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CTTY OF SIIERWOOD
PI,ANNTNG COMMISSION I{EETING

855 No. Sherwood Blvd.

September 12, L988 at 7:30 p.m.

CaII to Order

Minutes of August. 15, L988

Status Report from Bilet Products

Request. by St. Francis Church to extend their Conditional Use
permit aIlowíng a temporary mobile office unit.
Approvar Request for a Preliminary Development pran of orlandVilla Planned Unit Development Phase 2 (PUD 88-1).

Request for Site PIan (SP 88-4) Approval of Ben Reid's
Equipment and Rental business.

Request for a motion Lo
the L988 revisi-ons t,o the
Agreement.

rove Resolution #88-422 adopting
ty and County Urban Planning Area

aPp
ci

8 Citizen Involvement Program Discussíon.

L



Department of Environmental Quality
NEIL GOLDSCHMIDf

GOVERNOA
811 SW STXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-1334 PHONE (503) 229-5696

ÂUB e S t9s8

Certified Mail No. P L29 56L 757

Bilet Products Company
c/o Milton R. Stehrart
Registered Agent
Suite 2300
l-300 S. I^f . FÍfth Avenue
Portland, OR 9720L

Re NOTTCE OF VIOI.A,TION AND INTENT
TO ASSESS CIVIL PENALTY
Bilet Products Company
NP-NI^IR- 88 - 75
llashÍngton County

Prior Ëo start-up, Bilet Products Company agreed Ëo install noise controls, as
necessary, Lo assure compliance wich Slate noi.se regulations. By letter dated
August 4, 1987 co Carole Connell, Consulting Planner for the City of Sherwood, a
copy of which was provided to you, the Department lisEed several noise emission
sourees that should have been included in your noise compliance plan. Among the
noise sources identified were the hog facilÍty, cyclone dust collection sysËetn,
stapling machines, and fork truck operations. The hog facility was totally
enclosed within a sound insulated building but the other noise generating sources
\n/ere not controlled. As a result, Bilec Products Company began operations in
October 1987 in violation of Ehe noise regulations.

Shortly after your facility corunenced full operation, DEQ received several ciËizen
noise eomplaints. Staff met wiÈh your Company on October 19, 1987 and monitored
noise impacts at several nearby residential properties. At 1025 East Oregon Street
under worst case conditions, noise ÍmpacÈ levels exceeded the al1owab1e daytime L50
55 dBA standard by a 2 decibel margin. The major noise contributors to rhis
violation were the cyclone dust collector, staplÍng and nailÍng operations, and
transitory pallet dropping on the floor and fork truck operacions. You were
provided the results of this survey by letLer dated October 22, 1987 and reqr-resred
to take necessary correcÈive action.

On November l-3, L9B7 a follow-up noise compliance survey again reconfirmed rhar
your facility exceeds the allowable daytime L50 55 dBA standard by 2 decibels ar
1025 East Oregon Street. You were subsequently issued a Notice of Violation on
November 16, 1987 and requested Èo correcl- your noise problem.

Your facility was monitored a third time on April 7, 19BB from 1025 Easr Oregon
Street. The maximum averaged noise level was 57 dBA, the same as thaÈ previously
measured on October 19 and November 13, I9B7 .

nightcime investigation was performed on July 26, 1988. Between 10:11 and 10:57
m. the cyclone dust collector r^¡as measured at 53 dBA from the apartments locatecl
the intersection <¡f East Oregon and Northeast Lincoln Streets. At this location
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Bilet Products Company
c/o Milton R. Stev/art
Page 2

Ëhe cyclone was Producing noise impacts 3 decibels above the allowable nighttimeL50 50 dBA standard. To the east, at 1025 East oregon screet, the impactã were 4to 6 dBA higher due to insÍde activities. The doors at the eastern end of rhebuilding v/ere oPen. No stapling or nailing was occurring during the July 26, 19gBÍnvestigation.

DEQ has monitored Bilet Products company in vioLaÈion of the noise standards onfour separate occasions. Repeatea rãquãsts in wríting, in person, and bytelephone for v-oluntary complíance aailng back to octõber Lgü, have faiied Èo .,produce aeceptable results. l^Iith the excepËíon of enclosing the hog facilicy, andinstallíng polyvinyl chloríde strips at rhã eastern end of ih" u,rilãirrg, wniätrproved to be only marginally effective, r^re are unaware of any further ãttempts toreduce excessive noÍse emissions to compliant levels.

Because you have operated in violation of both dayÈime and nightcime noisestandards since october L987, and have failed to comply with ãeveral Deparrmencrequests for voluntary complÍance, I have enclosed a formal notice r"rrri.g you ofour iritenÈ Èo assess cÍvil penalties if vÍolatÍons continue to occur. please notethat the civil penalty schedule provÍdes for penalËies up to $500 per violation foreach day of vÍolatÍon.

tüichín 5 days of your receipt of this enforcement actíon, v¡e request you contac¡this office and commit to implernentfng an acceptable nois. 
"o*pii"nce plan. Thecompliance plan must clefínitively outline the types of noíse cäncrors you intend toinitiate and include a time schedule for Ínstaliãtion. your proposal is due by nolater than 15 days from your receipt of thÍs letter. Failure to comply wirh Èhisrequesc will leave us no recourse but to initiate civil penalty action for fucurenoise violations.

The Department looks forward to-your full cooperation. you may direct anyquestions you have about the noise regulationÀ, or types of noise contrors otherindustries have used to Mr. Terry obcãshka, Manager ãi the Noise control prograrn.
His telephone number is Z2g-SgBg

S incerely,

Thomas R. Bispham
Adrninistrator
Regional Operations

TRB: d
AD336l-
Enclosure
cc: U.S. Environmental protection Agency

Northwest Region, DEe
Noise Pollucion ControI, DEQ
Enforcement Section, DEQ
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY cot,û,fIssIoN

OF THE STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVTRONMENTAL QUALITY,
OF THE STATE OF OREGON,

Department,

NOTICE OF INTENT TO
ASSESS CIVIL PENALTY
No. NP-NIÀIR-88-75
INASHINGTON COUNTY

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

v

BILET PRODUCTS COMPANY,
AN OREGON CORPORATION,

RespondenË.

This notice is being sent to ne"f,ondent, BÍrec products company, an

oregon corporation, pursuant Ëo oregon Revised starutes (oRS) 46g.L2s(r) and

oregon Administrarive Rures (oAR) secrion 340-L2-040(i.) and (2).

II
On or about July 26, l_988, between the hours of 10:11 p.m. and

10:57 P.R', Respondent owned or controlled an industrÍal- noise source

located on an industrial or commercial sÍte at i-050 Northeast oregon screet,
sherwood, oregon. Respondent thereby caused or permitted the operatíon of
that industrial noise source such that the noise poll-ution levels generated

by that source and measured at an appropriate measuring point exceeded the
statistical noise levels specified in Tabre g of oAR 340-35-035, in
víolation of OAR 340-35-035(t-) (b) .

ÏII
If five (5) or more days after Respondent receives this notice, the

one or more violatlons cited in Paragraph II of this notice continue, or
any simílar violation occurs, and Respondent has noË contacted the

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ASSESS
(NP-NrfR-BB-7s)

Page 1_ CTVIL PENALTY
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DeparÈment and commÍtted to the submÍttal of a noise compliance plan and

schedule, the Department r¡Iill impose upon Respondent a civll penalty

pursuant to Oregon sEatutes and OAR, Chapter 340, Divisions 11 and l-2. In

Èhe evenÈ that a civil penalty Ís imposed upon Respóndent, iË $t111 be

assessed by a subsequent hrritten noËice, pursuant Èo ORS 468.L35(l-) and (2),

ORS 183.4L5(1) and (2), and OAR 340'.ll--100 and 340-L2-070. Respondent will

be given an opportunity for a contested case hearÍng to contest the

allegatÍons and penalty assessed, in thau notice, pursuanL to ORS 468.135(2)

and (3), ORS Chapter 183, and OAR Chapter 340, Division 11. Respondent is

not enÈÍtled to a contested case hearÍng .at this time.

F-¿ç -€f *-2"Ðá-.'*¿^-
Date Thomas R. Bispham, Administrator

Regional Operations, DEQ

CertÍfied Mail No. P L29 56L 757

- NOTICE OF INTENT TO ASSESS CIVIL PENALTY
(NP-NI^IR-88-75)

Page 2
AKB69
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September 6, I9BB

Planning Commission
City of Sherwood, Oregon

RE: Use permit --mobile office unit, Tax lot 2OO, 300.

Dear Sirs,

several years ago the city of sherwood issued a permit of
occupancy to St. Francis Church for a mobile unit. During the timethat $/e have occupied said unltr wê have adhered to the oríginal
conditj-ons for approvaL with the exeption that the annuaL renewal
was simply overlooked, and for this we apologize.

During that period of time we have attempted to market ourland, but have done so unsucessfully. Due to the debt we incurredin building the new churchr \¡rê have been unable to assume additionalbuilding debts.

our intent is to build a new parish center on the new churchsite, in accord with space allocated for the same. As money has
allowed we have been lmproving and preparing the site for ttrisfuture addition. This center would contain office space, kitchen
and hall space and instructional areas, and would be a beautiful andvery important addition to our church complex and to our communityhere in Sherwood.

fn the near future we will be submitting general architectural
concepts to the archdiocesan building commissÍon for approval. Afterthat v/e should be engaging Ín a building fund for said ðonstruction.
hle would hope to have construction start in approximately threeyears.

rn the meantimer wê need our present set up to continue tooperate efficiently and on schedule, for future master planing andfund raising, As I have just become pastor of St. rranóis this past
July 1 | 1988, I hope to spend time in learning more about our com-munity and doing the best I can to hetp facilitate the pl-aning ofthe parish.

On behalf of St. Francis parish,
extension of our Occupancy permit.

I respectfully request an

Respectfullv vours,
F. 8"4- ti " ¿$n ""zl'.-*Fr. Joseph A. Baccellieri
Pastor



August L6, L9BB

City of Sherwood
Planning Commission
Sherwood, Oregon

ATTN: Carole ConneII

Dear Carole:

Please accept our apologies for not attending the scheduled meetingon Monday, August L5, Lg8g.

fn our discussion and working with the report, we mistakenry
scheduled wednesday night for the hearing. This was our error.r'onicarl.y, wê were at a meeting on Mondåy night wÍth a generarcontractor in connecti-on wÍth the cost of impiovements oñ oregon$treet reguested in your report.

Thank you for rescheduring our hearing for september r-2, 19gg.

Sincerely,.

H. l\rnold
P.O. Box 1"5086
Por:tland, Oregon g72Is



Ar:gust 20, 1988

Ci'Ly cf Sherwood
Planning Commi.ss ic.¡n
Sherwood, Oregon

ATTN: Carole Connell

Dear Carole:

REF: Orland Villa phase 2 pUD AB-1

r{e have no objections to the recommendations nunbered 3, 4,5, 6, j,9 andL0 lj.sbed in your report.

lle feel that to require aII of Oregon Street improvements be put in at thistime is too much of a strain on the total cost of phase 2. fhis would
change the cost of these rleveloped lots for low-cost housing as much as
$2,000.00 per space. We feel that part of the cost could be borne by bothphases as they are developed respectively.

VIe ar:e happy to petiti.on the city regarding vacating Murdock Road t-o theeast. lle would, however, request the government procedures not hold up anyinstallatÍon of manufactured homes, should Phase 2 be ready for this priorto tlre completion of vacating the street.

Due to the time involved with engineering, financing and governmental
delays, we request a two-year period to complete phãse 2 lrior to a renewalc¡f the approval. We also reguest that a minimum of LS' fiom the streetrabher than 20' setback be incorporated in Phase 2, as it wiII allow us tomove some back as well as forward for the different styles in manufactured
homes.

Sincerely,

H. H. Id
P.O. Box L5086
Pcrrtland, Oregon 97215



TO: City of Sherwood
Planning Commission

FROM: Carole W. Connel_I
Planning Director

STAFF REPORT

DATE TypED: August 31, 19gg

FILE NO. SP88-4

approval to construct anSUBJECT: Request for a site plan
Equipment Sa1es and Rental Busineis.

r PROPOSÀL DATÀ

Applicant: J. Ben Reid
420 Roy Street
Sherwood, Oregon g7l-4}

Owner: Mary Lockwood
2627I N. E. Butteville Road
Aurora, Oregon 9.1002

Location: Located at 21405 Pacific Highway and further describedas Tax Lot l-100, Map 2S-l-30D

ÏI. BÀCKGROTJND DATA

The applÍcant is_ proposing to move his existing tractor andrental business from the Sherwood P1aza Shopping tenter to thesubject site. the property v¡as conditionally-reãoned to Generalcommerciat on Augusr 10, r-?g g-.. The appricañt i; -;;, 
requestingrevi-ew and approvar of building prans. Approval of the zonechange is contingent upon an appr-o.r-eo site pi."-.

TÏI. SHERWOOD CODE PROVTSTONS

A. chapter 2 section 2.r09 Generar commercial Gc zone.B. Chapter 4 Sectj_on 4.100 Applicatj-on Content.C. Chapter 5 Community Design- and Appearance.D. Chapter 6 public fmprovements.
E. Chapter 2 Section 2.II4 Flood plain.
F. Sherwood Community Development pLan.

TV. SHERVÍOOD COMMUNITY DE\/BLOPI{ENT PI.ÀN

A COMMUNTTY DESIGN

t community design has to do wÍth how a community l_ooksand functions. -th" physicar- design of a corimunítyshould reinforce what i-s unique and sieciar anout lf andfacilitate the rand use áctivitiä.s which are its

1
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component parts. However, sherwood is more than anassemblage of. buildings, st,reets and utiliti_"", anoplaces of work, residence, leisure and meeting.-' Theidentit.y of sherwood is determined by its -natural_
setting, how its l-and use activities tit into thatsetting and what. people see, feel, smell or hear as theyparticipate in the Life of the community.

GENERAL FINDINGS

a. community design and aesthetic quality must beconsciously considered in the revidw of ner^rdevelopments in order to insure that sherwoodcontinues to be an attract.ive and efficientlyfunctioning urban area.

b The visual attractiveness of sitewill enhance property values.
and structures

3

Careful attention to sj-te design canprotectJ-on of natural and man-madecontribute to community's identity.
d. visual varÍety in the mass, form, height, texture,and color is necessary to avoid the monotonousurban landscape resulting from urban sprawl.

GBNERÄL OBJECTIVES

To estabrish community design and aestheticsplanning consideration in evaluating
devel-opment.

The sca1e, mass,
architectural design
strucÈures.

Vehicular and
areas.

height ¡ ãrea,
of buildings

result in the
features which

asa
ne!,I

and
and

b

a

c

To develop and implement policy which wilrencourage appropriateness and compatibility of ne$¡development with the existíng natüral and. man-madeenvironment, existing community activity patterns,
and community identity.
To develop and Ímplement policy which will minimizeor eliminate adverse visual effects caused orperpetuated by the design and rocation of newdevelopment including but not rimited to effectsfrom:

1)

2') pedestrian $¡ays and parking

Existing or.
t opograph i c
waLerways.

proposed alteration of natural
features r v€getation and

2

3)



Policy t

Policy 2

4) Other developments or structures including,
utÍIity Iines, storage, or service areas and
advertising features which may result in the
interf erence wit.h sun and l ight exposure,
views, visLas, privacy and general aest,hetic
value of the neighborhood or area.

4. POLTCIES AND STRJATEGIES

In order to meet the above
policies are established:

objectives the following

The City will seek t.o enhance Communit.y ident.ity,
foster civic pride, encourage Com:munity SpÍrit, and
stimulate social interactÍon through regulatÍon of
the physical design and visual appearance of new
development.

Strategy:

Seek to establish community identity buffers
between Tigard and Tua1atin. Preserve and/or
develop natural or man-made features which
serve Lo define the communities.

Develop a neb¡ downtown area at Síx Corners
with mixed residential, commercial,
recreat,ional and cultural facilities which
encourage use of the area beyond regular
busi-ness hours.

Develop a system of streets, bikeways,
sidewalks, malls, and traiLs linking schools,
shopping, work, recreation and living areas.

the natural beauty and unique visual character of
Strerwood will be conserved.

Strategy:

Elimínate the visual
utilities where possible.

presence of public

Encourage the use of visually appealing
fencing throughout the City.
Est.ablish a sysLem of int,erconnected parks,
greenrârays and visual corridors thoroughout the
Planning Area.

Develop and apply specÍa1 site and structural
design review criteria for multi-family, and
manufactured housing, commercj-al and
industrial developments .

3



PolÍcy 4

Policy 5

V. FINDINGS

Promote creativity, innovation andstructural and site design.
flexibS-Iity in

southwest
property.

Strategy:

Encourage visuar variet,y in st,ructurar design.
stabilize and improve property values and increasetax revenuer _by. the prevention of lightinõÍnfluences including th-ose resulting from -noÍser-
heat, glare, air, water and land pollútion, traiiiåcongestion, improper site and structure maint.enanceand Íncompat.ible land uses.

Strategy:

Use a variety of buffering techniques tominimize the effects of íncomiatible uies.
OF FÀCT

A. The subject property is 3.3 acres in size and is unoccupiedexcept for some unused agricuJ-tural- buirding". irr. s j-te has asubstantial slope from tne northwe"t 
"orner to the southeastcorner. There are numerous large trees on the property. Theapplicant proposes to remove about six (6) feet äf ground fromthg proposed building area to the front of the lot forstabilization. 

t

B. Thg property is zoned GeneraL Commercial (cC) and theproposed use is allowed in the zone. T_he ,or,.-iãquir"" a twentyfoot setback fSom adjoining residentiál- zones on'atL sides butthe highway. The building is under the height rimiJ.
c. There are no known soils rimitatíons, although the applicantdid not provide any topography or soils data.
D. A portion of the cedar creek floodplain crosses theportion of the site, extending about r'oo feet intã-tne
E' There are no known natural-, hi-storic or cultural features onthe site other than the existing targà trees.
F. current approved access to the property is from a zs footdriveway at the northeast corner. A conaitión of the zone change
Ia-s. -development of a shared common access with the DriftwoodMobile Home Park. since then Driftwood has requested counciLreconsideration of the shared access. .lpparently, if -no-;ñ;;
is made by council, Drifrwood wirr wirhdiåw it;-;;quesr and rheshared access wirr have to .be dropped. The proposed plan canaccomodat.e a shared access in the -future. 

The six corners re_alignment and associated. improvem.r,l" begin about 1000 feet tothe north of the si-te. There is a wide shóulder in the right_of_way adjoining the site. oDor was notified of tnis request. A

4



condition of the zone change vtas
acceleration and deceleration lane.
a response from ODOT.

the constructíon of an
applicant is waiting for

for
The

c. Cíty sewer is available from a highway line or the Cedar
Creek trunk sev¡er line and water servi"ce must be extended to the
property. Although the zone change required the extension of
wat.er across the propert.y's highway frontâ9ê, it has been
determined since then that the V'fater Master PIan loop Ín this
area is in place on the other side of the highway. However,
water service needs to be extended from its current location in
front of the Driftwood to Reids property corner.

Storm drainage occurs naturally into Cedar Creek and the
híghway cul-vert. Catch basÍns will be necessary t.o divert sÍte
drainage int.o those facilíties. The Tualat.in Fire District has
been notified and has indicated that at the time of development
fire fighting access roads and water supplies shall meet the
requirements of the Uniform Fire Code. A fire hydrant is located
near the property's northeast corner.

H. Surrounding land use consists of a residential mobile home
park (Drift.wood) to the north; Iow density resídentiaL and
agriculturaL to t.he west; Cedar Creek to the south and multí-
family residential and vacant commercial land to t.he east.

I. Washington County was notified and responded with a letter
attached as an exhibit to this application.

J. Landscaping

1. The site has a significant amount of large, existing
trees in the creek area and in the vicinity of the proposed
building driveway and rear parking area. The code requires
preservation of trees with a four (4) inch or greater dj-ameter to
the maximum feasibl"e extent. All the trees in the creek area are
to remainr âs are the J-arge wil-Iow and various fruit trees ín the
northwest corner. The plan proposes to remove aII trees Ín the
building sÍte. Two (2) very large deciduous trees adjoining the
Driftwood property line are not illustrated. These may have
to be removed when the site is graded. The applicant has
indj-cated an interest Ín savi.ng them if possible.

2. The code requires a six (6) foot high fence or evergreen
screen along the three property lines abutting residential zones.
The creek vegetation provides an adequate buffer on that side. A
five (5) foot wide arborvitae hedge is proposed along the
Driftwood line and a portion of the rear property line.
Retaining all trees in the northwest corner will provide an
adequate screen in that area. The arborvitae hedge along the
rear property lj-ne should be extended south as far as possible to
screen the fuel tank area from neighboring residential land.

3. The Code requlres a landscaped divíder between every
f ifteen (15) parking spaces. The plan il-Iustrates a dÍvider

5



which will be planted with annual fLowers.

4. The Code requi-res a fifteen (L5) foot clear vision strip
where the drj-veway intersects the highway. The arborvitae hedge
should be extended up to fifteen (15) feet from the front
property lÍne, assuming the shared access is not built. In this
area the two existing deciduous trees should be limbed and
retained if possible.

5. New developments on Highway 99ú'I are required to provide
a twenty five (25) foot landscaped visual corridor along the
highway frontage. The plan iLlustrates thirteen (13) feet, of
bark d.ust, ivy and cedar fence along the high$¡ay. This should be
increased to twent.y five (25) feet unless a variance is
requested.

6. A method for maintaining the landscaping is required.
The applicant has indicated that an underground system will be
installed Ín the front, hose bibes wilÌ be used to maintain the
large arborvitae hedge adjoining the Driftwood and that the
small-er arborvit,ae in the rear will be able to establish
themselves alone.

K. The Code requires twenty five (25) parking spaces, plus one
for every two employees. Twenty six (26t are 1l1-ustrated on the
site p1an, thus two (21 more spaces are required.

L. The parking stalls are on a 90 degree angle which requires a
20' x 9' stalI and 23 feet. of back up ais1e. The proposed stalls
are 20' x 9' but the aisle is 20 feet wide. Three (3) additÍonal
feet should be provided to comply. Wheel st.ops must be provided
for each stal-l. The parking Lot is elevated and will be visible
from Highway 99W. ft is recommended that a low hedge be
installed in front of the parking spaces to separate the l-ot from
the sloping display area below.

7. Landscaping shall be insta]Led prior
occupany permit, unless security equal to
landscaping is fiLed with the city.

M. The Code requires a minimum of 500 square feet
loading which is exceeded by the rear paved areas
the plan.

to issuance of an
the cost of the

of off-street
illustrated on

N. The Code requires a minimum twenty four (24') foot driveway
and the plan provides for a fifty (50) foot wide driveway. The
code also requires a four (4) foot sidewalk from a development to
a public right-of-r^ray (Highway 99V0) . No sidewalk is provided.
The code also requires a six (6) foot wj-de sidewalk along Highway
99W whích is not shown. There are no sidewalks on Highway 99W
now but as new developments are proposed the city must decide the
overalL function of Highway 99td. If fu1I commerical development
with access to each parcel is desired (e.9. as along 99w in
Tigard) then sidewalks should be required. If ]Írnited access
wit,h alternative pedestrian routes and through traffic is desired

6



then s Ídewal-ks on Highway 9 9Vüadjoining the recentÌy ãomp-letednot discussed or required.
are not needed.

Chevron development
S idewalks

on 99W were

o' The code requires that all external merchandj-se display bescreened bv a six (6) foot high sighr ouscurint-i¿;;.. The cityfinds^ this provision to be iñ 
"or,Éil"ù with permitted uses oft.he General Commercj-al (GC) zone. in. _zone permits automobile,R'v', motorized, truck, boat, farm and o_trrer equÍpment sares,rentals or servÍce which typically ài" arr oispiãvea outdoors.The code needs to be reviãeo tã oistinguish between outdoordisplay standards.

P' The proposed buil-ding is about rs,72o square feet and isconstruc!'ed primarily of steet, .*".pi hor trre riont which wirlhave a shake covered facade aná wooddn- porch. The steel wilr bepainted tan with dark brown trim.

Q: + separate wooden sign structure is proposed in thedisplay area, about 27i square feet in size with apainted sign lr,!-by. a spor iignt ilã; rhe roof . Theheight comply ylth.trre sign cooê. A sign permit must beprior to installation l

tractor
wooden,

size and
received

R. The proposed business is
DEQ noise standards.

required to comply with the State

T. A solid waste dump trailer will bebuilding. located in the back of the

s. A final condition of the zone change approvar incrudeddedication of cedar cree_k rrooãpiãin that ries wÍthin thesub ject property. The Frood rr,"irrár,"e _Rate Map, (FrRM, Lgg2)indicates that at the crosest point, ¿h; froodplain extends northabout 100 feet from the center of the creek iowards the subjectproperty. The county Accessors Râp, FrRM Râp, .r,O applicantsdrawing ar1 irrustrãte a different versioi' of the creeksl-ocation. The applicant sha-rr prorrio" an u""'iãt" survey Ínaccordance with Section 2.LIA.06 of tnã Code.

V. The
findings

I

.u. . -se.curity ríghting wirl be instalred in thebuildíng and two powei poles in rront rirr provid.e
Cit.y finds the following infor site plan approval:

The proposed development
standards and all provisions
conditions are completed as a
The ,proposed development canservi-ces.

back of the
1ight.

response to the required

meets appÌicable zoninaof Chapter 5 if the tisteápart of the development.

be adequately served by

shall be
occupancy

2

3 ltln{scaling and structure maintenance over timer_n accordance with the approved pÌan or the

7
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permit and busj-ness license shall be revoked.

The proposed development preserves the creek and its
associated vegetation and other existing significant
vegetatj-on to t.he maximum extent feasible, if the listed
conditions of approval are met.

W. A site plan approved by the Commission is valid for one (1)
year following the date of approval. If at the end of that time
construction has not begun t,he site plan approval shaLl lapse.

VI. Conclusion and Recommendation

A. Based on the Background Data, Findings of Fact, and Ordinance
Number 88-883 approving the zone change, staff recommends
approval of t,he site plan request by Ben Reid for a new equipment
sales and rental facility on Highway 99VnI subject to the following
conditions:

The requirements for shared access contained in City
Ordinance No. 88-883 Section 5 Condition Number 3 are
waíved if application MPA 88-2 (Zettlemoyer Major Ptan
Amendment ) is wit.hdrawn .

The location of Cedar Creek Floodplain on the subject
propert.y shall be determined by a registered civÍ1
engineer, approved by the City, and dedicated t.o the
City, in accordance with Section 2.l-I4.06 of the
Sherwood Development Code.

3. City water shall be extended from its current locatj-on
in Highway 99W adjoining the Driftwood Mobile park south
to the northeast corner of the subject property. City
sel¡er shall be extended from the Cedar Creek or Highway
99W line t.o the subject property.

5

An acceleration/deceleration lane and other highway
improvements shall be provided in accordance with Oregon
Department of Transportation st.andards.

Fire protection improvements shalI be provided in
accordance with TuaLat,in Fire District requirements.

AIl existing vegetation over four (4) inches in diameter
shal1 be preserved unless they interfere wlth site
grading plans and construction of the building.
Extend the arborvitae hedge along the rear property line
south to the existing creek vegetation.

6

Extend the arborvitae hedge adjoining the Drift,wood exit
along the driveway and terminate fifteen (15) feet from
the property line for clear vj-sion.

I

2

4

7

I

I
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10.

t_1.

Widen t,he property' s f ront (Highway
landscape corridor to twenty-five
landscape as proposed.

9 9I/'I
(25t

front age )
feet and

Provide two (2) more parking spaces on the site.
Add three (3) feet to the back up aisle in the
parkíng lot. Provide wheel stops in front of
parking space that are four (4) inches high and
(3) feet back from front of the staIl.

front
each

three

L2. Provide a low evergreen hedge along the length of the
parkíng lot in front of the staI1s, if space is
availabl-e or in place of the proposed ivy.

1-3. Provj-de catch bas j-ns with oil separators in the parking
lot as required by the Cíty.

L4. Install a six (6) foot wide sidewalk along the Highway
99r'f frontage, in back of the drainage ditch. Provide a
connecting walkway from the sidewalk to the business.

l-5. All utilities shall be installed underground.

9



City of Sherwood, Oregon
RESOLUTION NO. 88-422

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE 1.98 8 REVISIONS TO THE VüASHINGTON
COUNTY-SHERV'IOOD URBAIü PLANNING AREA AGREEMENT.

I/'THEREAS, T¡'lashington Count.y and the Cit.y of Sherwood have had
an Urban Planning Area Agreement outlining procedures to be used
to coordinate the comprehensive planning activities of the county
and the city since 1983, and

WHEREAS, the Urban Planning Area Agreement is to be renewed
and modified every two years, and

WHEREAS, ORS 1" 90 . 01- 0 provides that units of 1ocal
governments may enter into agreements for the performance of any
or all functions and activit.Íes that a party t.o the ag:reement.,
its offícers and agents, have authority to perform; and

V'IHEREAS, Statewide Planning GoaI #2 requires t.hat the plans
and actions of City, County, State and Federal agencies and
special districts shall be consistent with the comprehensj-ve
plans of cities and counties as adopted under ORS Chapter L97;
and

WHEREAS, the Oregon Land ConservatÍon and Development
Commission requires each jurisdication requesting acknowledgement
of compliance to submit an agreement setting fort.h the means by
which comprehensive planning coordination within the Regional
Urban Growth Boundary wÍll be implemented, and

VìIHEREAS, t.he COUNTY and the CITY, to
consistent comprehensive plans, consj-der it
to establish:

ensure coordinated and
mutually advantageous

I

2

3

A site-specific Urban Planning Area within the Regional
Urban Growth Boundary within which both the COUNTY and
the CITY maintain an interest in comprehensive planning;
A process for coordinating comprehensive planning and
development in the Urban Planning Area,.

Policj-es regarding comprehensive planning and
development in the Urban Planning Areai and

4 . A process to amend t.he Urban Planning Agreement.

Resolution No. 88-422
September 14, l-988
Page L



Novü, THEREFORE THE crTY oF SHERwooD REsoLVEs AS FoLLohrS;

secti-on 1. That the sherwood city c9y1^cr1 support,s the mapand datFnñõãrffãations proposed by tnL 198g amendmenrs to theUrban Planning Area Agreement.

sect.ion z. That the city councir direct staff to proposemodiric-ãTEnE Lõ- the agreement forr_owing adoption of thecomprehensive plan update in r9g9, if *""""ury.
Section 3.

passage and adoptEn
This Resolution shall become effective upon

Duly passed by the city council september L4, r9gg.

Norma çfean Oy Ier, Mayor

Attest:

Pol y Blankenbaker, Recorder

Resolution No.
September 14,
Page l_

88-422
L988



ANDERsoN & DITTMAN
ATTORNEYS A'¡' LAW

IIGARO PROFESSIONAL CENTER
AA65 S.W CENTER STREET

PO, EOx 23006, TtcARD, OREGON 97223
(503) 639_il2tOERRYCK H. DITIMAN

ROGER E AND€RSON

Àugust 31, l98B

Carole [rf. Connell
Planningr Director CÍty of Sherwood90 NI.l park street
Sherwood, OR 9Zl4O

Rer Ànnexation / plan Àmendment

,"^, ,$#"ri:" 
***nent Question

s¡,",*,àrol"::J:.:..:1":iïri:,:f rhe mareriar you provided. whar
comprehensive nl 1n .,,¿ 

-pi.i-,$::::"!:ï:".::"i:å.1".H. "lïlii"r*and plan map desig""tr"""-ior-iron"rty upon annexation of randwithin counry jurisdicuon iã irre-crty.-ïi"ïi.y has prevJ.ouslygone throug' the annexatr.on procedure and .itui the annexation hasbeen complet'ed' 
-at. 

some 
"ou"ãqJ"rrt- time, gorr"-ar,rough a pran rnapamendment' process to redesi;;;. tne _sul3ãia-prop.rry to the clryrsplan and plan nrap- There ui" o¡uioo"ry ;;;"*ãiaiur adrninisrrarivecos.s invorved due ro tr,. "iuri_.tl: ;;dË; pubrlcatron cosrs:ili::i,oi:;å,, when anne";;i;;" were few and far berween, rhar cosr

iy* ï ;;j:ï:. :ff . 
nilninï, ;:";;ï..î:::.::" ï;i"ïjJ":li:::ii"" 

"
ORS 2l5.t3O (2) (a) provides:

,, (2) Àn_ ordlnance desfgned to carry out ð county com_prehenstve ptan and a ";;;;y comprehensiveÈo: _ vys.¡bJ vv¡¡rlrr:tr¡tens:.ve plan shall apply
(a) The area within the county also within the boun-daries of a clty as a result of ex tendlng the boundari.es ofcfty or creating a new cíty the

orclinance or other prov lsion
or until the ci has

(emphasis supplied)
prov Íded lse

At the present tfme, the City of Sherwood and thé CÍty ofÏi:lil ::;J":t"'"r"s'ith- n'.ir,ing.""-ð;;;;;*.n"i, respecrive
avrare of a lett.rrea 

plannÍng agreements. fn that context, you becanerr dated July 22, Iggg ao r"uiri'iartÍn, planner at



Carole W. Connell
August 31, Iggg
Page 2

!ùashington county from ilanes .racks, Tuaratfnrs planning director.That retter sets forth Tuaratinr" ird;"t-ai."a the upÀÀ betweenTualatin and the county contal.n rr,.t ï..iutïi .urrs an ,.affirmation,,thar rhe cfrv's pran rãr tr,e-aesrgnation;;;'an area formerlyoutside the ciry bouundary, bur biought iniã tn" city by anilxation,be auromaricarty appríed iå irr. 
""n"*uã "r.i"ra, 

rrlrhour any ptanmap amendment process even though r¡e coäiii oralnances implenentingthe county plan, and the countyrs pran (incíu¿ing the county map),were and remaÍn appticable per oRs 2l5.l3o (2,) (a) ,,u¡tLess ãncl untilthe city has by ordlnance ol other provfsion provided otherwlse.,,
Tuaratin sets forth the bellef that the upAÀ with such aprovision rn ft wourd constftute such an .other provision' adequateto legalty change the,plan, plan map. 

""a i.pr.menting ordrnancesappli.cable Èo the real-propuity 
"o annexed.

r have no probren wfth that being the agreenent between thecity and .he county. r do have reservations about that alone beingsufflcienÈ to make the city Dapr.the cÍty pi"r,, and the cítydeveropment code a* apprf;Ji. insÈead år-ail county pran, map, andimptemenrins ordinur,..ål -;;;; if rhe .iiv ãäì.ropmenr code byordinance províded that to be the case, r',oo,ria have some l
reservations unress there is providea åone ioli." to the annexedproperty oh¡ners and an opportunity for u h..rrrrg on the change fromthe county plan, ¡naP aesignation, and irnprernenting ordinances to thecÍty pranr hõlp, and imprernenting ordÍn.r,ã"". under oRs 215.503, rthink there is a ríght to suci notice. r donrt think that mereannexat,ion itself elirninates that.

Even if a state statute safd such notÍce and opportunÍty Èo beheard were not required, f think there may nonetheless be aconstitutional requirement for notice lurking there.
While r,he

may be rh" ".*.':i::iTHî:ï'3:::l"lnili :*""::I ffi:":i::i"::å""pretty certainry the implementlng ordinance" år" dlfferent. r thinka change to something airrer"ni ao"" tatce piace, ana whire the citypreviousry rnay have approvea or a pran tor'ir,. area then outsÍde thecity' r don'.t think trr"t 
"pprJiar ".r, in tr¡e iuture become anautomatic rezoning without io*u-formal ..a Àr-a¡re city when it doesupon annexaLion obtain legisratiu" 

"nã ã"""i_:"uicial jurÍsdiction.
r understand that some citÍes have adopted a cornbined processt'o save on hearíng and noÈice cost,s by the ãnnexation and zoningchanges beinqr considerea tãgrthrr' (nugene *uy nuu" deveroped such



Carole W. Connell
Àugust, 31, Iggg
Page 3

a procedure and you nay want to.contact its prannÍng departmentabout that to see what proceÊs is followuã-tir.r.l.
rt would seem to me that annexed territories courd be exceptedfrom the cityrs usuar *ap .menament hearing-àn¿ notice process, ifprovísion is made in the Deveropment .oá"--tr¡at a notfce by mair besent' to the owners of newly annexed territory. The not,ice wouLdsÈar'e r'haÈ absent_wriÈten åu3ection being iií"a w'Èh rhe ciryRecorder on or before a certåin date, ah; ;;;y intends to adãpt rhecity planning desÍgnatron Àila" .orp""rr"rr"iu. pru' for the annexedarea by ordinance, and upon doing so til;;;; city ptan and mapdesignar'ion wirl be effeltive inite"d;-p;ïã, county zoning, andrhat ciry pran and map designation wirr bä 

"uu,""a ro cityÍmplementing ordÍnun.ã". ;il notice cour.d 
"r"o "." forth astatement r"ike T*aratinrs ranguage suggested for the up^À, to theeffect Èhat if a property o"rr"r, aeveiãper, or the cÍty should inthe future desire . ,r". år aesignatÍon ãtr,år-tlr.n that current,rycar'red for ín the existÍng cÍiy-pran to be appriea to the area, anapplication for a pran map amendment rnay ru iåqu""ted pursuant tot'he city development code provision" .t'u;; ;ì*. after the enactment

:;"ii:Jidinance makins thã existi"g .itv-'i,r"" and pran *ap

r think that sueh a notice would satisfy due process, noticeand hearing requirements ana inat th. ;;ãi;"å". 
"o enacred wouldsat,ísfy the requirements of OnS 2l5.l30 (Z) (a).

r donrt see a greaÈ rikerlhood of a probrem arising over thisr¡atter' as typicarly annexatron comes about as a result of propertyobtners wanting city zonfng and city servÍ;;":- Hordever, in asítuation of rnuttipte ownår annexationr, ít is conceivabre that oneowner opposing devel0pment by another or,¡ner courd craim that, thecounty zoning was stlrr appticabte because nol variary changed tocity zonins or rhar rhe .i;;;;-ro ciry 
"orriiõ-r"s r.rirhour, propernotice and hearJ-ng, that devãiopment perrnits were improperry issued,i:'*:.:J'i::"::il?i:iu"a-""" desisnatÍon due tã rãcr-år1otr..

r am of the opinion that sonethrng more needs to be donenotÍce-wise rhan jusr agreeÍng with-th; ;;;;ay'at-a upon annexationthe county pran and impieurenting ordinance" ,itr no J.onger beappllcable and the city," 
"ooil"rparts will. I think ORS 2t5.l3O(2, (a) contemprates ñore itu" *r.t ana even ir ia does not, then:ï :ï"i::";::"'li::";:r:r,.-p'op.'rv owners or rhe p",.*i"'"nnexe¿



rt nay be that if annexation is based on a petition or consentof property owners, those owner' courd in the ranguage of thatpetition request, that, an ordLnance be enacted upon annexatíon makingthe city plan and urap appricabre, and war.ve notice and opportunityfor further hearing on that subject,, of course, to their iignt toapply for amendment under the usual amendment irocedure and process.That approach may Ínject so¡ne addltionar comptãxity to theannexation process and make annexation more åirti.rrrt. simpryproviding notice after annexation and, an opportunity to requeit ahearing nay be a more preferabre procedure where nurtfpre ¡nrcersare involved.

Please review the foregoing thoughts, and then retrs discussany questlons you may have. perhaps some lnfonnation as to theprocedure used by other cltfes rnight be helpful, particularry Ífthose cities have had the benefit of 
"pproui.g regar opínfons on theprocedure followed.

CaroLe lù. Connell
August 31, 1988
Page 4

DHD: sr

Very truly yours,

ÀNDERSON E DITTMAN

H. Dl ttman
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City of Sherwood
Planning Commisslon MeetJ-ng

September 12 , 1- 98I

CalI to Order: Vice Chairperson Marian Hosler called the
meet ing to order at 7 ; 30 p. m. Those present r,rere : City
Planner Carole Connell, Grant McClellan, Glenn Blankenbaker,
Joe Galbreath, Jím Scanlon, and Kenneth Shannon. Chairman
Glen Warmbier was il1.

Approval of Minutês: Kenneth Shannon moved to approve the
minutes of AugusÈ 15, L988, Glenn Bfankenbaker seconded and
motion carried unanimously.

Bilet, Products Status Report: Mr. BIakeslee of Bilet
Product,s informed the Commíssion that the letter he received
from DEQ $ras a real surprise. The letter from DEQ indicated
Bilet Products has violated noise st,andards on four separate
occasions and the letter contained a formal notice of DEQ's
intent to assess civil penaltÍes if violat,íons continue to
occur. Mr. Blakeslee advísed the Commission that he is in
the process of making administratj-ve and structural changes
to his facíIity to bring it ínto compliance. Mr. Scanlon
asked Mr. Blakeslee about truck and train noíse in the area.
Mr. Blakeslee informed the commissj-on that in the past DEQ
has had to wait 20 minutes for the noise of trucks and autos
to subside so they could get an accurate decibel readÍng for
the Bilet facility. The Commission asked Mr. Blakeslee to
report back again in October

Request by St. Francis Church to extend their Design Review
permit allowing a temporary mobile office unit. Virginia
Meyers, Chair of the Administrative Council for St. Francis
Church asked the Commission to extend the Church's Permit of
Occupancy for theÍr mobile unit located on Tax Lots 200 and
300. Carole provided background of the issue. Mr. Galbreat.h
moved to approve a one year extension of the Occupancy
Permit. Mr. Blankenbaker seconded and the motion carried
unanimously.

5. Approval request for a PrelÍminary Development PIan of Orland
ViIIa PJ.anned Unit Development Ptrase 2. Vice Chair Marian
Hosler declared this item a public hearing and asked first
for the staff report. City Planner, CaroLe Connell advised
the Commission that Phase 2 had originally been approved Ín
L981, however the approval was contingent upon construction
beginning within one year. Inasmuch as seven years have
passed since the inítlaI plan was approved and the
development is now under new ownership, a revised Development
Plan was going before the Planning Commj-ssion for approval.
CaroIe reviewed her staff report, findings of fact and
recommendation for approval with conditions.

Planning Commission Meet,ing
September L2, L918
Page 1-
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Marian Hosler asked for the applicant,s report. Hap Arnold,
the new developer, presented the Commission brith a revj-sed
plan indicating minor modifications to the original phase 2
and 3 PIan. The lots have increased in size to allow for the
larger mobile units and the commercial area was reduced in
size. Lot 20 has been deleted.

Ms. Connell- informed the Commission that there had been some
questj-on as to who orÁrns Murdock Street the City or the
County. Research indicates the City ohrns the street and,
t,herefore, will be responsible for vacatÍon proceedings. Mr.
Scanlon asked Ms. Connell what the usage would be aft.er the
lots were vacaÈed. Ms. Connell indícated the existing lots
in the development would be widened. Mr. Scanlon asked Ms.
Connel-I how long the vacation process takes. Ms. ConneLl
replied it falls under state statutes which requires about 60

90 days. Ms. Connell indicated there are very few property
owners involved.

Marian Hosler asked for public testimony regarding Orland
Villa. Marge Stewart, a City Council member who has been
appointed by the Mayor to be a 1íason to the plannj-ng
Commission asked what the stat,us of G & T street will be.
Ms. connell replied lt wourd dead end rather than extend
through the development t,owards Murdock Road and Èhat Roy
street wourd eventuarly connect to Murdock Road in that area.

Mr. Blankenbaker asked Mr. Arnold why some phase I
requirements h/ere íncomplete (1.e, there should have been
street trees on ortand and a ten foot landscaped corridor
along the west line) when the sale was completed. Ms.
connell- replied that a Notice of Decision is not recorded
with the Title Report. Mr. Arnold indicated that the former
ohrner shourd be responsibre for this landscaping and the city
should pursue the matter with the or^rner. Mr. Blankenbakei
expressed his concern that there should be some guarantees t,o
the city that work is not reft uncompleted when a deveropment
is sold. Ms. connell indicated improvements courã be
required before further mobile home placement perrnit requests
in Phase I are issued..

Mr. Blankenbaker asked Mr. Arnold if a Homeowners Associationwilr be formed for maintenance of Phase 2 Development. Mr.
Arnold replied yêsr when a certain number of lots are sold.Mr. Arnold indicated he would install playground equipment
and the association would be responsible for maintenance of
the playground, common areas, maintaining líghts, and streetswith association dues.

Mr. Blankenbaker asked Mr. Àrnold Èo address the Commission
on the avairability of sidewaLks. Mr. Arnold informed the
commission that he had overlooked sidewalks when the firstplans brere submitted. However, he did intend to instarl

PlannÍng Commission Meetj-ng
September 12, L988
Pagre 2



sidewalks. rt was decided that the sidewalks shourd be
installed on the east side of Orland Circle.
The issue of adequate outdoor lighting hras
ArnoLd mentioned that he planned to install
consistent with Phase I.

addressed. Mr.
outdoor lighting

6

Mr. Arnold asked the commissj-on to consider spreading the
cost of the proposed street improvements over phase 2 and 3.
Mr. Arnold estimat,ed the total cost of the street
improvements would approach $60r 000. Mr. Blankenbaker
informed Mr. Arnold that the CÍty does not have any
quarantees that Phase 3 will proceed. Mr. scanlon advised
Mr. Arnold that the city is in the process of closing arl
storm drains and black topping which might ease a }ittre of
the financial burden. However, Mr. scanlon also felt thepedestrian access should be the whore length of oregon street
frontage and tie into the existing sidewalk on oregon street
up to and including the property line of the west side of
Phase r. Mr. Àrnold asked that the street improvements be
reviewed by t.he engineering department to see if the cost,s
could be lowered. The Commission had no object,ion.

Mr. Blankenbaker moved to accept the conditions of staff and
approve Phase rr with the forlowing modificat.ions: Number 6
should be amended to read sidewalks and curbs sharl beprovided. sidewarks will be provided on the east side of the
circre. Number 8 shourd be amended to read a petition to
vacate Murdock Road will be initiated prior to installation
of any units. Motion rides with a one-year period to
comprete Phase 2. Mr. Galbreath seconded and the motion
carried unanimously.

Request for Site Plan (Sp 88-4) Approvat of Ben Reid's
Equipment and Rentar Business. The applicant, Ben Reid, isproposing to move his existing tractor and rentar business
from the sherwood Plaza shopping center to the subject site.
The property látas conditionaffy iezoned to General Commercial
on August 10, L988. The applicant is now requestj-ng review
and approval of building pIans. Ms. connell also informed
the commission that Driftwood has asked the council toreconsider the joint access requirement. Ms. connell
indicated shared access could happen at a later date.

There r^ras some discussion regarding the acceleration and
deceleration lanes in front of the proposed site. Mr. Reid
indicated that. t.here is a wide shoulder but limited distance
due to the brÍdge just past the proposed site and thereforeno room for an acceleratj-on lane. city planner connellreported that ODOT will not requj.re the acceleration lane andthe recommendation number 4 of the staff report referríng to
an acceleration lane should be deleted.

Ms. Connell asked Mr. Reid if he planned to keep
big trees by the driveway inasmuch as they were not

the Èwo
drawn on

Planning Commission Meeting
September L2, L98I
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the p1an. Mr. ReÍd indicated there $¡as some confusion as to
who owned the trees but since he has found out they are on
his property he plans to maintain them.

Mr. Scanlon asked about the landscaping buffer. Mr. Reid
indicated he would use a four foot chain link fence r^¡íth 4-6,
arborvitae spaced 2-3' on center. Mr. Reid índicated he wouLd
plant smaLler arborvitae in the back since it backs up to
farm land. Ms. Connell stated the arborvj-tae hedge along the
Driftwood property line could exÈend up to l-5' from the
highway and comply with the clear vision standard, however
the Commission agreed to extend the clear vision strip up to
55 feet from the front property line, assuming the shared
access is not buílt.
Ms. Connell addressed the Commissj-on regardÍng required
sídewalks on Highway 99v'r. Mr. Blankenbaker expressed his
concern that sidewarks wourd promote jaywalking across
Highway 99w. After discussing this matter the commission
agreed that Number L4 of the Staff Report should read: The
owner shall enter into an agreement with the city that
should be recorded with the county which requires the o$¡ner
to install sidewalks along the Highway 99w frontage when so
det.ermined by the city. Mr. Blankenbaker furt.her added that
in the event. the owner does not compl.y the city can install
the sidewalks and bill the expense to the Landowner.

Mr. Reid expressed his concern with #9 and #li- of the staff
Report (widening the landscape corrj-dor to 25 feet and adding
three feet to the back up aisle in the front parking lot).
Mr. Reid indicated that if he had to compry he would rose
the willow tree and have to rearrange all of his landscaping,
A lengthy discussion followed regarding possible solutíons(i.e., moving the sign, eliminating a tiered display area,
etc). Mr. Reid determined that the best solution would be to
decrease the porch size from L2 feet to 9 feet and the
commssion fel,t since Mr. Reid' s building bras over zs feet
from the frontage (Highway 99!{) he was in compriance with the
required J-andscape corridor.
Mr. ScanLon moved that t.he Commission approve the site plan
with staff provisions as amended: Number 4 delete
accerlation, #8 amend to read 55 feet from the property lÍne
for clear vision, #L4 would not requíre sidewalks at this
time, #9 l^ras deleted and #L6 was added to read "grading plan
as part of earth moving process". Mr. Shannon seconded andthe motion passed unanimously

7. Request. for a motion to approve Resolution *88-422 adoptíng
the L988 revisions to the City and CounÈy Urban Planning areã
Agreement. Mr. Galbreath moved to approve the resolution.
There hras no discussion. Mr. Blankenbaker seconded and
motion passed unanimously.

Planning Commission Meeting
September 12,1988
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Citizen Involvement Prograrn Discussion Ms. Connell mentionedthat Èhe Commission had been premature in OÍscussing officersfor the citizen rnvolvement elogram. Ms. connelr indicatedthat officers wourd be appointed after the first meeting oitlre P.rogram. Mr. Blankenbaker indicated that one or t$¡oPlanning commlssíon members shourd be present but not sit onthe council. Ms. connelr indicatèd that the citizenrnvolvement program would be announced in the next cityNewsletter whi-ch is due t.o come out in October.

Glenn Blankenbaker moved to adjourn at
Shannon seconded and the motion carried.

L0 :30 p.m. Kenneth

Kathi Steen
Minutes Secretary

Planning Commission Meeting
September L2, L988
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