
P.O. Box 167

Sherwood, Oregon 97140

625-5522 625-5523

Planning Conrnission
Agenda

October 1-7, 1985

7:30 p.m., Senior/Conrmmity Center
855 No. Sherwood B1vd.

1. Approval of Minutes - Septernber 25, l_985

2. Request for conceptual Plan approval of the Ancient Rocks
Planned tlnit Developnrent by sam Gotter and Laurence Jackson.

The applicant is proposing an 85 unit residential
developnrent including a 65 unit mobile home park
and 22 units of nulti-farnily drøellings in 22- acïes
on the east side of Murdock Road.

3. þdate on the Urban Growth Boundary dispute.

4. Consideration of a 250 acre Annexation petition.

5. Þ4ut" on technical revisions to the corrrunity Development
Code.

6. consideration of draft reformating of the city zoning p1an.



PLANNING STAFF REPORT

TO: City of Sherwood

Planning Commission

FROM: Benkendorf & Associates

Carole !V. Connell, Consulting City Planner

RE: 1) Code Interpretation: Can a mobile home park be considered a

permitted use within a P.U.D. in any residential zone?

2') Ancient Rocks Vitlage P.U.D.

Conceptual Plan Review

T. PROPOSAL DATA

Applicant: Sam Gotter and Laurence Jackson

12995 S.W. Pacific Hwy.

Tigard, Oregon 97223

Request: Conceptual Plan approval for a residential Planned Unit Development

including 63 mobile home park spaces and 22 apartments.

Location: 22.38 acres on the east side of S.W. Murdock Road; Map 25 IE3SrTax
Lot 1400.

il. BACKGROUND DATA

l) In January of this year, the applicant raised the Code interpretation.issue
before the Sherwood City Council. The applicant did not have a conceptual

plan at that time. The Consulting Planner prepared an interpretation of the

Development Code regarding the question of whether or not a mobile home

park could be considered a permitted use within a P.U.D., in any zone. For

reasons stated in the report, (attached), a conseryative interpretation that a
mobile home park is allowed only in a MDRH z(xre was recommended. In
fully reviewing the Code, and especially due to the provision on page 124,



Section 6.07 A. Permitted Locations r w€ continue to draw the same

conclusion and recommendation. The City Council did not, howeyer, make a

final decision, but rather suggested that the applicant file a plan and a

program for citizen review and comment. It is our recommendation that an

interpretation of the Code be made by the Planning Commission before a

detailed review of the proposal commences.

2) The subject property is currently a single residence with f arm use

outbuildings. The property is zoned MDRL, Medium Density Residential

Low, designated for single-family detached dwellings with up to I I units per

acre. A mobile home park is not listed as an outright or conditional r¡se. A

P.U.D. is a permitted use pursuant to the P.U.D. review process.

The neighborhood is a mixture of large-lot, rural residences immediately

adjoining the subject property, conventional homes in medium-density

subdivisions on the hill west of the property, and a mobile home subdivision

on Oregon Street. The site is on the eastern edge of the Urban Growth

Boundary.

M. SHERVOOD COMPREHENSTVE PLAN POLICTES

The Sherwood Comprehensive Plan (p.lv-15) has three relevant housing policies as

f ollows:

l) Residential areas will be developed in a manner whictr will ensure that the

integrity of the community is preserved and strengthened.

a) The City will encourage the use of the planned unit development on

parcels of five acres or more in all residential categories.

2l The City will ensure the availability of affordable hor¡sint and locational

choice for all income Broups.

a) The City will reduce housing costs by allocating land for smaller lot
single-family uses, mobile home parks and subdivisions...

b) Housing shall be of a design and qpality compatible with the

neighborhood in which it is located.

)) The City will ensure that an adequate distribution of housing styles and

tenures are available.



ry. P.U.D. CRITERIA

The purpose of a P.U.D. is to combine the conditional use, subdivision and design

review into a single process, and to achieve a more desirable urban environment

through the application of contemporary site planning techniques and

architectural designs. The P.U.D. process is aimed at creativity and flexibility in

site design which cannot be achieved through a strict adherence to zoning and

subdivision standards. The P.U.D. is intended to be used to achieve the following
objectives:

A. The encouragement of efficient use of land and resources thât can result in
savings to the community, consumers ând developers.

B. The preservation of valuable landscape, terrain and other environmental

amenities.

C. The provision of diversified, innovative living, working or shopping

environments that take into consideration community needs and activity
patterns.

D. The achievement of maximum energy efficiency of land uses.

The applicantrs response to these objectives are found in his report pages 5

through 7.

V. P.U.D. CONCEPT PLAN

The purpose of Concept Plan review is to assist the applicant in refining the

P.U.D. concept and to provide an early indication of the acceptability of a

proposed development, thereby eliminating the time and expense of submitting a

full but possibly unacceptable application. The content of a Concept Plan shall

contain the following:

a. A general Schematic Map illustrating the following:

a.l. Enough of the surrounding area to demonstrate the relationship of the

PD to adjoining existing and planned uses.

a.2. Existing topographic character of the site;

a.3. Existing and proposed land uses and their approximate location;



a.4.

a.5.

a.6.

The character and approximate net residential density;

Circulation, including collector, arterial and pedestrian;

Public uses, including schools, parks, open spaces, etc.

The explanation of the character of the PUD and the manner in which

it has been planned to address the general PD objectives.

A statement of present ownership of all land included within the

proposed PUD.

A general indication of the expected schedule of development.

A general indication of the expected public interest to be served by

the proposed PD, and conformance of the PD to the City

Comprehensive Plan.

General statement regarding conformance to the purposes of the

category of PD proposed.

b A written statement to accompany the concept plan which contains the

f ollowing inf ormation:

b. t.

b.2

b.3.

b.4.

b.5.

The applicant has responded to these criteria in his report, pages 7-12.

In addition to the P.U.D. standards, the applicant must comply with the Mobile

Home Park Conditional Use standards, Sect|on 6.07, pages 124 to 133 of the

Development Code. The detailed.design standards will be addressed at the time

of the P.U.D. general development plan review.

vI. FINDINGS OF FACT

A The applicant is proposing a residential P.U.D. on 22.38 acres incorporating

a mobile home park including 63 dwelling unit sites with 22 multi-family

dwelling units.

The subject property is zoned MDRL. A P.U.D. is a permitted use in the

zone. A mobile home park is not specified as a permitted or conditional use.

B

C. The Sherwood Comprehensive Plan encourages higher densities, planned unit



D

developments and reduced housing costs by allocating land for srnaller lots,

mobile home park and subdivisions and multi-family housing.

The Comprehensive Plan states that new housing will be located and

designed so as to be compatible with existing housing and the neighborhood

in which it is located.

There are currently two mobile home parks in Sherwood, the Driftwood and

Smith Farm Estates. Of the combined 123 approved units, in January 1985

there were 58 vacancies.

The density proposed is lower than permitted. There are 85 units planned on

22.38 acres, or 3.8 units per acre. The MDRL zone allows up to ll dwelting

units per acre. The Comp. Plan allows an average range of 5-8 units Per

acre.

The subject plan preserves 39% of. the site in open space, due essentially to

terrain.

The mix of mobile home units and multi-family housing is a new concept in

Sherwood, and will create new housing choices.

Due to terrain limitations, the land is efficiently used, although maximum

densities are not achieved.

Murdock Road is designated a minor arterial. There are no sidewalks or

curbs, and the county portion of the road is unpaved.

Sewer and water services are available to the property, provided by.a 10"

water main on Murdock Road and a 8r' sewer line just west of Murdock Rd.

There is also a stubbed out sewer line about 200' from the Murdock Rd. and

Oregon Avenue intersection.

The Tualatin Fire District has reviewed the concept plan and has specified:

l) turnaround space per district specifications in the mini-storage area and

the three stubbed streets; 2) a fire hydrant within 250t of. the Community
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buitding and the mini-storage building and 3) a fire hydrant within 500' of all

residential buildings. (See attached letter.)

The applicant has submitted a response to the P.U.D. Conceptual Plan

requirements in the attached report.

N. Section 6.07 Manufactured Housinq Park Conditional Use Standards. A.

Permitted Locations states that, 'rUnless otherwise provided herein, upon

compliance with applicable regulations and processes, manufactured housing

parks shall be permitted only in the medium-high density residential (MDRH)

planning designation area."

The applicant has interpreted the Code supporting the concept that a mobile

home park could be allowed in the MDRL zone if proposed as a P.U.D.

The planning staff has interpreted the Code more conservativelyt

recommending in the attached report, dated February 5, Lg85, that mobile

home parks are allowed only in a MDRH zone.

The Code states in Section 6.07 D.5a. that "...the sum of proposed and

existing manufactured housing units in the City shall not exceed 25% of the

sum of all housing units in the City, plus the number of housing units

proposed in the application.rl

R. A housing inventory was prepared by the City Building Inspector on July ll'
1985, and was updated in September. The inventory indicates there are

I,105 existing and planned residential dwelling sites in the City' of which

lS3 (19%) are manufactured houses. The proposed Ancient Rocks Village

alters the inventory such that there are 11190 units, of which 246 ot 20.6%

are manufactured homes. The proposal complies with the standard.

S. The applicant has submitted the following to suPPort the request:

The Ancient Rocks Village Conceptual Plan (1"=100') prepared by

Givens-Talbot Associates.
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The Ancient Rocks Village P.U.D. written report.

The completed P.U.D. application form.

Planning Staff has submitted this report, a staff report dated February 5,

1985, and a letter from the Tualatin Fire District.

ry. REVIEW CRITERIA

Section 2.08 MDRL Zone

Section 3.00 to 3.03Q.\ P.U.D.

Section 6.07 Manufactured Housing Park Conditional Use Standards

City of Sherwood Comprehensive Plan

A The Development code does not clearly allow a mobile home park in an

MDRL zone.

A Planned Unit Development is permitted in the MDRL zone, but a mobile

home park is not specifically mentioned as an option.

The Comprehensive Plan encourages both P.U.D.rs and mobile home parks to

ensure adequate variety in housing style and costs.

The proposal is not compatible in design or use to the existing large-lot
single-family residences or the nearby conventional subdivision on the hill.

The proposal provides a unique housing choice for residents of Sherwood.

Due to terrain constraints, the land is fairly well utilized, but maximum

densities are not achieved. The mix of housing units is innovative, however,

there are no special site planning or architectural features.

Based upon the Background Data, Findings of Fact and Conclusionary Findings,

the Staff recommends the following:

o

o

T

o

o

o

o

v. CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION
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l) Adopt as citY PolicY A or B below:

A. Mobile Home Parks are not allowed in any zone but the MDRH zone.

Revise Section 3.064.1. to permit in a PUD a variety of dwelling

types, including single-family, two-family, mobile home parks, and

multi-family dwellings such as townhouses, garden apartments and

highrise types.

Z) If it is determined that the proposed plan is permitted, Staff recommends

approval of the Concept Plan provided that in the General P.U.D. Plan:

a) There be a wider buffer with landscaping along the west and south

boundaries to increase compatibility with adjoining properties.

b) That the multi-family units be of a style and quality commensurate

with conventionally built homes, and that they attempt to place the

multi-family units in the more visible areas.

c) That the project be designed in an interesting, unified, innovative and

functional manner. Consider clustering the mobile home units, linking

the property with walkways or trails, and avoiding rows of mobile

homes.

B
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THE AIICIENT ROCK VILLAGE

Planned Unit Development Concept Plan

August 2'1 , 1985

Mr. Sam Gotter
Mr. Larry Jackson

L2995 S.W. Pacific Highway
Tigard, Oregon 97223

Prepared by:

Givens o Talbot Associates' fnc.
15800 S.W. Boones Ferry Road' Suite 103

Lake Oswego, Oregon 97034
(so3) 636-s422
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I INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this application is to obtain approval
of a Concept Plan for a Planned Unit Development (PD)

for a 22.38 acre site located on Murdock Road in Sher-
wood. This site, which is identified as Tax Lot 1400

on Map No.25 i-E 33, is proposed to be developed as a

mobile home park and apartment housing project. The
general objective of the development is to provide
these types of housing opportunities in a 1ow density
suburban environrnent, rather than the more dense rrrban
areas in which they are commonly found. The major
market for this type of housing is seen as Iate middle-
aged and senior households.

This report will present the project and site informa-
tion required by Subsection 3.03 A1 (b) of the Community
Development Code for the revj-ew of PD Concept plans.

)
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II. SIÎE TNFORMATION

A. Location

The subject property is located on the eastern edge of
the City of Sherwood. The project site fronts on
Murdock Road along its r,rrestern property line. The
subject property was annexed to the City of Sherwood in
1981. Adjacent properties to the north and south are
presently outside of the city limits, but within the
adopted Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) of the City of
Sherwood. The area to the east of the subject property
is outside of the city limits and the UGB.

B. Topography

The pro j ect s j-te exhibits an uneven terra j-n which
slopes, generally, from the southwest to the north and

east. The r^/estern portion of the site is fairly leveI,
with slopes generally less than 10 percent. The prop-
erty drops steeply in the eastern portion of the site
from the upper terrace into the Rock Creek Basin.
Slopes in this area are in excess of 25 percent. Topo-
graphy in portions of the upper leveIs of the site is
marked by knolls and swalesi the result of scouring of
top soil from the site by flood flows during the break-
up of glaciers after the last lce Age.

c Vegetation

The western portion of the subject property.has been
cleared for use as pasture. Vegetation in this area is
composed primarily of grasses and low brush. A smaII
filbert orchard is located behind the existing home in
the southern portion of the site. The eastern portion
of the property is predominantly forested' with areas

2
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of
of

open meadow.

maple, cedar,
Forested areas are comprised primarily
fir, oak and alder.

D. Existing Land Use

The area containing the project site is in the process

of transitioning from a rural to an urban pattern of
land use. Properties to the north and south are desig-
nated for urban residential development. The property
to the north is vacant, while the property to the south
contains one single family home. To the west, the land
immediately adjacent to Murdock Road j-s vacant, with
the April Meadows subdivision located approximately 300

to 400 feet west of Murdock Road. Lots in this single
family subdivision range in size from 7000 to 8000

square feet. To the east of the project site' the land
fal1s ahtay into the Rock Creek drainage basin. this
area is designated Rural and is undeveloped.

The project site presently contains one older single
family residence, a garage and several outbuildings.
The remainder of the site is vacant.

E. Public Facilities and Services

l-. Sanitary Sewer: Sänitary se\^¡er service is available
to the project site from an existing sewer line located
in Murdock Road, approxi.mately 200 feet to the north of
this site. The invert elevation of this sewer line is
approximately l-81 feet, allowing gravity se\i¡er service
to the area of the site proposed for development.

2. Water Service: An existing L2 inch water line is
located in Murdock Road along the project frontage and

is capable of providing service to this site.

3



3. Storm Sewer¡ The subject property drains, general-
ly, to the east, into the Rock Creek basin. No formal
storm sewer system is available to service this site.
Adequate storrn sev¡er service can be providedr however
by providing for outlet to the drainage basin to the
east.

4. Streets: The transportation network which services
this area of the city provides for good traffic flow
from the project site to other areas of the city.
Murdock Road, a designated minor arterial street, con-
nects with Wilsonville Road to the south of the subject
property, and with Oregon Street to the north of this
site. Both I¡üi1sonvil le Road and Oregon Street are
designated as minor arterialsr thus allowing access
from this site to other areas of the city without
requiring the use of local streets.

Murdock Road is paved to a width of 28 feet in front of
the project site. Existing right-of-way width is 60

feet. City street standards require a minimum right-
of-way width of 70 feet and a minimum paved width of 4B

feet for minor arterials. In order to comply with this
standardr âir additional 5 feet of right-of-way is pro-
posed to be dedicated to the city and the existing
paving is proposed to.be widened to 24 f eet f rom center
Iine along the project frontage.

4
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) rII. CONCEPT PLAN INFORI{ATION

Section 3.03 A (1b.) of the Community Development Code

requires that a written statement addressing five areas
of information be submitted with an application for
Concept Plan approval. These five areas of information
are addressed below:

1. The explanation of the character of the PUD and the
manner in which it has been planned to address the
general PD objectives.

Comment: The project site is proposed to be developed
as a Planned Unit Development consisting of 63 mobile
home spaces and 22 multi-family apartments. Other uses

on the site include a community building, a parking
area for recreatj-ona1 vehicles and a mini-storage buil-
Cing. Approximately 8.65 acres t oy 39 percent of the
site, will remain as undeveloped open space following
construction of the project. This project has been
planned to proviCe housing opportunities for predomj.-
nantly senior citizen households. The character of the
project is intended to provide for mobile home and

rental housing in a relatively low density suburban
envi.ronment.

The first objective of the PD district is:

The encouragement of efficient use of land and resour-
ces that can result in savings to the community' consu-
mers and developers.

The concept plan for this development is supportive of
this objective. The uneven terrain and site vegetation
pose limitations on the development of this site. The

clustering of development on the more level and open

5



portions of the siter âs permitted through the PD

process, a11ows the efficient use of this property.
Clustering of development also allows all development
to be located in areas which can be serviced wíth
sanitary sev,rers via gravity f 1ow. The avoidance of a

pump station results in a savings in development costs
to the developer and in operational costs to the City
of Sherwood.

The second objective of the PD district is¡

The preservation of valuable landscape' terrain and
other environmental amenities.

The concept plan preserves approximately 39 percent of
the site in open space. This open space corresponds to
the areas of the site which are heavily treed and which
contain sensitive hillsides. The preservation of these
features of the site is supportive of this objective of
the PD district.

The third objective of the PD district is:

The provision of diversifiedr innovative livÍng, work-
ing or shopping environments that take into considera-
tion community needs änd activity patterns.

The major goal of this project is the provision of
mobile home and rental housing in a planned community
located in a suburban setting. These types of housing
are not typically developed together in 'a single
project. The availability of both housing types in
this development will provide a housi-ng mix whictr will
meet a variety of housing needs. Àdditionally, these
housing types are customarily located in more dense
urban settings which do not afford the quiet and open

6



envi-ronment that the
proposed development is
the PD district.

project site provides. The
supportive of this objective of

The final objective of the PD district is:

The achievement of maximum energy efficiency of land
USES.

The development of the project site as proposed will
provide opportunity for mobile home living in a nevr
park. Mobile homes placed in this park will be limited
to models which meet the more stringent energy code for
mobile homes manufactured since L976. The apartment
units will meet the energy conservation standards for
ner'ir construction established by the Uniform Building
Code. The approval of this project wi11, therefore,
promote energy efficiency in these land uses. The site
plan also affords the opportunity to utilize solar
potential in these units. Development has been clus-
tered in the areas of the site which are not heavily
treed, affording solar access to the homes.

The second area of information required to be presented
in the written statement is:

2. A statement
included within

of the present ownership of all land
the proposed PD.

Comment: The subject property is owned by the follow-
ing individuals:

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Sam A. Gotter, Jr.
Lawrence T. Jackson
Larry A. Jackson
Gary T. Jackson

7
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3. A general indication of the expected schedule of
development:

Comment: The applicants plan to begin construction of
the proposed development in the spring of 1986. A

first phase comprised, generally, of the entry road and

the area to the south, would be constructed in this
phase. The time schedule for the development of the
remainder of the project site has not been set as of
this time, but would depend upon the rate at which the
first phase of the development is absorbed.

4. A general indication of the expected public inter-
est to be served by the proposed PD, and conformance of
the PD to the City Comprehensive Plan.

Comment: The proposed development is expected to
provide housing for the needs of households desiring a

mobile home park and/or suburban apartment living
environment. As previously discussed, it is envisioned
that the primary market for these types of hou.ing will
be comprised of one and two person adult and senior
ciÈizen households.

The comprehensive plan designation for the subject
property is Medium Low Density Residential (MDRL),

which allows 5 to I dwelling units per acre. The

subject Concept Plan application proposes a total of 85

units on 22.38 acres (3.8 units per acre). The density
proposed is somewhat lower than the density permitted
by this planning designation area. The reduction in
density is responds to topographic development con-
straints found on the subject property.

I
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to be "manufactured housing". The primary distinction
is that, while modular units are manufactured under the
same requirements of the Uniform Building Code as are
conventional "stick built" homes, mobile homes are
manufactured to the standards of the American National
Standards Institute.

A second difficulty associated with this strategy is
the lack of clarity regarding whether only those units
actually in place at the time of the calculation of the
ratio of conventional housing to mobile housing are to
be counted, or whether vacant spaces and lots in mobile
home parks and subdivisions must also be counted.

The following information is extracted from a memoran-

dum prepared by Mr. Jim Rapp to the City Council re-
garding the earlier interpretation request:

Proj ect Approved Units Developed Units

Smith Farm

Orland Villa 1

Gregory Park 1

Driftwood
Other

BO

30

52

43

2

22

2

10

43

2

Tota I 2ö7 79

This data does not differentiate between mobile home

units and modular units. It should be noted that the
units in the Gregory Park 1 development appear to be

modular units. The memorandum quotes PSU Center for
Population Research data regarding the number of house-
holds in Sherwood as being L038 as of JuIy t, l-984.

Extrapolating from'this data it may be calculated that
the present ratio of conventional housing to mobile and

11



modular units in place is 959 to 79 (t92.42/7.6*l . At
full development of the approved lots and sPaces' assu-
ming no additional conventional housing is built in the
interim, this ratio would be 959 to 207 (t82.2f /17.8t).
The proposed development would add 63 mobile home units
and 22 conventj-onal units. At full development' again
assuming unrealistically that no further construction
of other conventional units would take place, the ratio
would be 9Bl- to 270 (78.42/2L.69). Based upon thls
analysis, it is clear that the proposed development
is compatible with the 752/252 conventional housing to
mobile housing ratio set forth in this residential
strategy. In reality, it is probable that additional
conventional housing will be constructed during the
time period when this project is being developed. If
this occurs, the actual ratio will maintain a greater
percentage of conventional units versus mobile and

modular units.

5. General
purposes of

statement regarding conformance to the
the category of PD proPosed.

Comment: The proPosed PD is consistent with the pur-
poses set forth for a residential PD. The proposed
development promotes"the establishment of a variety of
housing types within the proposed PD by establishing a

mixed use development incorporating both multi-family
residences and mobile home units. The site plan makes

use of flexible setbacks and spacing standards allowed
within a PD to promote clustering of development so as

to preserve significant site topographic features and

treed areas in open sPace.

L2
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dential bui 1d ing is rnore than 5CO f eet f rorn a
Distanre is rneðsured elong å route åcceEsfbte
UFC 1C,. 301

of ê reEi-
hgdrarrt.
to veh f c les

Approval of sub.îitted plans iE not ån åppror,å1 of
Dr Elverrights bg this office or of nÞn-coc,rpliance
åppl icåb le regulations of local government.

o¡lisSionE
üJith ång

If qou desire å conferencË regarding this plån revieu
gou have q{.restions, p leåse f eel f ree to contact nne åt
6E¡e-eóG1.

\

or if
(so3)

I
I

c
¡

Sincerelg, o, \
-af,¿to¿ 7ùt'l¿qLL

n"( ie t{i I l iams
FÍre Prevention Eureau



CITY OF SHERWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION
p.O. Box 167

Sherwood, Oregon 97140

97204, phone 22Ç0068.
4Y'lC,l,f

EGiE'.riI
SEP 3O 1985

flll;Y)

rlJf,,ilt iíHr ü¡s j H¡or
,r UALATIN. OREGON

DATE: ?. ,t- !r, . 6':-'
To: . lr'"?,'to,- /Zr. rç o o "' l,'r, n,ta l,À':-ft ì, i¿,rl-, ;r/-
IN REFERENCE TO: /!r., ct i..,.1 - t( no l'* \"", ! !u,*

/i!a'* 4e4 !-/,,t-, å'D1.r;t /qtme.xl' ' /14 o 6t!* E*o fa"K o ^:,! <7aa/znrr,A
P{¿qte. yt/.t,..,r.,*t4"1^.t-.Flt¿ ù'r.lþ/- -.t."1.-c.-+++-- C.Þ-ftrrnO,x,/s
The enclosed material has been referred to fdu for your information aå¿ otticiat
comments. Your recommendations and sugges

he proþosal
tions will be used to guide the Cityts

planning consultant when reviewing t If you wish to have your comments on
the enclosed material considered, please complete and return a copy of this form by

, to Benkendorf & Associates, 522 S.Y.
venue, I

,1: a
Your prompt reply will help to facilitate the processing of this application and will
insure prompt consideration of your recommendations. Þlease cheèk the appropriate
spaces below:

{
)

I We have reviewed the proposal

- and find no conflicts wìtn'
our interests.

Additional time is necessary
for our board or commission
to act upon a recommendation.
The decision will be submitted
by

A formal recommendation is
under consideration and will
be submitted to you by

COMMENTS:

Please contact our office
immediately.

4

52

3.

We would like to suggest some

- changes to the propõãal
(please attach comments).

6. t/i{u^". refer to the enclosed

- letter.

I

Signed

el24l85

Ti



PLANNING STAFF REPORT

TO:

FROM:

City of Sherwood

City Council

Benkendorf & Associates,

Sally Rose, Consulting City

DATE TYPED: February 5, 1985

MEETING DATE: February 13, 1985

SUBJECT: Request for Code

Interpretation

4
Planner

THROUGH: Jim Rapp, City Manager ìf-'

I. REQUEST DATA

Applicant: Mr. Richard E. Givens, Planning Consultant for Mr. Sam Gotter.

Request: Is it the intent of the Council, under the title "Permitted Uses[ in a

PUD, that I'residential usesrr include mobile home parks?

Relevant

Code

Citation: City of Sherwood Community Development Code, Chapter 2, Section

3.06 Bl; Permitted Uses in Residential Planned Unit Development.

N. BACKGROUNDINFORMATION

The attached letter from Rick Givens sets forth his request.

The only City Planning Designation in which a Mobile Home Park is allowed as a
conditional use is in the MDRH Zone. However, a Planned Unit Development is

permitted in any residential zone. Permitted Uses in a residential PUD include:

rrResidential uses including housing concepts which may include but are
not limited to single family attached dwellings, row houses, duplexes,
cluster units and multifamily dwellings." (Emphasis added.)

I
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The question is therefore:

Does the Code mean that mobile home parks are permitted in any residentiat zone

through the PUD process as a "housing conceptrr or are mobile home parks restricted to
the MDRH Zone as a conditional r¡se?

ru. DISCUSSION

The question and the implications are straight forward.

The first interpretation is that, since mobile home parks are allowed only in
one zone and only as a conditional use, the intent is to allow that use only on a

limited basis in Sherwood.

The second interpretation is that mobile home parks are comparable to any

other listed "housing conceptrr in terms of need and neighborhood impact and

with appropriate standards and review can be a positive addition in any

residential zone and therefore, ought to be allowed in a residential PUD.

An interpretation has been requested in order to determine the Council's nctual i¡rtent.
The Council's decision will be applied to future questions regarding mobile home parks.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is significant that a mobile home park is a permitted use in only one city residential

designation. That strongly indicates that the Council considered the mater and

determined that the nature of the use is such that it should be limited.

In addition, the concept of a traditional mobile home park is not consistant with the

PUD concept of mixed uses, clustering, open space and design features which are

intended to result in a permanent use and neighborhood. Also, the Conunurity llevel-

oprri-'nt Code sets forth snecífic standarcts for rnhiLe horc parks.

o

o

tì

?
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,.-l Thereforer we recommend that the Code be interpreted conserviìt¡vely to allow mobile

home park only in the MDRH zone and that theCity arnend thc code to sncci.fically allow
mobile home parks in other residential zones if deerned appropriate.

\

)

¡

t
)



Richard E" Givens
Planning Consultant

January 11, 1985

lls. Sally Rose
City of Shersood
P.O. Box 167
Sherwood, Oregon 97140

Dear Sally:

My client, Mr. Sam Gotterr currently owns approximately 22
acres of land on S.!il. Murdock Road, within the city of Sher-
wood. The subject property is currently designated Hedi.um
Density Residential Low {l,l.D.R.L.l. Mr. Gotter and his part-
ner wish to develop a mobile home park on the site. As you
know, there are currently no provisions for mobile home parks
in the !|.D.R.L. district. Mobile home parks are permitted as
a conditional use within the lledium Density Residential
High planning designation, but my clients do not desire to
develop the subject property at the higher density permitteA
under the ll.D.R.H. district. Às an alternative, vte propose to
develop the subject property as a mobite home park planned
unit development (P.D. I .

Às we discussed during our preapplication conference of ilan-
uary 9, I am requesting an interpretation of the Planned Unit
Development (P.D.) section of the City of Sherwood Community
Development Code. The specific interpretaton relates to Sec-
tion 3.06 (B) of the iode, regarding uses permitted within a
planned unit development. Subsection 1 of this section lists
the following as permitted uses within a P.D.:

ResÍdential usesr including housing concePts which may
include but are not limited to single family attached
dwellings, ros housês¡ duplexes, cluster units and mul-
tifanily duellings.

Because the language used in this section is open-ended with
respect to alternative housing concepts which may be estab-
Ìished wÍthln a P.D.r hrê believe that a mobile home park can
be approved as a planned unit development within the lf.D.R.L.
designat,ion area even though such a use is not listed within
the underlyíng zoning district. This interpretation is fur-
ther supported by the language of the ll.D.R.L. district
itself. SectÍon 2.08 (D) specifically allows modification of
uses permitted withín a P.D. from those uses permitted in the
underlylng zone.

I
C

i
I
III

t5800 S.W. Boones Ferry Road, Suite 103 Lake Oswego, Oregon 97034 (5031636-5422
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Prior to assembling a detailed application for a
development on this siter rrr€ would like to bringregarding permitted uses within a p.D. before thefor clarification. pursuant to this desire, I amcheck for $30.00 for the required application feetations of the development code.

planned unit
this question
City Council
enclosing a
for interpre-

we would appreciate the opportunity to appear before thecity council at the earliest date possible so ttrat we mayproceed with our application. since interpretations do ñot.require public notice, we would hope that this issue could bescheduled for the January 23 city council agenda. Thank youfor your assistance in resolving this interpretation. please
contact me if.you have any questions or if you need any fur-ther information regarding this matter.

Sincerely yours,

Richard Givens

cc: Benkendorf & Associates, Sam Gotter



P.O. Box 167

Sherwood, Oregon 97140

625-5522 625-5523

August 20, 1985

Attached find city of sherwood Resolution No. 335, which,
expresses the City's pôsitiön in the ongoing dispute-initi¿ted
Uy fOOO Friends of Oregon over the Metropolitan.Portland Urban
Gîowth Boirndary (uGB). 

- The sherwgod city cor.ncil specified
that you receive a copy of this Resolution.

Although some areas of concefrì., specifically -those-address-
ed in Sectiõn 1, have been settled, the balance of the Resolu-
tion still applies to the trpcoming decisions,to.be rnade in this
case. The City of Sherwooð is very concerned with the pot-ential-
ly serious negâtive iÍpacts that excessive delays and/or UGB

nodifications-will have on the future of our conrnunity. We strong-
ly urge you to keep the major points of our Resolution in the fore-
fiont"as'deliberations befôre lnnfnO and the Land Conservation and
Development Conrnission proceed over the next few months.

Any sr.rpport or assistance in this matter will be greatly
appreciated.- Please do not hesitate to contact ne with any ques-
tions you Inay have.

Sincerely,

J Rapp
City lfanager

Eleanore Baxendale, METRO

Jill Hinckley, METRO

Jane Jensen-Norrnan, ltlashington County
A11en Bachman, Washington CountY
Derryck Dittman, CitY AttorneY
John Brosy, Cíty Planner
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lulsolutl0N I\(]. 333

A rìEsol,ufloN URGING'rlrË NIFI'rìOPOÌ,rTAN SBRVTCE r)rs'r'rìIc'f t0 QUICKT,Y DEVELOP
ANI] SUI]TIiT ACCEPTAB],Ë NTJW FINDINGS 'I'O 1Tï] I,ANI) MNS]IìVAI'ION ANI) DEVEI,OP-
N,ttiNl mN$IISSION StJlTolì]'IN(ì 'l]ni IL',ilìOI)01,1'l'^N POITil,^NI) UIìB^N (ìR0t{t'tl ßorjND tìy
AS OIìl(;lNAl,LY ACkltOttt,UDGII) tN 1980, 

^Nl) 
rS'IAßl,tSilINC 

^N 
lìt;t;tìCfivE DAUI.

llIl"lERE S, the l,and Conservation and lÞvelopnìcrìt Conunissi.on (I,CDC)
acknorvledged an Urban Growth ßorurdary (UGB),for grcatel Nïetropolitan Port-
land in 1980 r\thich included the City of She¡wood and areas l{est of the pre-
sent City 1inúts.

iVIIEIìII\S, 1000 lrrietrds of Orcgon filcd strit contenriing tl.rat the
area lvest of Sherrr,ood incluclecl in the ll(ì8, as illustrntecl on the attached
Lixltibit "N'incor¡rorated hcrcin by lcrfcrcncc, iurd ol.hclr flr(Ìiìs íllon¡1 thc
Wcstcrl eclgc 9[ thc nrctropo.litrur borrrtl¡n'y, wcrc cxccss to thc urbarl growtlr
nccds ol'the legion an<l shotrld lravc bcrcn excluclcd fron thc lJGl].

hltlìRli^S, a tlccisi.<,1.r rc¡cJlcrrl in tllc Circuit Courts on JuIy 22,
1!)85 rul.ed that the l:inclings rrscrl by l,CIXI in cstablishing tlrc lvfetropolitan
I)ortlalrd UGII were inirclecluatc and that new findings woulcl have to be nade
atrd aclo¡rted to val jdat.c thc ori girurl ly acknowlcrtlgc<l lVcstcrrn l>ouncl¿rry.

lVlllrREAS, this Court dccìsion, an intct'locutory orcler subsÇ-
qtrently filed by 1000 Friencls that plo¡roses tenqrorarily f'rcezing all la:rd
tuse ac:t.ivi.ty in the al'fect-ed area, antl the qcncr¿rL uncertainty gcnoratecl
[¡y t-llc case, has and rvi.ll h¿rvc a scrrious ncgativc cffcct on ¡rultlic ancl
privatc. l.and usc and cconomic rlcvclo¡rrncrlt ¡-rl¡¡¡5.

lülERElLS, over 500 acres, rvhi.ch i.s appruxirurtely 55? ol'tlìe total.
residentlal acreage designated in thc trnincorpor':rtccl poltions of the Sher-
woo{ rrlban grorvth area ancl Z\qo ol tllc tot¿rl Shelrvood nrea, is subjcct to
tltcr Courtrs ruling and the rcnroval of'this acr(ìa¡lc [r'om urbalr status r^Joul.(l
signif icantly curtail the con¡ntm.ityts alr'e:rt.ly modcst prospccts fol' economic
deve1o¡rlncnt and population grorvth.

MlEl{llAS, l'cìcent ca¡rìtal ilrvcstnpnts þQlr¡c by bot| thc City a¡<l
¡rrivatc larxl holtlers, inclucling propcl'ty outsiclc of tlìe ¡rrcscnt City li.mits
and in the affectecl area, have extcnclcrl ncw watcl ancl sewcl serviL-.cs up to
thc tutittco4rorated ulban ¡lrorvth arcn iùrcl iury scalirr¡1 back ol thc tl(ìß alte¡s
tlrc growth assrrinptions lollorverl in sizing ancl locrrting thcscr i¡¡rrovcncnts
and wiLl cause both inutrecliatc atttl long riur¡¡c ¡rrrblicr ¿rntl ¡rrivirtc Iinirncial
I oss.

l{llEREAS, subsequent to thc filing of thc origj.nal 1000 Friends
sr-rit, tlo annexations have occurr¡tl in the atea sul)jcct to the Courfrs
ruling and the City is currently cliscussi.ng three nore annexations ancl ser-
vice cxtensjons in the alea, al1 of rvlrich proviclc the potential for some
of the additional housing and crrqrloyment ¡ìeeclcd in tho Sherwood cor¡m¡nity.

I^JI{ERFÁS, the Shenvoocl comnrnity has proccc<1cd with plannì.ng nnd
development for many years l)ased on regional, cor¡nty and 1oc¿l plars val.-
idated by LCDC acknowledgement and thc lrletlo¡rolitan Servicc l)istrict (Nfll'lRO),
l,Cl)C, and ltbtrors nrcnrlicr jrn'iscl icticrns lr¿vc ¿r¡r obligation to thcir corìstit-
uents to sec this nrirtter rcsolvc'd as r¡trickly irs ¡rossiblc, so that lirntl own-
ers, r'csi<lcnts furd Lrrr-sinesses calr pÌoccc.<l witli sonrc írssuratìccs íìs to the
l'uture of their neighliorùoods ancl clistricts.

N0lv llUIUIro¡lü, 'llili cl'ly ()t; st lllRt{ool) Rllsot,vlls AS t;ot,t,olvs:
I

Section 1: llnterim Orrlcr, 'l'hat an interlocrrtoly or(lcr he
subnrilleTãñð-a1¡J-rTìfrõEd, îlì;rt nllorrrs lanrl usc ¡rctivitiôs Lo corr-
tjnue in all arôirs aftectctl hy thc 10()0 lìricncis suit, in the
interin period ¡rr{ecetling l,(ll)C actìolt on lI(ìlJ rcacknowletlgmgrt.

i



Section 2: New Findings. That METRO prepare and submit,
with @istance and consènt of affected
jurisdictions, new findings to LCDC supporting the reacknowl-
edgernent of the Nfetropolitan Portland UGB, within 60 days of
the Courtts July 22, 1985 decision.

Section 3: Reacknowledgement. That LCDC pronptly initi-
ate h@dgernent pto.ärr,'based on
METROT s proposed new findings, and reach a positive and final
conclusion on this natter h¡ithin 120 days of the Courtts July
22, 1985 decision.

Section 4: Bowrdary Retained. That the Metropolitan
Portl@inatly achrowledled by
LCDC in 1"980, be retained without modification or reduction.

Section 5: Resolution Tra¡rsmitted. That the Sherwood
City is Resolution imme-
diately and without delay to the:

a. MËTRO Council and Executive Offlcer.
b. Land Conservation and Developnent Conmission

and Department Director.
c. Washington County Board of Commissioners and

Director of Land Use and Transportation.
d. Honorabl-e Vic Atiyeh, Govenor of Oregon, the

Honorable Paul Phillips, State Representative
and the Honorabl-e Jim Sinrnons, State Senator.

e. 1000 Friends of Oregon
f. Mayors and Managers of rieighboring jurisdictions
g. I-5 Corridor Association.

Section 6: Effective Date. This Resolution is effective
upon passage and approval.

PASSED AND APPROVED BY TlrË CITY CoUNCIL ON AUGUST 14, 198s.

Mayor, City of Sherwood

ATTEST:

Page 2 - Resolution No. 333
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August 19, 1-985

To:

From:

Re:

Mayor and Council

Jin Rapp, City lt4anager

Western UGB Dispute

Since Councilts August 14, 1985 meeting and passage of Resolution 533,
several events have transpired relative to the 1000 Friends lawsuit
over the I4lestern portion of the Sherwood UGB and other areas in the
Cor.mty.

Firstly, I had further discussions with Bob Stacy, of l-000 Friends,
regarding larLd within the dispr-rted area that has been annexed sub-
sequent to filing of the original lawsuit. Mr. Stacy agreed that
it was appropriate to exclude the arurexed property from further debate,
as well as the SI District and two other properties (the attached nap
illustrate these exclusions) .

On August 16, I attended the Circuit Court hearing on proposed inter-
locutory orders addressing the interin peri-od preceding LCDC action
on reacicrowledgment. METRO and County attorneys argued for the Court
to take a "business as usual" stance regarding interin land use activ-
ities or if the Court was persuaded that a "freeze" lnlas appropriate,
that aTtrict, near-term deadline to LCDC deliberations be set. 1000
Friends, of course, argues for putting land use decisions on hold, but
was amenable to some sort of judicially mandated deadline (see attached
Oregonian news article) .

The hearing went on for 85 minutes. Justice Carson took all the argu-
ments undei advisenent and felt conpelled to put planning and develop-
ment activity on hold in all 3 areas (Bethany, Bu11 Mountain and Sher:urood),
but set February 1, 1986 as the automatic expiration to his order, in
order to motivate LCDC, et a1 to complete the reacknowledgnent process
prorptly and efficiently.

It is obviously in Sherwood's best interest to see that METRO and LCDC

are kept r:nder strong pressure to move this inatter along AI\ID to aclcnow-
ledge the UGB as it stood in 1980. The Cor:nci1's Resolution No. 333 was
in ihe hands of the County, METRO and Justice Carson before the Friday
hearing and will be mailed out this week to everyone nared in the Reso-
lution.



P.O. Box 167

Sherwood, Oregon 97140

625-5522 625-5523
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August 15, 1985

Washington County Board of Commissioners

lvfetropolitan Seruice District Council

Rick Gustafson, METRO Executive Officer

Rick Daniels, Director, Cowlty Larrd Use and Transportation

Attached find city of shen¡rood Resolution No. 533 which was

"aopt"á-Uy 
tire cïIyJ"í*.it on August 14, 199.5' Because of the

imnediacy of many âf the issues súrrounding the 1000 Friends law-

suit over the Naelró-uct, particularry thg nygurl 1-6 hearing on

prãp"i"¿ interloiutory órä"ts,.this Resolution is being trans-
mitted to you ,"*iæ'd. 

--ftt" 
áignea and executed Resolution will

be nailed out next week.

TheCityofsherwoodwouldYrgg.yoYTcarefulconsideration
of our serious ¿"n|g; over the irnþfiêations ttlis case has for
our conrnunitY.

Sincerely,

9*(
City Manager

Attachnents

Ji11 HinckleY
METRO

cc



To:

From:

Re:

Mayor and Cotmcil

James Rapp, City Nfanager

Resolution No. 353, West

4
rwood Urban Growth Boundary

Attached find Resolution No. 333, urging METRO to inunediately develop
and submit new findings supporting the UGB as originally aclcrowledged
by LCDC. I apologize for not placing this formally on the August 14

Cormcil agenda, but I did not have all available information gathered
rntil this past Monday.

A1so, attached are some further Oregonian ner^/s articles on tiis issue,
an accurate nap of the area irpacted and the Circuit Court order from
Justice Carson.

Additionally, 1000 Friends has filed a proposed interlocutory order
that would bring to a halt all land use activities in the area until
LOC acts on new findings. MHIRO has filed an alternative order allow-
ing activities to continue in the interim, m-rch as they have over the
last five years. The court will decide this particular issue on Fri-
day, August l-6

I have also discussed a problem unique to Sherwood with Bob Stacy of
1000 Friends. TWo annexations (Sherwood-Scholls and the Walden prop-
erty) have occured in the area subject to the lawsuit. I suggested
that these areas should now be excepted fron the case in the same man-
nþr as the SI District. I have sent Mr. Stacy some material i1h¡stra-
ting the problem and he is taking it tnder advisement.

I strongly urge the Cormcil to adopt this Resolution and fon¡rard it on
inrnediately. There is some sentiment to incorporate the study of this
particular UGB problem into METRO' s 1987 periodic review, an action that
will be a significant hinderance to Sherwood's near term growth poten-
tial, as development in "West Sherwood" would in al1 likelihood be
frozen until periodic review was complete (assr.ming that the original
boundary even suruives such an extended process).

Reconrnendati.on: That Resolution No. 333 be approved and adopted.
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300 l{illamette Building,
534 Southwest Third Avenue,
Portl.and, Oregon 9720,1.

Hr., Michael A. tsolstun,
Asslstant Attorney General,
100 JustÍce Building,
Salem, Oregon 97310.

Hs. El.eanore S. Baxendale,
General Counsel,
MeÈro Service Distríctr
527 BalI Street, Southwest,
-Portlând., Oregon 9720I.

1000 Friends of Oregon v. Land Conservatlon and
Development commlsslon and Hetropolftan service Dlstrict

Marlon Countv Circu it Court Number 1l B2l3

Enelosed herewi.th 1s-rn:r oplrlon on the merlts of. thepetitlon tn the above-captloned vnatter. Coun'sel for petitloner
may prePare an ?PproPrlate lnterlocutory order ln confornoncqtherewith. rt ls my lnter,tlon that the lnterlosutory order
cgmpry with lhq preservation of the lnterests o! any party andthe public pendtng further proceedlngs or rgency acLiòn. -

Yours very t Y,

Wa1
Cir

e
t

a

u

1

vlP3ls1t

urt Jud Pro Tem



¡

2

1

4

5

6

7

I

I

I

OPINION

PEJITIoJ!. Fo3 BEvlEt{

peÈitioner makes three asslgnments of error to this

court and asks that.the cornpliance acknowledgment, order, of

which review ls sought¿ be remanded. Before dlscusslng the

specific assignments of error raised by PetltÍoner, I shall tufn

to several prellmfnary matterg. "l'-

A. Pr.elblnarY Hattcr¡.
1 Identlfication ol Par-ti-es. Hereinaf,ter I shall refer

to 1000 Friends of Oregon as "Petltioner" and Hetropolitan

Serv ice Distr ict a.s 'Fletro. " The Lancl Conservatlon and

'*Developñent Commission will be referred to aE 'LCDC" and the
)

Depart.ment of Land Conservation and Development wilt be referred

to as *DLCD. n

2. itatutotY Reference. Unless otherwise staÈeöt

statutory reference herein fs to the statutes in effect at the

time the compliance acknowledgment order was lssuedr January 16'

r9800

3. Standincr. The 6tand i ng of Petitloner to seek revlew
......

has not been seriously challenged. Hetro does not cllspute

pet.itionerrs standing. LCDC and DLCD denlectr oñ informatlon and

belief, the represent,atlonal status of Petitioner in the Answer

f iled by them. However , by ansìrter ing or f all lng to anstr¡er

questions posed by PetÍtloner ln two requesÈs for admisElonEr''

10

lì

1?

ì3

l4

r5

ìó

17

ìB

ì9

2t

22

23

20

I

24



ì

t

2

3

4

5

6

7

I
I

t0

il
t2

)r3

l4

t5

ló

t7

t8

¡9

20

2l

2?

23

24

LcDc and DLCD effectfvely have admltte<l Petitioner has standing

to seek review. oRcp ¿15. r concluce that petltloner has

stand ing .

4- lu¿ici-a_L Bgglsg. This matter was heard pursuant to
oRS 183.484(f) as a Judlclal revÍew of an order ln other than a

!

contested case., olÊggn LqIif¡.e_ss. F.l.anlinq. coulclr g. L_cDc., zgo
l

or 141, 752 (1981). subsequent renotial of clreulE court
jurfsdiction by the leglBlature (or Laws 19gIr ch ].4g. S I0) ro
the Court of Àppeals'becane effectlve after the aeknowledgment

order under revfew herein was issued. or Laws 19g1, ch 7lg, ç

60.

5.

this case

plan" (he

ordef cot¡

the basis

ac knowl ed

that LCDC

to Ínclud

basi s of

incorpora

sati.sfied

statute.

¡ efe. ence

fnco r ration
( oRs 197.251 ( I

t€r a reglonal

taining 'a clea

for the approv

gment. One of
failed to neet

e a clear state

the approval.

tion by referen

that this proc
:

However, as wl

can be a doubl

þ1 Reference. The foundation statute in

) ) regulres that LCDC 'evaluate the

urban growth boundary) and Íssue an

r statement of findings whlch set forth
al or denlal of the reguestn for
Petitionerrs assignments of error is
the mandate of the statute by failing

ment of the findÍngs whlch set forth the

LCDC relies, ln partr oo the doctrine of
ee to meet the statutory mandate, I am

edure suffleiently comports with the

It be discusseC below, incorgoration by

e-edged sword.

Ii 'i
,irrfi.å;i;?¡r+ç4..r'!F¡ri. 'w{s!r..-,r '.¡¡¡!.¡,s.he::, j:.,ee.r-r.,¡è, i
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ugh Petitioner has argued to

e one and only -- local
€. ORS Chaptec 268.

lantl use plannlng. ft r¡ust

the contr âr y, lte Èro i s un ique -- th
rl
igovernment of lts kind Ln this stat
i

Further, Hetro nad a unique role in
I

Unigueness. Àtho6. Þl_etro.'g
I

I

I

I
t
I
i
t
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:
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5 authorlty to adopt

ances. ORS 268.380. The

onal plannlng coordlna!lon to
1g exerclsed by a county (ORS

Ëpeciflcally gâve Hetro the

n growth boundary (UGB) for
implicatlons of this

adopt goals and obJectives but Iack
I

comprehensÍvç plans or zoning ordlnlr
leg islature ç1so tias given t,he regilir-
Hetro (ORS 2ç8.385i) tþar elsewhere

!

197.190). Finafflr the legislarure
responsibif iqy of iadopting the urbat-t-
bh¡e disrrictj oRs 268.390(3). The

uniqueness will be discussed hereinafter.

I am aware that the claim of unlqueness ls easily and

often made to justify special treatment. Petltioner warns of
tire danger s Eo the f abric of statewide land use plannlng and çhe

even âr¡d systematic appllcation of the law by recognlzfng
unigueness. Nevertheless, r conclude that, for the reasons

outlined above, Hetro ls unique.

7. ¡lftbg! Façtgr. The u6e of the phrases "market
factorñ, 'market surprus', or ,surprus factor¡ has plagued the
parties throughout. Metro consistently has relled upon one or
more of these phrases to justify, at least in partr the
inclusÍon of ¡nore land in the uGB than neeced. LcDc aenerally
has refused to recognize a markeL factor in determining the'.i,.

3
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eorrect siz of UGB (!gg, e.X., Exhibit 3, page 9 and Exhibtt,

!
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I

â,

5. page 1).
( Exhibit f !
surplus fac

includÍng n

it is appar

as havlng a

this case.

8. Su

that 'subst
Har ion Coun

from that ân

ultimate ord

j ust sul¡stan

LCDC, 7l Or

B. Àsslgm

As

Agency Order

:DC erroneo

nd acted ou,

ret.ying on it
oRs 183. {84 (

I

Eoweyer, in thg eompliance acknowledgment order
I

IÆDcl rpeeif tcally found that ,a market faetor or
lrr albne 1s not sufficlent justf.ficatfon, forlie land ln a UGB than ls needecl. semantlcg aside,

h

t 't ICDC d id , at least consider â narket factorrh

r

ÀpP

¡nte

IU

) (a

filed
rsly
:sid e

:rel

,

ear i g on grantlng the eompllance acknowledgment in

tant a1 Compllanee. the court is not unmindful
tlal compl iance" wi t,h the Goals

nd Planni

is not sufficient.
V. ederation for Sou nq 64 or App 226,

tz ' 229 (f gt¡1. 
I

i

Bowever, ln this case, a somewhat clif f erent sbat,ute

alvzt'ero
I

t taI

Ì3

ì4

t5

tó

t7

¡8

t9

2C

2

i
ed

fi
ry
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I
"JI

in Har lon Coqntr'. is appl icable and thei--
t'
LCDC held Hetrofs UGB t,o be in eompliance, not
I

so., ( Exhibit, I, page d ) . See prentiee v.
4,397 (1984).

f Error.
erstand the petltlon for Revlew of State

'by Petitioner, petltfoner eontende thats (l)
fiterpreted a provlsion of law (ORS l9Z.25l)
the rânge of dfscretíon delegated to it by

I

ant fåcts and conslderations Iparagraph VJ:

ånd oRs 183.48d(d)(U) (A); (21 LCDC erroneously

and exercised itsa interpreted pr fsion of law (ÖRs 197.251)

ii..,.r r; ,i....

4
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I

I

t0

tt

discretion ín víolation of ORS 197.251 by faillng to provide a
lr

clear statem{n't o; its finilings which set forth the basls of ltsrl
acknowleagmerlt ord'er Iparagraphs VI and VIII: ORS 183.{84(4) (a)

I

I

and I83.484(4)(b)(A)i and (3) LCDC erroneously exercised lts

discretíon in reaching a result lnconslstent with ltg stated
i
Iposition or ¡irior þractice by includ.lng surplus land ln the UGB

.rí
I

Iparagraph vIIII : ORS 183.,{84(4)(b) (B) .
.il

When stripped of t,he statutorlly required scoPe of

review language (ORS 183.484(4)), f understand Petltioner's
three assignments of error to be that LCDC incorrectly found

HeEro's UGB to conply with Goal 1{ whe¡r LCDC approveC inctusion

of n,o.J Ìand in Ehe UGB than permitted by Goal 1{ and tCDC's

poiicy, that LCDC reached a result lnconslstent wlth its
staÈed position and prlor practice ln its compllance decision,

and Èhat LCDC relied on irrelevant facts and concluslons in

reaching its compllance decision. Before turning to the

specif ic asslgn¡nents of error, f note that the parties have

al ter ed .the oeguence of th.e asslgrunents sl tghtly f rom the order

in which the assignments appeared, ln the PetltÍon. f shall

follow the sequence adopted by Petitloner ln lts initial brlef,
Also, I note that the assignments are somewhat interrelated andr

to some extent, understandably overlap.

l. rrRs'f I€sIGr{r{s_N1. qL Epæe.
..

LCDC er roneously interpreted ORS 197,251( I )

ì3

ì4

'r5

ì¿'

ìt

ìB

t9
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22

23
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or er(erqi?"g it!" -gi""rerion in viorarion orl .Rsr9z'25r(1) bv raiiiñg !9 p.ooioå-in irs order aclearcl:.:l!l! of ii"ii"õ;;'åãltinq forrh rhebasls fcir ðpprovat of- nãC;õí""Uc; as being incompllance with coai 14.
li

The statutorll founrjatlon for this assí.gnment of error le thealleged fairure of LcDc to .incluce a clear statement offindings which set,:l forth the basfs f?. the approval or denial ofan acknowledg ent equest.i ORS 197.251(l). I conclude thatthe central o Piv tal fssue that first must be decided is thevalidity of t ernatlve approach approved by tCDC, and,
eal

t0 then, whether the indings support the approval of this
t I acknowledgmen r eqüe st .
\tz

i

the stanJard to be applied by LcDc in reviewing
Metro's UGB is found in Goal. 14, which, in pertinent part,
provides. l

IJ

14

r5

ló
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r8

ì9
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'GOAL: To p'ovide fg. an orclerly and effieienttransltion fron rural to urban land use.
"Urban growth boundaries shall bee stabl ished to- i¿entirv-""¿ ;¿;;r;t';^iruani zabr eI and from r ur äl l;;ã. -' s¡

_tl
'Establ ishment andbo undar Íes shaÍ i --uä-Ëo-"åä'

the fottowing faciõr;;--"
change of the

up,9fr cons id er at lon o f

provision for puhrltc

'(l) Demonstrated need to accomodate long_rangeurban poplt"!i9n -giõwth -;;;;i."*ån."
conslsten t wf th rcóc aoal s ¡

;

" (2t 
i;åurfiluiïï:iît '; emplo]¡nent opportunirÍes,

6

14 "(3) Orderly amd economic
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n(4)

"(5)

"(6) Retention of agricultural land as defined,with Cla,ss I being the highest prlority for
reÈention and CIass VI the lowest prioifty;
and,

facil ities and serv ices;

MaxÍmum efficiency of land uses wlthln and
on 'the f r lnge o f lt¡e ex f stlng urUÀn' ui"u;
Envlronmental, enetgy, economfc and social
consequences i

ì0

'(7 ) Compatibil it,y of the proposed urban useswith nearby agr icultural actlvfties..
The first two factors ¡re considered to be'need factors'and
t|¡e remainder are considered "locatlonal factors.. As r
ur¡clerstand Èhe process, by apptylng factors (1) and (z\, the

-1ocal government first calculates the amount of land'needed,,
for long-range growth according to population estimates. The

local government then determines the location for the growth by

considering factors (3) through (7). All seven factors, when

t¿:ken togelher , have been cal.led the nestablishnent f actor6.'
The "locational factors" are used to declde what lands

Lo incLude in the UGB and also to Justify incluslon of surplus
iar¡d withÍn the UGB that ls ,,commltted" to urbanlzatlon by

ex isting development. Petibione'C acknowledges that 'much of
the surplus vacant rand supply is surrounded by urban land.'
(Pet Br at 15.) But petitioner points to areas on the outer
eôge of the uGB that are not,,committea,, to urbanization,
specifically:

ìì
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3 th¡o smaller lîultnomah
app9ar tuncomnitted andrevlsed Findlngs¡

Àreas" (portions ofprotection ( revisecl
DtCD;

County IGA-UGB areas whlchare not diseussed in the

All of
ASAfs)
Find in

Land s
of wil

I

l,dnd s
Gr e sha

!!"'f"gutated SpecialidenÈlfied for sþeeial
Ei, itap I2,, by Hetro and

r[,"
¡'rb

I llountain-Cooper ltountain area betweenn Road on the eouth and weir norã-;;-;;"un
Bu
ta

E

I

1
I Bul I

nor th ;

2.

4

5 a

i

w

llìr
{

est of Tualatin, within the eastern city limÍtsonvÍ1le ¡ and

the eastern anC southern city l irnÍts ofi r¡in

B

The fir,st three areas rdere identified by DLCD in its
staff report as .'.""" which ,,cannot be justifíed Ifor: incrusion]

ing locationar reasons.'' tetro has sought to-f or 'compell
j ustify the surplus rand in guest-ion as recluired by a marketll

factor (see discussion, "À.7.u r above). The use of a market
factor consistently has been reiected by LCDC. On the other
hand' LCDC' å"uiating frorn the traditfonal practlce of direetly¡:
applying the establishment factors to the proposed uGB, adooted
an alternative approach (Exhibits l, 4 end 5) by viewing the UGB
and Metro's growth management strategy together.

In the contlnuance order.herein (Exhíbit 3), tCDC
cletermined that Metror s proposed uGB d id not, by rtsel f , meet
the test of the 

""'u"n factors. rn the acknowlecament orcrer at
ire herein ( Exhibít. r ) , tcDc cetermined that Metro, s propose:i

" together with the specified growth management strategies

l.¡
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ìt

and timetabres (Exhibit il and the adopted porlcy guldelÍnes
(Exhibit 8) did comply with the 6even factors.

Traditlonally, tcDc apparentry hae followed the
procedure of establishing ä tight or compact uGB anticipating
more than infreguent ehanges Ín the uGB as condltions change.
This procedure lras characterized in the record as an "lnside-
out" approach. rn this case, LcDc aipurently forl0wed an

"outside-in" approachr s€tÈlng a boundary that admlttedly
includes "surplus land"r, but included strict controls lnside the
UGB. on non-urban Iand. This "alternate approach,' substitutes ä

longer term UGB ( less change) and a growth :nanagement strategy
"for the-more commonry used short term uGB with perlodic
expansion (Exhibit A, page 10).

The standard against which this approach rnust be

tested (Goai 14 ) 6pecificarly stabee that the goar ls: 'To
provide for an orderly and efficient transfer from rural to
urban land uge.' The goal regufres that: nurban growth
boundaries shall be,.established to identify and separate
urbanizable land fron rural 1and," Although petitioner strongly
condemns this alternaÈive approach, I conclude that LCDC is free
to adopt an al,ternatlve approach to UGB establlshment tf the
alternatÍve.approach meets Èhe requlrements of Goal 14. The

I

wisdom of establishing a different or alternative approach to
compry with Goal 14 is for LcDc to decirle and not for thls

t3
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standard. If
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additionally,
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above ) .a

"just.ifi
from the
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the stat
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I

I

ag DCrs alternatlve approach meets the

the itternatfve approach ls not permissible under
I

"lf s UFB slrnply does not comply with Goal 1{.
I

second guestlon is whether the flndfngs eupport

lon thaÈ the alternatlve approach met the seven
I

016. LCDC evaluated l,tetrors proposed UGB and

elements and 
"ån"tuded [t,at there was

quirements of Goal I{.
lssue ralsed by petltloner fn thlsThe

assignment of

I
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I
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I
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.,1usual c
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ving a c
I

I

ement I ts
:
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rror is that, LCDC falled to provide in its order
(Exhibir, 1) aiclear sratemenr of flndings setting forth the

"basis fõr thelapproval of lletrof s uGB. r aeknowledge that the

1 statement of findings ls not as clear as one mlght hope. The

rgference technlgue (discussed ln "À..5.',
ubcategorizatlon of nreasons' or
'under the banner of "flndings' has detracted
larlty of tCDCf s work. I[ rnay be, however, that

i

omplex natter of the magnitude involved herein,
as clear ås reasonably sho'ulå be expected.

whether 'the. f lndings'set forth the basls for the âpproval ls
ano ther ¡natte

The

whether Metr.o

transition fr rural to urban lanC use." Goal 14.

ultlmate determlnatlon to be made by LCDC is
s UGB provides "for an orCerly anC efficient
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I Est'abl ishment .of the UGB is to be based upon a consideratic¡n of
2 the listed factors, but there appear6 to be no requÍrement that
3 tCDC make a sPeclftc finding as to each of the seven factors.
4 LcDc contends rhat Finding No. 7 (Exhibit r),
5 incorPorating by reference staff reports of December 10 (Exhibit
6 4) and Decemh¡er 13' 1979 (Exhibit. 5)..determined that Metrotg
I tindings (Exhtbir 7). justif ied incluslon of nost of the

I

B "surplus". Iand, based on locational factors. The areas nol so

9 jusÈified nere the nRegulated Speeial Areasr, the BuIl Mountain_

ìO Cooper Mountain area, and tb¡o l4ultnomah County f nter im Growth

I I Àreas ( rGA )-uGB areas. By coupl ing lletror s growth management

.p straregy ( ExhÍbir l, Finding No. 6¡ ExhibÍr g, pages 5_7), ond

l3 cert-ain specif íc conditions (Exhibtt l, pages 3=4), LCDC

t4 concluded that Hetrors UGB comptied with Goal 14. As

ì5 acknowieoged by Petitioner in its initial brief herein (page

tó 19 ) , DLcD's staf f report prorriced tcDc with a "crisp, clear
17 s;tatement of the issue.' Petitioner further acknowledged that
ìB the "report sorted out the information presented by Hetro" and

l9 identified certain areas that v¡eq.g not compelled to be included
20 ur¡der Factors 3-7 of GoaI I4 by any reasonable test. LCDC

2l looked to the growth management strategy of Hetro to find
ZZ compl iance wi Èh Goal I 4 ,

23 Although my fnftiat impression vras Èhat the fÍndingl
?1 in the acknowledgment'order sufficiently s€f forth the basis toc

rI
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LCDCTs conclusion that Metro's uGB compried with Goar 14, r now'i
conclude tha[ the stated findings âre insufficient insofar asll,they rel'ate !o the rand rernaining in controversy. The finrjingst:in ,the acknowledgment order discl0se that LcÞc relied on Þfetro, s
growth management

incorporated-¡
( particularl

I

by re
str ategy to f ind conpl iance. The doct¡nents

ference in the acknowledgment order
y the 8tâff report of OeåemUer 7 and 10, 1979¡

I

I

ì0

ll

t't

,13

l4

5

6

7

lf

I'

Exhibit'{r. herein), nake it clear that the contested areas are
includable wÍthin Hetrots uGB only if tcDc adopts Hetrors growth
management strategy. Necessar i1y, then, the growt.h management
strategy must meet Goar t4 as to the rands in controversy and

"there mlst be findings, not conclusionsr thai the st-rategy does
so comply.

Metro contends that it is LcDc and not DLCD that
ake.s the f indings. HeÈro is correct, obviously. Hetro, s
urtner suggestion thaÈ the staff reports of DLCD that appear

:ontrary to LCDC's frndings shourd be ignorecr is not correct..
[cDc specificalry rncorporated the staff reports as part of Its

ndings -- both the "good" and the 'bad., rf the reeord
¡f1c rpor ated ln the compr iance order d iscloses anything for
certain' ít is that there was a substantial disagreement between
DLCD and Metro as Èo the varidity of the strategy. rt is true
that, t,he final report from DtCD (Exhibit 5) asserts that, ,,given
Hetror s glol.¡th management sbrategyr,, Hetro, s uGB is suf f icient

J

t

i

I
I ii

'æ*"r--.,-r.Ë-. -L

:: i
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ì f or Goal 14 compl iance. Hor{ever, Hetro eo¡rtinued to defend ite
? ç rowth manageme,nt strategy on the basis of a mar ket f acÈor,
3 r.'hich DLCD continued Èo reject. It, may be tlratr 8s the final
4 report (Exhibit 5) asserts, "Ìfetro has substantlally complied.
5 with the Continuance Orderr" but thab it is not sufficient,
ó unLess one concludes that the continuance order is sufficient
7 compliance with Goal 14, which, understandably, no one ärgues,
I rt comes down to this: Àbsent LCDC's final conclusion
I that Metro I s uGB, togeÈher with ltetro's growth management

ì0 sLrategy, complies wit,h Goal ld (Exhibit 5), the fincings of
I I DtcD, incorPorated by reference ln the acknowleclgment order,

,ì? sttggest the contrary- rn f act, the earlier DLCD report (Exhibitj-

1.3 4) suggests that the question of whether l,tetro,s Flndings are
ì4 sufficient is one of "policy" for LCDC. A "policy" choice is
ì5 noL a substiÈute tor a "clear s[atement of findings which set
ló forth the basis for the approval * * * of an acknowledgment

t7 request,.,' ORS 197.251(l).

ì8 rn its trial brief (page 10), Metro suggests that LcDc

ìg auLhor ity to enforce t,he eonvers.lon factors of Goal 14 is
20 sufficient authority for LcDc even if Hetro's growth management,

zr strategy fails. (see Finding g, Exhibit l). r remain

22 unconv inced . Þte tro t s g rowth management str ategy lras v iewec by
?3 LCDC as a means of protecting otherwise rural land included in
?¿ the uGB. As r understand the converslon ptoc€ss r it is ,åirected
)

13
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I ãt urbanizable land and not rural land. The eonversion factors

2 do not seem to be the eubstantial eguivalent of the growth

management strategy.3

4

5

ó

7

I

I

l0

ìl

t2

When one views the two DLCD reports (Exhtbits 4 and 5)

acknowledgment order (Exhibit, l), it is apparent that

tCDC concluded that the growth management straÈegyr âs
i

and the

cond itioned
I

"conditions"

by DLCD, was in compllanee. Unfortunabely, the

for åpproval became "reasons" ln the proeess.

Thus, r conclude that LcDc has failed to incluce a crear
I

statement of findÍngs which set forth its basis for approval.

Two other matters recently brought to the attenti.on of
the coti¡t wÍl1 be commented upon:

1. Validlty of cond j.tions ( reasons) . Subseguent ðpproval

ìd by LCDC of the land use plans of the component jurisdictions

ì5 suggests that the contlitions or protectÍons.available to protect

lô the lands in controversy in their rural status have been

t7 ignoreC. It may be that relegating the conditions to the scrap
.l8

r9

10

2l

22

23

I

heap is appropriaÈe, but by so dolngr the ratlonale for
protecting the surplus land substantlally ls undereut.

2. Recent Court of Appea'.csf decislon. In 1000 Frlends of

orgggn v. waEþilrqton É!¡!I, 72 Or App 449 t 453 ( 1985 ) , the
I

Coi¡r t o{ APpeals flatly r:ejecEed the alternati'¡e approaeh rel ied
i 'i : - i

lpor hereirì. , This còur t notes that the appellate eour t d id nott.-
I

,)ave the guestion before it and, presumable , cì id not have the

i..., . 1

l4



2

3

benefit of the abre presentations made to this court by Hetro
and LcDc- Therefore, my decision hereín iË not based on this
recent appellate court

peti tioner ' s

2

côse.

4- .r!'- -
5

First AsslgnmenÈ of.,.Error is well taken.

6

7

I

9

t0
.

ìì

The remalning tlro assignments of error wfrr bel-'discussed although tlu signlfleance of the assfgnments of error

,t= 
questionabre in tight of the courtrs decfsion on the first

assignmenl-. ',

., t.
sEcolP 4Fqrq{}injl oP ERRoR.

urban growth
than needed fortors I and 2 ot
that lt was notf this surplus land

hrough 7 of Goal
ent with Goal ]4
f f ie ial ly statert
ailed to explaln
rder ¡ i

Petitionet i." correct in its petition for review when lt alleges
that the inclusion of surplus land wit,hin the uGB by tcDc in
this case was inconsistent with LCDC's prror practrce. Exhibtt
3, page 9. Because of this chançie in practice, LCDC was
required to exprain the lnconsistency. oRs rs3.4g4(4 ) (b) (B).

The court is of the opfnion that tcDc sufficrentry
expiainecì the inconsistency. pinding N3. r (Exhthit 1)
recognizes the unique nature of the Metro district (see arso

LCDCTs order approveC an
bo_undary containing- rnore landgrowth as identified under facGoal 14, without demonstrationpossible to exclude portions oin accordance:with fåctois 3 t14, a result thaÈ is lncãnsistand inconsistent with LCDC,s oposition and practice. LCDC tthese inconsistencies in lts o

1
)

ì3

4

5

:¡
.

:¡

tó

t7

l8

t9

?0

2l

^t')

23
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2

3

A

5

ó

7

I

I

t0

il

t¿

"4. 6.", above). In addition, the corìtinuance order (Exhil¡it
3), attached to the acknovrledgment order and referenced therein,
discusses.at some length the ratlonalo for lncluclng surplus

land or establishlng a boundary that is larger than needed. r

an satisfied that the explanation is sufficlent to explain the

inconsistency. .See, g!¡9, 10_00 l:_iends of glggsg \r. _LCDC, 72

Or App 443, {48 (1985).
I

Petitioneris Second Asslgnment of Error is not well

ta ken.

3. THIRD ASSIGTII{EIiIT OP ERROR.

By reJ.ying on irrelevant facts and
considerations rather than basing its order
solely on compliance of MeLro's UGB with
applicable göals, LCDC erroneously interpreted
ORS 197.251 and acted outside the range of
discretion dcLegar,ed to ir by OF.S 197.251.

Petitioner's argurnent on this assignment focuses on the f irst
two sPecific finCings listeC by LCDC in lts acknow).edgment order
(Exhibit 1, page 2l, which are as follows:

'1. The probJ.ens of thls urban area, the
statutory strueture of Metro ancl its statutory
relation6hip with other planning Jur tsdicttonä
are unigue.

"2. There is a compelllng need for early
establíshment of an rrrban growth boundary."

Petjtioner characterizes the fincings as "politicar.
rsideratiorìs." In teaching thls conclusion, Petitioner relies

t4

r5

'ló

17

]B

ì9

20

7l

1'

¿J

24
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ì0

ìì

ì,

l3

l4

r5

ìô

\7

t8

ì9
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?ì
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pr imarily on a st.atemenL (Exhibit 3I ) lrrðdc' by one of the

Co¡n:r¡issioners of LCDC precedJ.nS the eventttal adoptj.on of the

acknowledgment order. Characterizing thr: two f indings in

question as merely "political consideraLiorrs" it;, i¡¡ rny opinion,

incorrect. The record f trlly supports the f incling that the

planning problems, the St.rtutory struc!:ure of Hetro and its

st,atuÈory relationship wi th other locaI governnent.s in the

districÈ are unique (see discussion, 'À. 6.', above) - The

finding in question s¡as a direct recognition of a requirernent of

Goal l4 that "EsÈ¡bl ishnrer'¡t t t * of the boundðr ies IUGBs] shaII

be, a cooperative process." Likewisc, there is ample evidence in

rltc. record that there was a conpell ing neecl t.o set t'he UGB so

that the underlying local governments coulcl carry out their

respect ive planning responsibilrties. 'fhat these findings do

not specrtically address the seven factors set foctlt in Goal I4

ooes not deprive them of valiOl.t. The fj.ndinqs clo supPort the

us(-. of an al te rnat ive aPPr oach .

The court eoncludes that LCDC neither erroneously

inre=rpreted ORS 197.251(f ) nor acted outside its discretion in

t.his regard.

Peci tioner rs Thi rd As-,s ignmenL of Error is not well

t.¿llcn.

Thrs cäse is rem¿rndecl to LCDC for further proceedÍngs.

l?



oRSI83.484(4)(a}(B).However,becauseonlyasmallpartofthe
acknowledgedorderlsatissueherein,thecourt
interlocutory order t'o Preserve the intcresLs of

the public pending further proceedings or agency

183.486(2).

wilI enter an

andthe partles

action. ORS
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PIVÍALGBC FORl'f #ó

BOTJNDARY O{ANGE DATA SHEET

1. EXISTING CONDITIONS IN AREA TO BE ATINEXED

A. Land Area: Acres 249.37 or Square Miles

General description of territory. (Inc1ude topographic features such as slopes,
vegetation, drainage basiru, floodplain areas, which are pertinent to this
proposal).
The area south of Hwy. 99I,I includes the Cedar Creek floodplain,

B

desiqnated on the Comp. Plan as a 250 ' wide Greenway. The remainder

of land is flat. North of Hwy. 99I{ the land is essent,ially flat
with a lo!ìr hifl near the center of the pi-ece.

C. Describe land r¡ses on surrounding parcels. Use tax lots as reference points.

North: Farm land or larqe lot residential
NW: Sherwood Híqh School, residential and vacant
East: The city limits, including a minor amount of commercial on
Hwy.99W¡ residential on large and subdivided Lots; High School, vaca

1a
nl
n(

South: lbstlw rrasfirre farmland. larcre lot resirlentiall an
industrial use in tl¡e Sfü section
ÌVest: Fannland or larqe lot residential

D. Existing Land Use

Nunber of single fanily units 20 Nr¡nber of nulti-family units 0

Nr¡.rber conunercial structures 2 },h¡riber industrial stn¡ctures 0

Pt¡blic facilities or other uses shenrood Elks
Itrhat is the current use of the land proposed to be annexed:

The ma is residential on Also the Sherwood Elks
Post a nurserYE. Total current year Assessed Valuation $t.e68.Boo.oo

F. Total existing popula tion Aooroximat-e] w 54

II. REASON FOR BOIJNDARY O{ANGE

A.

cqnruitted to future urban use. Ttre property ownens want to pneserve tl¡at
urban status by annocing to ttre city. Approximatety half of ttre o$¡ners are
currentl-y paying into ttre Cedar Creek LID for tÌ¡e e><tensÍon of an B" se$rer

_1



Contj-nued fron Page I -- II. A.

.. .line ar¡d a 14" water line. The 1j¡es r,rill be furttrcn ocLended
in conjunction wittr future urban develo¡nent.

Oonti¡ued fron Page 3 -- IV. A. 1.

24" sewen li¡e crosses Iñ4r. 99!{ and octerds nortt¡ along Rock Creek
about 1800r nortt¡ of tt¡e pro¡nsed a¡rr¡ored arears norttrcnn bourdary

Iüo special storm drain systern otter than roadsÍde dÍtches arrl high-
way culverts. A Storm Drainage Plan has been ¡xe¡nred but, rrot yet,
irnplanented

Conü¡ued fron Page 4 -- fV. A. 2.

...dependent u¡nn when develo¡ment plans coûnence and tt¡e L.ï.D.
process is j¡¡itiated.

+



B If the property to be seryed is entireLy or substantial ly undeveloped, what
are the plans for future developrent? Be specific. Describe t¡pe (residential,
industrial cormercial, etc.), density, etc.t
The ¿rsa is sr¡bstantiallv r¡rdeveloped. In ørpliance with fhe Crmn-

Plan, npst of the area is desiqnated for low-densitv residential develome-nt-
Cedar Creek cuts throuqh the southern and is desicrnaterl v-

III. IA¡,ID USE AllD PIAI\¡NING

A. Is the subject territory to be developed at this time? No

GenerallI describe the anticipated developrnent (building t¡pes, facilities,
nwiber of units).
SPecific develoFnEr¡t træes, densitv ard facilities have not be"r", d"t"r*i,.,"d.

C. If no developnent is ptanned at this ti¡ne
t potential of the property?

, will aporoval
Ye^s'

B

tåe developmen
in tems of al

of this proposal increase
If so, please indicate

lor+able uses, nr¡nber of urits ).
The urban

,
CL

D Does the proposed development-comply with applicable regional, cornty or city
comprehensive plans? Please describe.
Yes, the Citv of Shs:rnnod Itäshi-naton Ccrunt¡¡ desicrnafed l-hi e lanri as
inside l,Ietro

use.E. lVhat is the zoning on the territory to be served?
Residential

F Please indicate all-peunits and/or approvals from a City, Cowrty, or Regional
Government which will be needed for-tþg proposed develoþment. if arreaãy granted,
please indicate date of approval and ideñti-fying nr¡r¡ber-:

Approval

I'btro UGB Anendment

City or CourÇ Plan Amendment

Pre-Application Hearing
(City or Cor.rnty)

Zone Change (City or Connty)

Prelininary Subdivision Approval_
Final Plat Approval
Land Partition
Conditional Use

Variance

Sub-Surface Sewage Disposal
Building Pernit

Project File # Date of Approval Future Requirement

Ng proposed deveforment pfans on anv_olthe su¡ject
parcels



Please submit .copies of proceedings relating to any of the above perrnits or
approvals which are pertinent to the annexation.

G. Can the proposed development be acconplished r¡nder current county zoning?
(No proposed developnent)Yes No

!f No,---has a zone change been sought from the cotnty either formally orinformally. yes No

Please describe outcome of zone change request if answer to previous question
was Yes.

H.

I

Is the proposed development
plan for the area? 

0OYes No City

compatible with the city's comprehensive land use

pnoposed develo¡nent)
has no Plan for the area

as- tle proposed developnent.bggn discussed either formally or infornally with anyof the following? (Please indicate)
City Planning Ccuunission City Planning Staff
City Council City Manager

Please describe the reaction to the proposed development from the persons or
agencies indicated above.

If a city and/or county-sanctioned citizenst
tion, please list its nane and the name and

None

exists in the area of the arurexa-
of a contact person. -

group
address

ry. SERVICES A¡ID UTILITIES

Citv of

A If the reason for the anr¡e:<ation !s to obtain specific mturicipal services such as
ya!9r service, sewerage ser:\rice, fire protectioñ, etc., pleasè i¡dicate the
following:
1. Proximity of facilities (such as water mains, sehrer laterals, stom drains, etc.)

to the territory to be annexed. (Please indícate location of facitities--for
exarple: -8" water nain in Durhan Rd. 500' fron east edge of territory). Please
indicate whose facilities they are and whettrer in fact these facilitiäi will be
the ones actually providing service to the area. If the facilities belong to
another goverrunental entity, erplain the agreement by which they will proiide
the service and what the cityrs-policy is õn subsequênt withdraí¡al andTor con-
pensation to the other urit.

sewer and sen¡iees as
8" set^/er line exter¡ding 1600 | west of tt¡e termination of l{est Villa Rd. &

parÈ of the Cedar Creek LID
14" water main extending 500r east of the tennir¡ation of T¡Iest Villa Rd. &

also ¡nrt of tÌ¡e Cedar eeek LID
12" ser¡er li¡¡e Cedar eeek about 250 | frqn Soutt¡ern pacifÍc
10" waten ¡nain on lililsonvílle Rd. o<tænding to the Southern pac . RaÍIway líne

line

pro¡nsed ar¡r¡ecatíonL2" r^¡ater rnaÍn crosses f&{f.99ûü g00r nortt¡ of
l¡an{.inrr^{ a- aa*qç¡l-^ 

-^^^l



The
dis
The

trict. Sesrer and water serrrices are i¡ reasonable pcoxÍnuity to tt¡e area.

) ti¡ne at whidr seryiceS can be reasonably provided by the city or

3 The estinated cost of extending such faciliis to be tåe nethod of financiñg. (Attach
ties and/or seruices and what
any supporting docunents. )

See attached Shen¡ood Se¡¡er and l{ater Service Plans and estimated
proiect costs

B

4

ci

Availabiliry or the desired sen¡ice frop any otJrer r¡¡rit of loca1 govern-ment. (P1ease indicate the government.)

.rf 4u territory described in the proposal -þ presentlv included wirhin theboundaries of any of -the following ry"el ot goveiffiãñ:[ãlìñî¡f,þIffi3o
indicate by stating the n*õì"ìãme!'or ttreJoverî¡nental r¡rits involved:

R¡ral Fire Dist. Trratatjn Fire DisÈ.
County Service Dist. Oo. Sanitary District Unified Ser,rerage Agency
Hhry. Lighting Dist._
Grade School Dist. Shen¡cod ggJ

Ìtlater District Ciþr of Shenræod

Drainage District Ci of Shen¡,ocr:l
High School Dist. Diking Disrrict

Park 6 Rec. Dist. City of Shena¡cod

C. If any of the above units are presently sewicing the territory (for instanceare residences in the terri tory hooked rJp to a public sewer or water systen),please so describe.

APPLICT{IVT|S MIrfE Petitioners and City of Sherræod

MAr[rNG ADDRESS city ]Iall
PO Box 167

Shenvood OR 97L40

TELEPHONE NTJMBER 625.5522 (lrtork)

(Res. )

DATE:

REPRESENTING



PMALGBC FORM #14

TRTPTE MA"'ORITY }IIORK S¡IEET

Please list all properties included in the proposal.
(If neededr use separate sheet for additional properties).

ignation
Lot fs

2s I 318:

SUIvMARY

TTT..\T NTJMBER OF OIVIVERSHIPS* IN T}IE PROPOSAT 20
NI.NßER OF OIfNERSHIPS* SIG.IED FOR
PERCEI\'TAGE OF OI!'I\IERSI{IPS* SIO{ED
TOTAT ACREAGE IN PROPOSAT 249.37 acres
ACREAGE SIGIIED FOR

Na¡ne of Orr¡ner Acres Assess
Value

Petition
es

2S I 314:
2200 B r 1r.45 54 22s I 3tB:
500 Mrs h Hoslerred 35. 33 4 223 I 318:
600 14.6s

2S 1 318:
Ánr 4. 05

25 I 3TB:
700

NellÍe Elwert
u.s 5. 98 T225 I 318:

800 6-76
25 1 3tB:

soo 5.96
25 I 318:

gor
2.OO25 I 318:

1000
NelLÍe Elwert

s L2.57 5 32s I 318:
I101

Ne11Íe Elwert
5,2r 2 325 I 318:

7lo2
Nellfe ELwert

I .8s

10. l0

lnn
25 I 3IC:

4.822s I 31c:
101 r3.302s I 3rc:
102 11. 20 74.50(25 I 3IC:
lol 9.77 80. 50r

155. 0 I,183, l0

PERCE¡YTAGE OF

TOTAT ASSESSED
ASSESSED VATUE

VAttJE IN PROPOSAI 68
srG{ED FoR $

PERCEI{fAGE OF ASSESSED VAIUE
-If one person ottrns tr.ro or more tax lots they are counted as only a single ownership.



I

ItvlAtGBC FORM #14

TRIPLE ÌVIA"JORITY WORK SIIEET

Please list all properties included in the proposal.
(If needed, use separate sheet for additional properties).

tion
Lot #s

stÞfuARY

TSIAI NIJMBER OF O}VNERSHIPS* IN THE PROPOSAT
NLil.ßER 0F OI.fIVERSFIIPS* SIG.IED FOR
PERCENTAGE OF OI!NE]ì$ilPS* SI
TOTAL ACREAGE IN PROPOSAT
ACREAGE SIG\¡ED FOR
PERCEYTAGE OF ACREA

TOTAT ASSESSED VAIIJE IN PROPOSAI
ASSESSED VALI,'E SIO{ED FOR $
PERCENTAGE OF ASSESSED VATTTE

$

Name of Or+ner Acres Assessed
Value

ligned Petition
Yes T--To

25 I 3tC:
200 Robert C. Luton 39.79 208. 300

25 I 3IC:
300 Mr. & Ì,frs. Charles W. GribbLe .56 4.500

25 1 3IC:
400 Mr. & Mrs. Bovd Tlmbrel 2.92 100 - s00

25 I 31C:
40r Mr. & Mrs. Charles I^I- Gribble 1. 59 54 - 500

2s I 3tc:
5no Terrv C. Traoo - IrA 1 8nn

25 I 31C:
Áôn l"lr. & Mrs. T. M{les E.ârôñ R? 5l-Ânn23 t 31D:
100 _ Mr. & Mrs. Robert Bousquet 9.74 98,000

25 131D:
?nn Marsaret S. RJtehen lR ol ÁR - lnn

2s I 3lD:
L^^ Mr. & Mrs - Ch¡rl pq S - I{annor] rr o'r-, 7L 2,^^

25 I 3tD:
401 Mr. & Mrs. CharLes S. Kennerlv 4- 81 20 -600

25 1 31D:
402 Mr. & Mrs. Charles S. Kennerlv 4.97 700

TüTALS: Page lVo Total
CRA}ID TOÎAI

94.37

249.37

685,700

I, g6g. g0o

If one person owns tilo or more tax lots they are counterj as only a sjn-qle ohnership



P},t4¡6ta FoRM #9

CERTIFICATION OF PROPERTY OI¡TNERS

(Trip 1e -ltdaj ority Method)

(Applicable for Annexations to Cities Only)

I hereby certify that the attached petition for annexation of the territory
described therein to the City of contains the nanes
of at least a majority of the property ov/ners...who own at least a majority
of the land area...which constitutes at least a majority of the assessed
value of the territory to be annexed.

MME

TITI,E

DEPARTMENT

COLINTY OF

DATE:

PMALGBC FORI{ #4

CERTIFICATION OF LEGAT DESCRIPTTON A}ID T{AI'

I hereby certify that the description of the property included within the
attached petition (located on Assessor's Map )
has been checked by me and it is a true and exact description of the property
Lnder consideration, and the description corresponds to the attached nap indi-
cating the property under consideration.

M¡VÍE

'TITLE

DEPARTMENT

COTJNTY OF

DATE:
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TABLE VII.2
ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS1

PROJECT

CEDAR CREEK BASIN

1. Edy Road,/Cedar Creek Lateral Sewer

>2. Pacific Highway Lateral Sewer

3. Meinecke Road Lateral Sewer

+4 West Villa Road Lateral Sewer

-)S. Wilsonville Creek Lateral Sewer

6. Sunset Blvd. Lateral Sewer

7. Old Sherwood Lateral Sewer Extended

B. Cedar Creek Trunk Extension (including
Cedar Creek Trunk Lateral Sewer)

9. Chicken Creek Pump Station Lateral Sewer

tO. Off-Site Lateral Sewer

1 1. Edy Road Lateral Sewer No. 1

12. Edy Road Lateral Sewer No. 2

13. Pacific Railroad Lateral Sewer No. 1

14. Pacific Railroad Lateral Sewer No. 2

15. Northwest Pump Station Sewer

16. Rock Creek Lateral Sewer

17. Pump Station Lateral Sewer

1 8. Rock Creek Trunk

To Division Street

Extended

SUBTOTAL
ADMINISTRATIVE AND LEGAL, 1 OO/O

TOTAL

l. Basecl on April, 1979, dollars
2. lncludes allocation for engineering, construct¡on inspection, and contingency.

f az,z,go

ESTIMATED COST2

$140,000.00

190,000.00

220,000.00

Ëgreeeg0
247,OOO.OO

233,000.00

130,000.00

310,000.00

300,000.00

100,000.00

132,000.00

77,000.00

168,000.00

228,OOO.OO

104,000.00

92,000.00

52,000.00

680,000.00

147,000.00

$3,783,000.00
379,300.00

s4,161,300.00

rr.uws rcfi." þ prcpos¿d {"..1"å'¡.¿ irr *he. o.re-a,f\q¿s+e), fo¿ anne¿¡aç;'"
ffA

vil-6



TABLE VII-5
FUTURE STORAGE REOUIREMENTS

YEAR

1 979

1 985

1 993

2000

REOUIRED STORAGE IMGI

1.2

2.4

4.2

5.2

12

10

cosT

s 10,000

29,400
133,900

95,000

45,000

TABLE VII.6
PRIORITY 1, ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS

srzE
(rNcHESl

LOCATION AND/OR LINE NUMEER

LOW PRESSURE ZONE
o Groundwater Study
o Complete loop from Well

No. 4 to six corners

OUANTITY
(FEET)

550
2650

434
436

o Well Monitoring Program
o Construct New Well & pump
o Feplace lines in downtown area

which are less than 6 inches in size

HIGH PRESSURE ZONE
o lncrease capacity of pump stat¡on

TOTAL

/ * cost cannot be determined until completion of groundwater study.

*

s 313,300



c. ßy oF s H eß\^rooÞ
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TABLE VII.7
PRIORITY 2, ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS

stzE
(lNcHESl

LOCATION AND/OR LINE NUMBER

LOW PRESSURE ZONE

S.W.3rd St. (A1)
NW. Park St. (42)
NE. First St. and N.E.

Oregon St. (A3 & A5)
A4

Lincoln Street (A6)
Oregon Street (A7)

A8
A9
Aro

Tualatin-Sherwood Rd. (Al 1 A A12)
East Edy Rd. (413 & 414)

415
A't6

S.W. Murdock Rd. (416 and 418)

East Willamette (A17)
419
420

Sunset Blvd. East of Sherwood Blvd. (A241
Sherwood Blvd. South of Sunset (425)
Sunset Blvd. West of Sherwood Blvd. (A26)

KA27
A.28
A29

Pacific Highway (Meinecke Rd.
to the S.W.)A 30

Meinecke Rd. (431)
A.32
A33
435
437
438

Edy Rd. (A39 and A4O)

HIGH PRESSURE ZONE

Pine St. South of Sunset Blvd. (422)
Sunset Blvd. East of Pine (A21)

A23

8
I

10
12
12
12
I

12
10
12
12
12
12
12
12
10
12
14
12
12
12
12
10
I
I

500
750

1 750
300

1000
1 000
1 300
1 850
2400
1 100
4600
2250
1 700
1 550
1 550
1 150
350

1750
1 300
1 050
1 350
1 250
1 300
1 900
1 900

OUANTITY
(FEETI

cosT

1 15,200
36,850
25,300
48,400
66,800
40,ro0

k80,850
181,950

57,600
29,850
27,650

s 23,000
34,500
88,400
16,000
53,400
53,400
59,900
98,800

121,300
58,8O0

245,700
120,150
90,800
82,800
82.500
58,1 00
18,700

1 01,1 00
69,450
56,100
72,100
66,80O
65,700
87,500
87,500

I
I
I
I

12
12
10
10

2500
800
550

1050
r 250
750

1 600
3600

1250
650
600

I
I
I

TOTAL s 2,623,050



TABLE VII-8
PRIORITY 3, ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS

stzE
lrNcHEsl

LOCATION AND,/OR LINE NUMBER

LOW PRESSURE ZONE

Reservoirs
2.O MG on Haide Rd.
1.2 MG on Division
B1

--),Sunset Blvd. (City Limits to Urban
Growth Boundary; 82, 83 & 85)

OUANTITY
IFEET}

cosT

310,000
210.000
161,200

85,500
1g2,1OO 'v"
57,600

124,400
59,900
64,500
45,500
66,800

s

-+
-à-+

B4
B6
87
B8
B9
810

-àl
r 600
3800
1250
2700
1 300
1400
900

r 450.

1

1

3500;

12
0
I
I
I
I
o
I

1

-) tvtiOOteron-M illers Ferry Rd.
(Pacific Hwy. to Haide Rd; 811)

Haide Rd. (812)
àstg
àer¿

815
816
817
818

Edy Rd. West of City Limits (819)
820

Scholls-Sherwood Rd. (821 )
B22
823
824
825

Edy. Rd. (826, 828, 829)

B27
832
833

Tualalin
835
836

I

Sherwood Rd. (834)

12
18
14
12
10
I
I
I

10
10
I
I

10
10
10
10
12
12
12
12
12
I
I

2500
2050
1 350

554' t+se
1250
1 600
1 350
1250
1 250
1 350
3300
2000
1 300
1 850
2100
2300
2450
2600
1 800
2000
1 800
2950
1 250

1

1

70,000
1250
950

2550
1 250
2600
1 250
700
700

101,750
137,500
77,950

27,44 H.æ
63,200
73,700
62,200
57,600
63,200
68,200

152,000
92,150
6s,700' g3,5oo

106,100
1 15,200
130,900
139,900
96,150

106,800
96,150

135,900
57,600

35,000
30,000

64,800
49,250

t 17,500
57,600

1 19,800
64,800
32,250
32,250

HIGH PRESSURE ZONE

fr-p Station at Haide Rd.
Expand Pump Sta. at Division
Replace I inch line in Division with 1O inch line
Replace I inch line in Pine St. with 1O inch line

837
838
839
840
B'41
B,42

Sunset Blvd. (8431

TOTAL

1 350
10
10
I
I
I

10
I
I

vil-17

$ 4,220,550
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S.W. SHERISOOD ÀNNEXATION

City of Sherwood, Oregon

Exhfbft A.

A parcel of land situated in Section 31' Township 2 South,
Range l- úrlest, t^Jillamette Meridian, Iitashi.ngton County, Oregon
more particutarly described as follows:

Beginning at the intersection of the northwesterly right-of-
hray line of S.I/{f . Pacif ic Highway and the northerly line of
Section 31, T2S, RLhT, Vü.M.; thence !'¡esterly aJong said
northerly l ine 2560.1-0 f eet, more or 1ess, to a point on the
easterly right-of-way line of S.l{. Elwert Road; thence
southerly along the said easterly right-of-way line, crossing
sai-d S.lrr. Pacific Highway, and along the easterly right-of-s¡ay
line of Old Highway 99 to the interseÇtion with the northerJy
right-of-way line of S.!{. Wilsonville Road; thence easterly
along the said northerly right-of-way line 4,L56 feet, more or
less, to the southeasterly corner of that tract of land
described by deed recorded as Fee No. 79-44578, !ùâshington
County Deed Records; thence leaving the said northerly right-
of-way 1ine, northerly along the easterly line of said tract
of land 275 feet, more or less, to the southeasterly right-of-
way line of the Southern Pacific Railroad; thence
northeasterly and easterly along the said southeasterly right-
of-way line to the intersection with the west line of said
Section 31-; thence northerly along said $¡est I ine 645 f eet,
more or less, to the northerly right-of-i^¡ay line of l¡'fest VilIa
Road; thence westerly 290 feet, more or less to a point;
thence southerly, crossing said hlest Villa Road to the
northeasterly corner of that tract of land described by deed
recordeo as Fee No. 84-9323, lrlashington County Deed Records;
thence continuing southerly along the easterly Iine of said
tract of land 4L2 feet, more or less, to the southeasterly
corner thereof; thence bresterly along the southerly line of
said tract of land 2L6.72 feet, more or less, to the
southwesterly corner thereof; thence northerly along the
westerly line of said tract of 1and, 4L2 feet, more or less,
to the northwesterly corner thereof , sai-d point being also on
the southerly right-of-way line of said hfest Villa Road;
thence continuing northerly, 40 feet, more or l.ess, to a point
on the said northerly right.-of-way line of glest VilIa Road;
thence !,teste'
feet, more
Vil 1a Roa
sa id t¡üe¡
of lar
Wash'
sot'
s'



T0: The Co¡¡rcil of the City of

2a

PII,IAIßBC FOR},! # 8

PE'rrrION FOR AltNExATroN To TIE crry oF shervood OREGON

Oregon

It/e, tre undersigned property o'mers of the area described beiov, hereby petitionfor, and give our consent to, annexation of the area to tl¡e city of she.,¡ood .rf approved by tJre city, ¡ve further request that this petition be fon¿arded to the
Portland ùletropolitar¡ Area local Govern¡nent Boundary ccrnnission for the necessary
procedures Í¡s prescribed by 0R.S 199.490 (2).

lhe prop-erty to be_ annexed is described as follows:0R attach it as Extribit ,,A") .- -Y'-v (Irsert Legal Description here

See Exhlbft 'rC!

PETITIO}T SI6\JERS

tSignature of Legal Ovner(s) AddresslØ
Ê..C)

t/)â
o3ut É,tro ,r¡Ào

.úox.¡r ¡d

(lt.r{ãc)(t,É
\.o=orct c
OJ¿
L
Þ0 +J.¡t OUlÉ
o\.og
xgõ'
Ê*Jo.r.{ .C

*J è{..i 5+rOot
C. +J

utÉ.F.l Ol

i- i)

dl

2200 31 2SA I97r

40

.0. Box I
Sherrro Ore
Rt. 3, Box 3

500 B 31 2S tRt. 3, Box.3l0
500 B 31 2S IP.O. Box 71
600 B 3l 2s I

60r B 3l 2S I
700 B 3l 2S I97s 0

RÈ

he 0

Rt.
rfrrOOd Ore

P.0. Box 7l

, Box

3, Box 3

800 B 3t 2S 1Rt. 3, Box 314
800 B 31 2S 1Rt. 3, Box 315

900 B 3l 2S IRt. 3, Box 315
qnn R 1l 2S IRr. 3, Box 3l D

90r B 31 2S I

I
RT 3 I3 D4t Bo4

901 B 3l 2s IRr. 3, Box 257
1000 B 31 2S IRt. 3, Box 247
110 r B 3I 2S

(IF l'oRE sPAcE IS ¡\EEDED, pLEAsE usE A SEPARATE pA6E)



(PI.íALGBC FOR¡V fg - page Z)

PETITION SIG NERS ICont inued )

Signature of Legal Owner(s) Address

9835 s.w. 9o¡h

RT . 5, Box 60A

Rt. 5, Box 60A

Rt. 5, Box 9A

Rt. 5 , Box 594

Rr. 3 , Box 241

ê

P.O . Box 109

.0. Box 9
d

(Note: This Detition ¡nar be signed Þy quatified persons, eyen thc,..¡ri:they ma!¡ nor' ¡cnow-iüuî"'tä* loã nunué"r. )

Zla

..\

:1

--_l-
I

I

I

Tax Lo t Numbers

2

31 2S

;c

31 23l

I

I

_1

I

-..._L

I

.1

I
I

I

.l

I2

I

I

D

¡.OE t
Rt. 3, Box 257

I102

l20t B 3I

lôn

100 31cRt. 5, Box 598
Sher¡¡ood. Oreeon lor

_Sher¡.rood, Oreson
RË. 5, Box 598

10r

an\rt'1vet
Rt. 5, nox-6pÃ-
Shen¡ood, Oreson to2
Rr. 5, ¡oi 60¡,-
Shenrood. Oreson L02

103

15300 s . t^I. I 16rh
200

300 cRÈ. 3, Box 247

RT . 5, Box 6lA-f
c

s
Rt. 5 , Bo{, 6fA-l

Rt. 3, Box 247
Sher¡¡ood. Oreson 40t ,c 3l

c
5
o

, 7Bo{

5

od
E38

Rr.
She

d
Rr. 5, Box 6l

Rt. 5, Box 6

t. ,
Shen¡ood Ore

57

P

-13-

300 31 25l



Zr-

(P!.íAIGBC FOF.¡V t8 - Page Z)

PETITION SIGNER ont in d

(Note: This petition nay be signed þy quarified persons, even rhc'..¡s:rthey ma!, not know their tax loi nu¡¡bêri.)

Tax Lot ),lumbersSignature of Legal Owner(s) Address

. 5, Box 58

t. 5, Box 58

.r p. ..i
I

I
I

s :1

I

-J_

I

LOE T

Rt. 5, Box 58
Shenrood. Oreson 400
Rt. 5, Box 58
Shers¡ood. Oreson 400 D 3l

401

Rt. 5, Box 58
¿Lnt

Rt. 5, Box 58
LO)

tii-
I

-13-



P.O. Box 167

Sherwood, Oregon 97140

625-5522 625-5523

TO:

T}IROUGI:

FROM:

October 16, 1-985

Sherwood Planning Conmission

Jirn Rapp, City Manager

Carole Connell
Consultj-ng City Planner

PE Code Revisions/Corpliance Standards

Attached are the various plan or permit code compliance
standards sprinkled througþout- the Conrntnlty Deyel-opment.Code'
One of the rnost difficult tasks of the code revision project
is that of rnodifying, consolidating and omitting some of these
standards.

Please look then over. Your connents and suggestions would
help iurnensely.

tfiF
i

,

i
I
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CERTTFICATE OF PI,AN COMPLTANCE
APPLICå,TION INF'ORMATION BY TYPB

OF PROPOSED ACTION

Reference Numbers By Type of
Proposed Action Used j-n the Table Below

TypE oF PROPOSED ACTION

l

REFERENCE NUMBER

TWE OF INFORMATION,/
PLAN ET,E¡4ENT

EXISTING COT\IDITIONS
I}T\IENTORY
General Information

Cit,izen and Agency
Involvement

Growth Management

L
2

3

4
5
6

7

Anncxation
Plan Map Amendment
Variance
ConditionaL Use
Minor Partition
Subdivis ion/Planned Unit
Development
Design Review

INFORMATION ITEII

A tax map with scale (1"= I00' oti
1"= 200') north point, date and
Iegend showing property withÍn
300 feet
A current prelfmÍnary tÍtle
report or lot book search.
A vicinity map showing properties
within one-half mile of the
subject property.
Name, address of record ovtner or
o\^¡ners and tfie person who prepared
exi-sting conditions informatlon.

A lÍst. of, tax'lots, or¡rners and
their addresses for propertles
t¿fthin 3OO feet ofF tlle subject,
property.

Indicate the relationshLP of
subJect property to Clty Lfmlts,
Immediate Growth Boundary and'
Urban Growth Boundary on maps.

TYPE OF

APPLICÂTION
(See Index

A

l-7

L-7

r-7

L-7

L-4

L-7

(

\

æ"



TYPE oF TNFORMATToN/ I rvirli oF
pr,el¡ gr,EMENt I appl,rcÀTro.N___.-

i

.INIIOR}lATION M

Land Use Acreage of Property
CiLy ancl Cc>unt-y Com¡),ì-'{)hensive
Plan Designat-ior-i
Comprehcns;ivc': Plan Maximum
i\Ilowablc clensity (OU/gross acre)

' l--7 BxisLing -làncl use includ.ing naturç,
approximate sizes and location of
existing structures for subject
prol:erty and ad j acent properties
within 300 feet-

I-7 Easements - indicate location
;

i _ ::'l::";.::'n"""t""" ""u "'""'"ntn 
.

Environmental
Resources
Natural Resources
and Hazards

4-7

7.-7
1-7

l"-7

2-7

2-7

Topography nap of suÏ:ject property
overlayed on tax map with 5 foot
contour intervals related to an
established bench mark.
SCS Soil Information Indicate
o¡1. tax map the following:
1) Areas with severe soil limita-

tions for building sites, roads
ancì strcets, ancl the uature
of the limitation including
weak foundation, sl oPes abovq LO%,
slide hazards, etc. (SCS general
ffiêp, Table 2\

2) Areas with adverse soil
characteristics including rapid
runoff, high erosion hazard
and poor natural drainage,
(SCS general map and table 1)

3) Agricultural capability class
(see Part 1, figure V-3)

I'Iood Plains - Indicate all 100
year flood plain and flood way
lines on tax/topo map. (US Corps
of Engineers map)
Natural Drainage - Indicate location
of streams, wetlands, ponds springs and
drainage patterns.

2-7

"1 2¿-J



TYPE OF INFORMATION/ [YI]E OF

APPLICATIONPIÀN EI,EME INFORMATION ITEM

Envi.ronmental
Quality

Recreational
Resources

Transportation

2-'7

2-7

2-7

3-7

3-7

r-7

L-7

2-7

3-7

3-7

3-7

Significan.l- vegetation- indicate
generail location size and species
of t-rccs orì tax/topo map.
Distinctive natural- areas indícate
views , his toric s ites , rock out-
croppings, etc. (See Part IrV-
Sun ancl wind exposures - indicate
general orientation on tax maP.
Air, Water, Land Pollution; Noise
Sources indicate the location
of existing uses producing signi-
ficant levels of air, water, land
or noise pollution.
Existing Facilities indicate the
locat.ion, size and distance to
nearest park and open spaces on tax
map.
Street Locations and Dimensions
indicate location centerline locat,ion,
pavement and right of way vtidths for
all streets, alleys and rigtrts of
way wil-hin 300 feet of subject
property on tax map.
Traffic Volumes indicate exist,iny
volumes for all streets on and
within 300 feet of subject proPerty.
Access points indicate access
points to subject proPerty and
adjacent property within 300 feet
on tax map.
Street Condition indicate general
condiLion of streets wÍthLn 300
feet of subject proPertY on tax
map.
Street Capital Improvements
indicate any committed street
improvement projects witÌ¡in 300
feet and projected completLon date
(if known)
Public transit - lndfcate routes
and stops within 300 feet of
subject property.
Bikeways/fathways -lndicate locatlon
and destination of existlng routes

3-7

v+

within 300 feet on tax maP.



rYPE OF INFORMATTON/, TYPE OF

PLAN BI,BMBNT i Appt,lcnTroN rI\JTO]ìMATION T1EM

Community Facilities
and Services
Water

Sewer

Drainage

Private
Ut,il-lties

Fower
Gas
Telephone

Schools

r-1

L-7

L-7

r-7

r-7

r-7

3-7

3-7

3-7

3-7

3-7

Exis ting Facilit,ies indicate
loc¿rt-ionr.; ¿ind sizes; of ¿rnd distances
to al-l. \n/ater mains in area of
sr.ibject property on tax map.
Existing Service indicate service
lcvcls, capacity, pressure and
fire flow characteristics of water
mains avaj-lable to the subject
propcr ty.
Planned Improvements indicate the
sizes and location of any planned
capital improvements
Existing Facilities indicate
location, size, and distances to
the nearest connection on tax/topo
map.
Existing Service - describe whether
or not gravity flow, capacity and
condition of lines available to
property.
Pl-anned Tmprovements indicate
sizes and locat,ion of any planned
capital improvements.
Existing Facilities indicate
location, size and distances to.aII
drainage facilities or natural
drainageway on tax/topo map.
Existing Service - describe capacity
and condition of on-site and
downstream drainage courses and
facilities.
Runoff Analyses indieate SCS soíI
permeability ratings.
Planned Improvements indicate sizes
and locations of any planned caPital
improvements.
Exist,ing facÍlit,ies and Services
Describe response from utilit'Y
companies concerning the avai-Iabilit'y
of services to proposed site.

Existing facilit,ies and ServLces
indicate location, type, enrollment,
capacÍty and distance to nearest
schools.(

3-7

?ç



I

TYPE OF IMORMATION/ TYI)E OF
APP cÀ

3-7

TEM

Planned Ïrnprovements - describe ë
planned capital improvements.

A plat or plan map outlining the
subject, property which depict,s the
proposed land use or change on
development including properties
within 300 feet with scale (appropri
to project- size) , north polnt,, date,
name, address and phone number of
owners and person preparing the
plan/p1at.
Name of development - IndÍcate
name of proposed development on
plan/plat.
A vicinity map out,lining the subject
property showing property within
onc-half mile.

Results of any preliminary contact
with affected or involved citizens
or agencies including the Sherwoq'
Citj-zens Planning Àdvisory Commit,ted,
(SCPAC), Tualatin Fire Distrj.ct,
Public and Prj-vate Utility Agencies,
etc.
(Note: The City will give affected
citizens and agencies the opportunf y
for review and comment pursuant to
Part 2 SectÍon II B, C of Lhe
Sherv^¡ood Comprehensive plan fotlow¡
ing complet,ion of application i

Indicate the relatlonshlp of'the
subject property to the Clty LJ.mlts,
Immediate Growth Boundary and Urban

Existing lots - indi.cate exi.etlng
lot lines and dimensions on pLan/p
map.
Proposed lot,s - indicate proposed
lots with lot lines, dimenslons,
average and minÍmum lot. sÍzes, bl
and lot numbers on plan,/p1at n¡api

ï

PROPOSED
DE\IELOPMENT PI,AN
General
Information

Ci-tizen and
Agency Imvolvement

Growtl:
Management

tand Use

r-7

r-7

I-7

L-7

L-7

L-7

5 6

Zç

I

ocl{



TYPE OF LNTORMATTON/ 'llYl'jlì oiÌ
çA'rlory_ __._.. T NI¡ORlvlAT N Ï1]]B!I

2-7 Setbacks indicate all- setbacks
asi rcqt-r-i.rccl by thc Cii:y.
iluildable Acres - inclicate net build-
able acres (gross acres minus land
devoted to public facilities and
land unl:uil-dable due to natural
features. )

Proposed Land Use - Indicate the
location of all proposed land
use. Show relationship t,o existing
Iand use to be retained. ProvÍde
tables showing total acres, dwelli.ng
units, floor area percentage distrí-
bution of total site acreage by use
(commercial, industrial, residential,
public facilities, parking; park open
space and landscaped areas.) Percen-
tage dwelling unj-t distribut,ion by
dwelling type (single family,/multi-
family; owner/renter; structure
design)
Location of structures ÍndÍcate
generaJ- location and dirnensÍons of
proposed structures on the plan/pLaE.
Proposed Easements indicate loca-
tions, pLrrposes, widths of proposed

L-7

3-7

Resource
Natural Resources
and Hazards

¿-I

2-7

51 6,7

,51 6,7

617

Topograpiry - Provide 2 foot contours
by registered surveyor on planr/plat.
Location and species of all trees
four (4) inches or more on plan/
plat. Describe how proposal will
preserve to maximum extent
Landscaping PIan - indÍcate exlsting
trees to be retained,/removedt 1oca-
tion and desfgn of ilandscapLng/
screening including variet,ies and
sizes of plantsr/trees and other
features; and how these are to be
maintained.
Strearas, Ponds,Wetlands indicate
location and how proposal wiII
protect resources from envÍronmenLal
degradet,ion.

4-7

Q7



TYPE oF TNFoRMATToN/ | rypn or
E

Environmental
Quality

RecreaÈional
Resources

Transportation

5, 6, 7

5, 6, 7

PP

3-7

4-7

4-7

5 6, 7

ON o ïoN
N¡rt.rir¡rl llazarcÌs; - If lancls1ide,
erosion, flood, weai< fotindation s
hazards exist as determined in
existing conditions inventory, a so.
analyr;is by a registered Soils
Engineer or Geologist and a descrj_p.
tion of how proposal protects againl
each hazard is required.
Significant natural areas - Indicat<
how areas are protected by develop_
ment proposal.
trnergy Conservation indicate
relat,ionship of site design to sun
and wind exposure.

. Provide certification by a regÍstere
, engineer that pursuant to part 2
, Section 4-O?. the proposed use can

meet or exceed City envÍronmental
performance standards .
Dcscribe how proposal meets park
and open space needs as defined

. by the Standards and General plan
Pt"p in part 2 Section V (g) ., Indicate existing and proposêd tpark and open space areas for act {.-

t

5 6, 7

5 617

5, 6, 7

or passive recreational use on
plan and they witl be maintained. 

,Proposed facilities - provÍde a
general circulatíon plan indícat,fng
the location, widths and direct,ion
of existing and proposed streets, l

bicycle and pedestrian hrays and
transit routes and facilities. 

;

Show how the proposed circulation I

plan conforms to tt¡e TransportatJ.on
Network PIan Map and bicycle and
pedestrian way plan. j

Indicate estimated curve and curb
radii and typicaf street, cr I

sections. 
t"tt streeE cross I t

Emergency access - Indicate adequatq ,

emergency access. 
;Lot Access - Show the location and

size of accessesi sight distances bE,
on topography, fixed objects on \collectors or arterials. t,.

ti
Iri

a'

5,6,7

pr



TYPE OF IMORMATTON/
P I,EMENT

Community
Facilities _and
Services

Water

Sewer

Drainage

Private
UtilÍties

Power

Telephone
Gas

Eeonomlc
Development

T)aPrl 0r
APPI,ICA'IION

3-7

5 6, 7

5, 6, 7

5, 6, 7

5, 6, 7

5, 6, 7

5 6, 7

5,6,7

5,6,7

ORMA
[ul-urc righl- of ways - Indicate
dj-stances from i:roperl-y lines t,o
street center line and pavement
(:olìsistent with future City right,
of rvalr requirements.
Traffic Volu¡nes - Tndicate existj-ng
and fr-rture traffic volumes to be
gcncraL:cd by thc clevelopment (see
ITE Standards).
Streel- Profiles - Provide profiles
and indicate cuts and fills for
rcrads with grades of L5% or more
on plat,/plan.
Parking indicate the location
number and size of off street,
parking spaces and loading and
manuevering areas, consistent with
City policy.

Proposed Facilities - Indicate the
location and size of the proposed
water distribution system and fire
hydrants consistenL with the
vüater service plan.
Proposed Facilities - Indj.cate the
Ìocation and size of the proposed
sewage collection system consistant,
with the Sewer Service Plan.
Proposed Facilities - IndicaÈe the
proposed runoff control and conveyanc(
system consist,ant, with the drainage
management Plan.

Lighting PIan - indicate locatlon0
height, and sizes of structures and
their connect,ion point,s to pohrer linel
Proposed FacilÍties indicate :

provision for service 
,i
'l

Industrial and Commercial Uses
indicate number of new jobs to be
created; the ratio of employees
to site acreage, and anticipated
capital investment.

,.'¡

r
$
,i:
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Structural Design
and Construction
Cons iderat,i-ons

TYPE OF IMORMATION/ I TYPE OII

. PLAN ELEMENT i APPLTCATTO_N -__-_ TNTTORMATTON rrEM
', 4-7 Conlnrcrc.ial Uscs - prov-'i-dc any avail-

able evi-dence of local market,
strength for the service or producu
to ¡'s marketed.
Residcntial Uses - provide any
evidence of local- market strength
for type of housing proposed (i.e.
vacancy rates, affect on mult,iple
family/sj-ngle family, and ovtner/
renter ratios. )

Proposed Structures - provide archetec
tural sketches and elevat,ions of
all proposed structures as they wílI
appear upon completion of construc-
tion.
Construction lvlaterials - provide
a description of external structural
design including the use of
materials, textures and colors.
Describe how design will be internalll
compatible "vith uses/natural features r

the site and externally compat.ible
with adjoining uses/natural features.
Energy ;conservat,ion - Show the reJ
tionship of building orientat,ion â,.,¡'
sun and wind exposures. Describe how
stnrctures address energy conservatir :

Hazard Protection,/Resources Preser-
vation - Show how proposed structures
relate to natural features and
natural hazards.
Signs indicate the locations sizes
and design of proposed slgns.
Solid Waste storage indícate tlte
location and design of storage'
facilities.
Privacy - Descrj.be how the ProPosal

4-7

7

7

7

7

7

7

:t

7

7

protects privacy.
Constructíon I'leasures - describe
erosion, siltatÍon and nolse w111
controlled during constructlon.
Fencing and Screening - indicate
locat,ion, size and design of

h*i
be'

I

tÌ¡ei7

screenÍng including fencing, berms,
and walls.

3o



4 . 0 0 ENVIRONì4E NTAL RE Sou_iìÇIi_¡\4,A}u1çEl4lNl

4.0r Puroose

It is the purpose c;f this Section
safety and general welfar:e of thc
t,ion of measures to

to protect the l'rea-lth,
¡:ublic by the implementa-

A Protect, preserve ¿rnd otherwisc properly manage
City's natural- resource:; fc-rr t-hc bcnef.j-t of the
public.

the
general

B, Regulate land development so ¿ls to protect the public
from known natural- hazards.

c.

D.

Establish performance standards for environmental quality.

Establish and maintain
the enjoyment and use

parl< and open space system for
the generaì public.

a
of

Environmental Performance Standarcls

A Applicabilitv

The standards in this subsection a¡:ply to new and existing
uses and changes in uses of existirrg structures in commercial

industrial planni as within the Citv.
Existing uses which do not conform t-o the standards of
this section shall- be brought into conformance with this
section. Unless conformance to the standards of this
section ís demons..trated such existÍng uses shall be
regarded and treated and nonconforming uses pursuant to
Section 7..00 of this Chapter.

B. Determination of Compliance

Conformance \^rith the standards of this section shall be
cerÈified in writing by a registered engineer and submitted
with the application for final site plan review required
by Section 9.00 . The written certification shall incl,ude:

A statement certifying that the proposed commercial
or industrial use, if properly managed, will not
viol-ate the environmental performance standards
herein set forth.

I

t
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3

'¿. A sL-at--.,r¡lìcrì1- (l(-'scriJring t-he f indings upon which such
a cc¡r-rc1.us-ioir .i-s; l:ased.

A co¡ry of an)' permits requ.Lred by the Oregon State
De¡:artment of Ifnvironmental Quality or recent test
results whicir would indicate compliance with the
applica]:l-e performance standard.

AI1 uoisc shall be mufflccl sio as not to be objectionable
due to intermittance, beat frequency, or shrillness,
and as ure.rsurcd at any point- on the property line of the
property oìr which the noise producing use is located,
shal-1 not exceed the foltowing intensity in relat'ion
to sound frecluetrcy:

C. Noise

OCTAVE BAND
Frequency in
Cvcles Per Seco¡rd

0 to 74
75 to L49
15O to 299
300 to 599
600 to L,L99
L,2OO to 2,399
2,400 to 4,799
4, U00 and above

4

.L

MAXTMUM PERMITTE D SOUND LEVEL DE (]TRF:T,S

Hours Hours
7 a.m. - I0 p.m.l0 m

69
54
47
4L
37
34
3I
2B

74
59
52
46
42
39
36
33

2

3

Such sound levels shall be measured with a sound level
meter and an octave band analyzer approved and cali-
brated by the State Department of Environment'al
QuaI ity.

Noise making devices which are maintained and utilized
solely to serve as warning devices are excluded from
these regulations. 

:

Noise created by highway vehicles, trains, and aLr-
craf t is excluded from these regulat'ions -

D Vibrat,ion

No vibration other than that caused by highway vehicles,
trains, airplanes and helicopters sha]I be permit,ted
which Ís discernÍbl-e without instruments at the Property
line of the use concerned-

4,i
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4.O2 E. Air Qualitv

AtI new uses; ()ril-abl.ishcc't r"'i-llr.i rr ¡r (:()lÌììrìorci¿rl. .).r' inclustrial
planning desigrratj-on arc¿r sir¿lll l:c clcsigned t.o sr:mply wíth
the most recent air qual.i.t-y sl-and¿rrc1,s adoptecì by the
Oregion State Departmenl, of Invj-ronLncnL.al Qr-ialii:y (DEO).
In cases where DEQ ruLes reqtt|re use.s to olctain a¡ Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit. the permit sha1l be submitted
with the Compliance Certificat.ion required by Section 4.O2.

F. odors

The emission of offe¡rsive or noxious c-rdorous gases or
matter in such quantities as to be readily detectable
at any point beyond the property line of the use creating
such odors is prohibited'.

G. Heat and Glare

Except for exterior lighting, operations producing offenslve
heat or glare shall be conducted entirely withÍn an
enclosed building. Exterior tighting shall be directed
away from adjacent residential plannj-ng designation areas.

4.03 FI,oOD PI,ATN DISTRTCT (r'p) (Rev. 12/23/Bt. ord. 7sB)

A Purpose
\

This district is intended to recognize flood-hazard
areas and,througlr regulation, control the uses therein
in order to proteòt the public health, safety and general
welfare and to reduce financial burdens imposed on the
community through flood damage losses as well as to Pro-
tect, floodways and natural drainageways from encroachment
by uses which may adversely affect the overall stream
or drainage$tay water flow and subsequent upstream or
downstream flood levels.

#
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b. Minimum S tar-rciarcl s

common t)pa¡1 sl)ac-'c ;ìrrtl rccr:e¿rl*-ion al:ecìs ancl facilities
shall be clearly sliorvli on development plans and
shall be physically sit-uated Íjo as to be readily
accessible by availal:le to and useable by atl
residents of thc dcvclopmcnt.

c. Terms of Conveyance

Rights and responsibilities attaching to common
open space and recreation areas and facilities
shall be clearly specified in a 1egatly binding
documeht which l-eases or conveys title, including
benefj-ciat ownership to a home association, or
other legal entity. The terms of such lease or
other j-nstrument of conveyance must include
provisions suj-tab1e to thc City Attorney for guar-
anteeing the continued use of such land and
facilities for its j_ntended purpose; continuity
of proper maintenancc; when .eppropriate, the
availability of funds required for such mainten-
ance and adequate insurance protection.

3 Ded i r:ati on of Lands In L uo f On Site¡ irements

In cases where a proposed resider-rtial development
includes a portion of a proposecì City ¡ark or greenway
system as depicted on the Recreation Master plan
Mãp, the appropriate review body may require that
the greenway area be dedicated to the public in 1ieu
of tåe provision of an equal area of on site open
space and recreation area. In approving the dedica-
tion, the review body must find that the green^ray
will serve the development in substantially the same
\^tay as would an equivalent on site requirement.

Visua1 Corridors

I Where Required

New developments with frontage on Highway 99!{, major
or minor arterial and collectors as designated on the
Transportation Network Plan tvlap shall be required to
establish a landscaped visual corridor according to
the following standards :

l\
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Cateqorv of "ij-!_r:-qç t

Highway 99W
Arterial
Collector

i^üi-¡ith r¡f Visuaf Corridor

2.5
lf,
J.. J

t0

fr.
ft.
fr.

2. Landscape Mal-c:rials

The required c()rl-icl<¡r- iìr-(-'.ìÍ:j shall be planted as speci-
fied by the De:;ign iìcvicrv Boar:d t-o provide a contirru-
ous visual andT'or ac:()usji.i-r:al l¡uffcr between major
streets and developc-.<1 Ll :ìclrì.

3. Establishment and Maintcn¡tncc

Designated visual corridors shall be established as
a portion of land.scaping requirements pursuant to
Section 9.03 A. To assurc continuous maintenance of
the visual corridors, thc Design Review Board may
require that the developmcnt. ::iqlrts to the corridor
areas be dedicated to Lhc,. Cit-y and/or that appropriate
restrictive covena¡rts Lo t:ttn wi-th the land be recorded
prior to thc issuancc o:f ir btti-ì-<ìing permiL.

4. Relationship to Reouired Yarcls

VisuaÌ corriclors may lx: c:r;l-¿-tbl-ished in required yards
except that where thc rcclriirccl visr-t¿rl corridor width
exceeds the rcquired yarrl widLh, l-he visual corridor
requirement shall take prcccclence.

{
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4.05 ENERGY CONSERVATTON

A. Energy .Conservation Statemcnt

All land use developrnent activities and uses for rvhich
a Certificate of PIan Complj-ance is rcquired ¡:ursuant
to Chapter I Section 4.00 of Lhis Part shall sulcmit
with the application for a Ccrtificate of Plan Compli-
ance a written statement dcl;cri.bing how the pro¡rosed
act.ivity or Ll:ic llrovides fot:, l-c) t.ltr-' ¡uaximum extent
feasible, future passive or natural heating and cooling
opportunities.consistent with the provisions of this
subsection.

For the purposes of this section, "feasible" means capable
of beíng accomplished t.aking into account economic,
environmental, and technological factors such as, contour
and orientation of the site, amount of additional grading
that may be necessary, slope stability, shading pattern
of existing vegetation, and access to existing streets.
It is the intention of this scction that the provision
of natural heating and cooling opportunities in new
development be weighed along with a1l other design con-
siderations including tree preservation, and be pursued
whenever the benefit.s in terms of energy conservation
and the potential for solar energy development are greater
than the associated costs. It ís not intended that, the
requirements of Lhis section rcsult in exceeding allowable
densj.tles, the pórcentage of a lot which may be occupied
by a structure under the applicable Planning Desígnation
Area Standards, or the destrtrction of existing Èrees,
either on or offsite.

B. Energv Conser vation Standards

Plans for a proposed development or use shall demonstrate
compliance with the following standards.

The proposed activity or use shall be designed so
that the maximum number of buildings shall receíve
sunlight sufficient for using solar energy systems
for space, water or j-ndustrial process heating or
cooling. BuiLdings and vegetation shall be sited
with respect to each other and the topography of

1
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thc ::ite sju tÌ-rat unobstructed sunlight reaches the
south wall- erf rhe greatest possible number of build-
ings bet-rveen the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.
Pacific Standard Time on December 2L. Measures which
may show com¡:liance with l-his standard may include
but are nol- Ij-mited to those relating to the design
location and solar orientation of streets, sites,
vegetation a¡rd structures.

The proposed activity or use shall be designed so as
to take advantage of the cooling effects of pYevail-
ing s;ummer breezes and shading vegetation existing
or proposed or-r thc site. To the extent solar access
to acljacenl- sites i; not impaired, vegetation should
be usecl Lo moderate prevailing winter winds on the
sitc.

Measure.s designed to comply with st,andards 8.1. and
8.2- above shall not in any case obstruct or other
wise interfere with the exj-sting access of sunlight
to the south walls or roofs of. existing buildings
unless it can be shown that compliance wj-th this
standard will create an unusual hardship resulting
from the unique characteristics of the building site.
Interference or obstruction of southerly sun exposure
to adjacent undeveloped sites shall be minimized.

c Variance to Permit Solar Access

VarÍances from Planning Designat,íon Area standards
relating to height, setback and yard requirements may
be granted by the Planning Commission where such vari-
ances are found to be necessary for tJre proper function-
ing of solar energy systems or other¿ise preserve solar
access on a site or to an adjacent, sÍte provided the
varíance for such purposes complies with ttre. provÍsíons
of Section 8.00 of this Chapter.

2
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5.01 E. 2

3

A clear visiorr arca shal l colrt-ai¡r no planl-ing,
s ight obscr-rring f ellcc.: w¿¡ 1 .1., l; trnclture , or temporary
or permanenL obstruction exceecling 2\ f.eet- in height,
measured from the top of the curb, or where no curb
exists, f rc¡m thc cs l-abì.ir;hccl street center l.ine
gradei except that trees cxceeding this height may
be located in this area, provided all branches and
foilage are removed to the height of seven feet above
the ground

The following requirement.s shall govern clear vision
areas:

a. In a residential planning designation area the
minimum distance shall be 30 feet; or, êt inter-
sections including an aIley, I0 feet.

b- In commercial and industrial planning designation
areas the'minimum distance sha1l be 15 feeti of,r
at intersections including an alley, t0 feet;
except that when the angle of j-ntersection between
streets, other than an a1ley, is less than 30
degrees, the distance shall be 25 feet.

c lfhere no yards are
constructed within

required, buildings may be
the clear vi-slon area.

Additional Setbacks

To permit or afford better light, air, and vision on
more heavily travelled streets and on streets of sub-
standard width; qo protect the purposes of major streets,
and to assure the location of structures compatible wfth
the need for widening of the streets consistent with the
Transportation Section of the Community Development, Plan
and to providd adequate area for construction of necessary
street, and related improvements, a setback in addÍtion
to that. required by the Planning Designation Area shall
be provided abutting streets and portions of st,reets based
on the functi-onal classifÍcation of said streets in the
Transportat,ion Sectlon of the Community Development Plan
as hereinafter provided. The additional setbacks indlcated
below shall be measured at. right angles to the center-
Iine of the street and unless other:u¡lse descrÍbed
measured from the centerlÍne of the street as constructed
and improved with a hard surface pavement or, where not
paved from the center line or general extension thereof
of the street right of waY.

lt'1



5.0f 1l . Co¡itinuecl

'Iranspor La L
C1 as s if i. c--a t-i.olr

Arterial
Maj or
Minor

Collector
Local

5.O2 GENERAL BXCEPTIONS

iorr St:<:Lion Additional Setback
From Centerline

A Lot Size and Dimens ion Requirements,

feet
feet
feet
feet

aI Exceptions

45
35
27
24

If a lot or the aggregate of contiguous lots or par-
cels recorded, or platted, prior to the time this
ordinance was adopted, has an area or dimension
which does not meet the requirements of this ordinance,
the lot or aggregate holdings may be put to a use
permitted outright, subject to the other requirements
of the PJ-ernning Designation Area in which the property
is located; except that a residential use shall be
Iimited to a single-family dwelling, or to the number
of clwcIlir-rg u¡iLs cotlsistcnt with the density require-
ments of thc Planning Designation Area. However, no

dwelling shall be built on a lot with less area
than 3,200 square feet.

Cul de Sacs: Minimum lot width at building lÍne on
cul de sac lots may be less than that requÍred by
this ordinance if a lesser width is necessary to
provide for a minimum rear Yard-

B. Yard Resuirements. General Exceptions

I on a through lot the front yard requirements of the
Planning Designation Area in whÍch such a lot' is
located shall apply t'o each street frontage'

2 Corner
Iot of
may be

lots. On a corner lot, or a reversed corner
a block oblong in shape, the short street side
used as the front of tåe lot, provided:

I

2
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COMM-INITY DITSIGN9. 00

9. O1 J?URPOSE

'l'hi,..; sectiolr -L:; i.¡rLcrrclcd to es Lal.ll" j-sh a process and def ine
a s;ct of devcl.opmernt- standards to guide the physical develop-
ment of the Citlz corìsistent with the objectives, policíes
ancl strategies of Secl-ion IV (I) of Part 2, Community Devel-
opment Plan.

Specif ically tl-ie objectives are:

To establish community design and aesthetics as a plan-
ning consideration in evaluating new development.

To develop and implement policy which will encourage
appropriateness and compatibility of new development
with the existing natural and man-made environment,
existing community activity patterns, and community
identity

To develop and implement policy which will mj-nimj-ze or
eliminate adverse visual effect.s caused or perpetuated
by the desj-gn and location of new development including
but not limited to effects from:

The scale, mass, height, area, and architectural
design of buildings and structures.

2. Vehicular and pedestrian ways and parking areas.

A

B

c

I

3 Existing or proposed
features, vegetation

alteration of natural t,opographic
and water-ways.

4 Other developments or structures including, utility
1ines, storage, or service areas and advert'ising
features which may result in the interference vttth
sun and light exposure, views, vistas, prívacy and
general aesthetic value of the neighborhood or area.

9.O2 DESIGN REVIEW

A. Desiqn Review Bqard

In order to carry out the purpose and objectives of this
ordinance and to carry out such further duties and func-
t.ions as may be assigned by the City Council, a Design
RevÍew Board is hereby established.

I
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9.O2 Cl. ii llt,lclr¡ Ar; t. .i-on (scctiorì 4..05)

F'or nros t. l anrl usc deve lopmcrr L-.s and related actions,
desi.gri .rc:i.'icrv is tire f inal- sLep j-n the plan Compli-
atìcc Iìcv.i.r:w Pì:oc:css i¡volvi.rrg rev.iew body action.

Upon obt-aining any previours approvals required by this
Part, t-ìre applicant- shall prepare a final site plan
and submit il- to the Desigtr Review Board for review
and approval pursuant to the requirements of this
Section. ff the Board fail.s to make written findings
and submj-t the same to the applicant pursuant to
the provisic¡ns of Chapter I Section 4.05 D. the
applj-cation shalI be deemcd approved.

Required Finclir-rcrs (Re v. 3/25/BI ord. 735)

No
of

design review
the following

approvaì- shall be granted unless each
is found.

t

2

3

4

5

The proposed development is consistent with the pur-
poses and meets the applicable standards of the
planning clesignation area in which it is located
and thc prc¡visions of Section 9.03.

The proposed development can be adequately served
by facilities and services including water, sanitary
facilities, drainage, solid wasLe, park and recrea-
tion, public safety, electric power, and communica-
tions consistent with the Community Facilities and
Services Element of the Community Development Plan.

Covenants, agreements, and other specific documents
are adequate to assure an acceptable method of owner-
ship, management and maintenance of structures, land-
scaping and other on-site features.

fhe proposed development preserves significant natural
features including but not limited to natural drain-
ageways, trees, vegetation, scenic views gnd topogra-
phical features to the maximum feasible extenÈ.

That the desi.gn revÍew criteria, st,andards and condl-
tíons applied in the design revíew process have not
been used to deny a request to provide housing types
ident,ified in the Plan as needed nor that the apptica-
tion of criteria, standards and conditions, either
indlvidually or cumulatJ.vely, have the effect, of
decreasing Plan densities or unduly increasing develop-
ment costs

à
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9.02 E. Tiine Lim on Dcsiqn Re v-iew Al:lrrov.rl

A site developrnent plan approve(1 lr,,' rlro De.ej.cr,r Rcview
Bcl¡.1:ct, Shall l-'.-: ,,r;i.t ,. i.¿..1-.:.1 .; 

-,.,, ', ì ,.J. (-,iti. i_..t.1--
loiting the c.latc i.f j.t-"s apÌ)rc,.."1ì Lf ai- L.lre (r rri ,.¡r i:l:a.L.
timc corlsl.l:Llci ,'l iriìr; ¡i,.ri. J,.;. rr Lhen the site plan
approval shall lapse and shall be in effect only if
resubmitted to tire Boarcl and again approvecl. All con-
struction and deveropment under any building permit shall
be in accordance with the approved site development, plan.
Any departure from such plan sharl be a cause for revoca-
tion of a building pcrmit or a dcniar of an occupancy
permit. Any proposed changes in an approved plan shalr
be submitted to the Desi-gn Review Board for review and
approvar. site deveropment shalt be completed before
issuance of occupancy permits, unless an extension of
not longer than six months is granted by the Board.

COMMUNT TY DESIGN STANDARDS CRÏTERI1\

In addit,ion to the other requirements of the Planning District
standards and other appticabre city ordinances, a proposed
development shall compry with the criterj-a and standards of
this secÈion. specific standards contained in this section
are intended to be gui-delines for the clesign of sites and
structures within the city. fhe Boa::d may increase, clecrease,
or otherwise modify the standards contained in this section
Ín cases where it is found that such mod.ifications wiII meet
the intent of the standard to be varied and will otherwise
conform to the objectives listed in section 9.0r of this
Chapter

A. Landscapinq

I. Landscapinq PIan Required

All proposed developments for which a flnat slte
plan pursuant to thfs section is required shall
submit a landscaping plan which demonstrates compll-
ance with the standards of this subsectíoh and whlch
meets tJ:e application requirements of Chapter I
Section 4.O4.

9. 03
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9.03 A. 2. Area Rcgr-rircd-'Io Ile Landscaped

À11 areas not occupied by structures, paved roadways,
wall<ways or ¡ratios shall be landscaped or maj-nt,ained
according l-<¡ an approved site plan.

3. Soil Preparation

Specifications shall be submit,ted with the landscaping
plan showing that adequate preparat,ion of the topsoil
and subsoil will be undertaken prior to the set,t,ing
of any specified planting materÍals to support, such
plantings in a healthy condition over a long period
of time

4. Plant Materials

a. Varieties

Required landscaped areas shall include an
appropriate combination of evergreen or deciduous
trees and shrubs, evergreen ground cover, and
perennial flowers. Trees to be planted in or
adjacent to the public right of way shall meet
'the requirements of subsection 4.9.

b. Est,ablishment of Healbhv Growth and Size

Required landscaping materials shall be estab-
lished in a healthy condÍt,ion and of a size
sufficient to meet the intent, of the approved
landscaping plan.

I
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5. Non-vegetir¡c scapinq Feature,s

Landscapecl areas as rcquircd by t-his Sectic.rn may
include such architectural features as sculptures,
benches, masonry or stone walls, fences, rock group-
ings, bark dust, decorative h¿rrcl pavÍng ancl gravel
areas, interspersed with planted areas. Artificial
plant,s are prohibited in any required 1andscaped
area

6. Preservation of Existinq Veqetation

Arl randscaping plans submitted sharl show evidence
of an attempt to preserve significant existing
vegetation to a maximum feasíble extent. For the
purposes of this subsection "significant vegetatíon',
shall include all trees 4 or more inches in diameter,
and any other existing plant materials which the
Board determined to be worthy of preservation as a
landscape feature or for the control of erosion and
maintenance of a natural drainage\^ray. Significant
vegetatlon as herein defined shall not be removed
unless specifically authorized in a landscaping
plan approved by the Board.

i. Standards for Landscapinq Features

a Perimeter Screeninq and Bufferinq

A minimum of a 6 foot sight obscuríng wooden fence,
decorative masonry wall or evergreen screen shall
be required along a property line separating a
single family deslgnatlon area from a two famíly
or multifamily use and along a property line
separating a residential- designatj-on area and a
commercial or industrlal use. In additlon, plant-
ings and other landseaping features $ay þ requlred
by the Board in locatlons and sizes äecessary to
Protect the privacy of, residents and buffer ths ..
environmental effects of, adjofning uses.

Landscapinq and Bufferinq of ParkÍnq and LoadLnq
Areas

bI. Area Required to Be Landscaped

A minimum of LO% of the. Iot, area used for tl¡e
display or parking of vehicles shall be
landscaped in accordance with this subsection.

l4?
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'b:2. Rocrlr i.rccl LanclscaÞin c{ Ad'iacent to Public
iì j,g_l$¡_-_q[-;Wgy

A s Lrip of land at least 10 feet in width
l.c¡e¿ltcd between t-he abutting right-of-vray
arrcl Lhe off-street parking of loading area
or vehicl-e use area which is exposed to an
abutt.ing right-of-way shall be landscaped,
such landscaping to include any combination
of evergreen hedges, dense vegetatÍon, earth
berm, change in grade, or wall which will
fc¡r¡u a permanel¡l- year round scréen between
the off-street parking, loading, or other
vehicle use area and the public ríght-of-
way, except in required vision clearance
areas as Þrovided in Sectl-on 10-826 (3) (d) .

b3. Perime ]. 1a toA
Properties

On the site of a building or structure or
open lot use providing an off-street parking
or loading area or other vehicular use area,
where such areas wiII not be entirely
screened visually by an intervening build-
ing or structure from abutt,ing property, a
10 foot landscaped strip between the common
lot line and the off-street parking or
loading or other vehicular use area exposed
l-o al¡utting property shall be establlshed
and a sight obscuring fence or plant,lng a.:'rnini¡num of 6 feet in height shall be pro-
vided.

b4. Parkinq Area Interior Landscapincr

A minimum of L/2 of the required parking area
landscaplng shall be sltuated withÍn the
i.nterlor of said parking area. Such land-
scatr)ed areas shall be dÍstributed to break
up large expanses of pavement, improve the
appeartnce and cllmate of tl¡e site, lmProve
safety, and dellneate ¡ledestrian htall<r,rays
and traffic lanes. At a mlnimum: A
required Landscaped area shall be no less
than 64 square feett and a landscaped
interruption shall be placed after the 15th
parkfng stall to occur in a roht.
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TO:

FROM:

RE:

Jim Rapp, City Manager

October 17 Corunission lrbeting

q*^R"*y
City Plarning Conmission

October 9, 1985

signed as the new
and Associates

At the Plaruring Commission's October 17 neeting several special
issues will be discussed in addition to the concept-pran for a'resi-
dential PLiD. r would like to address each of theèe issues brieflyin advance of that rneeting.

1. Introductions. Carole Connell has been as
Crty Planner. Carol works for Benkendorf
and replaces Sally Rose.

2. Urban GrowLh As nany of.you have probably read,
a a t decision on a lawsuit filed by 1000
Friends of Oregon has frozen deve lopnent in the !úestern por-tion of the Sherwood UGB. This represents approxinwteLy 20"<of our total urban growth area. Presently METRO is working
on nehl findings supporting reaclcrowle dgernent of the original
UGB. These will go before LCDC in January. The inpact of
a negative decision fron LCDC would be enormous. F¡rclosedis a packet of n¡aterials on this dispute.

3 Arure{qtion. one result of the UGB dispute is an arurexationpe¡iffirrcovering 250 of the 435 acres within ;h"-;;;""1*¿by the court decision. Artached is the petidiõn-*ã-ciãy'----
Resolution No. 340, which is schedgled til go before the'city
council on octobet ?3. -Arthough the petitfoners recognize thatthe Local Boundary colnnission is unlii<ely to act on the arurex-ation under the cloud of the lawsuit, thêse property ownerssti1l want to make their urban aspirations ciearly í*o*t.
commission endorsenent of the annèxation is reqæsted.

4 code Reuisions. Benkendorf and Associates have been workingõñæ technical revisions to the compiehensive plan.
These include inpr,ñiìng and adding definitioni, comecting
inaccurate section reférences, updating to curíent conditîons(t"$ as changing the term "piaruring Directorr', since thereisn't-one, to a nþre generic classirication)-, íevisions toprovide consistent terminorow, and conpletô and straight for-
ward processing steps. carol'connell will review the ñork todate and ask for the conrnissi-on's input. The code revisionsyif] 1!af_aw1I flom_pgliçI changes, rhese wilt form purt oi-Periodic Review in 1ffi87
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5 Zoning Map. A new format for the City's official zoning
map r^riT-be presented. The current fôrnrat (screens and"
shadings for different land use designationg) has lead to
nunerous arbiguities on the rnap. The new format will have
lined boundaries througþout. Staff will explain some of
the decisions that were nade on certain arnbi_guities and
ask for the Conunissionts input prior to going to fornal
hearing on readopting the lrfap.
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Sherwood Planning Commission

Minutes

October 17, 1985

The meeting of the Sherwood Planning Commission was
called to order by the Chairman" Dwight Mínthorne at 7235 p.m.
Planning Commission members Dave Crowell, Mo Turner and
Marjorie Stewart vúere present. .Tames Rapp, City Manager and
Carole Connell, Consulting Cit,y Planner were also present.

Mr. 'James Rapp introduced the ne\^r consulting planner,
Caro1e Connell, who has been assigned to the City of Sherwood
from Benkendorf & Associates.

Mr. Minthorne stated that the next item on the agenda was
the approval of minutes for the meeting of September 23,1985.
Marjorie Stewart made a motion to approve the minutes of
September 23, 1985 as submitted. Dave Crowell seconded the
motion. Motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Minthorne stated that it was his understanding that
the reguest for conceptual plan approval of the Ancient Rocks
development has been withdrawn. Carole Connell advised that
the with the staff report there was a guestion of whether or
not a mobile home park was allowed Ín that ðone so they withdrew
their application. They still plan to come back with a
subdivision on the property but with a different design.
Mr. Rapp explained that the code uses manufactured houses and
mobile homes interchangeably. He stated that it is used as
a single term. Discussion was held about revising the code
to make this clear. Caro1e Connell advised that they will be
receiving some training materials with regard to land use
planning that can be used by the Planning Commission.
Mr. Rapp stated that there will be a seminar on periodic
review for anyone interested. He will send out more information
when it is available.

Mr. Rapp gave a review of the Urban Growth Boundary
dispute and the lawsuit by 1000 Friends " He stated that the
Judge ruled that the LCDC facts \¡rere not adeguate and issued
a restraining order freezing development on the land in the
Urban Growth Boundary" Metro is preparing a new set of findings
to justify the boundary. They are only using facts from the
record as it was in 1980. On November L4, 1985 the new findings
will be presented to the Metro Council for adopti-on and in
January it will go before LCDC for reacknowledgement. Mr. Rapp
advised that some of the property owners in the area have formed
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a committee to watch what is going on. These people are also
p"¿¿i;g together an annexation petition. The Planning Commission
äi=".rsãed how this lawsuit will effect the city.and the amount
of work that went into the planning. Marjorie Ste'wart made a
motion to reacknowledge the boundary of LCDC. Mo Turner seconded
the motion. Motion passed unanimously.

Mr" Rapp advised that some of the property owners in the
affected area have signed a petition for annexation. The Boundary
Commission has asked ior enOorsement by the Planning Commission.
Marjorie Stewart made a motion that the Planning Commission
endórse the 25O acre proposed West Sherwood annexation.
Mo Turner seconded the motion. Motion passed unanimously.

Carole Connell advised that she has been given the task
of rewriting the development code and cleaning it up-. She handed
out a new fãble of Contènts and some revisions for the Planning
commission members to review she asked for comments from the
Planning Commission members before she goes- too much farther'
She felÉ that the criteria to be foLlowed fot some buildings
is too large and unnecessary. Carole Connell stated that she
would begiñ to revise this ãnd bring it back to the P anning
Commissión for their comments. There \^Ias discussion on the
use of the term "planning designation area" " Planning Commission
members agreed tnät this-shou1ã be called "zone". The Planning
Commissíoñ also agreed that "certificate of planned compliance"
should be changed to " zoning permit" " It was also agreed that
Caro1e Connell would draft some language with regard to fence
regulations.

Mr. Rapp advised the Planning Commission that when he came

to Sherwood-ñe found that there was no official zoning map.
He proposed that an official zoning map be adopted: He

staled- that he would bring it to the Planning Commission and
the City Council for comments and then go through -the process
with p,rËric hearings. Mr. Rapp r.!! that a lot of mistakes
could be made with the screening effect that is used on the
map they now have and he reviewed the changes proposed.
OiäcussLon was held as to whether they should stick with
their plan or go with the higher denslty sþoyun it tf" county
plan. Tt was ãgreed that the plan stick with the cíty's
densit.y.

Mr. Rapp stated that another issue is how the zoning plan
treats instiiutional and public uses. The official map has
all public uses listed but the code has no special zone for
this. He suggested creating a new zone for these uses such
as schools, þårks, churches, etc. This witl be brought back
to the Planning Commission after the changes have been made.

Discussion was held as to how the county road bond will
effect the City of Sherwood.

Meeting adjourned at 9:50 P.m.

ary ,M u s ecretary


