developer si'rall also provide to the City financial guarantees for construction

of all publicstreets and/or utilities within and adjacent to the plat, as required by

the engineering compliance agreement.

A



B

4' Unless specifically exempted in _writing by the final decision, the development
shall comply with all applicable City oish"rrooá ano other applicable agency
codes and standards, except as modified within this report.

Prior to anv qradinq of the site:

1' The applicant shall comply with the arborist recommendations from Robert
Mazany in the Jul¡r 5, 2006 memo regarding tree protection measures and alltree protection shall be in place prior-to the-grading of the site. Treefrotection
shall be maintained on-site during construction or ine entire project ,nl"s,
specifically reviewed and overseen by the arborist for necessary construction
closer than the tree canopy.

2' obtain Building Department permits and approvalfor erosion control and grading
on private property and Engineering Department permits and approvalfor allgrading in the public right_of_way -".- -rrr v i-r !

3' Any existing, wells, septic systems and underground storage tanks shall beabandoned in accordance with oregon state iaw. The method and schedule forabandonment of these shall be reviéwed and approved by the City Engineer prior
to issuance of a grading permit.

4' A demolition permit shall be obtained from the Building Department prior todeconstructing or moving any structures.

Receive city Engineer approval of construction plans for all public improvements. Theseplans shall meet the applicable standards of the City oisñå*ood, clean water s"riããr,Tualatin valley Fire and Rescue, and rualatin valley wateioistrict and the conditions ofapproval required from this land use action and inclúde, but are not limited to, the following:

1. Placement of ail existing and proposed utirities underground.
2' The utility plans,. including line sizes for water lines, sanitary sewer lines, andstorm drainage lines within the development, shall 

'be 
subject to review and

Spproval by the. City Engineer, the Buiiding ófficial, Tualaiin Va¡ey Fire andRescue, Clean Water Services and the tùalat¡n várr"y Water Disírict jrior toapproval of construction plans for the development. Útitit¡es shall be itaceowithin easements, as approved by the City, *r,en located outside public rights-of-way

3' Drlst suppression and erosion control measures, as approved by the Building
Official/City Engineer, shall be provided during tÁe iourse of construction within
the development.

4' Submit plans in accordance with the Engineering submittal checklist available
from the Engineering Department.

5' The public improvement plans shall be substantially similar to the plans
submitted with the preliminary plat, but shall also clearty provide the following:
a' a total of 12 street trees along the lot 1-5 frontage and 2 trees along the

Saunders extension area.

b' an 8-foot wide sidewalk/pedestrian path along the Lot 5 frontage and within the
newly dedicated right_of-way connecting to lðt Z.

C. a
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c. a storm water connection serving Lot 6.

d. a manhole at the end of the sanitary sewer mainline extension (as opposed to

the clean out proposed) and show the sanitary sewer line will be extended to

Lot 7.

The public improvement plans shall specify that a full street 2" grind and overlay of
the asphalt section affected by the installation of utilities to lots 1-5 and

replacement of any sidewalks disturbed due to the installation of utilities andior
development of lots will be complete prior to final acceptance of the public

improvements.

Submit public improvement plans to Engineering for review and approvalwhich
includes installation of conduits for public telecommunication utilities including

laterals for individual lots.

Public easements are required over all public utilities outside the public right-of-

way. Easements dedicated to the City of Shenruood are exclusive easements
unless otherwise authorized by the City Engineer.

The City Engineer may require a geotech report if questions arise regarding the

constructability of the proposed public improvements.
I

D Prior to Final Plat Approval:

The submittal by the applicant for final plat review and approval shall include but
not be limited to the following: a final plat application; final plat review fee;
narrative identifying how the required conditions of approval have or will be met;
copies of the final plat; and any other materials required to demonstrate
compliance with the conditions of approval. ln addition, the following specific
conditions shall be met prior to approval of the final plat:

1. Obtain approval from Engineering for thgpublic improvement plans.

Z. Submit a ptan for mitigation of 52 i,rftr-É;ffiK^plete the mitigation or supply

appropriate assurance that the mitigation will be completed per the approved plan.

The mitigation shall provide similar species to those removed.

3. Submit a plan that shows the location of a pedestrian path system from Saunders to

Meinecke. Any gaps in the path system must be addressed prior to signing of the

Mylar.

4. Submit a revised plat that shows a twenty (20) foot public easement over the

sanitary sewer mainline extension on Lot 6.

5. The final plat shall show public right of way dedication of the area identified as

Tract A as well as the portion of Lot 5 identified on Sheet C7 to accommodate a

future intersection re-alignment or as needed to accommodate the intersection
re-alignment and the eight foot sidewalk connecting to the pedestrian pathway

system on Lot 7.

6. Enter into an agreement with the City of Sherwood for installation and
maintenance oi private improvements and landscaping within the public right of
way identified as Tract A on the preliminary plat. The agreement must be

executed prior to final plat approval.



E

F

Prior to lssuance of Buildinq permits:

1' Obtain approval of all public improvements by the Engineering Department.
2' Submit two (2) copies of the recorded final plat to the Planning Department.

On-qoinq Conditions

1' All rain, storm, and other surface water runoff from roofs, exposed stainrrrays, lightwells, courts, courtyards, and exterior paved areas shall be äisposeO of in
compliance with local ordinances and state rules and regulatioÅs, in a manner
that will not increase runoff to adjacent properties. The ãpproved points ordisposal include storm sewer latérals to a public system or other storm sewer
system as approved by the City Engineer.

2' The developer shall coordinate the location of mailboxes with the post office.
3' The developer shall coordinate location of garbage and recycling receptacles

with Pride Disposal.

4' The continuar operation of the property shail compry with the appricabre
requirements of the Shen¡rood Zoning-and Community oevelopment Cooe.

5' Decks, fences,.sheds, building additions and other site improvements shall not
be located within any easement unless othenryise determined by the Cityîi"-'
Shenruood.

6' This approval is.valid for a period of two (2) years from the date of the decision
notice, per Section 2.301.01

A.

VIII. EXHIBITS

Preliminary subdivision plan and narrative prepared by wRG design. plans
dated 8-14-06 and narrative dated July 2006.



TO: City Council

FROM: Planning Commission

RE: Area 59 - Phase 2 - Implementation (pA 06-01)

DATE: October 27,2006

Staff will be providing our recommendations to you regarding Area 59 under separate
cover. However, we have elected to take the unusual step of providing a separate cover
memo due to the exceptional volume and breadth of materials you have received. These
recommendations run the gamut from adoption of technical guidance to amendments to
the Transportation System Plan, to changes to our zonemap, to further amendments to
the Zoning and Development code. we thought it might be hetpful to provide a
summary of some of our overall reasoning for this package in our words.

Please note that not all votes on all elements were unanimous, and this summary should
not be considered definitive for all members of the Planning Commission on all issues.
Those definitive comments, concerns and votes can be found in the record from our
meetings, as is usually the case.

That said, please consider:

1. The reason this material is before you is to provide a school site. Were it not for that,
this area would continue to be farm/exception land, and not eligible for urban
development at all. Ensuring and preserving adequate land for schools was our primary
objective. If the area cannot be preserved for two schools, then it should not be brought
into the city.

2. While the MX overlay is not without risk, we believe the benefits are many.

' It is a great opportunity to create a live, work, shop, and school area that
would be contained within walking distance.

' It would be market driven. It affords the community to grow as needed
with a defined, low impact commercial aspect. It also provides a market-
based choice to the development community to do something new and
different or continue the existing land use pattem.

' The design criteria element will produce a better product for everyone.

' The time to consider such a designation is in a new neighborhood without
any preexisting urban development and without many existing neighbors,
not later when residents will be accustomed to a status quo development
pattern.

Knowing of your reluctance to consider this element, we have tried to minimize the risks
by, (1) designing the MX designation as an overlay rather than as a new zone, and (2)by
not applying the overlay to the school site.



3' This project has gone through an extensive two year public process and the end result
seems to be a good product for the future of Sherwåod. tt does provide for a modestlygreater level of density than is currently available. V/hile we believe this is ofßet by the
implementation of design code elemenis of the ,.pedestrian 

zone,,, a majority of us
believe this: any time we can use land in ou, urbun growth boundary more efficiently,
we delay our spread into the sumounding countrysi¿é. wnetner that countryside containspotato farms, a vineyard' 

lrobby farms, or Christmas trees, it helps define our community
l.much as the portions of Sherwood that have been deveíoped. Responsible actions to
delay that spread help keep this the kind of community *" ilt value and keeps oregon
Oregon.

we respectfully submit this letter and package of recommendations for your
consideration.



sINNIW
AOUddV



City of Sherwood, Oregon
Planning Commission Minutes

October 10,2006

Commission Members Present:
Vice Chair Allen
Jean Lafayette
DanBalza
Matt Nolan
Russell Griffin

Staff: Kevin Cronin
Rob Dixon
Julia Hajduk
Cynthia Butler

Commissioners Absent:
Chair - Adrian Emery
Todd Skelton

City Attorney: Paul Elsner

l. Call to Order/Roll Call - Cynthia Butler called roll. Chair Adrian Emery and

Commissioner Skelton were absent.

2. Agenda Review - An executive session had been discussed and placed temporarily on

the agenda. Commissioners confirmed there would not be an executive session held this evening

and that the session had been removed from the agenda.

3. Brief Announcements - Kevin recapped that the Oct. 18th SURPAC meeting will
include discussion on the Economic Development Strategy, which is in lieu of another work

session. SURPAC meetings begin at 6:30 PM at City Hall. A hearing on Economic

Development will be held at the Nov. 14th Planning Commission meeting. October 19'n the

downtown streetscapes project ribbon cutting ceremony for the opening of Pine Street will be

held from 5-6 PM, with the ribbon cutting at 5:30 PM. Refreshments will be served.

Rob Dixon requested feedback from Commissioners via email regarding the development of a

better process to respond to public testimony during meetings from citizens who challenge the

facts, ethics or intent of City staff. Rob said that in the past during such testimony, City staff has

chosen not to respond during the public comments to maintain a professional public forum

environment rather than engage with hostile accusations. Rob stated that when such testimony

remains unchallenged it may give a false impression to the public that charges made by citizen
testimony are accurate. Rob added that some public statements have degraded to defamation of
character toward an ethical and professional staff. As such, Rob concluded that he would like

some input from the Commission on better ways to manage these situations.

4. Community Comments - There were none.

5. New Business: Public Hearing - High School Heights Subdivision, SUB 06-03: Matt

Nolan read the hearings disclosure statement. Vice Chair Allen recapped the Rules and

Procedures for Meetings.

Julia Hajduk recapped the project to date. The site is part of the original Woodhaven PUD and a

modification to the PUD was approved by City Council on Sept. 19,2006, which allows the
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addition of these 6 lots into the PUD overlay. Julia said the only significant change from the
applicant's proposal is that Tract A is recommended to be dedicated to the City as right-of-way,
so that it can be designated in the future if necessary for a future street connection. Julia addeà
that the original Woodhaven PUD plans included a possible street connection at this location
depending on future development. The Woodhaven Home Owners Association (HOA) approves
adding this subdivision to the HOA. Julia added that staff recommends adding this anangåment
to the conditions of approval.

JeanLafayette referred to Page 2l,D-2 and said that the text infers mitigation of trees but did
trees did not appear in the language. Julia confirmed and will add trees io the language. Jean
added that a condition for arborist protections appears in the findings section, but not on the
conditions page. Julia confirmed and will add the arborist recommendations language to the
conditions page. Jean said that a sign should be placed on the portion of the traclthãtmay
become a future street so that the public will be aware of the possibility. Julia confirmed that the
Code requires a sign and one is planned for the site for this purpose. Jean asked about parking in
relation to the ball fields. Julia deferred to the applicant's representative, Andrew Tull from
WRG Design.

Andrew Tull, WRG Design, 5415 SW V/estgate Dr., Ste. 100, Portland, OR g7L2l - Andrew
said there was not an expected increaSe in parking related to the ball fields particularly since the
ball fields will not be visible from the street due to residential developmenfand vegetation.
Andrew confirmed that current parking needs for the ball fields are met at the high school.
Russell asked if there would be a new path created to connect to parking from the development.
^-^1,---- - c I ô 

^Arrdrew contrmed an ij iboi-wide pedesirian path is proposed to connect to Meinecke that would
also connect to the east side ofthe high school parking area.

Julia Hajduk reiterated that parking for the ball fields has already been addressed in the approval
of the ball fields land use application prior to their construction.

Russell Griffin asked for a description of Tract A. Andrew Tull said Tract A will be located in
front of Lot#6 and will be partially landscaped. Part of the tract will serve as the driveway for
Lot #6 along with the 8 foot-wide pedestrian trail. No fence will be constructed as the tract will
be a public righfof-way connecting to the school.

Vice Chair Allen asked if there were further questions for Andrew Tull. There were none.

David Heath, 16947 Cobblestone St., Sherwood OR 97140 - David stated he is the president of
the Woodhaven HOA and supported Stafls recommendation that the new developmènt become
part of the'Woodhaven HOA and that this be included in the conditions of approval. David said
that he also agrees with Staff s recommendation that an agreement between the School District
and the City for the maintenance for Tract A is listed in the conditions of approval.

Patrick asked for clarification from staff if the tract is public right-of-way that it should be the
City's responsibility. Julia said that since the tract will include private improvements such as a
pedestrian path and an cmcrgency access drive, which are not the responsibility of the City.

David Heath said he was concerned about parking and referred to the stretch of Villa Rd. near
the football field where people park for games. David added that with a pedestrian path it is
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likely to encourage parking in the area. David said there are parking restrictions in Woodhaven

as a result of street width and that some street sides in'Woodhaven are designated no parking.

David asked about options for no parking signage in the area. Jean asked if he was asking that

this be placed in the conditions of approval. Mr. Heath responded that he was not specifically

asking for this, but added that partial parking restrictions are difficult to enforce and that no

parking signage may be the only option to avoid people parking to attend ball field functions.

bavid concluded by asking if it was possible to install alarge retaining fence or some kind of
barrier to protect homes from ball field activity and said that some homes on Villa Rd.

experienced some damage from sport events. Russell Griffin later added that buyers of property

in the new development will be making the choice to live near ball fields, and questioned the

extent that a developer or the City is responsible or can be expected to protect property owners

from circumstances arising from the site's proximity to ball fields.

Vice Chair Allen asked if there were any further questions for Mr. Heath. There were none.

Kelly Hossaini, Miller Nash et al, 111 SW 5th Ave., Ste. 3400, Portland, OR 97204 - Kelly is an

attorney that represents the Sherwood School District. Kelly said she spoke to the Woodhaven

HOA a-ttorney who said that conditions of approval for the final plat need to be in place requiring

the developer to submit a supplemental declaration stating that the 6 lots atepart of the

Woodhaven PUD, and that the School District will also require this condition for the developer

in the purchase & sale agreement. Regarding the tract maintenance, Kelly said that the purchase

& sale agreement will also acknowledge that maintenance of the tract is the developers'

responsibility. Kelly added that the developer can work with the V/oodhaven HOA on a

maintenance agreement as part of common areas maintained by an HOA. Kelly said the

developer in any case would be responsible for obtaining an agreement for maintenance of the

tract and this would be in the conditions of approval for the final plat.

Patrick said that the developer may or may not want to work out a maintenance agreement for
the tract. Kelly responded that the developer would be required to do this based on the

requirement prior to final plat approval. Kelly referred to the staff report that currently contains

this condition. Julia confirmed.

Jean said that the current conditions of approval state that the City of Sherwood will place

conditions on the final plat, and asked for clarification how the Woodhaven HOA will be

included in the conditions for the final plat. Kelly responded that the City of Sherwood will
confirm an agreement exists for the Woodhaven HOA to maintain the tract prior to final plat

approval. Julia confirmed that because the tract will be right-of-way owned by the City, the

Wõodhaven HOA will be making an agreement with the City to maintain the tract and to be

allowed to make improvements in the public right-oÊway.

Discussion ensued regarding the HOA structure and that dues would be increased by the new

properties as Tract A would be one of the common areas. Patrick stated that the School District,

Wo-odhaven HOA, the developer and the City will be certain a maintenance agreement for Tract

A is in place prior to final plat approval.

Vice Chair Allen recapped key items discussed that included: added language specific to trees

and arborist protections; affirming the 6lots into the Woodhaven HOA, maintenance of Tract A,

and signage 
-for 

the potential future street. Consensus was given by Commissioners and Staff.
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Vice Chair Allen asked if there was any further testimony. There was none. The hearing was
closed at7:36P}i/..

Julia Hajduk asked the Commission if Staff should draft the conditions of approval based on the
intent in tonight's discussion and the recap of key items by Patrick Allen. Cõmmissioners
confirmed.

JeanLafayette moved to approve SUB 06-03 High School Heights subdivision based on the
adoption of the staff report, findings of fact, public testimony, staff recommendations , agency
comments, applicant comments and the conditions as revised.

Matt Nolan seconded.

Vice Chair Allen asked if there was further discussion on the motion. There was none. A vote
was taken:

Yes-5 No-O Abstain-O

Motion cairied.

6. New Business: Area 59 Letter of Recommendation - Kevin handed out updated
versions of the Area 59 draft letter from the Planning Commission to the City Council that
included last minute recommended changes by Commissioner Nolan. Changes were discussed
and Jean Lafayette motioned to approve the letter with changes. Dan Balzaseconded. A vote
----,1-twas taKell:

Yes-5 No-O Abstain-0

Motion carried.

Kevin reiterated that a work session was expected with Council prior to the Nov. 7th hearing on
Area 59 and that he would like some Commission members to aitend if possible. Rob Dixon
stated that the City Council session regularly scheduled for Tuesday, Nov. 7'h maybe moved to
Wednesday, Nov. 8th due to Election Day activities on theT'h. Kevin will get back to
commissioners regarding the confirmed council date and work session.

7. Comments from Commission: Patrick Allen attended the SURPAC session last month
on the Economic Development Strategy and said there was a good turnout. Patrick encouraged
other Commissioners to attend the next SURPAC meeting if possible. Kevin added that the
consultant had provided materials he will distribute to Commissioners. Patrick said he also
attended two school design meetings for elementary and,middle schools. Kevin said that he also
attended an eco-charrette with the school District that was productive.

Rob Dixon reported on the Wayfinding project and recapped that the2"d and last draft in April
2006 was presented to City Council at a work session. City Council received this version as a
final recommendation. Comments are being updated and will go back to City Council with a
public hearing, but no date has been set.
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Kevin reported back on an item discussed from an earlier session and confirmed that

Commission members who miss one hearing of a multiple hearing agenda should listen to the

audio tape of the missed session before participating in the next continued hearing, or choose not

to participate in the sequential hearing. Previously, review of the minutes from the missed

meeting has been the practice.

Julia revisited discussion regarding options for increasing public involvement that was discussed

at previous sessions. Julia said steps had been taken on some options already and that Staff

would continue to consider better public notice formats, website updates and other options for

better public outreach.

Vice Chair Allen asked if there was further discussion. There was none.

8. Next Meeting: Octob er 24,2006 - Goal 5 & Infill Standards public hearing, continued.

9. Adjournment - vice chair Allen adjourned the session at 8:20 PM.

End ofminutes.
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