URBAN RENEWAL AGENCY BOARD OF DIRECTORS REGULAR
MEETING AGENDA

CITY OF SHERWOOD POLICE FACILITY
20495 SW BORCHERS ROAD
TUESDAY, MARCH 23, 2004

FOLLOWING THE REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MTG

1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call

3. Consent Agenda
A. Approve Minutes from the January 27, 2004 URA Board meeting

4. Other Business
A. Minor Amendment to Urban Renewal Plan (District Administrator Ross
Schultz) Document provided at the meeting.

B. Adopt City Employee Manual (District Manager Jim Patterson) Document
provided at meeting.

5. Adjourn



URBAN RENEWAL AGENCY BOARD OF DIRECTORS
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

CITY OF SHERWOOD POLICE FACILITY
20495 SW BORCHERS ROAD ‘
SHERWOOD, OR 97140

‘TUESDAY, JANUARY 27, 2004
1. Call to Order: Chair Cotﬂe called the meeting to order at 7:53 p.m.

2. Roll Call: Chair Cottle, Co-chair Mays, Mr. Dusrell, Mr. Heironimus, Mr. Fox, Mr. Grant,
and Mr. Weislogel. - ‘

| ‘ 3. Consent Agenda
- . District Administrator Ross Schultz pulled item “C” for discussion at the next meeting.
' A. Approve January 13, 2003 Meeting hﬁnﬁte_s (Deputy City Recorder Donna Martin)
“B. URA Resolution 2004-003, transferring appropriations (Finance Director Chris Robuck)
C. Discuss Urban Renewal Plan (District Administrator Ross Schultz)

. UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED BY ALL MEMBERS PRESENT.

a 4. Other Business: Chair Cottle requested that he, Co-chair Mays and Mr.- Weislogel be
present at the interviews for the District Manager position. Staff concurred.

. 5. Adjourn: Chair Cottle adjourned the meeting at 7:55 p.m.



District Board Meeting

Date: 3.23.04

Agenda Item: 1
TO: Sherwood Urban Renewal District Board
FROM: Ross Schultz, District Administrator

SUBJECT: Staff Report - Resolution 2004-004 Urban Renewal Plan Second Amendment

Issue
Should the District Board approve the Second Urban Renewal Plan Amendment?
Background

In the summer of 2003 architects were hired to begin designing the downtown streets and the
Sherwood Civic Building. As the work progressed more detailed cost estimates were developed.
Estimates indicated that both projects were going to cost significantly more than originally
budgeted. In light of those estimates Sherwood Urban Renewal and Plan Advisory Committee
(SURPAC) was asked to review the list of projects in the Urban Renewal Plan and reprioritize
the projects. That reprioritization is reflected in Table 1 — Cost of Project Activities.

A minor change has been made to the Performing Arts goal of the Urban Renewal Plan. The
change expands arts to include a wider range of activity than just performing arts.

Another minor addition was made to the Promote Private Development Goal. A fourth
objective was added to develop a strategy to make sports tournaments a contributor to economic
revitalization of Old Town.

These changes are mainly administrative and do not change the intent of the plan, the legal
description of the property or the amount of money required to accomplish the goals of the
disti.ct.

Financial Analysis

There is no financial impact to the district of this resolution.

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the “must have” projects on the list are those two phases of the

transportation funding and the Cultural Arts Strategy and that we not initiate any new projects in
the pipeline until the construction bids come in on phases 1 & 2 of the street plan.
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Staff also recommends a motion for approval of Resolution 2004-004, a resolution adopting the
Second Urban Renewal Plan Amendment.

3/23/2004 Page 2 of 10
G:\SHARED\URBAN RENEWAL AGENCY Bd of Dirs\Plan Amendment Mar 2004\URA res 2004-004 Minor plan
amendment.doc



Cityof 7
Sherwood
Oregon
Urban Renewal Agency Resolution 2004-004

APPROVING THE SECOND AMENDMENT TO THE SHERWOOD URBAN RENEWAL PLAN

WHEREAS, the City of Sherwood Urban Renewal Agency as the duly designated Urban
Renewal Agency for the City of Sherwood, Oregon ("Agency") is undertaking to carry out the Sherwood
Urban Renewal Plan ("Plan”) which Plan was approved by the Common Council of the City of Sherwood
("Council") on August 29, 2000 by Ordinance No. 2000-1098; amended on February 11, 2003 by URA
Resolution 2003-002 and

WHEREAS, the Agency finds and determines that the Plan should be amended by: (1) revising
the Cost of Project Activities Table to more accurately reflect the Agency’s estimate of the cost of the
projects (2) revising the Agency’s Performing Arts Goal to reflect a wider range of activities (3) revising
the Agency’s Promote Private Development goal to include an objective relative to Tournament Town
Northwest and(4) more accurately reflect the current view of the description of project activities to clarify
the Agency’s intent to participate in funding an indoor soccer facility, (5) that the new activity, addition
of a public soccer facility, is consistent with Plan Objectives A and F and

WHEREAS, the Agency finds and determines that the Plan can be most clearly and most directly
amended by resolution, and

WHEREAS, such Amendment does not change the general purpose of the activities and projects
in the plan, ‘to eliminate blight and the cause of blight and intended to create an environment in which the
private sector may develop uses compatible with the purposes of this plan’, and

WHEREAS, the Agency finds that the increase in funding of the downtown streets, multi-purpose
public facility and recreational facilities improvements project better meets the goals of the Plan and

WHEREAS, such Amendment will not cause or increase the maximum indebtedness as provided
for with the Plan pursuant to ORS 457.190, but will be undertaken within such maximum indebtedness;
and

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Agency does hereby approve the Amendment
to the Plan attached hereto as Exhibit A, and The Report on the Plan attached as Exhibit B

Duly passed by the City of Sherwood Urban Renewal District Board this 237 day of March
2004.

Mark O. Cottle, Board Chairman

ATTEST:

C.L. Wiley, District Recorder

3/23/2004 Page 3 of 10
G:\SHARED\URBAN RENEWAL AGENCY Bd of Dirs\Plan Amendment Mar 2004\URA res 2004-004 Minor plan

amendment.doc



Exhibit A

CITY OF SHERWOOD

SHERWOOD URBAN RENEWAL PLAN
FIRST AMENDMENT

INTRODUCTION
The Sherwood Urban Renewal Plan was adopted August 29, 2000, by Ordinance number 2000-
1098 and amended February 11, 2003 by Ordinance 2003-002. This is the Second Amendment

to the Sherwood Urban Renewal Plan.

The Second Amendment to the Sherwood Urban Renewal Plan makes the following changes to
the Urban Renewal Plan:

e Inserts a section providing information on the benefit provided to the renewal area by
public buildings.
Minor modification of the Performing Arts goal to reflect a wider range of activity.
Addition of a new objective under the Promote Private Development for Tournament
Town Northwest.

o Changing all references from Performing Arts to Cultural Arts.

The sections of the Urban Renewal Plan changed by the Second Amendment follow.
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302 Renewal Plan Goals and Objectives

A Promote Private Development
Goal: To promote private development, redevelopment, and rehabilitation in both Old Town
and Six Corners to help create jobs, tax revenues, and self-sustaining, vital, and vibrant
commercial districts.
Objectives:
1. Enhance the environment for development and investment through improvements to
streets, streetscapes, parks, and public buildings and spaces.
2. Assist property owners in rehabilitating buildings so they can accommodate more
intensive and dynamic commercial activity.
3. Help create economic vitality by creating activities and encouraging uses that bring a
significant number of potential shoppers and investors to each district.
4. Develop a strategy to make sports tournaments a contributor to economic revitalization of
Old Town.
a. Construct recreational facilities that attract sports tournaments to Sherwood.
b. Develop a business strategy that encourages sports clubs to use the recreational
facilities for sports tournaments.
G. Cultural Arts
Goal: Develop a strategy to make cultural arts a_contributor 10 Sherwood’s cultureand ..
economy focusing efforts on Old Town. :
Objectives:
1. Develop a gultural arts strategy based on both public and private investment and on-

28

Stella Olson Park Amphitheater, the Old School, and potentially a new theater, and
program for the provision of those facilities.

504. PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS
Anticipated Improvements

5. Facilities supportive of the residential and business development of the renewal area, such as
meeting, conference, educational, recreational, or cultural spaces. These facilities include a
new multi-purpose public facility in the renewal area, which is expected to provide space for a
new library, public meeting facilities, and municipal offices. These facilities also include an
indoor soccer facility. The Agency is authorized to participate in the funding of this multi-

purpose public facility. The benefits to the renewal area are described in Section 1200 of this
plan.
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| A new Section 1200 B is added to the Plan, as follows:
1200. PUBLIC BUILDINGS BENEFIT TO RENEWAL AREA
Pursuant to ORS457.085(j), this section of the Plan provides information on the benefits of public
buildings proposed for funding by the Renewal Agency . The following public buildings have been
identified for funding by the Urban Renewal Agency. -

B. Indoor Soccer Field Public Facility

The Renewal Agency will participate in the funding of an indoor soccer field which is a public
building to be developed within the renewal area. The Renewal Agency will fund a portion of the
cost of the public facility. Agency tunding reflects the signiticant benefit the renewal area will
derive from locating the facility there. Benefits of the indoor soccer facility follow.
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Exhibit B
SHERWOOD URBAN RENEWAL PLAN
REPORT ON THE FIRST AMENDMENT TO THE PLAN

INTRODUCTION TO THE REPORT ON THE SECOND AMENDMENT
The Sherwood Urban Renewal Plan was adopted August 29, 2000, by Ordinance number 2000-
1098. This is the Second Amendment to the Sherwood Urban Renewal Plan.
The Second Amendment makes the following changes to the Report on the Urban Renewal Plan:
e Revises the project cost allocations in Table 1 of Section VI of the Report.
o Revises the format of Table 1 Section VI of the Report
o Consolidates project previously shown as separate projects
1. Alley Improvements, Traffic management improvements in Old Town and Oregon
Street realignment and improvements were consolidated into Downtown streetscape-
curb extensions and ADA ramp.
2. Civic Building Reuse/Revitalization was consolidated with Participate in funding of
multi-use facility
The total cost of projects in Table 1 remains the same and the new Table 1 requires on change to
the plan’s maximum indebtedness.
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Table 1 of Section VI of the Report on the Plan is changed as follows:

TABLE 1 - COST OF PROJECT ACTIVITIES

Curb, Sidewalk Streets

o005
Downtown streetscape-curb extensions and ADA ramps $1,105,000 $1,436,500
FL-Shemvesd Blyd Tap $52005000  £55405000
Alley-improvements $260,000 $338;000
Adams Street Enhancements $1,125,000 $1,462,500
Vleshingten il Acce Tenpraverents GnIn 000 §2515 600
Phase 3-5 downtown street plan
Parks and Open Space
Sl TevmTausrsend- Socateoes $A5005000 §3.2505000
i j $700;000 010000
Trails and general improvements to Cedar Creek $40,000 $52,000
Parkway
$-005800 1285008
Improvements to recreational facilities in the District
Public Facilities
Cultural Arts Strategy 1$3,300,000  $4,290,000
Participate in funding of multi-use facility . $3,000,000  $3,900,000
Parking $450,000 $585,000
0Old Town Police Storefront support $100,000 $130,000
Improvements to recreational fields in the URD
Building Rehabilitation
Old Town /Washington Housing, rehab & $250,000 $325,000
redevelopment
Comm. Revitalization - Commercial building rehab. $375,000 $487,500
assistance
f §A50:000 §2455000
Old Town Facade grant program
Redevelopment and New Construction
N. Railroad Area Redevelopment $1,060,000 $1,378,000
Cannery Area Redevelopment $1,860,000 $2,418,000
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Tannery Clean-up Technical Assistance

Cedar Creek Greenway Expansion and Redevelopment
High speed communication lines

Contingency

| Total, capital Costs
Project Administration, Planning, Technical and Finance
I services, renewal area marketing, and support

| Total Project Costs

3/2312004 Page 9 of 10

$100,000
$1,000,000

$25,652,000

$2,000,000

$27,652,000

$130,000
$1,300,000

$33,347,600

$2,000,000

$35,347,600

G\SHARED\URBAN RENEWAL AGENCY Bd of Dirs\Plan Amendment Mar 2004\URA res 2004-004 Minor plan

amendment.doc

$130,000
$975.000
$300,000
$800,000

$33.642,500

$1.705,100
$35.347.600



Table [ of Section VI of the Report on the Plan is replaced by the new Table 1 that follows.

Columns 1. 2 and 3 of this table follow the format of the previous Table 1. The Rolling Total

Column creates a cumulative total of the projects in order td determine when the total district

indebtedness is met. The next 6 columns list each of the goals included in the Sherwood Lrban

Renewal Plan. The Sherwood Urban Renewal. and Plan Advisory Committee (SURPAC)

reviewed each project and assigned a 0-2 priority points to each. The total assigned points, in the

final column on the spreadsheet, determine the priority of each project.

Projects that fall below the first solid line are currently unfunded project. Projects below the

second solid line are projects that have been consolidated with other projects as deseribed above.

TABLE 1- COST OF PROJECT ACTIVIMES
Description of Project

Revised Plan Revised Plan

GOALS

Roling Total |Promata Upgrade Improwe  Paridng  Majnt, Culivel  Total

2003 2004 private  Buslding & Repair Faciktios remadal  Ars
davelop Stock  Uitifitas 4 const
mert Publc
Faciities
Progact adminisiration, planning, lechmeal snd inanco
sefvicas, renewsl area markeling, and support 2,000,000 1705100 1,705,100
Contingency - 800000  2505,100
Facada Grant Program 150000 2555100
Finid House Indoor Soccer Facilty - 810,000 3,265,100
Cannety Area redevelopment 2418000 1500000 4765100 2 2 'l 2 1 (] 9
Dy SCapi-cuth and ADA rami 1435500  10,000000 14765100 2 2 2 1 2 0 a
Phasas 3-5 of street plan - 4500000  19.265,100 2 2 2 2 0 Q 8
Cultural Ants Strategy £ 290 000 1000000 20285100 1 2 [1] a ! 2 8
Pamcipate in funding of muld-use faciiity 1000000 8000000 28265100 5 2 i} 0 9 0 B
N. Rairoad Araa Redevelopmant 1,378,000 1500000 29765100 2 2 1 1 0 o 8
Parking 385,000 S85000 30,350,100 2 U] a 2 2 0 -]
High ipeed communication . 300000 30850,100 2 1 2 0 0 1 ]
Imprevements to recreational fields in the URD . 1000060 315850,100 2 1 0 (1] 2 L] 5
Comm Rentaitzation . Commareiol buiding ronab 487 500 481,500 32,137,600 2 2 0 0 a 0 4
O TowndWashingion Hil Housing, rahab & 325,000 25000 32162600 2 2 0 o o (1] a4
Tannery Cleanup Tochnic. Asustance 130,000 130000 32292600 2 2 o (1] ] 0 4
Adams Sreqt enhancaments 1462500 18950000 34242600 2 o 1 1] 1 0 4
Trails and goneral improvements (o Cadar Creak 52000 130000 34372600 2 o ] o 2 o 4
C_odt_i Croek i iy E and 1,300 000 875000 35.34 7.600 2 o 1] o Z o 4
1o, ae » - - 3
Washington Hil Aran kmipeovemants 2515600 4000000 35,347 800 L] o 2 0 2 0 4
Park capansion project 210,000 910,000  40,257.600 0 1] 0: 1] 2 1 3
Oid Town Sguare and Open Space 3,250 000 750000  41.007.600 1 ] 0 1] 2 U] 3
h Shawood Bivd Imp 1,580,000 1580000 42.967.600 1 o 2 0 0 1] =
Oid Town Police Siorefront Suppor 130,000 - 42,567 600 0 o ] ] 0 0 0
Imerove park connections from Ofd Town 130,000 42,567 600 o ] 0 a 1] 0 o
Wa Hi¥ Area Housing i 325000 42,507 800 0 0 0 0 a 0 0
Gatowiy project - Canlury DiiveiN Snerwaod Bivd 85,000 42567 800 a o o 0 0 0 a
Edy Road impe. Related to Police Staton 58,500 42 567 600 0 o 1] ] 1] ] 0
Jourk pubhic use facaty with School Distnct 130,000 42,567,600 0 ) 0 0 0 0 0
Suenoft traffic ard bastification Improvimeres sion B850 000 42,567 800 [} 0 0 0 0 0 9
Projécts below have been consolidated withs other £ . L gt
Aoy Improvemorts 338000 42,567,600 1 0 0 [} 0 0 1
Traffic menagempnt improvemants n Ofd Town 130,000 42567 600 0 0 '] 0 1] 0 0
Civic Buiking RouserRevitaization 2437500 42,567 600 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oragon Straet real goment and improwaments 2853500 8 42 567 800 Q o o 1] ] 0 i}
Tetal Unbudgeted Frojacts 35347800 42,587 BOD
Tokal for Goals 32 0 1 8 pil 4 o8
Ratings desgnale how wird the project suppons the gosl
0 = Does not support
1 = Minimal support of the goal

2 = Criticai support of tho goal

* $1.8M Is budgeted to bie relmbursed from sale of
Clty buildinge.

There are no changes to other sections of the Report on the Plan.

3/23/2004

amendment.doc

Page 10 of 10
G:\SHARED\URBAN RENEWAL AGENCY Bd of Dirs\Plan Amendment Mar 2004\URA res 2004-004 Minor plan



L: BRANTF 03/19/04 3:39pm ——> R:\DWG\DB79EX01.DWG

WOODHAVEN CROSSING
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

OWNER

Name: Hosler, Milford & Marian
Contact: Peter Livingston

Phone: 503) 796-2892

Fax: 503) 796-2900

APPLICANT REPRESENTATIVE

Name: Schwabe, Williamson, & Wyatt
Contact: Peter Livingston
Phone: 503) 796—-2892

Fax: 503) 796—-2900
DEVELOPER

Name: K & F Development, LLC
Contact: Brian Schnell

Phone: 503) 572-0467

Fax: 503) 259-2419
ARCHITECT

Name: Otak Architects, P.C.
Contact: Julie C Morales, AIA
Phone: 503) 635-3618

Fax: 503) 635—-5395

CIVIL ENGINEER

Name: Otak Incorporated
Contact: Mike Peebles, P.E.
Phone: 503) 635—-3618

Fax: 503) 635-5395
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER
Name: GeoPacific Engineering
Contact: Jim Imbrie, P.E.
Phone: (508) 598-8445

Fax: (503) 598—8705

L AT A

0 S SUNEET

Fioame 50 0 s

.i.rl.l
e

o

VICINITY MAP

I A L LI YT
bl et

N.T.S.

|
h
L e i
3 L1 A
- i ¥
1 N K 'l' Y,
oL
(Rl 2 |
iy E
b

SHERWOOD, OREGON

SITE INFORMATION

Tax Map: 2S 1 31B

Tax Lot: 500

Address: 22822 S.W. Pacific Highway
City of Sherwood
Washington County, Oregon

Area: 8.97 Acres

CITY FILE NUMBER: PUD 03-01
CWS SERVICE PROVIDER LETTER FILE #3177

SHEET INDEX

COVER SHEET

EXISTING CONDITIONS

TREE PLAN

PRELIMINARY PLAT

PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN

PRELIMINARY GRADING AND EROSION CONTROL PLAN

PRELIMINARY EROSION/SEDIMENT CONTROL NOTES AND DETAILS
PRELIMINARY UTILITY PLAN

BUILDING ELEVATION-TYPE A~1 BEDROOM~FRONT AND BACK ELEVATIONS
BUILDING ELEVATION-TYPE A-1 BEDROOM-SIDE ELEVATIONS

BUILDING ELEVATION-TYPE B-1 BEDROOM-FRONT AND BACK ELEVATIONS
BUILDING ELEVATION-TYPE B-1 BEDROOM-SIDE ELEVATIONS

BUILDING ELEVATION-TYPE A-2 BEDROOM-FRONT AND BACK ELEVATIONS
BUILDING ELEVATION-TYPE A-2 BEDROOM-SIDE ELEVATIONS

BUILDING ELEVATION-TYPE B-2 BEDROOM—-FRONT AND BACK ELEVATIONS
BUILDING ELEVATION-TYPE B-2 BEDROOM-SIDE ELEVATIONS

LANDSCAPE PLAN

VEGETATIVE CORRIDOR RESTORATION PLAN

OPEN SPACE/RECREATIONAL AREA ANALYSIS

1"=100'

ATTACHMENT
D

PROJECT MAP

PLANNING SUBMITTAL-1/26/2004

UPDATED 3/19/2004

07/17 72003

Dats Ilnilial lssue Date:

BY | REVISION COMMENTS

ki

NO. | DATE

Design | Drawn
MAP | BF

Beaverton, OR 97007
Phone: (503) 572-0467
Fax: (503) 259-2419

K & F Development, LLC
2460 SW 187th Ave.

WOODHAVEN CROSSING

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

COVER SHEET

Incorporated
17355 SV Boones Fi Rd.
gon #7035
: {ws B35-3618
FAX: G03) 635-5305
Internet: . Otak.COM

11879 DBTIEXO1
Fraject No. Deawing No.

1

Sheet No.

Copyright 2003 O



uuuuu

L: BRANTF 03/19/04 3:38pm ——> R:\DWG\D879EX04.DWG

6

/ sy o,

e

55

_.JL.__

B~ e o~

g
YMCA !
!

TRACT A

(COMMON OPEN SPACE)

h =2.05 AC
&
m

N

\4‘%

"'.zlb

2
N\
N\

\
\ -

\

|
/\——?;ﬁ%ﬁ—mwda By L

1

SEY

——

cocaromer  LOT |

|
Y
hS
/ 'ﬁ:\
\ < .'}

-~
-
15

|
TETaLs 2t

\

\\\
\
NN

4‘\?@,”__‘_ S
~ T ———
\
\
\
'y
\
A
\&
.
:

10' PEDESTRIAN
& BICYCLE EASEMENT

\\ \

C
ACCESS AND UTILITY
EASEMENT

L

s
=8
\0'8E
TOI=E

EXTRENG

LOT 3
FUTURE CODMMERICJHL SITE

b’é’\

gy,

R" 4.2

'\

o :
b N\

\\\

§.05
ol \5 o / ~u M T
»'Ii ‘g;q ..,ﬂ/ 1 . ‘&Ib-
R
: -
*ﬁ‘% g>\/ Ngf""‘T
AN sl
o PUBLIC RIGHT OF
//%%‘7 _ o WAY DED|CAT ION
- (19,292 sQ FT
=0.44 AC)
(POOL AREA)
=0.07 AC
LOT 2
=415 AC
—

4
z
g HE
; 1
a o8
2 S
[ ':‘8
5 ;g
§s
] -g‘u.
=z gm
(€5
~J
] ~
- . N O
5 8333
<5d
§ TR
2SSy ing
SN I
S 2°8d
> 0 g8
LR S0Y
Qaf gt
S » & .,
el
immmm

EASEMENT LOT | |LOT 2 |LOT 3 |TRACT B TOTAL SITE
(SF) (SF) (SF) (SF) AREAS (SF)
SEWER 0 4,482 0 0 4,482
UTTL YOS | 4005 | 12,060 | 0 0 16,255
el 8832 | 2834 | 0 0 11,666

PLANNING SUBMITTAL-1/26/2004

UPDATED 3/19/2004

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

PRELIMINARY PLAT

WOODHAVEN CROSSING

Incorporated

17355 SW Boones Fi Iid
Lake Oswego, lh-ega

Phone: 635~ Sﬂ!ﬁ
F'AX. L &G& 58%

11879 DB79EX04

Project No. Drawing No.

Sheet No.

Copyright 2003 ﬁ



LIST - STATE HWY paw
s 5 = - o
I"d"" PROPOSED MONUMENT SlGN-\ Q¢3 s |B-P2
ve = —— —_— — — —_—— . = i p)
X385 5 SIDEWALK ] & : 8lm
X385 N e i - Wop g b
xgg:—; i EIAEN mm § ey L] gt o £ “d, \ 1—PAINT SCHEME g 1|8
x85-C v : N A ELEVATION TYPE E BS
! IA-P2 1 s . N : g s|s
= = B, s ) g () OF Broroou g £l
R4 8 =1
vl LOT 3 \ 8 yGROUND FLOOR) % 2 g
; ==Y [ STREET] |- AN . Sla
————— 5 : e \
T el PR\ _ = — PARKING COUNT : :
| J i n.g RURILBY . Y, % : = = N GARAGES 72 H £l®
B4 COMMUN ml :quIE:DRM BIKE RACK NG : : \ FUTLRE ROW ON-STREET SPACES (ROW) 6 : 5
& o 5 ol , %‘ >l o W : \ (NOT APPLIED TO OVERALL PARKING COUNT) g K
! % i "]“H’“ ofele|glaf ] ZAANR < S8 3 " = === TANDEM DRIVEWAY SPACES 72
\ ) e e : et : N\t \ HANDCAP_SPACES 8
Ny ¢ il A -\ ON-SITE SURFACE SPACES:
1A=PI \ : ! N L] STANDARD 101
\ = EeAN COMPACT (c) 60
) o N TOTAL PARKING SPACES 241
\ \ ATY .\ R N PROVIDED
\ | ks L
) @ 0
! — g % N
| N UNIT TYPE #UNITS  REQUIRED REQUIRED
PARKING  PARKING
\ \ e s X6 0N RATI0 SPACES =
), o, ) / 2 \1/ Sa= = - 1) Nk N N | BEDROOM 32 .25 40 —
/ ( GRS = \ X ; \ 2 BEDROOM 74 1.50 N ~ ~
g = - AP - 3 BEDROOM 50 1.75 88 2 sSfa
YM CA /5' '; \ o IA=PE NN 1 S {.U‘wﬁy P 18 4 = - % = § 8' 3
! lg e =X S \ S N 221 & _— ! S <853
B 3 E e "
4 \ﬁ 2 s 1B-P4 10 { 0‘ / 8" lg = A 9\3
8 | o X e\ A 50) Tk e TOTAL 157 239 = %° §N
. Ty ) [t - - T _~
\ \ o ) 18-P2 9 5o - D R § R
| \ Y ] ' © MR #Br2 i RESIDENT IAL Qaufgh
8 & - BUILDING | NUMBER OF UNIT GARAGE SPACE L, 9 5 & .,
! \ "L\ e\ \g o\ A 2\ RES [DENT | AL TYPES IN PARKING| PER BLDG. ILEx
A : ¢ / % @ Siv ? UNITS BLDG. SPACES | (SQ. FT.) BIRES
o, . A ¢
/ | \ 0 \ * _ ¥ -6 7 THREE, | BEDROOM FLAT 0 8,207 e
BIKE RAGK = — 23 204 - TWO, 2 BEDROOM TWO STORY
| \ A 2a \ g \ \ TWO, 3 BEDROOM TWO STORY
PROPOSED———p— ] - A% |a -
| \ B3P5IRL T accesdy k& b X (24 i \ - \ 7 6 TWO. | BEDROOM FLAT 0 7,280
gmuiTY et ¥ / A : — TWO. 2 BEDROOM TWO STORY
VR e %) Ry e D @\ . - \ TWO, 3 BEDROOM TWO STORY
: _ ="
Y \ o 5\@"‘»}/ U
\ A 1a-p1 \ T \ B—12 B IWO, | BEDROOM FLAT 4 7,280
\ _ s e ' 23-25 TWO, 2 BEDROOM TWO STORY Z
= _ \ TWO, 3 BEDROOM TWO STORY
A -
\ S A ) 13-22 6 TWO, 2 BEDROOM FLAT 4 7,280 N
N S # TWO, 2 BEDROOM TWO STORY
N N Y TWO, 3 BEDROOM TWO STORY gp)
(- TOTAL RESIDENTIAL: 187,489 SQ. FT. )
ROPOSED |0' = . —
| GENERAL NOTE gy
PEDESTR |AN/BICYCLE 0
AT TO EXioN 10" | . LANDSCAPED REQUIREMENTS ooy
o' 25 50 100’ \ LR AL N I. ALL INTERNAL SIDEWALKS ARE 4' (MIN.) =
! ! IN PARKING AREAS: <t o)
: S| Z g3
3 T O g !
= DESIGNATED PARKING AREA= 19,335 SF 34,907 SF (AN [ﬂ ]
N @ REQUIRED LANDSCAPE AREA= 1,934 SF 3,491 SF ~ > = E
(10% OF DESIGNATED PARKING O — (7_)
QX g =z
| isg;?SED LANDSCAPE AREA= 2,708 SF 4,124 SF \ m ) &
& I : 5 28 45 5 Jlrl 3
AN B é» = WA Y F— e — VERTICAL CURB = /A e =z
i ) ROLLED CURB | =
2 : T DRIVEWAY) = O = %
S o < -« O S
’ VARIES | O K aa
PROPOSED PUBLIC DRIVE 28’ STREET SECTION (24 MINy Bl - E %
2 NES, 2.00% 2.00% QA S
a - 7 ~
g o /M
- — D
2 VERTICAL CURB NN
H sy ' iy r (ROLLED CURS 3" CLASS "C" AC o
h J }rcs_ J e o Soewaix AT DRTYENAY) 8", I" — 0" CRUSHED ROCK BASE ¢y | mcorporatea
L Q. T E. ENT
: ; e — Q7 (EEem
[T = s zou s PRIVATE_STREET TYPICAL SECTION &5 |sejan:
g g z NTS. : Z internet:  WWW.0Lak.COM
S i o o < 11879 _DB79EXQS
§ ; Q—q '4 Project No. Drawing No.
5 PROPOSED PUBLIC DRIVE 34’ STREET SECTION S 5
5 N.T.S
& Sheet No.

Copyright 2003 ©




€00Z/L1/10]

SH SH

230g

anss| zv___.a_ 3j0Q pawdsun) umpig | ubisag

SINIWNOD NOISIAZY

AB 3lvg | "ON

JTI

61¥Z-65Z (£0S) :xBy
LOV0-7/§ (€06) -ouoyq
L0046 4O ‘Toytaneog
"OAY L8] MS 09VC

‘omdofaaaq 4 B Y

N m%mﬁm mm
NV1d 3YOSONVT ASYNINIM3Nd ¥ Eguel 2E

INIWGOT3AIA LINN GINNYTd e
INISSOD NAAVHaoom S, &

Sheet No.

| (SN
4

| ;m_ru@ q@

AT
&
. .hﬁf

oo

3y d 1T eT) T

£ DXL I AN

o

< =
ek

AT
i r.\'._—..‘t

)
iwﬂ.'

w
e L

; g

‘)

2,
} K

s ]
L

T _WI//./M“ Nl

\ &
S

Y1 Descos

Aaviinii e By
S S

Be00s
KRN

e SN
....ﬂzooeoo,d I.:ﬁ; 13

o

e T
»:oac

.%*"‘T
O

L=
o ’f'

Wi,
l.

N2
AT AN

i1 oope WL
PR g i |

¥002/92/1—TVLLINGNS

ONINNVId

._.o..lomvz 3
SRR
Vg o
[ .ﬁ/VUAr// =L, fv,..._._uw
VY«-F../#//..//" v

\.////m.,
e L

¥002/61/¢ AaLvddn

3 8 3 33 3 39
z @ O M @ @ @ m m =
5 85 S5 5 & o e e =
= 2B 8 88 8 g g 2
—_ I I I I T X I X m [The
=2 S O T 8 8 U U o 1= @A
= £ E B E £ = £ 17
m S = = = = = = %
= = X 2 = = = = ] m
= = = =z = = o
= o o o o o o © ©°o < N : - - . a
e &= LT =T I T T =< [T o O 9 Qo Jd J s
o B v B B U B B b & Siol PSR- | = 28
_w_n BT R B, S Y, WY, ST, S = T L =
< < <« < < <= < < LT T T g
. 2252555 "
- - - Ll
= T = W 5
T T S O O O o O =
2 2 2 ¥d w2 g a3 33 4 5 =
8 |33 33735235 |38 2%8 3323 g
] L - R NI O - ) [ e > O
be
=
=3
=
5 N
= (g
z = —
i z 3 8 g &
3 N 2 2 & .2 2 =
=) = < 2 e o
_ - = =, a9 g 3 @ == @
whg E Ca ox = F F ws |82
= a = = o PEY Fa T 22 B =
- Sz4 2 5 =¥ —Bun La-z M1z =
=0 <« =7 %5 2= <% ad ==
ik —Ra3 L N <2 £ & 252,z 5z— sz WS m
p— o =z =— a o i = 2= Lud
o <= o = Lt CEaz g Dlos
w [ETESE S 5 TE L8« |2 SHISZI- 0T34 85
e ST U EL P TEECED |1 sUNYUzEzm w522 3
= o T == =] = =
=z He3 83859 3x493388y [EwEZE,°5 323xC ==
s WE_RHEESAUHM_HmRmm NMTWD&%ADﬁMm SOEE 8w
=5 529 =1 Pndougr=z80 |E2 25 & e <2355 b Em
£ =xZES ez o< Xtz = fw Zaz” Zo =g
HE2 [23:7 225858290 sE=pUICh By sk 222082082 75
238, . |EEEn 883 DS SnoFimEEY xS 22 233> a2 Z (08 22
% BCS UO 0w Ll pf<t N0 > TW=" MI WU oSO <T-< o e =
N 22 SAEZ LRSS TWTL“U > oo X S< NPVDVSU —a
\ L
7 U [ 0
i l m lid I @ W™ Mmoo~ 0 wa e
r m [ w oA = 5~ @O = G @
1 o M oM N — o+~ s g
1 Q
; O e & o @ 0 & 2 =
— )

OMOCIXIELBTNOMON B <-— Wdpg T $0/61/50 JINYYE ]

Copyright 200333



7 f// \

e N

- & i

X385-2 E g‘%

i @ @ \ : i

p2s Jl L 3 ; 4

" ‘I__I""J: A T _r N % a8

P \ b4 (=]

JITHHTTETU T TIRUTHTTTU T e ~ [T
/ i] I 2e—) ///////”W
L
- L
C"% i @| S
r Iq %
-,
583y
g I
S8
= 2908\
55 588
L 2SLCY
Qo gh
S B5Ex
BInEL
il het

OPEN SPACE/RECREATIONAL AREA ANALYSIS

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

WOODHAVEN CROSSING

SITE OPEN SPACE
TOTAL SITE AREA= 8.97 AC
/ REQUIRED OPEN SPACE= 1.79 AC
(20% OF SITE AREA)
= _ REQUIRED ACTIVE RECREATION AREA= 0.90 AC

(50% OF REQUIRED OPEN SPACE)
\ BUILDINGS= 1.72 AC
ROADS AND PARKING= 2,25 AC
s LANDSCAPING & SIDEWALK 3.00 AC
= —SITE OPEN SPACE= 2.00 AC Wncorperaed

17355 5 Boones Ferry Rd.
Lake Oswoga, Oregon 07035

Phone: {EOS)I 6353618
FAX: 503) 635-5305
Internet: WK, Otak.COM

TOTAL SITE AREA= 8.97 AC
o' 15" 30 60’
%
%_ACTIVE RECREATION AREA PROVIDED=  1.35 AC 11879  LB79EX1S
Project No. Drawing No.

(INCLUDES SIDEWALKS)
15

\ Sheet No.

PLANNING SUBMITTAL-1/26/2004

UPDATED 3/19/2004

L: BRANTF 03/19/04 3:33pm —-> R: \DWG\LB79EX15.DWG

Copyright 2003 ©



Approved Minutes



URBAN RENEWAL AGENCY BOARD OF DIRECTORS
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

CITY OF SHERWOOD POLICE FACILITY
20495 SW BORCHERS ROAD
SHERWOOD, OR 97140

TUESDAY, March 23

1. Call to Order: Chair Cottle called the meeting to order at 8:25 p.m.

2. Roll Call: Chair Cottle, Co-Chair Mays, Mr. Durrell, Mr. Fox, Mr. Grant, Mr. Heironimus
and Mr. Weislogel

3. Consent Agenda

A. Approve Minutes from the February 24, 2004 URA Board Meeting — It was noted the
Minutes to be approved are from the January 27, 2004 URA Board Meeting

UNANIMOQOUSLY APPROVED BY ALL MEMBERS PRESENT
4. Other Business

A. Introduction of Urban Renewal District Manager (District Administrator Ross
Schultz) Jim Patterson was introduced as the Urban Renewal District Manager and only
Urban Renewal District employee. Mr. Schultz requested item B (Adopt City Employee
Manual) pulled from the agenda. Mr. Patterson will bring this item forward at the next URA
Board of Directors meeting.

B. Adopt City Employee Manual (District Manager Jim Patterson) This item was pulled
from the agenda.

C. Minor Amendment to Urban Renewal Plan (District Administrator Ross Schultz and
Senior Project Manager Jenni Lipscomb)

1. Resolution 2004-004 was distributed to Council for consideration. (See Attachment A
to these minutes). Ms. Lipscomb noted the resolution reflects recommendations made by
Sherwood Urban Renewal Policy Advisory Committee (SURPAC) regarding changes the
Board had previously requested.

2. Staff recommends the “must have” projects on the list are the two phases of
transportation funding and the Cultural Arts Strategy. It is suggested no new projects be
initiated until the construction bids are in on Phases 1 & 2 of the Street Plan.
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3. Mr. Durrell stated there are two factors at work: a) priorities are based on the quality
of the projects, and b) a chronological factor. Because the numbers are budgetary, there
could be a situation in which a higher priority project could be displaced by a lower priority
project simply because the lower priority project could be built first. SURPAC recommends
waiting a year to start any new projects.

4. Urban Renewal District Manager Jim Patterson indicated SURPAC wants to assure
projects “in the pipeline” like the library, all phases of the street project, items like the turf
fields and the Cultural Arts Strategy are at the top of the “must have” list.

5. Mr. Heironimus said he did not understand how the turf field and the Cultural Arts
Strategy are considered “in the pipeline.” The turf field Request for Proposal (RFP) is just
going out and the Cultural Arts Strategy has not been started.

6. Mr. Durrell suggested the idea is not to commit dollars, whether the project has been
started or not, beyond a certain contingency level (10% - 20% of funds remaining).

7. Mr. Heironimus was concerned about the City’s debt ratio Mr. Schultz had talked
about at the January 10, 2004 Council goal setting meeting. At that time, Mr. Schultz had
advised Council not to take on anything new. Mr. Heironimus did not want to have to
borrow money for any projects.

8. Chair Cottle thought, on January 10, 2004, Mr. Schultz was assuming there were
certain things like the library, the turf fields, the streets, and telecommunications that would
be done. Beyond those four projects, the District would be above the desired debt ratio to do
any other projects. However, because the streets bid will not be provided for a year, this will
change the ratio dynamic.

9. Mr. Heironimus thought it would be prudent to get firm prices on the streets and the
Civic Building before moving forward on another project. He said projects often come in
higher than expected.

10. Chair Cottle said he understood the rational but did not feel projects should be put off
for a year. He felt SURPAC’s recommendation should be adopted to do the four projects
(Civic Building, streets, turf fields and the Cultural Arts Strategy) and then reevaluate.

11. Street construction will not be started until December of 2004. Chair Cottle pointed
out, this is about eight months behind schedule and the money for that project is sitting in the
bank. He suggested that money could be used for the turf fields or telecommunications.

12. District Administrator Ross Schultz said the District will be in a slightly better
position because the next incremental tax amount will come in and will raise the borrowing
capacity.
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13. Senior Project Manager Jenni Lipscomb reminded the Board, the SURPAC
recommendation includes the Cultural Arts Strategy. Chair Cottle said his understanding is
no one expects anything to be done in the next year, just the assurance it will.

14. Mr. Schultz pointed out the turf field RFP will come before the Board. This will
allow the Board to see it in light of other funding elements in the Plan before staff asks for
approval.

15. Chair Cottle felt it was disingenuous for the Board to put things before the citizens
and then not do them for a few years. Mr. Heironimus felt things should not be dated or
promised. He felt it was foolish to go ahead with more projects without firm numbers on the
projects currently being undertaken.

16. Co-Chair Mays felt the paragraph on the recommendation for “must haves” could be
deleted and the Plan updated as the Board uses good judgment in moving forward.

17. Urban Renewal Manager Jim Patterson said SURPAC wanted some assurance as the
dollars and the projects are being considered, certain things need to be included over and
above some of the other projects listed. He felt, at the last SURPAC meeting, members had
come to the realization the Urban Renewal District will soon move forward with a project or
two that people can get their arms around. Some members may also have realized there are
elements of the Urban Renewal Plan that the District Board has put at a higher priority level
because of timing. SURPAC feels the Cultural Arts Strategy can run concurrently with the
Tournament Town NW concept.

18. Mr. Patterson said if SURPAC is making a recommendation, they want it to stand as
they wrote it. However, a number of SURPAC members concede, the District Board is in a
position to do as they choose.

MOTION: From Co-Chair Mays, seconded by Mr. Weislogel, to approve URA
Resolution 2004-004. Motion passed 6:1. (Cottle, Durrell, Fox, Grant, Mays, and
Weislogel in favor; Heironimus opposed).

C. Fagade Grant Application from Jim Fisher (District Manager Jim Patterson)

1. Mr. Patterson asked the Board to consider an application (sent to the Board via email)
from Jim Fisher for a fagade grant in the amount of $15,000 in order for Mr. Fisher to have a
mural painted on the side of the storage facility adjacent to the parking lot for the new
Library/Civic Building.

2. Chair Cottle raised the issue of who will see the mural after the Library/Civic
Building is constructed.

3. Mr. Durrell questioned whether or not Mr. Fisher’s three sided facility is “a building.”
He felt the purpose of a facade grant is to improve the value and standards of the City’s
buildings.
URA Board of Directors Minutes
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4. Co-Chair Mays asked if Mr. Fisher’s structure is a conforming use. Chair Cottle
reminded the Board, it is not whether the building is conforming, but the use of the building.

5. Chair Cottle asked the Board if when the fagade grant was established that it would
be used for art work. Their response was in the negative. Chair Cottle asked staff to tell Mr.
Fisher he is offering a great gift. However, the Board does not feel this is purpose of the
facade grant, nor would it be the appropriate place for a mural.

6. Mr. Patterson was asked if a mural would be affected by the sign code. In response,
Mr. Patterson said murals are not currently discussed in the City’s Code.

7. Staff was asked to convey to SURPAC the facade grant is for increasing the value or
standard of a building.

MOTION: From Chair Cottle, seconded by Mr. Weislogel, to deny the fagade
grant. UNAMIMOUSLY APPROVED BY ALL MEMBERS PRESENT

D. Clancy’s Facade Grant (District Manager Jim Fisher)

1. SURPAC has recommended denial of the facade grant, as submitted, based on the
fact some members are of the opinion the project does not meet the requirements.
Additionally, members of the Board did not envision a fagade grant paying for a shed in
place of an existing structure. It was suggested Mr. Fisher and Ms. Carey meet with the
applicant and offer some feedback as to what would be an acceptable proposal.

2. Chair Cottle expressed concern that it appeared the Board was “bending over
backward” for a SURPAC member. On the other hand, he said the building is deteriorating
and it would be good to see something done to improve the appearance and the safety of the
building.

3. Mr. Patterson noted the City has a number of alternatives including condemnation.
4. Mr. Weislogel related the owners are in a better financial position and are more
amenable to making some improvements. It was suggested the owner request money from

SURPAC apart from the fagade grant.

5. Adjourn: Chair Cottle adjourned the meeting at 8:52 p.m.
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