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City of Sherwood
Special Committee Meeting Minutes
07/24/13
22560 SW Pine Street, Sherwood, Or 97140

MEYER: Good evening, everyone. Today is July 24®. It is now approximately
6:35, and I'd like to call the meeting to order. Sylvia, would you like to
take roll call?

MURPHY: Chair Meyer?

MEYER: Here.

MURPHY: Thank you. Rachel?

SCHOENING: Here.

MURPHY: Beth Cooke?

COOKE: Here

MURPHY: Doug Scott?

SCOTT: Here.

MURPHY: Nancy Bruton?

BRUTON: Here.

MURPHY: Larry O'Keefe?

O’KEEFE: Here.

MURPHY: Naomi Belov?

BELOV: Here.

MURPHY: Thank you.

MEYER: Before we get started this evening, we as a committee are going to
take a few minutes to step into an executive session. I do not anticipate
that it will take very long, so we would just as that you be patient with us
as we meet with the city attorney for just a few minutes. And we will be
right back.

MURPHY: Excuse me, Chair, and prior to the exec. session, I do need to read
a script. The Sherwood Special Committee will meet in executive session for
the purpose of discussing pursuant to ORS 192.660(2) (F), exempt public
records. Representatives of the news media and designated staff shall be
allowed to attend the executive session. All other members of the audience
are asked to remain in the community room. Representatives of the news media
are specifically directed not to report on any deliberations during the exec.
session except to state the general subject of the session as previously
announced. No decisions shall be made in the executive session. At the end of
the session, the committee will return to open session.

MEYER: .Thank you.

BREAK

MEYER: Thank you all very much for your patience. Now we will move on to
approval of the minutes for the July 10™ meeting. Has everyone had an
opportunity to review the minutes? Are there any errors or omissions that
you’'d like to note?

BRUTON: I was not here.

MEYER: Okay. So I'd like to make a motion to accept - actually, I have one
thing to say before that. The one thing that I did notice about the minutes,
the exhibits were not included as an attachment to the minutes. So Sylvia and
I talked about that briefly, and she has of course agreed to include that in
the final minutes, but T would like to make a motion to accept the minutes as
is.

O’KEEFE: I will second.

MEYER: Any discussion needed? All in favor?

O’'KEEFE: Aye.

MEYER: Any opposed? Okay.

O'KEEFE: I'm sorry. Where’s Doug.

MEYER: I don’'t know.

O'KEEFE: Do we need to wait for him?
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MEYER: No. Okay. So now we will go ahead and move on to public comment, and
again, in this meeting, public comment will be limited to 40 minutes. Anyone
that would like to come and share - Did I say 40 minutes? All comments will
be limited to 4 minutes. Excuse me. So we will go ahead and open that up, and
you can feel free to just come on up. Sylvia?

MURPHY: Would you like the clock set?

MEYER: Yes, please.

VOORHIES: My name is Tim Voorhies ..

MEYER: Can you wait for just one second until the clock is set up. That’'s
the other thing. If committee members and the public could be so kind as to
please talk really clearly into the microphone. That’s been a struggle of
recording the minutes. So it would be helpful to have everyone on the mike.
Okay. Go ahead. Thank you.

VOORHIES: My name is Tim Voorhies, owner of Steel Tek Industries, and I’'ve
been part of the city process and stuff, and I'm pretty well disgusted with
the city process and stuff right now. Some things that I have seen the city
do and have been told by city staff makes this committee obsolete. Okay?
Before any city meeting, public speaking, or anything, all decisions are made
prior to any public hearing. These committees, public speaking, everything,
it’s only to make the citizen feel good about themselves that they have a
part of the process. Okay? I was told this by a city official - worker. Then
they said, “If you don’'t like it, move your freaking shop out of Sherwood.”
I'm still here. They’re still here. Okay? Let’s fast forward a little bit.
That happened March 29, 2010. I got involved in the hearing process at the
planning commission for the condo project. The planning commission did due
diligence. They did their job properly all the way through. But the city
council/urban board had already signed a contract with the developer for what
they're getting over there. They wasted my time, the planning commission’s
time, everybody’s time. They got what they want. Now I look over there, and
it isn’t like anything that we’d drawn. So 1I'm sitting here wondering, are
you people going to be thrown under the bus. Okay, let’s move on to the rules
and regulations that you want to put up to keep Wal-Mart from coming in.
Let’s say you do win and Wal-Mart doesn’t come in, we’re stuck. The citizens
of Sherwood are stuck with all of the rules that you are doing to try to keep
Wal-Mart from not coming in. Is that fair to the rest of us? Where were you
when Jim Clos brought up the fact that Wal-Mart was coming in four/five years
ago. Everybody said, “Oh, no. That isn’t going to happen.” I heard - I do
work for developers and people - I knew it was coming in four years ago.
Everybody said I was crazy. “It’1ll never happen in our town. Our city
officials won't let it happen.” Guess what? I think it’s all about the
almighty dollar. Let’s keep the permit fees coming in, the TIF fees coming
in. We have to do something to keep our PERS going. This is just my personal
look on it, and I'm pretty sure I'm correct on it. Tt’s all about the
almighty dollar. They need it to keep this city afloat. Wal-Mart. So that’s
all I got to say.

MEYER: Thank you.

BELOV: Are we allowed to ask questions?

MEYER: No.

O’KEEFE: Thank you.

MEYER: I will say though, Naomi, that if we are asked any questions, we will
do our very best to answer your questions toward the latter part of the
meeting in our closing comments, but we will not be engaging in a
question/answer period during public comments. Anyone else is welcome to come
up. Okay. We will go ahead and move on to new business.

O’KEEFE: Did you need approval for the minutes for the other..

MEYER: We don’t have the other minutes available quite yet. So, Chad, would
you like to just touch really briefly on number 57

JACOBS: Sure. So as you know, you have a meeting scheduled for tomorrow
evening, and Heather Martin from our office will be here to walk you guys
through some of the legal issues related to these employee benefit ordinances
that you’ve discussed in the past. I believe you’ve already gotten a draft of
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the sick-leave ordinance for your review that you’ll also be discussing
tomorrow night. In addition, tomorrow morning I believe, Heather is going to
send to the city and then they will distribute to you an attorney-client
privilege memorandum outlining some of the legal issues that she will be
discussing with you tomorrow night. So you’ll have that in advance of the
meeting to be able to review so you can come prepared.

MEYER: Okay. Thank you. Did anyone want to talk about that at all this
evening? Okay. Let’s go ahead and then move on to the review and discussion
of first-draft ordinance language. What I'd like to do is go ahead and start
with the Hazardous Substances Regulations, First Draft. And for anyone that’s
visiting, if you haven’t seen, there are some materials located on the table
there as you walked in to use as reference. So because we did receive these
in advance, I'm hoping that we can engage in a discussion on any points of
concern or anything we feel like we'd like to address at this point.
SCHOENING: Chad are you able to - since this is an amendment, I understand
somewhat, are you able to tell us what is changed?

JACOBS: So these are amendments to the code, but all of language in here is
brand new. So this will be an entirely new section to the code as will the
other two draft ordinances.

SCHOENING: Did you notice anything that we were asking for in this ordinance
that was super glaringly different than what we’re already doing or is it a
lot different than what we’re already doing?

JACOBS: Than what the City of Sherwood is already doing?

SCHOENING: Yes. The code that is existing.

JACOBS: Yes. This would be a brand new provision of the code that doesn’t
currently exist.

SCHOENING: It doesn’t exist. Okay.

JACOBS: No. And this is based, if you recall on your previous conversations,
this is based on the ordinance from the City of Eugene. And it’s very similar
language, almost identical language, to that ordinance.

MEYER: Anyone else have any other comments? If no one else does, I had a
couple of comments I'd like for us to consider. On page 4, under Violations,
the last sentence: “If the violation continues, the city may deem each
calendar day that passes to be a separate violation.” I just want to make
sure that everyone is okay with that. I feel like that’s necessary in this
instance. The only thing that I would like to add if possible is, “Any
violation of this section shall also constitute a public nuisance and may be
abated as provided by law.” And I'm wondering if anyone has any thoughts on
that or concerns, including you, Chad.

SCHOENING: Does that - we’re trying to keep things decriminalized. Am T
right? Does that change that?

JACOBS: Actually, with this ordinance, it’s a little different from the
other ordinances. This ordinance actually makes a violation of the ordinance
a class A violation which is a criminal violation within the City of
Sherwood. The nuisance would be an additional civil remedy as opposed to a
criminal remedy.

SCOTT: On the question around section J there that you read, the part that
already exists is that each additional day may be a separate violation. In
some scenarios, the ability to clean up, let’s say, a spill in one day may
not be realistic. So maybe it’s a three-day effort, and having that be three
different violations, 1s that reasonable in a situation like that or not? I'm
asking the question and not arguing the point.

PESSEMIER: Well, I think that’s why the word “may” is used there and not
“shall.” This is one of those cases where obviously you can’t tailor make
everything for every situation, and if BP comes in and has a big oil spill,
we maybe want the “shall” line which would (indecipherable) something else.
There will obviously be something that goes into that decision making process
also if it ever gets - well, and it would get to the court system that also
give the presiding officer some flexibility in how they’'re going to interpret
that as well.
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SCOTT: So in enforcement then, the city, whoever’s responsible, working for
the city of designee of the city, then would make a determination of - Okay,
this is multiday event. They should have reacted quicker, and they didn’t,
and we’re going to assess an additional penalty, or okay, they’re doing the
best they can. It’s reasonable. This is to be treated as one event and then
they can follow on through the court system, like you said, after that.
JACOBS: And as the ordinance is written, it’s my understanding, and I was
the one who actually drafted this, but it’s my understanding from reading
through the ordinance is that the way the process works is the city manager
will actually issue an order ordering the clean up. And within that order,
the city manager has the ability to say, “You have X number of days to clean

up whatever this spill is,” whatever the mess is. And then you wouldn’t be in
violation as long as you were cleaning it up during that time period. The
other thing I would just - to loop back to the nuisance question because I

think this all sort of relates is that if you look at the ordinance itself,
if you look on page 3 under subsection (c), City Manager Authority, there is
a process 1in there where the city manager can independently contract for
removal of the hazardous substances and then seek to recover the costs. And
that’s sort of the exact same procedure that you would follow through a
nuisance abatement procedure, so I’'m not sure that - you could certainly add
that language as another tool in the city’s tool box of how to deal with
these situations, but I'm not sure that it’s really adding anything
additional to the ordinance.

BELOV: I have one question. Does the city manager have the support of the
mayor and council or is the sole authority up to the city manager to follow
through with researching these violations?

JACOBS: Is your question: Does the city manager have to get the approval of
the city council before moving forward?

BELOV: I guess so. How would the manager work with the mayor and the council
to decide on how to act.

JACOBS: This ordinance gives the city manager authority to do it on his or
her own and would not need to get approval of the city council before moving
forward. Typically, the way most cities work is that the city manager in his
or her administrative duties keeps the council informed of what he or she is
doing, and I think - T mean, my presumption that an issue this large would be
brought to the attention of the city council and the city manager. And
certainly, the city manager serves at the pleasure of the city council and
the mayor, and to that extent, if they didn’t like the way the manager was
dealing with something, they could bring that to his or her attention.

COOKE: And would the fines be determined during the rule-making process?
JACOBS: The amount of the fine?

COOKE: Mmhm.

JACOBS: The amount of the fine is actually set forth in city hall currently.
If you look, it’s a class A violation under..

COOKE: So it’s in our current code? The actual amount - the determined fine?
Okay.

JACOBS: Yeah. T anticipated this would be a question, so I actually brought
that section of the code. And a class A violation is a $1,000 fine.

COOKE: Thank you.

MEYER: Are there any additional comments regarding this proposed language?
With that in mind, I would like to make a motion that we accept the language
as 1s to be presented to city council for review.

SCOTT: Second.

MEYER: At this point, do I need to ask if we need to have additional
discussion, Sylvia?

MURPHY: You can.

MEYER: Okay. I'm going to open up to floor for any additional discussion.
BELOV: I have a question: So is it $1,000 max, their fine? Or could they
have multiple fines?

JACOBS: That goes back to the language about each day as a separate
violation.
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BRUTON: I would like to actually wait until tomorrow for this motion because
I have a call into Clean Water Services for some more information, and I
would like to at least have that scope of knowledge before T make a decision,
but that’s my personal preference.

SCHOENING: TI'm sorry. I think we should vote now.

MEYER: Well, I did make a motion, and it was seconded. So I think unless we
would like to further discuss, I'm going to go ahead and take a vote. All in
favor?

SCHOENING: Aye.

BELOV: Aye.

O'KEEFE: Aye.

COOKE: Aye.

MEYER: All opposed?

BRUTON: Nay.

SCOTT: No.

MURPHY: If I may, Chair, the record needs to indicate that Doug Scott and
Nancy Bruton voted against the ordinance. The record will indicate that this
draft language is Exhibit C. So that is for record. It is Exhibit C,
Hazardous Substance Regulations, First Draft.

MEYER: Thank you. Okay. Let’s move on to the regulation of Camping
Ordinance, First Draft, please. And again, I'd like to just follow the same
general discussion if we can and just open the floor for any comments or
concerns regarding this draft language.

JACOBS: Chair Meyer, if I may. As you’ll see in this draft, we'’ve
highlighted, and it's probably a little more difficult to see in the black
and white, but we did highlight for you some areas where it wasn’t clear to
our office that you had, as a body, reached a decision about those discussion
points. So to a certain extent, T would encourage you at least to make sure
you review each of those and make sure you are comfortable with that language
because we were making some presumptions when we were drafting that
ordinance.

MEYER: Thank you. I would agree. So based on that comment, let’s start with
A) Area open to the public. What are folks thoughts?

O’KEEFE: Does this include city parks? I didn’t see parks in there, but it
said any public space. I'm assuming that’s a park.

JACOBS: No, so, as defined, this is really just related to private property.
There is already an ordinance in place related to city parks.

O'KEEFE: Okay. Thanks.

MEYER: I would like to have a little bit of discussion if possible about
including churches in this ordinance, and I'm not sure how folks feel about
that.

SCHOENING: Do you mean not including them?

MEYER: I do mean not including them. We had a little bit of discussion about
this. There wasn’t a lot of focus on whether or not we felt like church
property should be included in this ordinance. So I'd like feedback.

SCOTT: So I would not agree with that, and the reason T would not is because
I feel like it’s pretty comprehensive right now, and I feel like there’s a
real strong variance policy, variance application policy, as we get further
in the document that would allow for any conceivable need, for a church or a
school for example with the upcoming Relay for Life. There’s an easy process
for them to follow to get a variance, and we can discuss the specifics of the
variance, but I don’t really feel the need to carve them out and give them a
carte blanche exemption because they have a really easy method to get the
variance that they may need for a specific use case.

MEYER: Okay.

SCHOENING: I would like to say I did have a lot of concerns about this one.
I'm going to say that about every ordinance. But T agree with Doug. I was
concerned that we were targeting specific businesses by writing this
ordinance, and seeing as how the variance - it’s very easy to get a variance.
If you have a legitimate reason to be camping in a public area, you can get
permission to do that, and it’s not hard to do. So with that being said, I
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would ask that we also pay attention to page 2, section B, 9.54.050
variances, number 1) An emergency situation. It was really important to me
that that be included because I do believe that those exist, and I brought
that up when this ordinance came up.

MEYER: I agree.

SCHOENING: I would hope that we wouldn’t remove that. I had discussions
today regarding long-haul truckers, whatever, broken down vehicles, families,
people who might need a place to say, and I certainly don’t want to be seen
as a city that boots people out who are in need or are having an emergency.
Neither would 1 like to cause an emergency to happen because we didn’t allow
someone to stay. I did have some questions about who determines what an
emergency situation is? So for example, if I were the owner of said parking
lot, and there was someone there that T felt I needed to question about how
long they were going to be there. T thought maybe they were camping, and I
went to them as the owner of the parking lot and said, “What are you doing
here?” Am I allowed to say, “It’s okay for you stay. I see this is an
emergency.” Who has the power to do that? I wasn’t clear.

JACOBS: So a couple things. Before we get to that point, I would just point
out that as drafted, the language talks about granting permission during an
emergency if there’s an application for a variance. So the broken-down
trucker situation wouldn’t necessarily apply because that trucker probably
would not have applied for a variance. We can certainly delete that language,
and it may make a certain amount of sense to, and that’s something for you
all to discuss and consider. But the way the process works as drafted for an
emergency in either situation, whatever you decide on that first question,
would be that you have to have the permission of the property owner as one of
the three criteria. Then it would be up to the city manager or the police
chief to decide whether or not in fact an emergency exists in order to make
that decision to be able to camp in violation of the ordinance.

SCOTT: Could we add at that point, “or designee,” so that a designee of the
city manager or police chief..?

FEMAIE: Tt pretty much there, I think.

SCOTT: Does it? I don’t see it under B there.

JACOBS: No. Right now it just says chief of police or city manager.

O’KEEFE: Enforcement and Responsibility and Authority.

SCOTT: Because it’'s in a later part of the document, but not at that section
or earlier.

SCHOENING: Okay. So I need to take back my last comment. I would hope that
we can allow for an emergency without an application for a variance being

pending.

O'KEEFE: I would agree, and I was just going to say something when you were
talking about the same thing. “An emergency situation exists that
necessitates the immediate need to camp in an area open to the public.” I

think the best person to identify if that’s an emergency or not would be the
police officer in question. Is that not right? So I would be perfectly
comfortable leaving that determination up to the Sherwood Police Department,
and if we could word that somehow. What do you guys think about that?

SCOTT: Well, I think that is what 1s covered in subsection B here. So
subsection A talks about how you apply for an ordinance in advance, and
subsection B talks about the emergency variance which doesn’t require an
application.

SCHOENING: No. It says an application for a variance is pending, and so I'm
asking that we remove that language. The application for a variance being
pending, third line.

SCOTT: Ah, yes. I would agree then. Yeah.

MEYER: So at what point do you propose that we strike, Rachel?

SCHOENING: ‘“Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, the chief
of police,” I would say — or a police officer, I would suggest. “Or the city
manager may permit a person to camp in an open area to the public,” provided
that an emergency situation exists. That’s what I would suggest.

SCOTT: A striking starting at “during” all the way through “pending.”
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SCHOENING: Yes.

O’KEEFE: Do you need a motion to strike that?

MEYER: ©Not at this point. Let’s continue the conversation. I mean, we can..
O'KEEFE: Just to add to that, I would think that the officer’s perfectly
capable of determining whether it’s unreasonably detrimental to the public
welfare, and if the guy parked there, or girl, entity parked there creates a
public nuisance or whatever.

MEYER: So perhaps say the chief of police or their designee would be
sufficient.

O'KEEFE: Well, chief of police, city manager, or designee.

MEYER: Is that - yeah. Okay.

SCOTT: I thought we were working our way through. If we’re bouncing around,
I’'ve got several other (indecipherable).

MEYER: Yeah. Let’s maybe go back to page one. Actually, under “Purpose,” I
made a couple of notes to perhaps - under “Some of the adverse impacts caused
by such activities,” to perhaps even include fire hazards,
deterioration/unsightliness, and property damage.

JACOBS: Could you repeat that? I'm sorry.

MEYER: Yeah. Fire hazards, deterioration/unsightliness, and property damage.
SCHOENING: Are we really going to make a law against unsightliness? I mean,
are we going to propose a law against unsightliness. I have some issues with
that one.

O’/KEEFE: That’s a pretty general term.

MEYER: That’s why we’re discussing.

SCOTT: I think the fire hazard and property damage makes sense to me.
MEYER: Okay.

O'KEEFE: Agreed.

SCHOENING: T would just ask that we not include unsightliness.

BELOV: Could you define unsightliness. What are you thinking?

MEYER: Well, and that’s where with deterioration - that was a tough —
unsightliness is - I'm fine with deterioration as the adjective.

SCOTT: I guess I’'d ask you to define that then.

MEYER: Okay. Well, I think that deterioration in this ordinance would refer
to anything that could impose property damage or potentially impose property
damage, so trash, graffiti..

BELOV: I think you have a good point though. Unsightliness because it lowers
the property values of the properties surrounding whatever is unsightly. So
that does make sense to me.

SCHOENING: Rut what is unsightly to you might not be unsightly to me.
SCOTT: It becomes very subjective.

SCHOENING: 1It’s general.

MEYER: Yeah, that’s fair. You're right. I would agree. How do you feel about
deterioration?

SCHOENING: I guess I don’t understand what you’re saying about deterioration
is not already covered. Littering, public urination, public defecation,
intoxication, theft of water and electricity..

SCOTT: Vandalism.

SCHOENING: Are you looking - yeah, vandalism is there. “Harassment or
intimidation of occupants, employees, and their customers.” I lease a
building that does business, and I couldn’t find anything in here that
wouldn’t be covered by what already happens in front of my building.

MEYER: Okay.

SCHOENING: T guess is my point. I really don’t want to open it up to
generalization.

MEYER: That’s fair.

JACOBS: If I can just interject. This is, again, just the “Purposes”
section. So you’re talking about the reason why you’re imposing this
prohibition. You’re trying to achieve a result that doesn’t result in these
things.

MEYER: Correct.
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JACOBS: So it’s not that you’re going to prohibit unsightliness. You’re just
trying to have this camping ordinance in place so that you don’'t end up with

unsightliness.
SCHOENING: That helped.
SCOTT: I would agree, as I said before, we should have fire hazard and

property damage. Well, I think we already got property damage, we have
vandalism. So I'd just add fire hazard and move on. Personally.

MEYER: Do you have something to add?

COOKE: I think vandalism is considered graffiti and spray paint and garbage
issues and those kinds of things that are..

SCOTT: Intentional versus unintentional property damage.

COOKE: Right. But property damage could be a larger scope.

SCOTT: Sure.

COOKE: That’s my concern.

MEYER: And I'm absolutely comfortable with that if everyone else is. Okay.
Good?

JACOBS: So what was the decision?

MEYER: Well, it sounds like informally..

O’KEEFE: Adding two words.

MEYER: ..adding fire hazards and property damage.

Now let’s move on to item A, Area open to the public. How do we feel about
that as defined?

SCOTT: I have no objections.

O’KEEFE: TI’'m comfortable with that. Vacant or uninhabited lots, parcels of
land. I think that covers everything that I was interested in. That covers a
large scope.

MEYER: I would agree. So I think we’re comfortable with A, Chad. Actually,
the only other thing I was thinking that if we were going to be outlining
buildings, we have called out office buildings. Should we include industrial
buildings as well?

O'KEEFE: Does the public have access to those industrial buildings?

MEYER: To the parking areas, yes. Potentially. I mean, if we are defining an
area open to the public as listed here, and that that parking area 1s open to
the public, then an industrial site would be applicable in this instance, I
would think.

SCHOENING: I have no objection to it.

O'KEEFE: Yeah, I think it already says commons areas such as parking lots
and picnic areas. Do you need to add industrial areas, Chad?

JACOBS: You can. This is a list that’s says, “included but not limited to.”
And so a court will look at these examples - if something’s not expressly
listed, the court will look at these examples to see if the property that
you're attempting to apply it to is similar in nature to those listed. So
certainly, since you’re having this discussion, I don’t think there’s any
problem with adding the term, “industrial.”

MEYER: Okay. I'd like to do that if everyone is comfortable with that. And
at this point, we’re not taking a vote, so I would ask that everyone please
just take notes and then after we get through the draft ordinance language,
we can go through any modifications that have been made and vote at that
point when we’re done with this.

PESSEMIER: So the other option would be to actually - you’re going to have
more meetings, so basically make the changes and come back to you with
(indecipherable) .

SCOTT: Yeah, I'm not comfortable voting on anything without seeing the
final..

PESSEMIER: Because you already have about four or five changes, and you
might want to - so that would be the other option.

MEYER: That’s great. Okay. Under letter B. We did actually talk about hours
at one of our last meetings, so I think that this makes sense to discuss.
Rachel, I know you’re ready.

SCHOENING: I would propose that we not say hours. I think “camp or camping
shall meet a period of time wherein an individual uses and area open to the
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public as temporary guarters for the purposes of living, sleeping, or
residing” is perfectly fine. I just don’t think it’s necessary for the four
hours, and T see a potential for some very interesting policing that I think
doesn’t need to happen.

SCOTT: Yeah, and that’s the position I think I took at the last meeting, and
I think you convinced me to have the four hours. So I think it’s funny that
we switched places a little bit.

MEYER: And that’s why we have the discussions.

SCOTT: Skipping ahead slightly, I’'d like to remove the word “overnight,”
second to the last word because to me it doesn’t matter when this occurs. If
the apparent purpose is occupancy, I don’t care if it’s 2:00 in the morning
or 2:00 in the afternoon.

BRUTON: Can you guys remind me. Did you have a discussion about safety
because I know that when someone is sleeplessness or high anxiety, they're
encouraged to pull over and park and rest, and I could see this being
misconstrued.

SCHOENING: That’s the emergency stipulation on page 2.

BRUTON: So are you supposed- to contact the police chief if you’re needing to
rest?

SCHOENING: No. You’re just supposed to do it.

MEYER: No. I think the point of - or not the point, but the opportunity that
a police officer would have in this regard would be to approach and question.
And if it was an issue of safety, and in this case, 1 would consider that an
emergency, the police would then have the opportunity to say, “Take a nap.”
BRUTON: Yeah, and again, it was clarification that had been discussed?
SCHOENING: Yeah.

SCOTT: Yes, it was.

MEYER: Yes.

JACOBS: T would say that if you look at ordinances across the country, most
of them have some sort of time-related issue whether it’s overnight, whether
it’s between midnight and 6:00 a.m., or whether it’s a duration of time such
as this, such as four hours, you have something I think to address Nancy’s
concern. If someone is waiting for their spouse who is shopping, and they
decide to take a little catnap in the car while they’re waiting for their
spouse to come out, you don’t necessarily want to criminalize that behavior.
So I think there is some reasoning across the country when you look at these
ordinances. They do some sort of time period on there to demonstrate that
this really is camping and not some other sort of activity.

MEYER: Okay.

SCHOENING: So I would propose that we remove “four consecutive hours” and
keep “overnight.”

SCOTT: So then we’re essentially allowing camping the rest of the time?
MEYER: Day camping.

SCHOENING: I think we’re leaving camping open to interpretation at that

point.

O’'KEEFE: You said remove “four consecutive hours,” and keep “overnight?”
SCHOENING: Mmhm.

SCOTT: Then we have to define what overnight means, obviously, in that
scenario.

O'KEEFE: Yeah, I'm okay - I was going to suggest removing the “four
consecutive hours” and replacing “overnight” with extended occupancy.
SCOTT: That seems too vague to me.

O'KEEFE: It does. That’s why I didn’t say it out loud.

SCHOENING: So I guess I'm not clear on something, Chad, because I know we
skipped ahead when we talked about emergency, but part of the reason I did
that was because I think that helps us define what camp or camping is. So
what you just said, wouldn’t that apply under the emergency variance?
JACOBS: So the way the ordinance works is first you decide whether or not
the ordinance applies in the first place. If the ordinance does apply in the
first place because someone is “camping” or “camping,” then you would say
does an emergency exist wherein the police chief, the city manager, or
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his/her designee can give someone the ability to go ahead and camp
notwithstanding the ordinance?

SCHOENING: Okay. I see. Okay.

SCOTT: So I guess 1'd still be in favor of removing “overnight” and maybe
changing four hours to two if there is a concern about people bending this
rule or stretching it as far as they can. I don’t know.

COOKE: I guess 1l'm more concerned - I would like to keep the overnight
because T think that’s when it comes to being a public safety issue. It’s
much more of a concern than if you have people how are in the parking lot
during that day. It’s less of an issue for me from a public safety standpoint
than having people potentially overnight in our parking lots.

BELOV: I would agree. Can we just keep it as is? Is that something we can
vote on or..

MEYER: So what I’'m hearing is that there’s at least a little bit of concern
about placing a time limit. Although I'm not hearing a big concern about the
overnight issue. Am I - go ahead.

COOKE: So my only concern is deleting the “four consecutive hours” is
consistency. I think it’s important that if someone is being told, “Okay, you
can’t camp here,” - if someone’s only been there for two - if they say, “Oh,
I've only been here for two hours,” or “I've been here..” - so I think from a
legal perspective, it is better to have a period where the police can check
on them and potentially go back and say, “Okay, you’ve been here for four
hours. You'’re now meeting the criteria, so we need to have you move.”
SCHOENING: I hear what you’'re saying, but wouldn’t that be covered under
trespassing anyway? If I have the parking lot, and I ask someone to leave or
I think they’re not there for valid reasons, could I not ask them to leave
regardless of how long? Are we allowing them a four-hour pass by saying this?
SCOTT: Yeah. And that’s where the overnight kind of loses its heat then.
Sorry.

JACOBS: There’s two separate issues. When we’re talking about private
property, you always have to have the permission of the owner, the person who
is in the control of the property, the leasee, to be there. And if you don’t
have their permission to be there, and they ask you to leave, and you fail to
leave, then that can be trespassing.

SCHOENING: Right. Regardless of they have this four hours? Thank you.
JACOBS: Regardless of whether it’s four hour. Regardless of whether it’s ten
minutes. Regardless of whether they’re sleeping, awake, dancing the jig. It
doesn’t matter what they’re doing. The issue here is that if someone doesn’t
enforce that because you’ve got a big retail center parking lot or you've got
some other sort of area where the person in control of the property isn’t
paying attention. It’s a vacant lot, and the person who owns the property
lives across the country. Then the question becomes okay, well there’s no one
there who legally can say, “This person is trespassing on my land. I want
them off.” What do you do as a police officer do? And this ordinance would
then give the police officer the ability to tell someone they’ve got to
leave, and they can’t camp as long as they meet the definition of camping. So
you need to decide what that definition should be.

SCOTT: So as written, someone could pull in at 1:00 a.m. and camp until 5:00
and drive out, and they haven’t violated the ordinance. So back to Beth’s
concern about the public safety during the middle of the night, we’re not
addressing that issue at all the way it’s written.

SCHOENING: So I’'m going to ask: What is that person hurting? I guess I'm
not clear on what are we trying to prevent? Are we trying to prevent a
homeless camp in the middle of a very large parking lot or are we trying to
prevent someone from pulling in for four hours and sleeping and then leaving?
Because what you suggest does not seem to be a public safety issue to me. I
guess that’s where I'm coming from. What are we trying to address?

SCOTT: 1I'm asking the same question you are. What are we trying to get at?
SCHOENING: What are we trying to address with the ordinance because I feel
like four hours doesn’t make any sense.

Page 10 of 41



607

609
610
611
612
613
614
615
616
617
618
619
620
621
622
623
624
625
626
627
628
629
630
631
632
633
634
635
636
637
638
639
640
641
642
643
644
645
646
647
648
649
650
651
652
653
654
655
656
657
658
659
660
661
662
663
664
665
666
667

O'KEEFE: I would say - for me, I think four hours is a reasonable time for
somebody to come in an park in the middle of the night. And it allows for the
person who is tired, driving their RV or their truck, they can come in and
park there, but they have a limit. They can’t park there for eight hours or
ten hours, and it doesn’t matter what time of the day it is. To me, I think
this whole wording here is perfectly appropriate for, in my opinion, of what
I was hoping to address.

MEYER: I would tend to agree, Larry. And I think the reason I would agree is
because further into the ordinance language, there are again opportunities
for variance applications, and as Chad mentioned and as even Beth mentioned,
there is the opportunity for police to check in and offer some assurances
that folks are not setting up camps.

SCOTT: So to be clear, the goal that I'm hearing is that we’re trying to
prevent setting up extended camping, but we’re not trying to address a safety
issue in the middle of the night?

MEYER: No, that’s not..

SCOTT: Because this wouldn’t address that as written.

COOKE: If there’s a way that we can make sure that we’re applying it
consistently so that we can give the police the mechanism to say, “Okay, now
it’s time to move on” if it is the middle of the night. Does that mean that
the parking lot is just closed? Again, to me it would be important to have a
barrier set in the statute so that it’s clear and concise and very
consistently applied.

JACOBS: So, again, if it’s the middle of the night, and the parking lot’s
closed, and people aren’t allowed to be on there because the owner, the
leasee, has closed that parking lot, then the person would be trespassing in
the first place. So really it has to be a situation where someone has either
consented to someone being there or they’re just not - they’'re open at that
point in time, so the area is open to the public, and people can be there,
and the person hasn’t asked that individual to leave yet.

SCOTT: Right. But in the middle of the night, and the police cruises by, how
do they know if somebody sitting there has gotten permission or not or
whether the owner of the property has closed the property or not.

JACOBS: Well, generally, a private property owner, if they were going to try
to close it, would put up some sort of signage to say this parking lot is
closed at whatever hour that the building itself closes.

SCOTT: So absent that..

JACOBS: Absent that.

SCOTT: The four-hour rule applies..

JACOBS: If it’s open to the public, yeah.

SCOTT: ..and someone rolls in at 1:00 and stays until 5:00, you’d have no..
JACOBS: And I guess I would say - to address what you’re trying to achieve,
that's the purpose of the section that we were talking about. So you're
trying to draft a law that achieves fixing the problems that you’ve
identified in the first section, 010. And whether or not allowing someone to
sleep in a car or an RV for four hours or in a sleeping bag for four hours in
the middle of the night hinders your ability to achieve those purposes is a
policy discussion for you guys to have. But when you talk about what’s the
purpose, what are you trying to do here, you want to go back to that section,
and say this is what we’re trying to do and then how do we do that?

SCOTT: Okay. I'm just trying to get at Beth’s concern about the safety in
the middle of the night, and this doesn’t seem to address it. So I guess 1’11
defer to her though.

COOKE: Again, my concern would be being able to provide an opportunity to
apply it consistently so it doesn’t put us into a position of having it
appear inconsistent to the public. Does that make sense?

JACOBS: I guess what I would say is that the application of the law and
having some sort of time period, whether it’s a four-hour time period or
saying overnight and saying from 1:00 a.m. to 5:30 a.m. or whatever hours you
want to choose, it makes 1t a lot easier for the police to enforce the law
than having no time period. Because no period, I think, is going to result in
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668 an inconsistent application because T look at someone closing their eyes -
669 are they sleeping? Are they just blocking their eyes from the sun? It’s going
670 to be much more difficult I think for the police to enforce that law than one
671 that has some pretty clear standards.

672 SCOTT: So I think what you just said actually gives us the answer that

673 meets, I think, your concern and theirs is that instead of saying four

674 consecutive hours and overnight, we just say between the hours of X and Y,
675 you can’t camp.

676 COOKE: So I do - I'm thinking of Nancy’s concern, though, of that person who
677 desperately needs to close their eyes..

678 SCOTT: There’s a variance for that.

679 COOKE: Okay. Well, again, looking for consistency to make sure that we - the

680 immediate thing that comes to my mind is drunk drivers. So the fact is

681 somebody who pulls over for an hour, two hours, it may be a public safety
682 issue there as well, so you have to balance that. But I do think that there’s
683 a difference between that and someone who is camping.

684 MEYER: Right.

685 COOKE: And then needing our police force to be pulled off from other areas
686 where they need to be patrolling in the middle of the night into parking
687 lots. Again, the four hours - it makes sense to me to have a time limit.

688 sCOTT: Okay. It just seems inconsistent with your other concern about the
689 public safety in the middle of the night when nobody’s around. So I’'m just
690 trying to help justify that, but I guess it’'s your point, so I’11l let it go.
691 MEYER: I’'m not hearing that there is the mention of striking one or either
692 of those things.

693 SCOTT: Right. So if you leave it as is, someone can camp for four hours in
694 the middle of the night. It’s allowed under the ordinance. And your earlier
695 concern about that happening, being a public safety issue because nobody’s

696 there, would not be mitigated by this as written. I don’t know why I'm so
697 strongly trying to argue for a point that you’re feeling strongly about, but
698 it seems inconsistent to me.

699 COOKE: They would need to have the permission from the property owner as
700  well in order to camp at all.

701 MEYER: Which is already outlined.

702  sSCOTT: Okay. Whatever.

703 COOKE: So in cases where a property owner is giving permission for people to
704 camp overnight, this would limit them to no more than four hours.

705 sCOTT: Sure. But, again, I go back to the police. How would they have any
706  idea of whether there’s been permission granted or not unless there’s signs
707 posted like we talked about. So whatever. I’11l leave it as is.

708 MEYER: Let’s maybe table this for a little while, and let’s move on. I mean
709  not table it..

710  sCOTT: I’'m fine with it as written if that’s what everyone wants. So I'd

711 rather move on and not table it and disagree.
712 MEYER: So Larry, are you sticking to your guns here that you’re comfortable
713 with the language as written. I want to make sure that..

714 O'KEEFE: I'm comfortable with the language as written because it provides
715 not only during the day but during the night. If the store is closed, the
716  parking lot is closed. So it’s kind of..

717 SCOTT: Not for 3 hours and 59 minutes it’s not.

718 MEYER: So would you feel more comfortable limiting that to a two-hour

719  period? I can live with two hours.

720  SCOTT: I don’t care. I'm not..

721  COOKE: I could go with two hours. I can be comfortable.

722 MEYER: Rachel?

723  SCHOENING: I didn’t like four. I’'m not going to like two. I am paying

724  attention. I'm curious. I'm hearing two different things, and I’'m sorry that
725 we’re spending so much time on this, but I think it’s important. I'm hearing
726  two different things. One, I'm hearing about an open or closed parking lot
727 which is not addressed in this, and two, I'm hearing about four hours. So can
728 1 ask why can we not just say, “When the parking lot is closed,” “When the

Page 12 of 41



729
730
731
732
733
734
735
736
737
738
739
740
741
742
743
744
745
746
747
748
749
750
751
752
753
754
755
756
757
758
759
760
761
762
763
764
765
766
767
768
769
770
771
772
773
774
775
776
777
778
779
780
781
782
783
784
785
786
787
788
789

business is not open,” or can we stop talking about whether it’s open or
closed. Those are two entirely different things. I'm sorry, Beth.

MEYER: So in the first section under “Area open to the public,” it addresses
all outdoor areas on private property within the City of Sherwood. So I think
that addresses - and then it outlines all of these possibilities. So I think
that that -

SCHOENING: I just am hearing people on the committee talking about whether
the business or the parking lot is opened or closed. That shouldn’t factor
into what we’re talking about if it’s not in the ordinance.

MEYER: Right. Because we’ve already identified.

SCHOENING: Because if a business is closed, and they’re not supposed to be
there, they’re trespassing. That’s already addressed somewhere else, right?
BRUTON: And I was going to ask - Tom, is it possible to get a copy of the
trespassing ordinance or that’s in writing for that?

PESSEMIER: Certainly. We could make it available to you tomorrow but
probably not this evening.

SCOTT: Right. And just to follow up, Larry, on one thing you said. Just to
be clear, as written, this would not address daytime camping. Camping during
the day would be perfectly allowable as written.

O'KEEFE: Well, no, it wouldn’t. It would have a four-hour limit.

SCOTT: No because it says overnight.

COOKE: Currently.

SCOTT: As written.

O’'KEEFE: The very first sentence, it says, “A period of time in excess of
four consecutive hours wherein an individual uses an area,’” blah, blah, blah.
SCOTT: Right. But then as you read through the rest of it, it says, “For the
apparent purpose of overnight occupancy.”

O'KEEFE: Yeah. It says, “May include but not be limited to.” Are you guys
not happy with that?

SCOTT: I just want to make clear that T don’t this explicitly says daytime
camping is prohibited. So if that’'s your intention, I don’t think we'’re
accomplishing that. That’s all I'm saying.

O'KEEFE: I was under the impression that when we started drafting this, we
were trying to limit the amount - we didn’t want a whole fleet of motor homes
or truckers or anything anytime of the day..

MURPHY: Excuse me. That is not acceptable to approach the committee with
notes. I'm sorry. I did the first one, Ms. Belov. From here forward, it is
not acceptable. Thank you.

MEYER: Thank you. Go ahead, Larry.

O’KEEFE: Lost my train of thought. Give me a second. I thought we originally
drafted this for what I just said to prevent a fleet of motor homes or
campers or whatever anytime during the day or night, and that’s why I thought
we came up with the four-hour..

SCOTT: And that’'s why I suggested striking overnight when we start.

O'KEEFE: Yeah, if they’re shopping - I mean who needs to shop more than four
hours.

JACOBS: So as drafted, the language applies day or night, and the overnight
is just an example. Again, just like we had talked about in the previous
ordinances. It’s an example of what camping can include. So it doesn’t
necessarily mean that it’s only overnight. If you look at the first sentence
which defines what camping is, and it’s not limited by overnight.

SCOTT: Then I would, again, say we should strike “overnight” just to make
that abundantly clear. If that’s our intention is to limit it to four
consecutive hours, 24 hours a day, we should strike that word.

BELOV: I wouldn’t agree with that. The petitions said — one of the main
concerns of the residents was that overnight camping - well, that was their
main concern. So we really need to focus on that and be sure that we mention
that in the ordinance.

SCOTT: I think if we struck the work, we're actually making the ordinance
more applicable rather than less - or the example more applicable rather than
- that’s all. I'm just trying to promote clarity.
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SCHOENING: I think it’s important that we discuss these entirely. I do. I
think that they can be applied pretty liberally. And I understand that it’s
somewhat frustrating, and I get that, but I also think that if we don’t have
this discussion, we’re not going to be comfortable with what we’re trying to
put in front of the council. And T for one am not spending hours of my time
here to not feel comfortable with what I'm putting in front of the council.
FEMALE: Thank you.

MEYER: Well, with that said, T actually would like to add some language to
this. Not to make this more complicated, but after the last word, “overnight
occupancy,” I would like to add, “or storage.” T would also like to add such
activities - so in the middle of this paragraph, include - add cooking or
open fires and the storing of personal belongings which I don’t know if we
need to define or if that can be loosely defined. Is that there in there.
SCHOENING: I feel like that should’ve been added to “Purpose.” I think when
we originally talked about this, we stated that camping would also include
cooking and storing of personal belongings.

MEYER: So I do feel like that was not included, and I’'d like to see that
added to the language.

COOKE: So would that be covered under living - for the purposes of living,
sleeping, or residing? Are those inherently presumed to be..

JACOBS: So let me back up, everyone, and sort of just start from the
beginning because I feel like a lot of people are sort of talking past each
other. So what you want to do first is focus on the very first sentence
because that defines what camping is. So camping is “a period of time in
excess of four consecutive hours wherein an individual uses an area open to
the public as temporary quarters for the purposes of living, sleeping, or
residing.” So anything that meets that definition would be camp or camping.
Then to provide further clarification, the next sentence provides examples of
things that could be camping which would include “sleeping or making
preparations to sleep including the laying down of bedding for the purposes
of sleeping and the parking of any motor vehicle including motor home,
recreational vehicle, or trailer for the apparent purposes of overnight
camping.” So we can add as many examples, we can take away examples, we can
change the examples - whatever vyou feel would help provide clarity to the
public to understand what the law is and to the police to be able to enforce
the law would make sense to add to these examples. But regardless of what
examples we include in here, if it meets that first sentence, it’s going to
be deemed camping.

MEYER: It does.

COOKE: I guess, given that, I could be comfortable striking in excess of
four consecutive hours because the “living, sleeping, or residing,” - T
think giving the police the opportunity to say, “Okay, it’s apparent that
you’' re meaning to stay.”

BRUTON: I actually agree. I mean, when four hours is in the context of that,
that could apply to someone throwing down a blanket and taking a nap in the
park. It’s not limited to automobiles and businesses.

MEYER: Well, as Chad mentioned earlier, the park is not included here
because it’s included in another area of our code. So that’s why that’s not
being addressed here. So let’s focus on sentence one. Let’s maybe break this
down and maybe just start with the first sentence. “Camp or camping shall
mean a period of time in excess of four consecutive hours where an individual
uses an area open to the public as temporary quarters for the purposes of
living, sleeping, or residing.” I would like to there add, “for the purpose
of living, sleeping, residing, storing personal belongings, or cooking.”
SCOTT: I agree with cooking.

JACOBS: So I would say that that would fit within the definition of living,
so you would want to use that as an example in the next sentence if you want
to add that.

COOKE: So do we want to keep “within four executive hours” or do we want to
strike?

BELOV: 1I’'d like to keep it.
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JACOBS: So, again, just to try to help you with this conversation and move
it along, if you just strike it and leave it, that means anytime anyone
sleeps in an area open to the public, it would be deemed camping whether it’s
five minutes or ten minutes, whether they’re waiting for their spouse while
they' re shopping, whatever the case might be. Which is why you see that these
laws have some sort of time period. Whether it’s an hourly time period such
as 1s or whether it something such as saying, “during these specific hours”
it constitutes camping. So it’s usually like overnight hours when they’re
trying to address overnight camping. So I would encourage you to focus on one
of those two options as opposed to just saying any sleeping or any sort of
residing or living in an open area is camping because then, as Nancy said, it
might not be a public park, it might be an industrial business park that’s
got a picnic area, and someone lays down a blanket at naptime - or at
lunchtime to take a nap, and they’ve violated the ordinance.

MEYER: I’'m comfortable with the language as is.

O'KEEFE: I am too. Yeah.

MEYER: Okay. Nancy? Doug?

BRUTON: I personally feel that four hours is a little bit limiting, but I
also feel like, by putting this ordinance into place, it’s almost like giving
permission to people to come for whatever hours that we deem is okay. So I
think that it’s kind of a double-edged sword.

MEYER: Beth?

COOKE: I'm comfortable with it with that idea of keeping it being consistent
so that you’re not going to have multiple nights. You’re not going to have
someone parked for 10 hours while a business is closed.

MEYER: Rachel?

SCHOENING: I’'m not comfortable. I don’t think it’s long enough. But I think
that we should either vote to leave it in or not, but I think we need to move
past it. I don’'t think we’re going to — I'm not going to reach a consensus on
this with four hours.

MEYER: Okay. So for the sake of moving forward, are we comfortable leaving
it in until Chad has an opportunity to redline the document for re-review at
this point so that we can move past this topic. I mean, we’re not voting on
this tonight.

O'KEEFE: I would be comfortable leaving it as is. I notice a lot of people
in the audience, and I’m hoping that maybe some of them will step forward
tomorrow night and give us their input on if this is important for us. And we
asked at the beginning whether there was public comment, and one person came
forward. Maybe tomorrow night or maybe later tonight you can open it up for
additional comments. But I would like, and I'm sorry if I'm getting a little
off track, but I would like to see public comments on each of these areas as
we bring them up.

SCHOENING: I just want to add we asked for public comments at the beginning
of the meeting..

MEYER: Okay, okay, okay..all right.

BELOV: Many of the people weren’t here.

SCHOENING: Okay. I'm sorry.

MEYER: For the sake of moving forward at this point. What I'd like to
propose to the committee is that we move forward with our discussion. Toward
the latter part of the evening, we are able to reopen for public comment. I'm
not promising that we will open for public comment, and I'm not saying that
we won’t open for public comment. That will be committee - we can agree as a
committee to open or not open for public comment.

SCOTT: And I would like to make a suggestion that in future agendas, when we
get to the point where we’re going to vote that we specify specifically per
night which items we’re voting on and that we have a separate public comment,
and I think I suggested this in the very first meeting, that we have a
separate public comment for each ordinance that we’re voting on that night.
MEYER: That we can consider, but we are not necessarily voting on any
particular night, so it would be difficult to define that in the agenda.
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BRUTON: Well, and if T may add, I echo that sentiment, and T would hope that
we could do breakouts and have public comment, as Larry said, individually
per category so that people can be prepared to discuss specific topics.
PESSEMIER: So one suggestion would be to actually consider - you have a
meeting on Thursday, August 1%°. We’ll be actually not voting on any of these
items until that day so that people do have a chance to take a look at all of
the revisions as they get made and come forward and you’re not doing this as
you go along. I think there will be multiple opportunities on your schedule.
We still have a number of other meetings that would allow people to have more
time to read the ordinances and listen to your conversations and then provide
you feedback before you actually make decisions. That can all happen very
quickly if you guys work through the language, and you're comfortable with
where things are going, and moving on.

SCOTT: My only concern with that is it does not allow us time to - we get
their feedback, but we have to vote that night, then it doesn’t allow us any
time to incorporate that feedback (indecipherable).

PESSEMIER: Right. And I understand that, but it’s got to come to a stop at
some point. So you still have a meeting Monday, July 29" as scheduled where
this language is going to be coming back to you to take a look to see that
the changes you guys have recommended are made, and you would still have an
opportunity to make minor tweaks in between Monday and Thursday before that
language came back. So you have the potential to actually see this two more
times before you actually got to that point to make that decision

(indecipherable) .

SCOTT: I like that idea. Thank you.

COOKE: 1I'd like to go back to the four consecutive hours or not including -
I think it’s important we at least - in order to give Chad as much

information as he needs to decide that time because we can only come back so
many times. And so I think it’s something that we should be able to either
agree or not agree, to do. So can we work on - that’s my concern.

BELOV: It would also save the town a lot of money, I think, by not having to
have the attorneys review and re-review. And if we can just move forward and
proceed efficiently. That would be great.

JACOBS: Well, one thing T could do if you want is I could leave the four
hours in, and I could put in a time frame, an overnight time frame, and just
have those in brackets. And then you could take public comment on that at the
next meeting and choose between those two i1f you have a consensus about what
those two would be as opposed to trying to reach one consensus tonight.
O'KEEFE: 1'd be agreeable to that. That sounds great if we narrow it down to
two choices.

MEYER: That sounds good. Thank you, Chad.

PESSEMIER: I don't know if there are other issues on here, but there were a
couple things that I caught that I just wanted you guys to think about
considering. First off, as we're going through this..

SCOTT: Are you still talking about just page one?

FEMALE: Yep.

PESSEMIER: I'm talking about the whole ordinance.

SCOTT: We haven’t even moved to page 2 yet. All right. So I'll reserve my
comments to the end then.

MEYER: All right. So now that we have provided Chad a little bit of
direction on a couple of modifications to page 1, let’s look at page 2.
BRUTON: TIf I may, you mentioned that we were going to be discussing churches
within the scope of the areas open to the public.

SCHOENING: TIt’s there.

MEYER: It is there.

BRUTON: Did you want to discuss 1it?

MEYER: Do you want to discuss it?

BRUTON: You had asked if we were going to.

MEYER: Yeah. We discussed that there is the opportunity for a variance, so I
feel comfortable with that. On the regulation of camping, any comments on how
this is defined?
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SCHOENING: Tom, did you have something about this?

PESSEMIER: Well, I think that we Jjust might want to make sure that when we
say, “any area open to the public” that we either capitalized that or
something so it’s clear that we’re talking about section A and that
definition that’s put together there. That would be my only comment.

COOKE: And when we discussed this previously, I believe we discussed having
it be commercial areas this particular ordinance would be concerned with. Is
that still a feeling of the committee?

MEYER: Well, and that’s why I raised the question because as written, it
identifies any area open to the public, although - and with that said, the
area open to the public is already defined on page 1. So I feel like that's
well addressed, and I feel like we’ve come to some general agreement on what
an area open to the public is. Are you comfortable with that?

SCOTT: Yeah. I think Tom's point referencing back to page 1 is perfect.
PESSEMIER: Yeah. The other question I kind of had in that it somewhat
relates to this section is that when we began this conversation, we noted
that the Elks currently had something. I'm concerned - well, I'm not
concerned, but as I look through here, I wouldn’t see how they would be able
to continue without getting a class B variance, and then what would be the
emergency in that situation. So that was something you guys talked about. I'm
not sure if this is an appropriate section, but..

SCHOENING: Are they not designated an RV park, Tom? Because it specifically
says designated RV parks are okay. I thought after that discussion, we
decided they were already designated an RV park.

MEYER: That was my understanding.

O’'KEEFE: That was my understanding was that they were grandfathered in.
SCHOENING: Is that not true?

PESSEMIER: Well, I guess what’s the definition of an RV park? Usually, an
RV park is something that has land use approval for that. I think they're
using that as an RV area which could be potentially considered as an RV park.
But I think if you looked at the definition under our code section for land
use of what an RV park is, it would not meet that definition.

SCOTT: So I guess I would like to just ask then the attorney to take this
back - I think we were all in agreement last time. we wanted to make sure
that that use was continued. So is there some way you can take that back and
make sure that in the next draft, that’s written up?

SCHOENING: The Elks.

JACOBS: Yeah. We can try to find out exactly what the Elks is designated as
and ensure that the exception that’s drafted would - that their property
would fall within that exception. T would say that whatever exception we
write has to be applied across the board. So we can’t focus on the Elks
property, but we have to focus on anyone else who meets that same definition.
MEYER: Yes. And so I don’t know that we would want to apply a variance to
land necessarily or a location specifically for the sheer fact that the Elks
may not stay there indefinitely. So T would be really leery about including a
land or property designation there just for fear of what replacement might
come to be.

O'KEEFE: As I stated in our last meeting, I talked to an Elk member,
unofficially - so the thing that I'm about to say is unofficial, and it’'s to
the best of my knowledge, and maybe perhaps, Chad, you can verify this, but
it’s my understanding that the Elks are grandfathered in, and as long as they
don’t expand their RV park or change it or provide additional services to it,
they will be grandfathered in. If they decide to make their RV park a fully -
right now people can park there for such an amount a period of time, but
they’'re not fully self-contained - or they are fully self-contained. They
can’t dump their RV sewage and stuff. They don’t have facilities for that,
and they wouldn’t be able to do that unless they expanded that park. And if
they did that, then they’d have to go through the zoning laws. Is that
correct?

PESSEMIER: Well, I'm certainly not going to make a determination, but I
think what you’re talking about is a land use, where they are in their land-
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use process which is completely different than what you’re trying to do here
with your camping ordinance. So this certainly could be something that would
be different and create things for them, but I think there’s a lot of
different ways to get there. I just wanted to point that out that 1 didn’t
see anything in here that addressed your guys’ question in regards to that.
SCHOENING: They're not addressed under the class B variance?

PESSEMIER: Well, they could be, but they would have to apply for a class B
variance, and then they would have to demonstrate that there’s an emergency.
SCHOENING: It doesn’t say, “emergency” for a class B variance. I thought you
could Jjust apply for a class B variance regardless of emergency.

JACOBS: You're correct. You can. The emergency is a separate exemption. So
really there’s three exemptions: A class A variance, a class B variance, and
an emergency exemption.

SCHOENING: So my notes for the Elks were that A says, “any person.” Could we
change that to organization? Any person or organization may apply for -
which would cover Relay for Life because under this Relay for Life would be..
SCOTT: It could be covered under class A.

SCHOENING: It says, “person” though. So what I'm trying to suggest is that
we change that to person and/or organization. That way Relay for Life can
apply for a variance for all of the people who are camping so that each
individual person is not applying for a variance. And also the Elks would be
able to apply for a class B variance as an organization. It seems like that
is logical, but I don't know if that something that can be done.

JACOBS: The reason it was written this way is because the prohibition
applies to “a person,” so it was permitting a person, but certainly, you
could permit an organization or an entity to apply for the variance on behalf
of a group of people, and I don’t see any problem with that.

SCHOENING: Does anyone have a problem with changing, “any person may apply
for..”

SCOTT: I think that makes sense. My concern would be then if you opened it
up, a class B variance, then it would open it up for other organizations to
come along and say, “You granted a class B variance to this other
organization,” to set up essentially a permanent camp and now we wouldn’t be
able to tell the next organization no quite as easily, and I think that’s
something that the public probably doesn’t want to see expand. And Chad, I
guess, can jump 1in here.

JACOBS: I think it makes sense for us to be able to go back and try to
figure out exactly what the Elks is. It sounds, based on Larry’s description,
if it’s correct, that it was a preexisting use that was in existence at the
time the zoning laws changed, the land use laws changed, so they were
grandfathered in. And generally, under the land use laws, if you had this
preexisting use, as long as you don’t expand it or as long as you don’t cease
that use for a certain period of time, you’re permitted to continue to use
that property in that same manner. So it may be, to take care of the Flks,
all we have to do is expand basically what we’re talking about being
designated, which is basically being designated as a land use code, as a camp
ground or an RV park or any other property that is permitted to be used in
that manner by the land use laws. And that way, they would be covered without
having to worry about the..

MEYER: All of the specifics.

JACOBS: Yeah, and I think the variance process is really not meant for a
permanent-type of process, and that is something that is going to be covered
by the land use procedures. And since this is not a land use law, we’re not
getting into the aspects of trying to follow the zoning code and amending the
zoning code and those sorts of things that you would really need to do in
order to have some sort of permanent campground.

SCHOENING: So, again, can we change “any person may apply for.” to any
person or organization?

SCOTT: T would agree with that, but I would not use that as a pathway to
accommodate the Elks. I would say what we did in the first time we talked
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about this is let’s have the attorney go away and figure out how to fit them
into the language and then get back to us.

SCHOENING: So separate from the Elks, can we change that?

SCOTT: Yes.

SCHOENING: Because at this point, there are organizations in town that are
doing this that would be affected that we don’'t intend this law for.

SCOTT: I would agree with that.

O'KEEFE: Absolutely, Rachel. And you brought a point that I was thinking
about like - well, offhand, I would say there are all sorts of organizations
that run the Christmas tree lots. They park their RV on there for security. T
would think — T don’t know where that falls in there in, Chad, but I would
think that’s an organization that could get a variance easily without - are
we talking about a cost to them? There’s not like a cost involved, right?
MEYER: No. That’s not outlined here. And you’re right, Larry. Based on the
way this is written, submitting a variance application is not intended to be
a difficult procedure. So someone like a Christmas tree - Rotary, Christmas
tree lot owners, all of those kinds of organizations..

O’KEEFE: So I'm comfortable with Rachel’s suggestion that - person or
organization because that would cover the whole Christmas tree lot down
there.

MEYER: Any other comments on that? Are we comfortable with “organization,”
generally speaking. Okay. Great. Chad, would you please include that in the

revision. All right, let’s move on to - Tom, did you have anything else to
add there? No? Okay.

JACOBS: So before you move on, is the time period for the variances and
giving two weeks to the city manager and over two weeks to the council, is
that - it was my understanding that that was sort of an open issue for you as
well.

MEYER: T don’t think that it was that I recall. Did anyone have any issue
with that?

SCOTT: I originally thought maybe two weeks was a little too long for the
class A ordinance, but T don’t think this something that the city manager is
going to abuse. So if the council wants to leave it at 14 days, I'm happy
with that. I was thinking maybe one week instead of two weeks, but that’s
splitting hairs.

BRUTON: I'm personally thinking from my experience as an organization with
the Sherwood Chamber of Commerce and how we have had need to have RVs parked
out when we put on Cruisin’ Sherwood, and usually, the notification that we
get from those who would be using them is very short term, and I'm talking
24-48 hours. This seems long to me to be giving notification. It also
includes church parking in some situations. I'm also trying to think a little
bit outside the box here. I feel like there may be other, I guess, examples
like the Christmas tree sales lots, possibly Magness Tree Farm that may allow
overnight parking that we’'re not thinking of.

MEYER: Well, in that regard, Nancy, I would think that as a chamber
representative, you would have the opportunity at this point to provide ample
notice to organizations that you’re involved with.

BELOV: I would agree with that. And maybe post it on the website or
(indecipherable) .

MEYER: or a newsletter even.

SCOTT: And I think in the case of Cruisin’, if Cruisin’ as an organization
applied for a variance for a group of people then you don’t necessarily need
a full head count at the time you apply. So you have the variance for a
certain area or a group or the event in general, and then 10 people are
camping or 20 people are camping is really irrelevant. Right?

BRUTON: I agree. I also feel like it’s putting it in a city manager’s hand
and a police chief’s hand as to what constitutes and appropriate amount of
camping for a special exemption.

SCHOENING: Yes, it does.

MEYER: It does do that. My understanding is that that’s what we have been
discussing working toward.
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O'KEEFE: Can I make a suggestion?

MEYER: Sure.

O’KEEFE: It’s 10 minutes after 8:00. I think we were talking about an
abbreviated meeting tonight. T know that there’s a lot of people that would
probably like to comment. Maybe we can take a five minute break, open it up
for comments, maybe break then down to — I know we already talked about the
hazardous materials..

SCOTT: We already voted to pass that.

O’KEEFE: We already voted to pass that, but people may want to say something
about it anyway. But I would like to get their input on at least this one
that we’re going through now, so that they can make their comments and get
out of here.

SCOTT: My only comment about that is that pretty much guarantees that we’re
not going to get to the third item tonight. And that’s okay if that’s what
we're okay with as a group. T also think that we might get better quality
comments if the people who want to comment have time to go home and read
through this and come back tomorrow and comment. And maybe that’s not
possible for everyone, but rather than take comments tonight and then take
them again tomorrow from potentially the same people that have had more time
to digest, it might be better served to use our time to focus tonight on our
comment, let them hear us, and then come back tomorrow having heard us,
having read through the documentation, and then provide comment then.

BELOV: Looking out at the audience though, there’s a lot of moms with young
children, and it’s really hard to get away. So I'd say while they’re here,
let’s take time to hear their comments and anybody else that wants to even if
it has to be maybe two minutes instead of four.

SCHOENING: I agree with Naomi. If we are going to take comments today, we
need to take comments from the people that are here now because assuming they
can come back tomorrow is a little bit of a push.

O'KEEFE: I’'d like to get them from the most people — yeah. If there’s people
that are going to be here tomorrow night then maybe you can save your
comments and let those people that won’t be here tomorrow night..

SCOTT: I also believe we can take comments in a written form as well, right?
MEYER: Absolutely. For what I'd like to suggest for the sake of consistency
of our meetings and because of the need to promote consistent forum, I think
that based on this discussion, we should consider opening up for public
comment. However, T would suggest then that we table the other ordinance that
we were going to discuss until tomorrow. And after public comment, we can
then do our closing comments.

JACOBS: Chair Meyer, I hate to throw a wrench into any of your plans, and T
recognize that you have a desire to get out of here, but I would suggest that
before you make a decision about tabling anything that you listen to public
comment, see how long that goes, and then if you have time, if you have the
will to begin a discussion about the 24-hour ordinance to do so because I
spent some time drafting that, and I'm here tonight. Heather’s going to be
here tomorrow who didn’t. So it may be more productive to have me here to
help you through that if you have the will and that public comment doesn’t go
too long. Obviously, if public comment takes a long time, then you should by
all means do it but not make that decision right now.

MEYER: Well, I'm here all night.

SCOTT: Can we finish this one first?

SCHOENING: Please.

SCOTT: We've only made it about halfway through, and I think the rest maybe
won’t take as long, but I’'d like to finish it just to feel like we've
finished it.

MEYER: All right. Let’s get through our discussion on this. After our
discussion, we’ll take a five minute break, we’ll open up for public comment.
So we’ve addressed the variance applications, and is there anything that we
feel like we need to add to this language or modify?
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SCOTT: I think we were in the middle of talking about the number of days. Is
everyone comfortable with 14 days being the cutoff between a class A and a
class B variance?

COOKE: Well, if they need council approval for the class B, then they only
meet every two weeks, so if would be difficult if it was..

SCOTT: But this is not 15 days ahead of time, this is for 15 days of
camping.

COOKE: Okay. Yeah, I definitely wouldn’t want more than that.

O’KEEFE: I think that’s plenty.

Female: I would agree.

SCOTT: Yeah, I was considering the opposite direction, but if everyone’s
good with 14, that’s fine.

MEYER: What do you mean, “the opposite direction?”

SCOTT: Like 7 instead of 14. So class A being up to 7 days, class B being
14. But I also don’t necessarily think we maybe want to overburden — I can’t
imagine that many variances more than 7 days so it seems..

O’KEEFE: That’'s what I was thinking. Are there any events that - Cruisin’ is
pretty much an overnight thing (indecipherable).

SCOTT: Most of them are weekends, long weekends.

SCHOENING: I'm sorry. I would like to point out that this also applies to
private streets. So if Grandma is coming to visit and parks her RV in front
of your house for two days, that’s a class A variance. So that means that
potentially — that’s a class A variance, right?

JACOBS: The variance is based on the amount of time. So it depends on how
long Grandma’s going to stay.

SCHOENING: So if she potentially wants to stay for two weeks, she can stay
for two weeks with just a class A variance. I'm just trying to put it into
perspective for what I feel like people might want to - the only thing I
could think of for 14 days.

O’KEEFE: So how would that affect neighborhood associations that have
already established a limit? Like a neighborhood association that starts with
a W that is over by the YMCA has a limit of 3 days, 72 hours.

SCHOENING: That’s nice, Larry, but we don’t all live in those homeowner
associations. So, anyway, I1'm just trying to put into perspective what could
potentially go up to 14 days.

JACOBS: This doesn’t give permission for someone to go on to private
property for any period of time without the owner’s consent. So in that
situation, the bylaws of the property association would govern how long
someone could stay on the property.

BRUTON: Well and, Chad, I was hoping to ask — I was a little bit surprised
that a class B variance doesn’t have a closure date. So it’'s 15+ days and
open ended?

JACOBS: I think because that goes to the council, and it has a public
hearing, and the council can decide how long it’s going to be, and someone’s
going to ask for it, it doesn’t really make sense in my mind, by ordinance,
to limit the amount of time where the council can make that decision. Because
otherwise what’s going to happen is someone’s going to come in, want a longer
period of time than what you’ve put in the ordinance, so the council is then
going to have to draft an amendment to the ordinance and change the law.
MEYER: And so with that in mind, I would like to keep the language as is.
SCOTT: That’s fine.

MEYER: So any comments on the variance application itself?

SCOTT: Adding the designee in part B. I think we talked about it earlier.
MEYER: Yeah. Chad’s got that. Yeah.

SCOTT: It feels like - never mind. T see my error.

MEYER: I didn’t have any more comments on this ordinance or the language
other than the penalties. It says that “a person who violates any provision
of this chapter shall be punishable by a fine of not more than $100. Do we
feel like that is a reasonable fine? Do we feel like that fine should be
increased. What are thoughts?]

BELOV: Is that $100 per day or per incident?
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PESSEMIER: Well, that’s what I was going to bring up because someone, if
they really wanted to be difficult could basically say, “I'm going to pay my
$100, and I'm going to stay here forever.”

MEYER: Yeah, that’s my concern.

PESSEMIER: So I was thinking maybe adding the same text that we have in the
other one, if the violation continues, we may deem each calendar day that
passes to be a separate violation.

MEYER: I would be more comfortable with that language and perhaps increasing
that dollar amount.

SCOTT: I think $100 is reasonable.

SCHOENING: I would like to reiterate that this does apply to just private
citizens.

MEYER: But remember, there is variances available.

SCHOENING: T understand that, but if you’re getting the variance you’ve gone
through the steps, you’re more than likely not going to go over that time,
and if you do, $1,000 a day or more than $100 a day to a resident I feel like
is probably enough to deter them from doing this, especially if we're
discussing someone who isn’t in an HOA.

SCOTT: I think $100 is very reasonable in this, especially if we’re talking
about adding one per day.

MEYER: Okay.

O'KEEFE: I would agree, and going back to variance decision where they talk
about the “spirit of the chapter will be observed, public safety, and welfare
secured”. So $100 is, I think, very reasonable.

MEYER: Would you agree “per day?”

O’'KEEFE: Yes.

MEYER: Okay.

BRUTON: Can I have some clarification? Rachel, you just said something that
I'm a little unclear on. The person violating this is the one camping, not
the resident or the business that they’re on, correct?

SCOTT: Absolutely.

JACOBS: That’s correct.

MEYER: Thank you, Chad. Any other comments at this point? So I propose that
we take a quick break and reconvene at 8:25. So I will open the meeting back
up at 8:25.

BREAK

MEYER: All right, everyone. It’'s 8:25, and I promised I would reopen the
meeting at this time. So given that we didn’t have a lot of folks show up at
the beginning of the meeting and were interested in public comment, we will
go ahead and open for public comment for 40 minutes. We will then close the
public comment so that we can reconvene our discussion and get to another
ordinance to discuss tonight while we have Chad with us. I’'d just like to
remind everyone in the public to please direct your comments to me. There
will not be any question/answer period during public comment. You will be
limited to four minutes. And in the future in any meeting, you are more than
welcome to submit any written materials or letters or emails to the committee
for comment or consideration, but please submit those directly to Sylvia's
office. And then what she will do with that correspondence or any letters
that you would like for us to review, she will submit that to the committee
as an exhibit to our discussion. Is there anything you’d like to add?

MURPHY : (Indecipherable).

MEYER: Okay. So we’ll go ahead and open for public comment now, and anyone
that would like to come up, please do.

AMANDA: Do we need to do our name and address like city council?

MEYER: No. If you would be so kind as to just say your name.

AMANDA: Amanda. So I know you’'re trying to draft ordinances to keep Wal-Mart
out and we’re concerned about overnight camping in the parking lot, but this
camping ordinance has got some issues. In the last year, I've had four
homeless people living in my house at different times who have all been
camping in Sherwood. So that is a real issue here, and it’s something that we
need to consider. And my main concern with Wal-Mart has always been that it
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marginalizes the economically challenged people, and I want to make sure that
we as a community see those people and have ways and pathways for them to go
places. T am here tonight instead of being - I don’t know why this makes me
so nervous all the time, but it’s my grandmother’s 85™ birthday tonight, and
I'm choosing to be here. So anyways, this one is really concerning for me,
and I think that is all I have to say. Thanks.

MEYER: Thank you. Anyone else? Yeah. Please.

HUGHS: My name is Michael Hughs, and I just have a real - well, I don’t know
if it’'s simple or not, and forgive me if you’ve already addressed this.
Forgive me if you’ve already addressed this in a previous meeting. I guess
the question is are subcontractors responsible - this in reference to the
hazardous substance discharge removal. Are subcontractors responsible or are
the businesses that hire the subcontractors responsible? And the second part
of that question is if they’re doing something - I don’t know if pesticides
have been addressed — but if they’re doing something like that or if an MSDS
is required, say Target hires somebody to come in and they bring a chemical
that OSHA would otherwise require an MSDS present, and then that place now
turns into a job site where your customers and employees -~ anyway, there’s
some pretty important language here that probably has to be addressed in that
if this - because there’s going to be some liability issues. And I did say on
section D, Joint and Civil Liability, “Each responsible party is jointly..” -
Okay. So yeah, I don’t know if that really addresses that, but I just wanted
to kind of bring that to your attention. I don’t know if - yeah. That’s all I
had.

MEYER: Thank you.

TAYLOR: I’'m going to make this very quick. Nancy Taylor. One of the things I
keep seeing missing in the comments, and I hope they hear me is I’'d like to
see the churches come in an talk about what Amanda just talked about. In
other communities, the churches take care of this situation. If you're
homeless, you need a place. If for some reason, there’s a hurricane, you need
a place, it’s the churches that normally open up and then the schools and
things like that.

MEYER: Thanks.

HUGHS: My name is Jacqueline Hughs. I just had a couple of questions
regarding the camping ordinance. I haven’t been coming to the last couple of
meetings, so I don’t know 1if this was previously discussed, so I apologize if
it was. The initial purpose, in my understanding, for this committee was for
the more big box realtors that were coming in — or not realtors, but
retailers. And basically, from reading through some of this, it kind of
concerns me. An example that you brought up about Grandma bringing her RV in
and parking it on private street. What if your kids want to camp on the front
yard? I mean, this is stuff that’s kind of moving away from the initial
purpose, and that concerns me. What happens on my front yard is my business
as long as it’s not hurting anybody. So the fact that these are reaching into
that area, I don’t think is appropriate. The other thing is how are private
citizens going to be notified? Most citizens don’t come to these meetings.
There’s a lot of people that use their front yards, Grandma brings the RV -
that’s $100 that could really kill a budget for some people. So how is that
going to be published so people know? That’s another question I had. Also,
another thought was the four hours. Well, that’s four hours in one parking
lot. You have the potential for Wal-Mart. Target is right next door.
Albertson’s next door to that, and then you have a Safeway. What if they just
keep moving from parking lot to parking lot? They’re still in Sherwood.
They're still in your neighborhood. That’s all I had.

MEYER: Thank you.

LEO: My name is Jay Leo. I am the director of operations for The Springs
Living which are ten communities that we operate for seniors. One of which is
in your backyard, right down the street here, The Springs at Sherwood. What I
want to just briefly talk about is potential unintended consequences. I think
there’s some good discussion here tonight. I guess, in general, I'd like to
just warn of unintended consequences, and I'11l give some examples. We have
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greater than 50 employees at our retirement community right up the street.
Within a 6 or 7-mile radius between our other retirement communities, we have
roughly 600-700. They’'re all considered employees, local employees. We are
currently going through a major construction remodel to offer additional
services to the seniors of this greater community. It’s not widely known, but
it is public that we are acquiring land for an expansion. Roughly looking at
$25-30 million dollars of investment to this local community. So as you
consider these things, we’re not a big box, but in so many cases, we qualify
for some of the ordinances that you’re discussing. And we represent fantastic
seniors. We have the absolute gift of providing care for seniors in need. We
also have the fantastic gift of providing employment to great people. The
things that you’re talking about here tonight, taking away from Wal-Mart,
completely separate, but what you’re discussing have unintended consequences.
As a business owner, those unintended consequences raise question - raise
question for us and how we operate and the future of our operating in
Sherwood. And a couple examples of that are hours of operating. Well, guess
what? The way that the ordinance is currently written, we operate 24 hours a
day as do seven or eight other long-term care facilities in the local area.
So things like benefits and looking at how some ordinances focused on
benefits significantly change how what is a fairly small company like
ourselves operate. It’s a game changer. So while the Target may be big boxes,
I would encourage you to consider the unintended consequences of what you're
talking about and some of those local businesses like ourselves. Thank you.
MEYER: Thank vyou.

RANDALL: Laurie Randall, and I just have two guick things to say. Nancy’s
right about when you’re doing an event and sometimes things happen, and you
just have to go with it. But I think it’s entirely reasonable that if you're
- hopefully this becomes a quick process, but it’s totally reasonable for an
organization to provide for the police a list of who 1s going to be there and
not just leave it open ended because you are going to know who's going to be
there. You want to give the police something to work with. The other thing is
on the variance application, I’d like to make sure that those are available
online, through email, that you can scan your signed statement, that it does
not have to be done in person because that is such a deal breaker for people
who work full time. And there’s no reason 1t shouldn’t be available that way,
so T would like to kind of see that that happens. That’s it.

MEYER: Thank you. Anyone else?

VOORHIES: Tim Voorhies again. Meredith, are you the Chair?

MEYER: My name is Meerta.

VOORHIES: Meerta? Are you the Chair?

MEYER: I am.

VOORHIES: Okay. I take exception to being chastised by Sylvia Murphy for
passing notes to Naomi. You are the Chair. She was out of line interrupting
me or whatever. 2) I have talked to old mayors and stuff, and they say it is
perfectly fine to pass questions to committee members, budget committee
members, and everything. If it isn’t, you need to get the rules of engagement
for everybody to know the rules of engagement and level the playing field. 3)
What I see happening here in the meeting is you’re not running the meeting.
Chad is, Tom is, Sylvia is. They’re running it. So you got king, bishop,
gqueen, and then you’re the pawns. That’s what I'm seeing. Now, you have the
parking ordinances of the thing for four hours. Okay? Somebody already
brought it up - go from Albertson’s to Safeway to Target to Wal-Mart to
Walgreens and everything else, okay? If I'm a business owner and somebody
asked me if they could park on my property, I'm going to tell them, “sure.”
What gives the committee or the city the right to tell me who can park on my
property and who cannot park on my property, who can sleep on my property or
who cannot sleep on my property? Just like the lady that said she has kids
sleeping in tents. Where are we going here? This is getting to be a very,
very, very slippery slope for everybody to have 1,2,3,- 7, 8 people saying
what’s going to happen to 18,000 residents or 20,000 residents. It is very,
very scary. We are getting way too many rules to live by, and we don’t need
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them. You just honor each other. You respect each other. If you see somebody
strange in your neighborhood, you go out there and - you yourself go out
there and ask them, “Hey, what are you doing in this neighborhood.” If
they’re not there, they stammer, and they go on. Then you call the police,
“Hey, there’s somebody down here that isn’t supposed to be here.” It isn’t
the police department’s job to keep us safe all the time. We have bigger
problems than that. What are we going to do about it? Make more rules and
more rules and more rules? Let’s face it. I've had the police out at my place
because I went in and disagreed with the city council. Thank God we got Bill
Middleton in there now as mayor. But by God, I talked to the FBI the other
day, and what the city was pulling on me was against federal law. They said
next election, call me. We will intervene for you with the city. So what has
this city done? What has this city done to stifle the citizens? Thank you.
MEYER: Thank you. Anyone else?

DURELL: Cam Durell, Sherwood resident. Just touching bases and just
listening to the conversation - you’ll have to excuse me, also. I'm first
time to the meetings and will be here more often definitely. I'm just
wondering if really, honestly we'’re putting way, way too much thought into
this thing. Has anybody actually contacted one of the 14 stores in Oregon to
find out that don’t allow overnight parking or the 600 stores in the United
States that don’t allow overnight parking? And contacted them and seeing the
stipulations that they have and kind of the rules they’ve gone by. The other
side of that, Wal-Mart, when they do that, they ask that you go in and check
in with the manager. The manager then could issue a permit that you could
visibly place in the window with their permission. Most of the time, you get
into this thing and they do ask that you go in and check with their managers
to do an overnight parking stint. The majority of the time, you’re not going
to be there for an extended period of time. At that point in time, that’s
where the regulations could come in. But the safety issue which was brought
up, which I was glad to see brought up, because of the fact of driving
overnight, coming in - most of these people that are coming in here are
legitimate people driving $80, 90,100,000, $200,000, $1 million motor home.
They’'re coming in here, they’re going to be ran off by the Sherwood police
after their four-hour stint which is really not going to put a - it’s a black
eye for the town which is - the reason I moved here is because of the town
that it is. But the other side of that is, like Nancy had mentioned before, I
have affiliation with cars. We sponsor the Cruisin’ Sherwood Car Show. I have
friends that come into my parking lot. They bring their $500,000/$1 million
motor homes with their $80,000 cars to come in for the show, “Hey, can we
stay in your parking lot?” “You bet. Yeah, you can stay in my parking lot.”
These are my friends. These are fellow managers in the company that are hot
rod enthusiasts. These aren’t people that are going around and graffiting
things or lighting fires in the parking lot. But to now tell them that “You
know, we got an ordinance now because Wal-Mart came in here” which is where
this is all starting. That business profile has been going for a lot of
years. And like I said, we need to probably contact the 14 stores in Oregon
that don’t allow this to even be there yet in their own parking lot. It's
publicized. I can email you the list if you want, but somebody needs to
contact these people and say, “Hey, how have you gone about it?” It sounds to
me like if they’ve done it, it’s fairly simple. There’'s a lot of metro stores
that are that way. So on that side of it, just what have we done until now.
I've had customers where we have somebody who comes in, the breaks are bad.
It's an older motor home, parts are obsolete. They are camping. They’re on
their vacation. They just came here; they were coming down from Longview, and
this happens probably three times/four times a summer, okay? Coming down from
wherever they’re coming from. By the time they get off I-5, and they’'re
headed over going to coast, that motor home is locked up or something’s a
matter with the trailer. They’'re stopped there, these parts aren’t available
—~ they’re not available for a couple days. They’re camping in my back - and
granted this is a variance, but this is an unexpected variance, and this
isn’'t a two-week variance. This isn’t a one-week variance. This is I'm on my
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way to vacation, and we’re riding bikes out in the parking lot and going to
movies and eating KFC now. So all these things considered, what have we done
until now with this? If it’s a problem - we’re forecasting a problem and

trying to solve this problem before - and how much time have we spent on
this?

MEYER: Thank you very much. Any other comments?

HARRIS: Jennifer Harris. I just wanted to also consider the intended

consequences, and one of those being the average, entry-level, minimum wage
workers could be treated with some level of respect, dignity, and fairness.
Also, I am president of our HOA, and HOA does not have jurisdiction over the
street. So you may park your camper in the street, and we can send you a
letter saying please move it, but we can’t enforce it, so I encourage you to
go with the seven days. Thank you.

MEYER: Thank you. Any other comments?

PATTY: All right. My name is Patty Sprain (sp) here in Sherwood, Oregon and
- mind you, my thoughts are a little bit scattered because I've Jjust been
taking notes as I've been going. But I just wanted to touch base that many of
the ordinances proposed seem to be really open ended. I think they need to be
closed down. For example, the specifics of, let’s see here, the camping
ordinance. When they apply for the special variance, a class A variance to
camp in an area for up to 14 days in duration, I think and limit it to 30
days. So if they want to apply for the variance and take the time and pay the
fee to apply for that variance, because I think a fee should be assessed with
that, it needs to be limited to 30 days, no more. Otherwise, they’re going to
face a fine of $100 per day from there on out. I don’t believe that the
variances should be allowed, and I don’t know if this is already a part of
charter, but they can’t continually apply for these variances like one after
another after another if they’ve already been there - which I personally
don’t feel like this is going to be an issue for Sherwood. But just in case,
forecasting for the future I think is smart and very practical considering
we're going to be opening up our town to an entirely new demographic that
none of us - we like to think we can empathize with and be near and
understand, but in reality, many of us, I don’t want to say all of us, I
don’t think can. The new development is the new development, but the anchor
store is of significant worry for me. Another thing was unintended
consequences with the living wage, for example, and initiating sick leave for
folks that work more than 30 hours per week. I believe that, and this is my
personal opinion, that there’s nothing wrong with lifting the standard of
living for the middle class because that’s really whom we're addressing right
now. People deserve sick leave, period. If they’re going to put in 30 hours a
week, and they’re going to give their heart and soul to a business, they
deserve that if they’re sick and not feeling well or they’re running a fever,
they should have the right to take that time off not on their own buck but a
corporations buck. So I feel like that needs to be directed towards folks who
perhaps employ more than 100-150 people who fall under the corporate agenda
and who fall under the big box situations. I'm sorry. I'm scattered here. I
took notes as I was going. And absolutely, yes. We do need to be forecasting
for the future because that’'s part of Sherwood’s problem is we’ve had all of
our eyes closed, and we’ve been very, very much asleep as a community. So
forecasting for the future is called responsibility, and taking
responsibility for our town now, so then that way in ten years when new
things come to town, we can’t all sit around and moan and groan about it
because we’ve already set a precedence. We have ordinances in place. We're
already ready for the upcoming and new development to come into town. And
that’s exactly what’s happened now is we’re not ready. And I'm shaking, and
I'm rambling, and I'm sorry. I'm human. And then regarding the Cruisin’ and
the parking and the Les Schwab and all of this and that, it does state in
there that in an emergency situation. In my opinion, that could be considered
an emergency situation. If somebody’s coming to town for the weekend, they
apply 14 days ahead of time, they can stay a for a couple nights. No big
deal. They’re not going to be in violation of the ordinance. So that falls
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under the emergency situation in my opinion. But yes, for the most part, I
just feel like a lot of these ordinances need to be capped and more precise
and not so open ended so they can’t be manipulated because this town has
already been manipulated, and we want i1t to stop. That’s why we have the
lovely committee before us. So I thank each and every one of you for your
time and your efforts, and hopefully, we can come together and figure this
out. Thank you.

MEYER: Thank you.

O'KEEFE: Thank you.

MEYER: Any other comments this evening for us?

HARRY: Yeah. I'm Brian Harry. Just a couple of comments. I think first of
all, there’s been some very interesting things that have been brought up so
far that I think are very important. I think it is very important to consider
the unintended consequences. I think also, however, that we do know that
Sherwood has grown substantially in the last ten years. It’s going to
continue to grow substantially, and T think I’m in agreement that forecasting
what problems we may be observing down the road is important. I do think
that’s something that’s much easier to deal with now than it is to deal with
later. Having said that, looking at the draft the way it is here, it looks to
me like - in the Purpose here, it sounds like things are about as they should
be. As you’re discussing activities including littering, public urination,
public defecation, intoxication, theft of water, electricity - all of these
things are clearly things that we would like to avoid in the future. I think
that there has to be great care though in making sure that rest of this
ordinance accomplishes those goals without - again, without the unintended
consequences. So I guess — that’s pretty much all T had to say. I think there
were a couple of the unintended consequences that were brought up previously
that I think are pretty well handled in here in the emergency situations and
in the variances there as well. But I would urge continued diligence in that.
MEYER: Thank you very much. Anyone else? Absolutely.

HUGHS: I'm Michael Hughs again. Just a few quick comments. I just found out
that the U.S. is ranked 27"" — our middle class. We're 27" in the world. Our
middle class is dying, and thinking about the future, any type of living wage
or any little bump with the continual printing of our money and the
devaluation of our dollar and the inflation, we’re going to see our middle
class continue to die. I guess it makes sense why you would want to bring in
somebody in who can give you things for pennies on the dollar, but they can
afford that being as large as they are, and “They” meaning Wal-Mart, “They”
meaning Target. Any of these big box corporations, they can afford to give
their employees a better life. Because if they don’t they’re not going to
have anybody working for them anymore in these United States. So 27" in the
world. Go U.S.A.

MEYER: Thank you. Any other comments this evening? Okay. So thank you all.
Let’s move on to review and discussion of the next ordinance which is the
regulation of business hours.

BELOV: I have a question. Do we have the chance to respond to any of their
comments? )

MEYER: In our closing comments, you’re more than welcome to address issues.
So to get us started, are there any initial thoughts on the language as
drafted?

BRUTON: I had an initial thought. In section D, which is the provisions for
limitations in this section, I feel like we kind of pulled ideas out of a hat
for that one, and I'm not sure we took enough time with rational basis for
that, and that’s something that I just wanted to draw attention to. Section D
where we say, “"The limitations in this section do not apply to restaurants,
gasoline filling stations, or the sale of prescription or nonprescription
medications in drug store or pharmacies. I feel that this is something that
public comment would be greatly impactful for.

SCOTT: Speaking on that same point, the way point 3 is worded I think could
be an end run around a lot of the goal that we’re trying to accomplish here
because most big box stores in town or potentially could be in town have
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pharmacies in them, and we don’t have a provision in here for that being only
limited to - it has to be the most of your business instead of any portion of
your business, right? Or is that addressed somewhere T'm not seeing?

JACOBS: No. So the exemption for prescriptions is limited to the sale of
prescriptions. So those big-box stores that have a pharmacy would not be able
to be open for the sale of anything else.

SCOTT: Okay. I just wanted to make sure.

JACOBS: Yeah. So that’s why it’s written that way as opposed to having a
percentage. The percentage we have related to the gasoline filling station if
you look at the definition in (b) (1), that’s why it was written that way. If
you want to try to draw a distinction between certain pharmacies and other
pharmacies (indecipherable).

SCOTT: I was thinking more around - that’s where I was going with the
percentage. A dedicated pharmacy versus any other type of retailer that has a
pharmacy as a smaller component of their overall footprint. Right?

JACOBS: Yeah, and I guess the way I was thinking about it when I was
drafting it, just so you know, is that the exemption was for sort of the
public welfare that people may need medicine in the middle of the night, and
regardless of who is selling that - if that’s what their limited to selling,
that’s all their limited to selling whether it’s a big box store or whether
it’s a Walgreens or whether it’s the neighborhood pharmacist. If that’s all
they can sell then that’s satisfying that piece.

SCOTT: Okay. I just didn’t know that the language would be that clear that
(indecipherable) and not other things. The other thing I think based on some
testimony I heard is that we may need to expand either 0.3 or add a 0.4 to
talk about healthcare in general - urgent care centers, assisted living
facilities, any kind of general health and welfare, and I'd be expansive as
possible in the language because I don’t think the intent of anyone on this
committee is to try to limit those type of things.

BELOV: I agree. That’'s a great idea.

MEYER: [ agree as well.

SCOTT: Moving onto another point then, back to point C. TIn our previous
meeting, we had a lot of debate around the time that this prohibition would
end in the morning, and so I think we need to revisit that conversation and
come up with what we agree the final number should be.

O'KEEFE: I would agree and just to clarify because we had a vote - if you
recall, we had a vote on 5:00 or 6:00, and we voted on 5:00, and we were kind
of split. I don’t think there was any dissention after it was suggested that
we split the difference and said 5:30, but I think it would be only fair to
us and everybody else involved if we either call for a vote on 5:00 or 6:00
or 5:30 or whatever it is and make it all official.

MEYER: Yeah. I would agree. I think it’s really important that we revisit
that, and thank you for bringing that up. Just to clarify, when we had that
discussion, it was not a vote but rather we decided on a placeholder time for
the purpose of just drafting language. So I just wanted..

SCOTT: Right, but the placeholder time that ended up in the language is not
what we agreed on to be the placeholder language.

MEYER: Well, and I think the reason for that was - actually, Larry was going
back and forth between 5:00 and 6:00, and I didn’t feel like he had a clear
position. And so based on the fact that we were divided at that point, I
threw out 5:30 as a middle ground as a placeholder. So that’s why that landed
there.

SCOTT: The only other comment I'd add on this same section is..

BELOV: Excuse me, do you mind closing the door? It’s just so loud out there,
I can’t hear.

MEYER: I don’t think we can close the door. We need to keep the door open.
SCOTT: So in that same section where we said, “Located within the city may
not operate,” and we were very clear on this in our previous conversation
about allowing businesses to have people operating within the business as
long as they were not open to the public, and I just want to make sure that
our language is clear that..
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MEYER: Can you point me to where..

SCOTT: TI'm sorry. Section C - there’s only one sentence, “All retail sales
and personal service business located within the city may not operate between
1:00 a.m. and 5:30 a.m.” And we were very clear that we only wanted to limit
this to being open to the public and that internal operations were
(indecipherable).

JACOBS: That was my oversight. I can fix that.

MEYER: So one thing. We did receive an email from a security company this
afternoon that I would like to read that has been submitted to us. It was
presented by Arcadia Security, and I don’t know if you’ve had a chance to
read this, so I'd like to read it. It was addressed to Sylvia and myself, and
it says, ”It is my understanding that an effort is being made to help ensure
that City of Sherwood remains that of a quaint and peaceful community,
desirable for families to live and raise children without the worries and
problems that many of the other nearby cities struggle with and that the two
of you are heading a committee in the effort of creating new ordinances to
help preserve what those who currently live in Sherwood love about their
city. I've been in the security industry for about 15 years, and during this
time, my company has and does provide security services to a wide variety of
businesses and industries leaving me uniquely qualified to address some of
your committee concerns. I know that one of your concerns is to address the
operating hours of retail and service industries operating within the city,
and this is a concern that T would like to specifically address. Arcadia
Security and Patrol services clients in almost every city in the Portland
Metro area. And because of this, we have a good deal of understanding when it
comes to what kind of issues are to be expected when adding a new client
property based on where this property is located, what kind of business it
is, and what other kinds of businesses are nearby. When servicing a client
property, even though our client may have designated business hours that
calls for that business to close, let’s say 7:00 p.m., should that client
have a neighboring business that stays open, let’s say 24 hours, we tend to
find this will have an affect not only on our client property but those other
businesses and properties also within the immediate area and beyond. The
first problem we see with businesses that have long or continual operating
hours is that of loitering. We find that homeless people, street kids, and
those just looking for something to do will congregate to these businesses.
In addition to having continual vehicle and foot traffic coming and going
from the businesses, you will also see a rise in crime that is directly
connected to the fact that the business 1s there and open. Oftentimes we find
people camping and even living in the parking lots of such businesses as
these. We do find some businesses will make a effort to try and drive
loiterers and campers off their property. However, that does not solve the
problem. In fact, doing this often makes things worse for the community as
loiterers, campers, and homeless don’t leave the area or city. They just move
throughout the city loitering in new areas and finding new places to camp or
set up backwoods homes. Knowing that there is a business with a late or 24-
hour activity will provide a constant source of panhandling, theft, dumpster
diving, and an assortment of unwanted and illegal activity all because there
is a constant source of commerce and opportunity. This is not a problem that
the residents of Sherwood should have to deal with, and limiting the
operating hours for businesses will prevent or limit this kind of activity.
As a resident of Sherwood, you would need to ask yourself, ‘Do I want to
increase vehicle traffic driving through my community at all hours of the day
and night. Businesses with extended or 24-hour service will inevitably drive
up three very specific problems. One being the amount of traffic driving the
streets at all hours of the day and night. Two being the amount of parking
that will be required to handle the increased traffic caused by the extended
operating hours. And third, and what I feel is most important, the increased
amount of crime and police and security we’ll be faced with due to the
increased amount of business and other undesirable activity due to follow.”
He goes on to say that “We find that communities that regulate operating

Page 29 of 41



1762
1763
1764
1765
1766
1767
1768
1769
1770
1771
1772
1773
1774
1775
1776
1777
1778
1779
1780
1781
1782
1783
1784
1785
1786
1787
1788
1789
1790
1791
1792
1793
1794
1795
1796
1797
1798
1799
1800
1801
1802
1803
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1809
1810
1811
1812
1813
1814
1815
1816
1817
1818
1819
1820
1821

hours to specific times and days of the weeks tend to have fewer problems and
unwanted activity as those who would be involved in such things tend to move
to other areas that allow for this activity. In and effort to preserve
Sherwood, I would encourage an ordinance detailing hours of operation for
businesses as well as no camping, loitering, or long-term parking ordinances
to help drive any potential problems away from the city and back into the
more urban areas of the metro area. Should you have any additional questions
or would like to follow up, I may be reached at my office.” And this was
submitted to us by Don Clod (sp), the managing director at Arcadia Security.
I felt it necessary to include this because at our last meeting, there was
some question about data and backup for the reasons why we’'re discussing
these ordinances. And so I felt like this was an appropriate - well, not that
anything is inappropriate to bring to us, but this deals directly with what
we're talking about now. So and I know, Doug, that you had asked for some
backup.

SCOTT: Yeah. Thank you, and this has been valuable information. I do have a
couple questions. It doesn’t appear by the way he wrote this letter that he
is a resident of Sherwood.

MEYER: I don’t know whether he is or not.

SCOTT: Not that that's necessarily relevant because it is good data. I'm
just curious what areas does his company operate in? What cities? What towns?
Are they of a similar profile to Sherwood or completely different, and that’s
just a data point that I'm curious about if you know.

MEYER: I don’t know, but we can certainly respond to that.

SCOTT: But I think it is good information. So, thank you.

BELOV: I have data as well. Is it a good time to share it?

MEYER: Yeah. I mean, at my last meeting we talked about that. But what I'm
really hoping for is that our discussion can be really focused on this
language so we can get questions and modifications or amendments to Chad for
review.

BELOV: Well, if you need more data, I have plenty. So maybe I'11 wait with
that, and we’ll just move along.

MEYER: So I think one of the things that we’ve heard from the public tonight
and at some of our other meetings is unintended consequences. We’ve talked
about hours. We’ve talked about how or where or if this makes sense. And so
those are the kinds of discussion points I'd really like to hone in on as we
look at this ordinance.

BRUTON: I feel this in an appropriate time for me to talk to some
conversations that I’'ve had. I have reached out to all of the big box
retailers here, and I'm trying to think in terms of forecasting into the
future and future need. The general consensus from all of them is that
consumer behavior should dictate the hours of operation. And I want to be
really clear in one of the messages that has been given to me. These big box
retailers are in an interesting position right now where they cannot come out
and speak out for these ordinances because the time frame for us turning
around these decisions, the corporate mandates and the levels of tiered
activity that they have to go through to be able to get those permissions,
and of course the financial, consumer, economic, political risks that they
pose by coming out on one side of an issue. One of the things that I thought
was an interesting point of conversation for me was talking about store
volume and sales, and several of our businesses mentioned, here in town in
Sherwood, existing businesses mentioned that if they were to drop between 10-
12% of their sales volume based on what they’ve been doing for last several
years that they would go from being a large volume retailer to a small volume
retailer by their corporate standards. And that would mean cutting jobs, that
would mean decreasing their hours, and not being able to service the
community in the way that they have been. And so I have a lot of concerns
with this because I feel like this could hurt the competitive marketplace
that Sherwood has in the region. And I feel like in a lot of ways, trying to
push these decisions through fast are jeopardizing our ability to get the
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voice of the people who really are going to be impacted by these decisions.
So I was hoping to add that to the record.

MEYER: Okay. Thank you. Any comments or any other discussion on any of the
language here or comments or thoughts? Rachel, you’ve been quiet.

BRUTON: I did have another comment as it regards to crime. One thing that I
thought was a little bit interesting is that corporate regulations on
retailers, and this is retailers that usually have a large level of corporate
involvement, gives them specific standards for calling 911. And Larry might
be able to add a little bit to this if you know, but they take it upon
themselves to do things like call if there is an alarm going off or if they
see someone that they potentially think could be trespassing and that that
enters into the statistics for that specific business, too. So that is one
reason why a lot of businesses, and again, this is coming from some of the
businesses I’ve had the opportunity to talk to - in my closing comments, I
have talked to some of our smaller, more local retailers as well, but that
impacts, I guess, the quantity of crime-related calls that would be put on a
business. And I thought that was an interesting statistic to add because it
may be another reason why late at night you’re getting a lot of crime-related
calls.

MEYER: Okay.

BELOV: I'm not sure what you’re saying exactly. Are you saying that
employers or retailers wouldn’t report something because they don’t want that
to reflect poorly on their business. For example, Kohl’s now has 76 instances
where they’ve had to call the police, so is that..

BRUTON: What I’'m saying 1s that in some cases, it’s not broken down into the
types of calls that it may be and that based on their own standards of
operation that sometimes they will call 911 based on their own policies. So I
thought that was an interesting piece to add.

SCOTT: So are you saying that in the overall statistics, they may be
essentially over representative because they have a more stringent corporate
policy about calling sooner than maybe a smaller company might have not a
policy at all and it’s more of a judgment call whereas I know in my company,
not a retailer, we’re a private company, and we also have a pretty strict
protocol of when we call. And I think the bigger companies that I’ve worked
in, the threshold is much lower, right? It’s a risk mitigation factor because
of a liability issue, you call really early in the process because you don’t
want the risk of if you didn’t call. So I think that’s an interesting point.
T don’t know how much that influences the statistics, but it’s interesting.
BELOV: Maybe this is a good time to share the statistics I do have because
it’s directly about that issue. Is it okay to go ahead and do that?

MEYER: I'm sorry. I didn’t hear your question.

BELOV: I have some statistics from a study that was done.

MEYER: Well, T think that we’'re kind of derivating from point, and perhaps T
started that, so I apologize. The reason for reading the letter was in direct
response to your request last week for some data and some back up of actual
events. And so that was my hope. And Nancy, the information that you’ve
accumulated is really helpful so that we can take all of that into account as
we’'re reviewing the language that’s been drafted.

O’KEEFE: Can I respond to that letter?

MEYER: Yeah.

O’KEEFE: I think Mr. Clod hit the nail on the nail on the head about the
three reasons that we have there. Basically, any store staying open 24 hours
is going to create that commerce that just allows people to - works as a
magnet to drive people around the area. You have one store, you chase them
off, they don’t necessarily leave the city. They’ll just go somewhere else. T
agree with his letter. I'd like to see us get back to trying nail down some
hours if we’re to that point.

MEYER: Okay. Sure.

O’ KEEFE : T think they’re definitions are good - the personal services, the
retail sales. I had a comment earlier before the meeting started that says
we've excluded restaurants, you know, Wal-Mart - try to stay away from
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mentioning Wal-Mart, and I would reiterate that this is bigger than Wal-Mart.
This is all future retail stores coming to Sherwood. So some store comes to
Sherwood, and they have a deli, correct me if I'm wrong, but they can’t stay
open 24 hours a day because they’'re not a restaurant, right?

SCOTT: I think we need to clarify that like similar to how gas stations are
clarified.

JACOBS: Sure.

SCHOENING: I just have one question. Does either Naomi or Nancy - do either
of you have any statistic relating to crime in the City of Sherwood with a
24-hour business because we’re talking about a 24-hour ordinance. So I just -
if we have that, I’d like to hear it.

BRUTON: I have a scheduled meeting with Chief Groth.

SCHOENING: Okay. But has anyone spoken tc a business in Sherwood that’s open
24 hours selling things and has statistics on their crime reporting.

BRUTON: I have, but I do not have permission to disclose that information.
SCHOENING: Okay. Naomi, do you? Okay.

MEYER: So..

SCHOENING: I have one more question. I'm confused. We talked about personal
services, and then we talked about excluding healthcare. So I thought last
time we spoke about this we were not going to make a list of exclusions. So
is personal services healthcare? Because I thought we specifically said we
were not going to address 24 hour urgent care, hospitals, healthcare, self-
care. I don’'t - under this, it’s pretty confusing to me.

COOKE:: The current language — it doesn’t provide for that.

SCHOENING: Yes, but it says what 1is covered: Retail sales, restaurant,
personal services, and gas filling stations. Does healthcare come under
personal services.

MEYER: I think that might have been an oversight because T believe we did
have that conversation.

JACOBS: Yeah, it wasn’t an oversight. It was - as you recall, at your
direction, we based this ordinance based off the Camden, New Jersey
ordinance. So this definition is taken directly from their ordinance. I don’t
think the intent of the Camden ordinance nor your intent was to cover those
types of facilities. I can understand how you could read that definition to
include those facilities. So it’s just a matter of clarifying that definition
to really talk about what you intended to be personal services as opposed to
the emergency care facilities.

SCOTT: Right. So actually in B, we need to add the emergency services kind
of stuff as an exception, right?

JACOBS: As opposed to an exception, I think what you would do is in the
definition of “personal services,” you would clarify that definition so that
it does not include those types (indecipherable).

SCOTT: Okay. Gotcha.

MEYER: Yeah.

SCHOENING: I'm sorry. That’s what I was getting at. It was a little
confusing. Because I thought we said we weren’t going to make a list of
exceptions so that this was not targeted to a specific business.

COOKE: But I think it’s definitely a different type of category. When we're
talking about retails..

SCHOENING: But we specifically say what we include in this.

COOKE:: But we’re excluding restaurants. I think most of us..

SCHOENING: Do we want to make a list of things that are exceptions or don’t
we?

SCOTT: I think what we’re..

SCHOENING: Well, I understand that, but we specifically talked about
healthcare and specifically said it wasn’t going to be covered, and we
weren’t going make a list. Because we could go on now if we talked.

COOKE: No. We said we were not going to include it in this ordinance. It's
not that we were going to..

SCHOENING: I understand that. I'm saying is it - okay.
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1943 SCOTT: We're asking for a clarification because the ordinance covers retail
1944 sales and personal services as defined in section B. And I think we’re asking
1945 — we need to add language to subsection 2 of section B that clarifies

1946 personal services means some of these things we see on here but doesn’t mean
1947 an urgent care clinic or a skilled nursing facility or those kinds of things.
1948 SCHOENING: Just not adding to D which are the exceptions?

1949  scoTT: Correct.

1950  SCHOENING: Thank you.

1951 MEYER: Under “Purpose and Findings,” number 2, section B, I would just like
1952  to see “and other unlawful acts” included after - anywhere in there to reduce
1953  the incidents of all of those things. And then I would just like “and other
1954 unlawful acts” included. So page 1, section A, number 2 under the first small
1955 b.

1956 SCOTT: So “related criminal activities including littering, drug dealing,
1957 and noise disturbance ‘and other unlawful activities.’”

1958 MEYER: Okay. That’s my only comment on page 1. Any concern with adding that
1959  1anguage?

1960  scorT: No.

1961 MEYER: Okay. Let’s talk about hours because I think we’re perhaps at a point
1962 where it makes sense to hone in on that. So at our last meeting, we decided
1963 to table a discussion until we all had had an opportunity to think that

1964 through a little bit, and so, let’s talk.

1965 SCOTT: So maybe we should take one time at a time, start with the 1:00.

1966 MEYER: Well. Okay. We don’t have to limit what this says to be clear. This
1967 is draft language, so we can modify or adjust.

1968 O’KEEFE: I would ask if we’re all in agreement on a closing time of 1:00
1969 a.m. T think you’ll remember that I brought up it kind of coincides with the
1970 alcohol sales, obviously restaurants and bars are not included in there.

1971 MEYER: 1I’'m very comfortable with that.

1972 O'KEEFE: I'm still comfortable with 5:00 a.m. for an opening time.

1973  SCOTT: T also still prefer 5:00 a.m.

1974 COOKE: I am still comfortable with 6:00 a.m.

1975 MEYER: Any other thoughts?

1976 BELOV: I'm comfortable with 6:00 a.m. as well.

1977 MEYER: T think one of the things that I remember from this conversation is
1978 as we're noting in this proposed language that we’re not limiting inventory,
1979 stocking hours, those kinds of things - again, this is a focus on being open
1980 to the public.

1981 BELOV: And also, it’s going to cut us costs, right, if we don’t have to
1982 employ additional officers to patrol for an extra hour every night for every
1983 day of the year.

1984 SCOTT: 1I’'m not sure what the relationship between business hours of

1985 operation and how we staff our police department is. Is there one currently?
1986 PESSEMIER: TI'm not sure I'm the best person to testify on that, but Jeff
1987 Groth did offer to come to the meeting on Monday, next week, so you can ask
1988 him questions directly in regards to this.

1989 MEYER: That would be great.

1990 PESSEMIER: So I think that might be good for you to be able to have that
1991  conversation before you get to the point of actually adopting these. The
1992 other suggestion T might make is kind of stealing Chad’s idea before of him
1993 just kind of bracketing a couple different time frames here so that the

1994 public can give you comments on which ones they would prefer as well. And
1995 then ultimately, you guys can vote to amend the resolution in one way or
1996 another so that you can come to conclusion on this because I think - so if
1997 you could come up with one or two or three or four different options that he
1998 could put in there, then ultimately, you guys can vote on it. I think

1999  everybody can understand 1:00-5:00 or 1:00-6:00 fairly easily. And

2000 ultimately, I think you guys are just going to have to make a motion to amend
2001 the ordinance language in one direction or another and that will be what it

2002  is.
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MEYER: So with that in mind, should we Jjust consider taking that advice and
tabling the hour discussion until we’ve had an opportunity to hear public
comment?

SCOTT: I think we should have him draft it with both options of 5:00 a.m.
and 6:00 a.m.

O'KEEFE: I would agree with that and go off of the public comment of what
they..

MEYER: Okay. Any other comments?

BELOV: Sure. Sounds great.

MEYER: Okay. Thanks, Chad. The..

SCHOENING: Or Tom. You’re doing it.

MEYER: Tom made the suggestions. Thank you, Tom.

SCHOENING: Did we in fact make the change to “may not operate?” Is that
clear?

JACOBS: Yes.

MEYER: The other thing that we talked a little bit about, and while T hate
to throw this in at this point on this particular ordinance, what I'd like to
do i1s have a conversation, not tonight necessarily, but I'd like to have a
conversation about extended hours, holiday hours, and how we’d like to see
those issues in draft language. But I still feel like we need to talk about
that.

SCOTT: Actually, that’s a great point because in our previous discussion, we
wanted to allow a general consensus on that, and somehow that didn’t ended up
anywhere.

JACOBS: I thought the way you ended up was when you had the discussion on
hours that because you were going all the way to 1:00 in the morning, that
you weren’t worried about the midnight opening because that would give them
that hour. And I may have misunderstood.

SCOTT: I've been to a lot of midnight openings, and an hour is not
sufficient.

JACOBS: I don’'t have that experience, so I apologize.

SCOTT: So I do think we need either a variance process or a temporary use
process whether it’s in this ordinance or handled in the administrative
process, I don’t know, but I think we need to have that discussion.

MEYER: And I don’t know if this is the place to do that, and that’s the
discussion we can have. I would support a variance for extended and holiday
hours so long as some kind of a public safety plan was required. Because I
feel like - relating to public safety issues, I feel like as businesses are
choosing to extend hours either early or late, there are these public safety
concerns of traffic and people congregating and things that we’ve discussed.
And I feel like there is some responsibility that needs to lie with the folks
that are extending their hours.

SCHOENING: We just approved an ordinance regarding camping and approved a
variance for that. So I feel like for the sake of consistency, we have to
discuss a variance for this. That being said, I have in my questions for the
Chief how it already is happening. It happens at Kohl’s. It happens at
Target. I would like to hear from him what they do —-“they” meaning the City
of Sherwood police department, when those extended hours happen. Because that
is one thing that is already happening in city and so I feel like this is the
one unigque time where it’s actually happen. So maybe we can ask him what that
adds to the police department and what their plans are when they’re open for
extended hours.

MEYER: Any other thoughts on that?

O’KEEFE: I would agree. The thing going through my mind, and with any
retailer doing extended hours, and I’'m particularly thinking of holiday
hours, major holiday hours, sale hours, where they open the door, and you
have 200-300 people standing a the doors. And they open their doors all at
one and then there’s a crowd, and we’ve seen the stories on the news how some
poor or some little kid gets trampled. And I'm not sure I'm comfortable
without some sort of public safety plan for an event opening I guess I would
call that to where certain stores in the past have gone away from that
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everybody rushes the doors. You line up, and they hand out a lottery ticket,
and then they let in the first ten numbers or something like that. And I
don't know if that’s something we can address, but that’s just a concern that
I have in the back of my head. And we can make recommendations for maybe a
public safety plan that the city council or planning department can come up
with.

MEYER: Yeah, and that’s where I was really going with this. I would hate to
include language that would detail how a business should operate. However, I
think that creating parameters upon which promote public safety, generally
speaking, is really important.

BRUTON: TIf I may, this ordinance details how a business should operate.
MEYER: Well, absolutely, with regard to public safety. And that’s the basis
upon which I do support this ordinance.

SCOTT: Yeah, and I would just say that I think in regards to public safety,
there are some assumptions being made.

BELOV: If you’d like, I can read my statistics, and that will help to
clarify any assumptions.

MEYER: Or we can..

SCOTT: I think we’ve all done - at least I know I have. I’ve done some
pretty extensive independent research. So T won’t speak for the rest of - if
she wants to read them, and the Chair recognizes that, I'm fine. I'm just
saying that I’'m not ignorant of the statistics that are out there, but I know
there’s a lot of..

COOKE: There are statistics that validate the need for this in order to
protect the livability of the community.

SCOTT: And there’s also statistics that you could find that would say that
there isn’t. I mean, it all depends on which set of statistics you look at,
right? I mean, that’'s the beauty of statistics — which study do you like? And
what we don’t have, or what I haven’t seen, 1s what the statistics are for
Sherwood or towns that are very similar in profile to Sherwood. I've seen a
lot of generalized, nationalized statistics.

BELOV: But Sherwood doesn’t have a 190,000 square foot retailer, and there’s
nothing we could use. There’s no precedence set. We can only go by what other
retailers across the country have done and how that’'s affected.

SCOTT: Yeah, but I think you have to look at the profile of the community in
general, not taking a national statistic and applying it to Sherwood.

BELOV: You can also look at specific retailers and look at their statistics.
That’s what I have.

SCOTT: Yeah, and they go - and again, it depends on which set of statistics
- anyway, I don’t want to go around and around about this. I think my point
being is that there’s some assumptions being made, and I don’t know that the
public safety component as it applies specifically to Sherwood is clear cut.
I'm not saying it doesn’t exist. I'm just saying it’s not been proven to any
kind of definitive nature.

BELOV: But if you have statistics that speak otherwise, you should bring
them because if you can convince us that it’s not an issue, we’d like to hear
it, I'm sure.

MEYER: Well, and the other thing that we’ve discussed is having the Chief
come in next week and perhaps — I'm happy to extend an invitation to the
gentleman that submitted this letter today to ask if he would be willing to
come in and speak to some of the earlier questions about security services.
And we could certainly invite other security companies that are working
locally to come and talk about their observations and experiences in these
kinds of situations.

SCOTT: And I value the input of this letter. As I mentioned earlier, I'm
curious to know what towns and areas and whatever that his experience is in.
And I definitely want to hear from the Chief because I think that is the most
relevant data we have available to us.

COOKE:: I also think it’s important to get data, but I also think that it’s
important that we don’t just let the chips fall where they may. We have a
real opportunity here to look forward and - we do a lot of planning for our
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cities, for the way that our schools - I mean, we project out. And I think
it’s really important. There are changes that are coming to Sherwood, and we
need to take a rational look at various points of data in order to, again,
help promote, protect the livability of our community.

SCOTT: Good.

MEYER: The other thing, too, is whether or not there is an existing issue.
Fear of crime and fear of potential crime is a real issue. So the fear of
crime can certainly affect people’s opinions, people’s choices, how they feel
about their community. It can strain relationships with authorities and
other. So I feel like in looking at an ordinance like this and in reviewing
language like this, we are creating a parameter to give the public some
feeling of assurance that these issues are being reviewed and that we are
being proactive and that we are looking at the livability of Sherwood now and
into the future.

SCOTT: Yeah. Absolutely. And T think that the only counterpoint I would make
in regards to the fear is the idea that you could overreact to that fear and
end up with some of these unintended consequences that I'm hearing the
community is worried about, and I’'ve been saying all along from the first
meeting, that I'm worried about. T think, Beth, you said the best word,
“rational.” Right? So I completely agree at looking at all the rational and
relevant data points. And ultimately, again, this is going to go to the
voters. I think our duty is to put the best ordinance in place and let the
voters decide what it is they want.

BELOV: See I'm not really sure what you’re asking for. What specifically do
you want to change.

SCOTT: I want to hear from the chief of police. That’s what I'm asking for.
MEYER: Okay. I'm happy to extend the invitation. Or Tom, since you've
already spoke to the Chief, maybe you can confirm with him? Either way.
PESSEMIER: He’s scheduled to be here. He already has it in his schedule, and
I'11 make sure that he knows that you would like to hear from him.

MEYER: Yes. Any other specific modifications to the language as written
before Chad redlines this for rereview.

O’KEEFE: I highlighted a couple issues. Section F, Penalties - “City’'s
reasonable attorney’s fees. The manager may seek recovery of the city’s
reasonable attorney fees.” And in that same section, “See prior violations,
magnitude of the violation, whether the violations were repeated and
continuous, or whether the violation was intentional.” I think that’s good
wording, and I would not want to add anything to that unless you guys are
thinking specifically, but I think I'm agreeable that this is good once we
nail down the hours.

BELOV: I would agree.

MEYER: Any other thoughts at this point?

SCHOENING: I think it can wait for the Chief, but I do want to say I have
concerns about on page 1, under A, number 2a, it seems - I just think it’s
something that we should have the Chief address. It's talking about a limited
police force. Tt’s talking about the police should be focusing its resources,
providing protection to residential neighborhoods. I think we’ve spoken about
health and safety. I think that we’ve also discussed the need for employees
to feel safe in their workplace, and I feel like this is very inclusive, and
it’s not addressing the health and safety of the employees who are working in
these facilities. And so I would just like to say that possibly we should
look at rewording that. It just doesn’t seem like a reason for me. It seems
like we’'re leaving out a large piece of the picture.

BRUTON: I think that quality of life, again, as we’ve talked about before,
is something that has different meaning to the individual, and I don’t think
that that needs to be in here.

SCHOENING: T can’t believe any police chief is going to say it’s more
important to police one part of the town as opposed to the other, so I would
like to hear if he agrees with that is where I'm coming from. That sounds
very classist to me, and as someone who works late and walks late at night in
0ld Town, I'm hopeful that they’ll police that are too.
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MEYER: Did you have anything to add?

JACOBS: I would just throw in that this is not an exclusive list, so you can
add additional things. That was a topic that was discussed by the committee
previously which is why it’s in there as one of the purposes. And certainly
if you - requiring a business to be closed during certain hours where there
is limited police availability certainly is a reason that protects the health
and safety of the employees, and we can add that as an additional reason.
There’s no problem in doing something like that. So if the committee wants, I
can add that to the redline draft.

COOKE: And that point is one that the Chief made at a recent city council
meeting in particular as to why this potential ordinance would be useful
because they do have limited resources and whether or not they’re going to be
policing - again, helping to protect those employees or helping to protect
the residents who are sleeping in their beds at night.

SCHOENING: So the employees aren’t residents?

COOKE: Many of them are, but at the same time.

SCHOENING: You have no idea if the employees are residents or not.

COOKE: But no he brought that up. That’s one point in particular he
(indecipherable) .

SCHOENING: Okay, but can we just please ask him because if we’re talking
about health and welfare in one ordinance, we’re discussing the health and
welfare of employees and how we’re looking out for that, but in this
ordinance, we’re leaving them out entirely. So I just want to make that noted
and on the record that we should also be addressing the health and safety of
the employees that are working.

O’KEEFE: All the people residing and working in the City of Sherwood and
making (indecipherable).

SCHOENING: It’s just that simple.

COOKE:: .leaves them out, but I look forward to hearing what he has to say.
MEYER: Okay. Great. I think that Chief Groth’s comments will be very helpful
to us. Chad, I'm hopeful that with the few points of a modification that
we’ve made that those will be some quick changes for you. Do you have any
questions of us?

JACOBS: I don’'t have any questions. Just to give you an update on the
schedule then. What we will do is T will go back and draft the changes to the
two ordinances where you requested changes, and I will have those to the city
staff by sometime Friday because I will be going on vacation next week. So
Chris will be back I'm told to help you guys through the rest of next week.
But this way you’ll have this language in time for you to discuss at your
meeting next Monday.

MEYER: Thank you very, very much. In an effort to wrap up this evening, T
would like to open the floor for closing comments. Naomi, would you like to
start tonight?

BELOV: I think that Tim - he’s no longer here, but he was worried that some
of the ordinances would affect his business, his steel industry. So we can
just reiterate that it’s for retail sales and service businesses, not his
type of business.

MEYER: Could you speak a little bit more loudly into your microphone?

BELOV: Sure. So the ordinance would be for retail sales and service
businesses. He was worried about people camping out on his property. So he
would be fine with that, right? Because we’re not even - his steel service
business would be exempt T think. And then the woman who was worried about
people not being able to camp in her yard. That’s also residential. People
would still be allowed to, correct?

MEYER: Those issues are already addressed in the ordinance.

BELOV: Right. Maybe we can just clarify it though. T think that’s it.

MEYER: Okay. Larry?

O’KEEFE: Responding to a couple of the comments. Amanda had some homeless
concerns regarding hurricanes, schools, churches. I would think that would
fall under emergency things, so any concerns — I wouldn’t think they’d be a
big thing, but I would want to clarify, and I don’t think she’s still here.
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Larry Randall suggested events with camping. It would be reasonable to
require people to provide - retailers to provide a list to police of people
they’ve given permission to camp on their private property. Definitely have
the electronic forms available online. I think it’'s written in the words on
the draft. We don’t want to create a hardship for people in doing this.
MEYER: No.

O'KEEFE: The - I'm just going to come out and say this, and it’s unrelated
to the things that we’ve talked about tonight. I won’t be here tomorrow
night, and so I wanted to get my little speech in about the sick leave draft.
I think we’ve got a lot on our plate with the three things that we’ve already
done, and I think - I can’t support the sick leave process as it is right
now. I think it needs more work. I think 240 hours - I'm just doing the math
when I was reading this over and over and every of word of it. 240 hours a
calendar year is 20 hours a month. That’s five hours week that we’re asking
employers with five or more employees to pay. I don’t think this is something
we as a committee should be spending our energy on at this time. Now down the
road, I think we can recommend to the city, and we certainly want to
encourage retailers and businesses alike to provide time for their employees.
I'd definitely be interested in employers providing some sort of flexible
spending account that they can spend pre-tax dollars on stuff, but to mandate
that the city and all businesses come and provide sick leave for their
employers, I think it’s overstepping what I think that we as residents want.
And I do think employees need living wages and they need benefits, but I
would be much more inclined to spent my energy on doing a dollar amount
targeted towards benefits. So my vote is no if you guys get to a vote
tomorrow night. And I won’t be here, but if you discuss - I’'m okay just
letting that one fly. That’s all I have to say.

MEYER: Okay. Nancy?

BRUTON: Thank you. I just wanted to first thank those of you who sit on this
committee: Staff, council, and the public for being here. That is really
important that we’re all sticking it out. I wanted to reiterate a couple
things. One, I truly love Sherwood. I want to say that. I want it on public
record because I believe in this town, and I think it has a lot of potential.
One of the things that all of these ordinances concerns me about is that is
they currently, based on the way that they’re drafted and the conversations
that we’re having are already having impacts on Sherwood’s ability to do
economic competition and future development in the area. And I'm already
starting to hear examples of businesses that are questioning the ability to
come here, that are questioning their ability to develop or expand based on
the conversations that we’re having. I had some light feedback from some of
our business community, and I wanted to just really quickly say that the
general consensus 1’'m getting in talking to businesses is that they fear that
we're addressing a problem that isn’t yet a problem. One business owner here
in town says, “The more freedom that a business owner is allowed to make
money, the more money it will give back to its community. This is a circular
process.” And I hope that we recognize how many great things Sherwood
businesses have done for this community. I have a wealth of notes and
information from a breakout session that we had with over 50 of our business
leaders here in town. I am going to actually submit those to public comment
for sake of time tonight, but I wanted to address one of our many questions
which was, “As you conduct business, what do you fear?” And some of the
feedback we got, and this is limited, it isn’t the full list, but a
restriction of income because of potential ordinances, no customers, growing
our business, the community degrading, Sherwood not being open to business,
and decisions being made without education. And I wanted to, again, mention
the fact that the business community feels, again from my perception, that
they’re in kind of a compromised position. This is kind of a double-edged
sword because they feel like we are putting potential ordinances in front of
council that impact them directly, but them coming out could be detrimental
for them in terms of jeopardizing their consumer base, and it’s something
that personally saddens me when I go home.
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BELOV: ['m not quite sure what you mean by it would - why they wouldn’t come
and voice their concerns. Why is that an issue?

SCHOENING: Because people will stop coming to our businesses because we're
here, and I can tell you that it’s already happening.

BELOV: I just don’t understand that.

SCHOENING: I['m sorry that you don’t understand it, but it’s the reality, and
I'm sorry, but there are people who will retaliate against businesses or
people or at least maybe the perception is in some instances that if someone
comes out prodevelopment let’s say, they will be retaliated against with
people’s dollars. And so T will say that from my standpoint as a business
owner in town and from some of the other business owners that I’ve spoken to,
it’s real. It’s a real fear.

BELOV: That may be real, but the reality is that we’re also here to voice
the concerns of the residents, the 18,000 people. So we’re not here primarily
to represent the businesses unfortunately.

SCHOENING: Some of these businesses owners live here, Naomi. A lot them live
here. And a lot of the employees live here. And discounting a very large
voice is unfair.

BELOV: Well, I think they could come here, and they could speak, and I don’t
see why they shouldn’t. If they feel like their business - we had the man
from Pride Disposal come, and we had a man here tonight from The Springs, and
I don’t think there’s any reason why they shouldn’t come.

MEYER: T think we need to move on with closing comments, if that’'s okay for
tonight. Doug?

SCOTT: Thank you. I first want to explain my vote on the hazardous materials
ordinance. I voted no. I was planning on voting yes, and I'm in favor of the
ordinance as written. However, when Nancy indicated that she was expecting
some information from Clean Water Services, T felt like we should have waited
to hear that information, so that’s why I voted no. Moving on to something
I've heard expressed in public comments tonight about a living wage, and I
know that people haven’t been here to all of our meetings, but that came up
in our first two public meetings. And just to clarify that ORS 653.017
expressly prohibits us from enacting any wage standard on private employers,
and there are a couple exceptions for generally public employment. And so as
advised by attorney early on, we just can’t go there whether we want to or
not. So I know people keep bringing that up, but we are just not allowed to
go there by law. End of story. There are other fringe issues that we continue
to look at like sick pay, like other benefits, and I think the next session
tomorrow is going to be focused on that. But in regards to wages,
specifically pay, we just can’t go there. So T know that’s a thing that
people are really passionate about, and it doesn’t matter because be can’t do
it. Oregon States says we can’'t do it. I'd like to move on to a lot of the
issues I heard concern from public comment about the camping ordinance in
particular. I think that hopefully as people read through it, they will agree
that the variance process addresses almost all of those concerns, and I'm
pretty sure also that the ordinance does not apply to camping in your back
yard. It was publicly accessible areas, and I don’t think anyone would define
somebody’s private property, residence property, and a publicly accessible
area. Finally, I heard a lot tonight about something that’s been foremost in
my mind throughout this process even before the committee formed, and that is
unintended consequences. And that’s my biggest concern is that this entire
process was put together for good reason, and we're serving a good purpose
here, but we have a very short time line, and a lot of it is based upon a
reactionary, right or wrongly reactionary, 1I'm not debating that point, but
it’s a reactionary response to things that are happening right now. And I'm
really concerned and have been concerned from day one about doing something
in a quick, knee-jerk fashion to try to react to a problem or even a
perceived problem, but what the consequences may be for other areas and other
businesses in town downstream from that. Specifically, when we start getting
into some of the employee benefits and issues that we’re going to be
discussing, for example, the sick pay. Right now, as a first draft, it’'s
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basically a carbon copy of Portland’s sick pay policy. This policy as written
is going to hit the hardest by far the small businesses in this town that
I've heard in a lot of the comment forums I read and when I talk to people in
the community, and when I hear people testify week after week - what I hear
is more small business, we want to support small business. This sick leave
policy is going to really, really impact small businesses in this town, and I
think people don’t recognize that or maybe we’ll tease that out tomorrow. But
I'm really concerned about that because it seems to be going against what a
lot of people are saying they want to support.

FEMALE: Number of people. Square footage and number of people.

SCOTT: And we’ll talk about all of those things, but that’s what I'm saying
is as it’s written now and as it was distributed to us, it’s really, really
going to hit small businesses the hardest.

BELOV: I think - can I..

SCOTT: This is closing comment time. Thank you. And so I just want to
reiterate, please, come back tomorrow, have this discussion because this sick
leave policy is going to drive small businesses out of this town, and it's
going to prevent small businesses from coming to this town. And there’s no
argument that anybody can make otherwise that’s rational. So that’'s my
closing comment.

COOKE: I would dispute all that you’ve just said about the sick leave
policy. You have to remember - if you’ve done the math, the actual cost of
what’s proposed in this ordinance - it’s a very well thought out process.
Portland went through months and months - this is something that is not
unique to Sherwood. This is something - actually, I was involved in the
Portland community for nearly a year and a half. There are a lot of people,
businesses, champions, small businesses, we heard over and over, “Oh, this is
going to hurt..,” be an impact on small - it was the small businesses that
stood up for this type of ordinance. But I agree with Larry that it is
possible that it’s not the right time in this process for us to take a look
at this particular policy, so I will agree with Larry on that point. But I
will disagree kindly with all that you just said because if you’ve done the
math, you’ll find that it’s not the small businesses that you have to worry
about offering these benefits. They again — we’ve talked before. Those are
the ones that you hear about that value their team that recognize that they
don’t want their employees going to work sick, getting the public sick. This
is something - 80% of low-wage workers in Oregon don’t have a single day of
paid sick leave right now. So this is something that if you look at in
threshold - I think the thresholds that are set in this draft ordinance are
viable. I would not recommend doing higher - I would not support something
that had a higher threshold than this. This is something that is a larger
scale I think we should be working towards as not only as a city but as a
state. Portland - I applaud the activity that went on there. I'm proud of the
work that was done. But absolutely, I disagree kindly with - and if you had
had more time as I’'ve had to review it in depth..

SCOTT: I find that insulting.

COOKE: Well, I find some of your comments insulting.

SCOTT: (Indecipherable) I didn’t read it. I've read it multiple times.
MEYER: So, okay. I'm sorry. I don’t mean to interrupt, but..
COOKE:: Those are my closing comments.

MEYER: As opposed to bantering in closing comments, let’s stick to our own
personal closing comments, please. Rachel, you go ahead. I'1l1l wait. We'’ve
covered a lot of information in the several meetings that we’ve had. We've
worked a lot of hours. There has been clearly discussion and disagreement
amongst us which I think is positive and beneficial to progress. Some might
suggest that rules or laws should be enacted for every eventuality, and
that’s just not possible in my opinion. I think that I joined this committee
very specifically to work toward progress within Sherwood because it’s my
community, and I hear about it. As we work within this committee, and as we
continue to work in and around this community, I think it’s important that we
are working together to promote a sense of community and to promote
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2430 relationships within this community. And it concerns me that there has been a
2431 lot of dissent among what we’re trying to do or what we're not trying to do
2432 here. And it’s just my hope that what you have observed in these meetings is
2433 an attempt to keep things good, make things better, and create some

2434 parameters that are reasonable in promoting the livability of this town.
2435 There is so much to be appreciated, and I think that we’re all here because
2436 we love Sherwood. We spend many of our hours living and breathing here and
2437 beyond, and if we didn’t care, we wouldn’t be here and neither would any of
2438 you and neither would any of the folks that are watching this video at home.
2439 So thank you for all of your commitment. Thank you for the disagreements.
2440 Thank you for the emails. Thank you for all of the comments because, again,
2441 all of what we do here is lending itself to progress. And with that, I will
2442 say goodnight, and the meeting is adjourned.
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