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Sherwood City Hall 
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Sherwood, Oregon 
    
 

5:15 pm Executive Session 
(ORS 192.660(2)(h), Pending Litigation) 

 
5:45 pm City Council Work Session 

 
6:15 pm City Council/Charter Review Committee Joint 

 Work Session 
  

7:00 pm City Council Regular Meeting 
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5:15 PM CITY COUNCIL EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
1. Pending Litigation ORS 192.660(2)(h)   
 
 
5:45 PM CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION 
 
1. Police Advisory Board 
 
 
6:15 PM CITY COUNCIL JOINT WORK SESSION 
 
1. Review Proposed Ballot Measures 
 
 
REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

  
3. ROLL CALL 

 

4. CONSENT 

 

A. Approval of June 17, 2014 City Council Meeting Minutes 
B. Resolution 2014-047 Approving the City Recorder’s Canvassing of the returns of the May 

20, 2014 Washington County Election and directing the City Recorder to enter the results 

into the record 

C. Resolution 2014-051 Appointing Naomi Belov to the Budget Committee 

D. Resolution 2014-052 Appointing Susan Claus to the Budget Committee 

E. Resolution 2014-053 Appointing Andy Jensen to the Budget Committee 

 

5. CITIZEN COMMENTS 

 

6. PRESENTATIONS 

 
A. Tri-Met update on Local Transit Enhancement Plan (Tom Mills, Tri-Met) (Julia Hajduk, 

Community Development Director) 
 

7. NEW BUSINESS 

 

A. Resolution 2014-048 Adopting an amended City of Sherwood Home Rule Charter as 

approved by City Electors at the May 20, 2014 Election (Joseph Gall, City Manager) 

 

AGENDA 
 

SHERWOOD CITY COUNCIL 
July 15, 2014 

 
5:15 pm Executive Session 

(Pending Litigation, ORS 192.660(2)(h)) 
 

5:45 pm City Council Work Session 
 

6:15 pm City Council/Charter Review 
Comm. Joint Work Session 

 
7:00 pm City Council Regular Meeting 

 
 

Sherwood City Hall 
22560 SW Pine Street 

Sherwood, OR  97140 
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B. Resolution 2014-049 Authorizing the City Manager to enter into an Intergovernmental 

Agreement (IGA) with Metro to concept plan the Urban Reserve Areas west of the existing 

City of Sherwood Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) (Brad Kilby, Planning Manager) 
 

C. Resolution 2014-050 Authorizing the City Manager to execute a construction contract for 
the Columbia Street Regional Stormwater Facility Project  
(Craig Christensen, Engineering Associate) 
 

8. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

A. Ordinance 2014-013 Approving a Planned Unit Development (PUD) to be known as Cedar 

Brook Planned Unit Development including application of a Planned Unit Development 

Overlay on the Comprehensive Plan and Zone Map and approving the sixty-five lot 

subdivision (Michelle Miller, Senior Planner) 
 
9. COUNCIL ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 

10. CITY MANAGER AND DEPARTMENT REPORTS 

 

11. ADJOURN  

 
How to Find Out What's on the Council Schedule: 
City Council meeting materials and agenda are posted to the City web page at www.sherwoodoregon.gov, by the Friday prior to a Council meeting. Council agendas 
are also posted at the Sherwood Library/City Hall, the YMCA, the Senior Center, and the City's bulletin board at Albertson’s. Council meeting materials are available 
to the public at the Library.   
 
To Schedule a Presentation before Council: 
If you would like to appear before Council, please submit your name, phone number, the subject of your presentation and the date you wish to appear to the City 
Recorder Sylvia Murphy by calling 503-625-4246 or by e-mail to: murphys@sherwoodoregon.gov 
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SHERWOOD CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 

22560 SW Pine St., Sherwood, Or 

June 17, 2014 

 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER:   Mayor Middleton called the meeting to order at 6:31 pm. 
 

2. COUNCIL PRESENT:  Mayor Bill Middleton, Council President Linda Henderson, Councilors Krisanna 
Clark, and Bill Butterfield. Councilor Robyn Folsom via conference call. Councilors Dave Grant and Matt 
Langer were absent at the roll call and joined the meeting later. 

 
3. STAFF AND LEGAL COUNSEL PRESENT: City Manager Joseph Gall, Assistant City Manager Tom 

Pessemier, Finance Director Julie Blums and City Recorder Sylvia Murphy. Labor Attorney Howard Rubin 
and Ursula Kienbaum with Olgetree Deakins. 

 
4. TOPICS: 

 
A. Labor Negotiation pursuant to ORS 192.660(2)(d). 

 
5. ADJOURN: 

 

Mayor Middleton adjourned the Executive Session at 7:00 pm. 
 
REGULAR SESSION 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER:   Mayor Middleton called the meeting to order at 7:05 pm. 
 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: 

 
3. COUNCIL PRESENT: Mayor Bill Middleton, Council President Linda Henderson, Councilors Krisanna 

Clark, Bill Butterfield, and Robyn Folsom via conference call. Councilors Dave Grant and Matt Langer 
were absent at time of roll call, attending meeting via conference calls at time of New Business. 
 

4. STAFF AND LEGAL COUNSEL PRESENT: City Manager Joseph Gall, Assistant City Manager Tom 
Pessemier, Police Captain Ty Hanlon, Finance Director Julie Blums, Community Development Director 
Julia Hajduk, Public Works Director Craig Sheldon, City Engineer Bob Galati, Planning Manager Brad 
Kilby, Administrative Assistant Colleen Resch, and City Recorder Sylvia Murphy. City Attorney Chris 
Crean. 

 
Mayor Middleton addressed the Consent Agenda. 
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5. CONSENT AGENDA: 

 

A. Approval of June 3, 2014 City Council Meeting Minutes 

B. Resolution 2014-037 Certifying the provision of certain municipal services in order to qualify 

the City to receive State revenues 

C. Resolution 2014-038 Authorizing the City Manager to enter into an Intergovernmental 

Agreement (IGA) with Metro and Washington County regarding a Joint Industrial Site 

Readiness and Planning Grant benefiting Sherwood’s Tonquin Employment Area 

 

MOTION: FROM COUNCIL PRESIDENT HENDERSON TO ADOPT THE CONSENT AGENDA, 

SECONDED BY COUNCILOR CLARK, MOTION PASSED 5:0, ALL PRESENT MEMBERS VOTED IN 

FAVOR. (COUNCILOR FOLSOM VIA CONFERENCE CALL) (COUNCILORS LANGER AND GRANT 

WERE ABSENT). 

 
Mayor Middleton addressed the next agenda item. 
 

6. CITIZEN COMMENTS 

 
Jim Claus, Sherwood resident approached the Council and commented when he first moved to Sherwood 
he read the Charter and said he read the recent Charter and it implies it is the same but it is not. He 
commented regarding Sherwood having the strongest form of City Manager government you can have, 
with the exception of the supposed City attorney, which we don’t have. He said we have attorneys under 
contract to represent the Mayor, the City Manager and the Council and by definition that is not a City 
attorney. He said everyone works for the City attorney and commented regarding a former City Manager 
and a Council member talking to someone and their job was threatened and they had to resign. He said 
somewhere or another that all got lifted out of the charter. He said all of sudden we have so called policy 
makers, nonpaid citizen representatives making administrative decisions. He commented regarding 
former Mayor Hitchcock and former City Manager Rapp and 42 acreage of light industrial land and a 
mess regarding Home Depot, across the street, and ODOT. He said it just turned into chaos and he 
wants to know if we are a strong City Manager form of government where you set policy and he runs the 
City and he is judged on that. He said our charter has been changed to the point that it doesn’t do it 

anymore although you are supposed to. He asked what they are doing getting involved in day to day 
decisions and said he believes that all falls under the charter  and said, but more than that it is now to the 
point of being an election issue. He commented on the articles of faith. He said we need to have a set of 
summarized standards and you need to sign off on it because it will be an issue in the next election. He 
asked what we are doing buying 19 acres out of town, planning to rezone it and bringing it in as Mayor 
Mays did with the piece next to the Y. He asked why we are doing things like that and said that is not a 
policy decision. He commented regarding a water line that you lost the vote on and the attorneys forget to 
tell you that because if the citizens wait long enough the statute runs out on it. He suggested adopting 
fundamental principles and signing off on them so when the election comes we have the issue because 
rightly, as with the annexation, they did not come in because they did not trust the city and the county 
finally took it and developed it. He suggested a statement of what you stand for because it looks like you 
are hands on managers and that is not what the majority of us want to vote for.  
 
Mayor Middleton stated Mr. Claus previously gave him a copy of the article on public service and asked if 
everyone on Council received a copy. Mr. Claus said no that he sent it to Mayor Middleton because he 
wanted someone to look at something that a typical graduate student would be required to prepare for 
each form of government. He explained the document in question as a Berkley PhD program. He 
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commented regarding a situation where a Council person talked to the City Manager’s employees and 

that person was disturbed enough that they needed to resign to the point they will go to that staff around 
the City Manager. Mayor Middleton asked Mr. Claus to give a copy of the letter to the City Recorder and 
she will hand it out.   
 
Mayor Middleton addressed the next agenda item and Councilor Langer joined the meeting via 
conference call. 
 

7. NEW BUSINESS 
 

A. Resolution 2014-039 Adopting the Capital Improvement Project Plan for Fiscal Year 2014-15  
 

Finance Director Julie Blums stated this is the annual Capital Improvement Plan that covers the upcoming 
FY 2014-15 and outlines future projects that the City will consider. She said the attachment outlines 
additional projects that they have contemplated for the next five years. She stated this is the same 
document that was provided during the budget process. 
 
Mayor Middleton asked if Public Works Director Craig Sheldon had anything to add. Craig said once the 
Water Master Plan is completed there may be some projects identified at the treatment plant or in the City 
limits such as upgrades but we won’t know that until half way through the year.  
 
Julie stated as we are going to be doing master plans for all of the utility funds this year, this will probably 
change dramatically for next year. She said Community Development Director Julia Hajduk wants to work 
on enhancing this and adding more detail for what we bring forward next year.  
 
With no further Council questions Mayor Middleton asked for a motion. 
 
MOTION: FROM COUNCIL PRESIDENT HENDERSON TO ADOPT RESOLUTION 2014-039, 
SECONDED BY COUNCILOR BUTTERFIELD, MOTION PASSED 6:0, ALL PRESENT MEMBERS 
VOTED IN FAVOR, COUNCILORS FOLSOM AND LANGER VIA CONFERENCE CALL. (COUNCILOR 
GRANT WAS ABSENT). 
 
Mayor Middleton addressed the next agenda item. 

 
B. Resolution 2014-040 Transferring Budget Expenditure Appropriations between categories for 

Budget Year 2013-14  
 

Julie Blums stated this is an appropriations transfer and there are several items that we need to address. 
She said the first is in the Street Capital Fund and reminded the Council that she previously brought an 
appropriations transfer for this fund and they have discovered that they have nearly managed to complete 
the TSP update and they didn’t think they would be that far along. She said this will just get us finished up 
this year on the Street Capital Fund. She stated they are transferring an appropriation of $50,000 to cover 
additional legal expenses they incurred this year related to multiple things such as the Special Committee 
and the Charter Review Committee. She said they had several investigations that they had not planned 
on. She said for Community Development they are transferring $150,000 to pay for additional costs 
related to the development spike we had this year. 
 
Mayor Middleton stated the Charter Review Committee was about $26,000 and asked what the cost of 
the Special Committee was. Julie said the Special Committee was about $26,000. Mayor Middleton noted 
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that the Charter Review Committee is ongoing and asked if we planned for that in the next budget. Julie 
said they did estimates.  
 
Council President Henderson stated that the money is basically material and services fees, and asked 
regarding the Charter Review Committee, if you are counting the City Manager and the City Recorders 
time and a very small amount for a City Attorney. Julie said that any attorney time is what this would be 
related to. Councilor Henderson noted that it should be remarkably less.  
 
Mayor Middleton said the capital outlay is the Street Capital Fund. Julie said yes, we are transferring it out 
of the capital outlay line and moving it to the personal services and material and services line for Street 
Capital. 
 
With no further Council questions, Mayor Middleton asked for a motion. 
 
MOTION: FROM COUNCIL PRESIDENT HENDERSON TO ADOPT RESOLUTION 2014-040, 
SECONDED BY COUNCILOR BUTTERFIELD, MOTION PASSED 6:0, ALL PRESENT MEMBERS 
VOTED IN FAVOR, COUNCILORS FOLSOM AND LANGER VIA CONFERENCE CALL.  (COUNCILOR 
GRANT WAS ABSENT). 
 
Mayor Middleton addressed the next agenda item and Councilor Grant joined the meeting via conference 
call. 

 
C. Resolution 2014-041 Authorizing the City Manager to enter into a contract with Blackline, Inc. 

for the 2014 Slurry Seal Program  
 

Public Works Director Craig Sheldon informed of the annual slurry seal program and said they have 
partnered with Washington County in the past but they do not want to partner this year so they were able 
to work with the City of Hillsboro to get through the RFP process which saved money, allowing for better 
pricing on materials and services. He stated Blackline, Inc. is the lowest responsive bidder and requested 
authorization for the City Manager to sign the contract for $80,000. He said the streets are identified in the 
staff report. He said staff has provided an amended staff report (see record, Exhibit A) and had to add 
some streets and delete some streets to make sure they stay within the $80,000. He stated it is mainly 
the Oregon Trail subdivision and some street that need clean up from last year that did not get complete, 
and Century Drive is identified because they are expecting more traffic.  
 
Mayor Middleton asked if the Councilors via conference call received the amended version. The City 
Recorder noted that it was emailed to the entire council.  
 
Councilor Butterfield asked when the work is scheduled to be completed. Craig said the week of July 4th 
they will begin grinding and depending on the weather they are hoping to do the sealing July 7, 2014. He 
said they will be here only two days and the property owners have been notified and they will get door 
hangers 48 hours before.  
 
Council President Henderson asked Craig to explain what the slurry seal program does for our road 
maintenance system. Craig said it is a thin emulsion that goes down with the sanding material and over 
time the sand rolls up and they come back and sweep it up. He said it is preventive maintenance and 
costs about $1.30 a square yard versus $10-$15 for replacing a road at about $75-$80 for a ton of 
asphalt. He noted if you do that over the life cycle of the road you should be able to slurry seal 3 to 4 
times before the road needs reconstructing or overlay. He stated it is a cost saving method of preventive 
maintenance. Councilor Henderson asked how they chose the roads on the list. Craig said through the 
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pavement management system they all rate from 81-78 and once you do this maintenance it will bring 
those numbers up. He said you want to stay around the 80 mark with the slurry program. 
 
Councilor Clark asked how many years have we done the slurry seal program. Craig said we started in 
2005 and there were a few years the program wasn’t funded and we have been doing it regularly from 
2008 or 2009.  
 
With no further questions, Mayor Middleton asked for a motion. 
  
MOTION: FROM COUNCILOR CLARK TO ADOPT RESOLUTION 2014-041, SECONDED BY 
COUNCILOR BUTTERFIELD, MOTION PASSED 7:0, ALL PRESENT MEMBERS VOTED IN FAVOR, 
COUNCILORS FOLSOM, LANGER AND GRANT VIA CONFERENCE CALL. 
 
Mayor Middleton addressed the next agenda item 
 
D. Resolution 2014-042 Authorizing the City Manager to enter into a contract with Musco Sports 

Lighting LLC for installation of field lights at Laurel Ridge Middle School and additional lights 

at Sherwood Middle School  
 

Craig Sheldon said the project started about 1½ years ago and there were no funds in SDCs to fund the 
project for field lights at Laurel Ridge Middle School, a couple of lights at the baseball field and two lights 
at Sherwood Middle School. He said they looked at several options and the current system is Musco 
Lighting. He said the Recreation Manager can control the lights and they weighed the options of going 
with other companies but it made sense to have another set of Musco Lights so all of the system is the 
same. He said they did an intrastate agreement with King County Directors Association and asked if they 
could use their price break and they approved it. He said the City Attorney has reviewed the agreement. 
He said Musco Lighting has the contract with King County which is a large area in Seattle and they have 
a contractor that does the work for them and they do the electrical engineering and everything. He said in 
February an agreement was signed until next February then they will rebid after that. He said this has 
been through the Parks Board, the Budget Committee and is in this next year’s budget. He stated the 
breakdown is $302,330 for the construction and materials, $4850 for engineering cost, $2836.62 for 
performance and payment bonds, and the School District has asked for two additional outlets on the 
poles at the Ridges and Sherwood Middle School, which they will pay $1820. He stated the total is 
$311,835.62 and said staff is asking for a 10% contingency which is $31,184.00. He said they do not 
anticipate problems and they are going to try to complete the project in 10 to 12 weeks so they can have 
it ready for football.  
 
Mayor Middleton asked Councilor Butterfield as the liaison to the Parks Board to update the Council. 
Councilor Butterfield said they have been working on this for a couple of years and have just been waiting 
for the money. He said they have discussed it at the Parks Board several times and he has met with PGE 
at the site and they have offered to help with maintenance costs after they are installed. He said he spoke 
with several of the organizations who will be using the facilities and that is the reason they brought it to 
the City. He commented on the amount of work that has been done and the need for the project. 
 
Mayor Middleton noted that this will save those organizations money by not having to rent the lights. 
Councilor Butterfield explained they use gas-powered generators to run the lights now and they are loud.  
 
Council President Henderson asked when the project is expected to start. Craig responded once the 
contract is signed there is a waiting time for the materials and they are expecting to have it complete in 10 
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to 12 weeks. He noted that this went through the Hearings Officer and the lights will be on until 10 pm and 
said there were two neighborhood meetings held regarding the project. 
 
Councilor Clark asked about the attendance at the meetings. Craig said 5 people in total.  
 
Councilor Folsom said she appreciates the work of the Parks Board and of Councilor Butterfield. She 
stated to continuing pushing forward and this will be a great asset for the community. 
 
Council President Henderson clarified about the lights being on until 10 pm. Craig said there is a state law 
regarding noise ordinances that it has to be quiet from 10:15 pm. Councilor Henderson said we have an 
ordinance that lights have to be off by 8:15 pm in parks. Craig said that the lights at Snyder Park are a 
different scenario where this is at a school district location. He said the lights at Snyder are 35 to 50 feet 
away from properties which is why it maybe 8:15 pm but all the other schools have been 10:00 pm or 
10:30 pm and this is consistent with what we have been doing.  
 
With no other comments, the following motion was received.  
 
MOTION: FROM COUNCILOR BUTTERFIELD TO ADOPT RESOLUTION 2014-042, SECONDED BY 

COUNCIL PRESIDENT HENDERSON, MOTION PASSED 7:0, ALL PRESENT MEMBERS VOTED IN 

FAVOR. COUNCILORS FOLSOM, LANGER AND GRANT VIA CONFERENCE CALL. 

 
Mayor Middleton addressed the next agenda item 

 
E. Resolution 2014-043 Approving the Terms of an Employment Agreement between Joseph Gall 

and the City of Sherwood  

 
Council President Linda Henderson said this is a 3 year contract with Joe Gall with some minor changes. 
She said she and Councilor Grant met with Mr. Gall on a couple of occasions to discuss any concerns he 
had with his contract. She said she assumes all Councilors had an opportunity to talk to Mr. Gall on a one 
on one situation as everybody meets with him. She stated his current contract expires June 30, 2014 and 
this contract’s effective date would be July 1, 2014 through June 30, 2017.  
 
Councilor Grant stated he agrees and said they met with Joe and every opinion was represented, and 
said they came up with what he thinks is a good contract.  
 
Mayor Middleton asked for comments from the Council members. 
 
Councilor Langer said he followed the process and believes they came up with a good contract. 
  
Councilor Folsom stated she agreed. 
 
Councilor Butterfield replied he was good.  
 
Mayor Middleton said the first time he saw this was in the packet and was not kept up to date on the 
whole process. He said he has historical background and can’t agree with this contract and said he has 
some suggestion the Council may make. He stated on October 15th Mr. Gall was not meeting his goals 
and had been here for over a year and said we should have reviewed the contract in February but it went 
to October. He said at that point we wanted a 3 to 5 year revenue forecast, and there had been some 
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issues with staff that he was supposed to work out, and on November 5th he was still not meeting his 
expectations according to Council and a work plan was given to him. 
 
Council President Henderson interjected and said those were issue that were discussed during Executive 
Session and were not discussed outside of Executive Session.  
 
City Attorney Chris Crean said he heard the Mayor say they were discussed by the Council and asked at 
what point were they discussed by the Council in public session. Mayor Middleton said we just got this 
now.  
 
Mr. Crean said he heard the Mayor say the list was discussed by Council. Mayor Middleton said we did 
not come out in public session after that, so this would be….. 
 
Mr. Crean stated only the Council as a whole can waive the privilege of Executive Session. Mayor 
Middleton replied okay. 
 
Mayor Middleton said from his perspective we have not met the five year plan, we have not worked on 
other issues that Joe fell short on such as expectations, public security and a safety advisory board. He 
said we did not initiate the neighborhood school events, we did not develop the strategic plan for 
organization, we also spoke numerous times about hiring a City Attorney and still have not done that. He 
said he likes Joe and he thinks the Council works with him but he would like to see the contract extended 
for one year so the next Council gets to make the decision and if we wait three years and the next Council 
is not supportive of him we automatically have to pay him for 6 months. He said it should be up to the 
next Council and not us to make the decision on that. He commented on the pay raise, the increase in car 
allowance and the YMCA benefit, he said he did not think at this point he is due any of these and is still 
falling short of his expectations and he believes other Councilor’s expectations. He said he is in favor of a 
one year contract and leaving all the language as is now. He stated he was not kept up to date on the 
contract negotiations and he did email one of the Councilors and asked what was going on and was told 
he would be presented with it and he was presented with it at the last meeting for setting the agenda and 
it was not something that was given to all of the Council.  
 
Mayor Middleton asked if all the Council got copies during the process.  
 
Councilor Butterfield stated he did not know how many there were but did get some.  
 
Mayor Middleton said he did not get any and does not think it was all of the Council agreeing on the 
contract just a certain few and said he does not think this is the way we want to do business. He said the 
way we want to do business is we all sit down and all meet and we all make a decision, and not doing 
some things behind a few of the Council and try and push forward their agenda. He said this is why he 
would vote no this.  
 
Councilor Langer said he heard plenty of updates all along the process. Mayor Middleton gaveled and 
interjected and asked Councilor Langer to please wait to be talked to, and said when you want to talk 
please say you want to talk and give your name and do not mention anything about what he had or others 
have done. 
 
Councilor Langer said it sounded like the Mayor asked if they had received updates all along and before 
we had a chance to answer is seemed like you kept talking but maybe he misheard. He said he wanted to 
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make sure that the Mayor knew that he had updates all along and he had a good understanding of how 
the process was going. 
 
Mayor Middleton asked why certain Councilors were left out of the process. 
 
Council President Henderson replied that the Mayor made it clear to her early on that he wouldn’t 

consider anything but a one year contract and the Mayor attached a cryptic email to her about something 
that was covered under executive session that he was comfortable divulging.  
 
Mayor Middleton said that is not true and never said he was stuck on the one year and he is just saying 
from Council’s point of view you meet with all of the Council and talk to all of the Council and not just 
meet with 3 or 4 that you know will support you. He said this is a Council decision and he does not think it 
was done properly.  
 
Councilor Henderson said she and Councilor Grant met with Joe and other councilors did not meet with 
her and Councilor Grant. Mayor Middleton replied, but you gave updates. She replied and said we told 
them that all we had to decide on was a raise, the term and that there were no other outstanding issues. 
She said you had given me your term and Councilor Grant called Councilor Clark but did not receive a 
phone call back. 
 
Councilor Clark said that is not true and said she spoke with Councilor Grant. 
 
Councilor Grant said that Councilor Henderson is correct at one time and a few days ago Councilor Clark 
did call him back and they had a discussion about it. He said he did not call Mayor Middleton because he 
made his opinion very clear by email days ago and he said he felt that everyone had a chance to weigh in 
and see this. He said everyone is making the decision tonight with everything before us and the failures 
that the Mayor has mentioned are failures of Council not failures of Joe. He said they are failures of 
leadership on the Council and failures of the Mayor himself and this is his opinion.  
 
Mayor Middleton gaveled and said Councilor Grant will be muted if he brings up his name again. He 
instructed the City Recorder to mute the call. 
 
City Attorney Crean informed the Mayor he cannot mute the call. Mayor Middleton replied he cannot 
mention my name and he is violating Council Rules. Mr. Crean said everyone is mentioning everyone’s 

name and he does not think there is any ill intent but you can’t mute a member. Mayor Middleton said he 

does not want Councilor Grant to mention his name again and it is under Council Rules and we have 
been discussing this and he is giving his opinion of me. Mr. Crean stated he heard and understood. 
Mayor Middleton replied to Mr. Crean that he did not ask for his opinion at this time.  
 
Mayor Middleton asked where are the performance standards that he has done to actually give him this 
raise and the increase in car allowance and the YMCA. He said he is worried about taxpayer money and 
he knows we are going to keep him and he has no problem with that. He said he could make it and he is 
doing a better job but not the job that we want to give him all these perks at this time. He said he would 
like to give him a one-year contract and would even agree to the increases if we go to a one-year contract 
so we can let the next Council decide. He said we don’t want to handcuff the Council into being forced 
with a 3 year contract. He said that is the only change he would make, to make it a one-year contract. 
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Councilor Clark said she did have a discussion with Councilor Grant and he basically told her what had 
been decided and it was fine and allowed her a chance to think about it. She said her concern is…..she 
enjoys working with Joe and said he responds very well to her now and if she contacts him, he contacts 
her back. She said she did not have any problems in that manner and thinks her concern is a historical 
concern of what has happened with meeting the goals and getting things done that we need to get done. 
She said it would be prudent to not give a long contract and doesn’t believe this is negative and said she 
definitely wants to continue on with the contract but thinks that three years seems extensive. She said 
particularly looking that we could potentially have a new range of Council members and believes Mayor 
Middleton makes a good point that it’s a negative blight, but believes we should look at it in a calm 
manner and ask what is the best thing for the City and for Joe. She stated he has shown some real 
strides and if we continue to talk with him and work with him and let him know that this is what we need 
then she believes it is easier for him to perform. She said if you say here’s three years and you figure it 
out, she believes that is much harder and believes to keep on top of it and to make sure we get what we 
need is prudent and not a negative thing but just prudent.       
 

With no other comments received, the following motion was stated.  
 

MOTION: FROM COUNCILOR GRANT TO ADOPT RESOLUTION 2014-043, SECONDED BY 

COUNCILOR FOLSOM, MOTION PASSED 5:2. (COUNCILORS HENDERSON, GRANT, FOLSOM, 

BUTTERFIELD AND LANGER VOTED IN FAVOR, MAYOR MIDDLETON AND COUNCILOR CLARK 

VOTED AGAINST). 

 
Mayor Middleton addressed the next agenda item and the City Recorder read the public hearing 
statement for Resolution 2014-044, Resolution 2014-045 and Resolution 2014-046. 
 

8. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

A. Resolution 2014-044 Adopting a Schedule of Fees as authorized by the City Zoning and 

Community Development Code, establishing fees for miscellaneous City services and 

establishing an effective date 

 

Finance Director Julie Blums presented the annual update to the Fee Schedule effective July 1 and said 
this year we have a limited number of changes. She commented on the changes and said they are going 
to eliminate the alarm permit registration process. She said in researching other cities a lot of them have 
a registration process to try to mitigate false alarms and said Sherwood does not have an issue with false 
alarms and this is not a process we need and we don’t need to charge people to register their alarms for 
a problem we don’t have. She said staff will be bringing a code change forward for the July 1 meeting but 
because it has a fee portion to it she wanted to make sure it was in this Fee Schedule. She referred to 
police report video tapes and said we don’t use video tapes anymore so we will take that fee out of the 

schedule, and copies for discs will be changed to make it consistent with all the other fees for discs. She 
referred to the court section and said the state legislature made some changes that puts discretion back 
into the hands of municipal judges so we don’t need these separate fees in the schedule. She said under 

utility rates the sanitary storm rates are increasing due to increases from Clean Water Services and said 
we are not increasing our surcharge. She said the system development fees as were discussed at the 
May 6 Council meeting are being put forward with a 50% reduction on all city street SDCs. She noted that 
Clean Water Services has an increase in sewer SDC’s as well. She said the last one is the in lieu of fee 
for fiber and said now we require developers to put the conduit in when they do new construction and if 
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they choose to not do that they have to pay the in lieu of fee so that the City can do that work. She said 
the fee of $10 a linear foot was not covering the cost so they will increase that fee.  
 
Council President Henderson referred to the staff report on page 52 of the packet that shows utility rates 
increasing 3% for sanitary and 8% for storm and asked if those are the rates on our combined water bill 
and asked if those are fees imposed by Clean Water Services which is a jurisdiction that services our 
community. She asked when do citizens have an opportunity to attend a public hearing on their fee 
increases and how are they justified. Julie said their public hearing is tonight and they follow the same 
process that we follow because they are a local government and their meeting just happens to be tonight 
but people can call and provide feedback. Council President Henderson asked if historically those rates 
go up every year and is it normally 8% for storm. Julie said 8% on $1.56 is small but yes we have every 
indication that this will continue for the next few years.  
 
Mayor Middleton clarified that this would reduce our SDCs by 50%. Julie said yes, for streets.  
 
Councilor Henderson clarified that we do not have a water rate increase in this budget or in the Fee 
Schedule. Julie said that is correct and we will look at that again when we finish the master plan and said 
we will do an SDC update at that point.  
 
Councilor Folsom stated that Councilor Grant’s phone line dropped. 
 
Julie commented to Councilor Henderson that they put a notification on the water bill of how to provide 
feedback to Clean Water Services. 
 
City Recorder note: Councilor Grant was reconnected to the meeting.  

 
Mayor Middleton opened the public hearing. With no one coming forward Mayor Middleton closed the 
public hearing. The following motion was received. 
 

MOTION: FROM COUNCILOR CLARK TO ADOPT RESOLUTION 2014-044, SECONDED BY 

COUNCILOR BUTTERFIELD, MOTION PASSED 7:0, ALL PRESENT MEMBERS VOTED IN FAVOR, 

COUNCILORS FOLSOM, LANGER AND GRANT VIA CONFERENCE CALL. 

 

Mayor Middleton addressed the next agenda item. 
 

B. Resolution 2014-045 Declaring the City of Sherwood’s election to Receive state revenues  

 

Finance Director Julie Blums said this is an annual item that we have to do, to hold a public hearing to 
allow citizens to comment on how we spend our state shared revenue. She said this year the estimate is 
about $178,000. She said in the past it is general fund money but if people have specific ideas of how 
they want the money spent they can provide it now. 
 
Mayor Middleton opened the public hearing. 
 
Eugene Stewart approached the Council and recommended that a small portion of the money could be 
used for a feasibility study to put solar energy to work on public buildings and said the study could let us 
know what it would save the citizens if we converted our buildings to solar energy. 
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Mayor Middleton said that is a good idea. 
 
Councilor Butterfield said he is in the business and knows for a fact that it would be a 8 to 9 year payback 
to put solar on the buildings here in Sherwood. Mayor Middleton said it is something that we could look 
at. Councilor Butterfield said as long as the state continues to provide tax benefits to make it feasible 
otherwise it is not worth it. 
 
With no other public comments received, Mayor Middleton closed the public hearing. The following 
motion was received. 
 

MOTION: FROM COUNCILOR CLARK TO ADOPT RESOLUTION 2014-045, SECONDED BY 

COUNCIL PRESIDENT HENDERSON, MOTION PASSED 7:0, ALL PRESENT MEMBERS VOTED IN 

FAVOR, COUNCILORS FOLSOM, LANGER AND GRANT VIA CONFERENCE CALL. 

 

Mayor Middleton addressed the next agenda item. 
 

C. Resolution 2014-046 Adopting the FY 2014-15 budget of the City of Sherwood, making 

appropriations, imposing and categorizing taxes, and authorizing the City Manager to take 

such action necessary to carry out the adopted budget  
 

Mayor Middleton opened the public hearing. 
 
City Recorder note: the Council received a letter via email dated June 16, 2014 from Justin Wood with the Home Builder ’s 

Association of Metro Portland to be considered for the public hearing, (see record, Exhibit B). 

 
Eugene Stewart came forward and said he is concerned about the unfunded liabilities for PERS and last 
he heard it was $7 million and every year the $7 million sits out there you are costing the taxpayers an 
estimated 5% on growth and 5% on earnings which is 10% and that means they will have to come up 
with sometime in the future another $700,000 to get that back down to zero. He said it is not right to say 
we can pay it down the road, there is still a cost associated every year that we have unfunded liabilities 
and we need to recognized that and try to get it back down. He said by not getting unfunded liabilities 
down we are also paying a higher rate on an annual basis. He asked how much does that cost us, he 
said this should be brought out in the budget more than it has been in the past.    
 
With no other comments received, Mayor Middleton closed the public hearing. 
 

Councilor Folsom said she discussed everything she needed to at the meeting and thanked Julie for the 
process and said it was very transparent and noted each year she servers on the Budget Committee she 
learns more and understands more and has a greater capacity to see where we are spending our money. 
She congratulated the staff on doing a great job of conserving resources and coming out with a 31% 
reserve.  
 
Councilor Grant agreed and thanked the entire Budget Committee and Julie for putting together a budget 
that they could easily understand, discuss and come to an agreement on. 
 
Councilor Langer stated he agreed with the comments and thanked the volunteer citizen for hours of work 
at the Budget Committee and the guidance of the Chair and congratulated staff for putting together a 
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great budget and numbers that are easier to work with. He said it is great to see projects being taken care 
of.   
 

Councilor Clark thanked the volunteers on the Budget Committee and said it is a lot of hours and said Mr. 
Gall tried something new this year with a Saturday meeting and it was a good attempt at working out of 
the box and she appreciates all of the citizens who came. She stated it takes a lot of work for staff to get 
this together and thanked them. 
 
Council President Henderson agreed with the comments and said she appreciates the Budget Committee 
members and said they had some hard questions and every year the budget has been better and easier 
to read with more detail about where expenses are going. She said she is hoping with staff’s pursuit of a 
new accounting system that we will have even more transparency and potentially ongoing information on 
the City website where citizens can see where the taxpayer dollars are being spent and how much 
projects costs and she is hoping it will reduce staff time. She said she is hoping the budget document will 
continue to improve as we continue to improve our system. 
 
Mayor Middleton said he agrees but does not agree with the 17% increase. He said Julie is doing a great 
job and it is a hard job and he appreciated everything she has done. He commented on something 
Councilor Grant previously brought up and said now there is another Police Officer going on military leave 
for a year and he asked if we could add another officer and maintain the same ending balance. He said 
we are going to be down and we have one on paid leave and one going away on military leave. He said 
he would like to keep the same ending fund balance and if Council agrees they could add a Police Officer 
right now and then after the study is done they can evaluate if they should add more after that. He asked 
if Council was interested in working on that or waiting until later. 
 
Council President Henderson asked if it is the Council’s job to decide who Mr. Gall hires and when they 
hire. She said she understands wanting to fill the position that Officer Twigg is vacating while he serves in 
the military. She said maybe Julie can answer your question about ending fund balance. She said she is 
sure Chief Groth has a plan for back filling that position and said if he is only gone for one year she does 
not know the process for hiring somebody for only one year.  
  
Mayor Middleton said that we make the budget decisions and that is why we are having the public 
hearing now.  
 
Council President Henderson said we talked about this at the budget meeting where Vice Chair Carkin 
recommended that we fund part of an officer position starting January 1 as part of this budget.  
 
Mayor Middleton asked staff how you are going to back fill that position. 
 
City Manager Gall stated that Chief Groth could not be here because of a death in the family and Captain 
Hanlon can answer questions about how they back fill. 
 
Captain Hanlon said the process is simply going to be utilizing the personnel they have right now and a 
majority of that will be overtime. 
 
Mayor Middleton asked why it wouldn’t make more sense to hire someone than spending on overtime. He 
said it makes more sense to bring an officer on because you will be paying time and a half and if we hire 
someone we could cut back on overtime. 
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Captain Hanlon said ideally that would work and the issue we have with hiring someone right now is it 
would be months before we could hire them because of the process, he said three months at best and 
then getting them up to speed. He said if we hire a recruit we are still a year out before we can utilize the 
officer. He stated he understands but unless we hire a lateral that can begin working tomorrow it still 
takes 3 months for hiring, interviewing and background and then there is 8 months to use the officer.  
 
Mayor Middleton replied it seems like they are always saying they need more and we are trying to offer 
more and you are saying it is something you don’t need or want. He said he would rather spend the time 

and money to train somebody up because according to what we received from the Chief we are almost 5 
officers down or he wants 5 more. He said at least if we start the process now of bringing one on that 
would eliminate….. and we would have to stager as we hire. 
 
Captain Hanlon replied you are right and said he is just addressing how we back fill the officer that is on 
military leave and said we don’t have a quick fix for that yet. He said he knows with the long term 
sustainability we have been talking about, ultimately for an officer it takes a year to get up and going and 
if you hire someone now we won’t see their true benefit for a year. He said that will not help them in the 
short term dilemma they are in, long term yes.  
 
Mayor Middleton commented that there is one on paid leave and if he doesn’t come back then we are 

looking at still having to hire and still going out for the training so this would give us a head start. Captain 
Hanlon replied yes.  
 
Councilor Folsom said she appreciates Mayor Middleton’s thoughts and commented on the final budget 
meeting and said the committee as a whole spoke of this and she was absent and asked what the 
consensus of the committee was. She asked was it to fund a partial year starting in January. She asked 
City Manager Gall and Julie to address the ability of this and what they thought of the idea. She said she 
hears what the Mayor is saying and appreciates his offer to try and support our police department. 
 
Mayor Middleton commented that he didn’t think we knew during our meetings that there was going to be 
an officer leaving for a year. 
 
Councilor Folsom said she did not remember if the Budget Committee was made aware of that but she 
heard Councilor Henderson alluded to a discussion and asked if there was a decision made by the 
committee as a whole.   
 
Julie replied yes and said there was quite a discussion and there were several options that were put on 
the table and ultimately the decision was made that we would hold off on hiring until we got the police 
study done and then work towards a long term sustainable funding source to fund whatever needs come 
out of the police study. She said if that means we need to come back mid-year with a supplemental to 
add somebody at that point we can do that. She said if we add money to the police budget we would 
need to cut somewhere else to cover it if you do not want to touch ending fund balance, which would be 
her recommendation. She said adding a position creates an ongoing annual expense and it needs to be 
covered by annual ongoing revenue. She said if we were to add money to add a position in the police 
department we would need to cut $100,000 somewhere else. 

 
Councilor Clark asked at what point is the study anticipated to be complete. Julie asked Tom Pessemier 
the status of the RFP. Tom said the major portion of the RFP is moving forward and we are still internally 
going through the scope of work and he is working on that with City Manager Gall and Chief Groth and 
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said it should be ready fairly soon. He said the goal is to get it done by the end of the year so we could do 
a supplemental budget as Julie suggested. City Manager Gall said there is money in this proposed 
budget to do that study which is another reason we waited. 
 
Councilor Butterfield said he is confused because it sounds like no matter whom you hire it is going to 
take a year before you can utilize the hire. Captain Hanlon replied with a standard recruit yes and based 
on best case scenario you can post, interview and then hire in three months then you have the basic 
police academy and then you have FTEP (Field Training Evaluation Program). He said you are almost a 
year before they have solo status in patrolling. He commented that a lateral could take 3 or 4 months 
depending on where they come from and their experience, and how quickly we can get through the hiring 
process. 
 
Julie commented that we have a retiree who is working and back filling that position currently for Officer 
Twigg. She said he is not full time, he is about 25 hours.  
 
Councilor Clark asked not at overtime but regular pay. Julie replied yes.  
 
Mayor Middleton confirmed we are not paying Officer Twigg when he is gone. Julie said that is correct. He 
said the $100,000 you would need could be saved on his salary. Julie said some of it, and stated we still 
have to provide benefits so you are only looking at salary. Mayor Middleton said you don’t have to provide 

medical either.  
 
Mayor Middleton stated that if it is going to take that long to get someone we should just start now and 
move that way so we will have someone trained in a year and then in next year’s budget we will have to 

be concerned about that, but now we could have somebody. He said he understands they have to go 
through FTEP. He said they are a body and a second person in the car and especially at night that is 
helpful, once they go through the academy. He noted it gives us a head start in moving ahead.  
 
Councilor Grant said we have before us a resolution to adopt a budget and what he is hearing is a staffing 
discussion about hiring members of staff which is the job of staff, particularly the job of Chief Groth who 
would bring it to the City Manager. He said if he is hearing a motion to amend the budget he is listening 
but if not he would like to make a motion to approve the budget.  
 
Councilor Langer said he seconded the motion. 
 
Mayor Middleton said he would like to amend and asked if this was the time to amend the resolution. 
 
Councilor Grant called for a point of order and stated we have to vote on the motion and the second first 
and if it fails we can amend it. 
 
City attorney Crean clarified that if the motion fails it can’t be amended and the only way to amend it is 
when it is before the body and the person making the motion has to agree to allow a motion to amend. 

 
Councilor Grant said he would not allow a motion to amend. 
 
City Recorder asked who seconded the motion. Councilor Langer confirmed he did. The motion was as 
follows: 
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MOTION: FROM COUNCILOR GRANT TO ADOPT RESOLUTION 2014-046, SECONDED BY 

COUNCILOR LANGER, MOTION PASSED 6:1. (COUNCILORS HENDERSON, GRANT, FOLSOM, 

BUTTERFIELD, CLARK AND LANGER VOTED IN FAVOR, MAYOR MIDDLETON VOTED AGAINST). 

 

Councilor Folsom thanked Mayor Middleton for showing support for the police department and thanked 
Julie for explaining the process and said she is sure the Council will be amenable to a supplemental 
budget as needed to help support the police department. 
 
Mayor Middleton recessed the meeting at 8:23 pm and reconvened at 8:30 pm and addressed the next 
agenda item.  
 
City Recorder note: Councilor Grant did not resume his conference call upon reconvening. 

 

D. Ordinance 2014-012 Amending Chapter 6 of the Sherwood Comprehensive Plan (part 2), 

amending the Transportation Street Functional Classification Map, adopting a new 

Transportation System Plan, establishing an effective date, and repealing Ordinance 2000-1104 

establishing the Capacity Allocation Program (CAP)  

 
Community Development Director Julia Hajduk informed the Council that Planning Manager Brad Kilby 
would provide a brief presentation and discuss what is being proposed. She said the consultant with DKS 
is here to speak and City Engineer Bob Galati is also available. 
 
The City Recorder read the public hearing statement. 
 
Planning Manager Brad Kilby came forward and presented information (see record, Exhibit C) on the 
Transportation System Plan (TSP) Amendment and said it was a project that was funded through a 
Transportation and Growth Management Grant that was awarded to the City and said it has been a year 
long process. He said the last update to the TSP was in 2005 and it is a relatively new document 
compared to the Comprehensive Plan, which was adopted in 1991. He said the 2005 TSP was out of 
compliance with some of the issues with the Transportation Planning Rule, the Metro Regional 
Transportation Plan and the Metro Regional Transportation System Functional Plan and Washington 
County. He stated the TSP is a blueprint of where we are going to make transportation improvements and 
how those improvements will look over the next 20 year planning horizon. He said the forecasting was 
based on our existing TSP, what the forecasted growth is and, other plans that have been adopted. And 
he said the team tried to assess those impacts and looked at the system as a whole and said this is what 
we need over the next 20 years to accommodate our growth. He said the proposal is to amend the 
comprehensive plan chapter 6, which is transportation, and that will amend specifically some goals and 
strategies within our Comprehensive Plan. He said it amends the City’s development code as it relates to 

definitions, plan amendment, site plan review, off-street parking and loading, and transportation facilities. 
He said specifically within those chapters we are looking at definitions being key, plan amendments and 
site plan review, traffic impact analysis that currently we require, where this requires a developer to 
provide a more robust traffic impact analysis to allow staff to assess the impact of their development. He 
stated off-street parking and loading added some off-street parking for bicycles, multi-model requirements 
and transportation facilities and looked at a whole range of multi-model transportation improvements such 
as sidewalks, bike paths, streets and trails. He said this also amends the CAP that was placed on the 
Pfeifer property as part of the zone change in 2008. He explained in 2008 we placed a trip cap on that 
property because there was no analysis of the transportation planning rule. He said through this process 
our traffic consultants DKS ran a transportation model. He said every jurisdiction runs these 
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transportation models and they are ran on a Metro platform. He said they were able to forecast what 
traffic would be generated if that were to be built out as a retail commercial site which it was rezoned in 
2008. He said it lists projects that the property owner can then mitigate the impacts to that. He said in 
2008 there was no assessment of what those impacts could be at retail commercial and there was no 
identification of the mitigation measures. He said under this scenario they both have been anticipated and 
are reflected in this transportation system plan. He commented on extensive public involvement and said 
they went through one Planning Commission hearing, two Planning Commission work sessions, met with 
the Planning Commission and gave them regular updates, two public open houses, and four meetings 
with both the Citizen Advisory Committee and the Technical Advisory Committee. He said the draft TSP, 
which is not exactly the one before the Council tonight as the Planning commission has recommended 
amendments, has been available to the public since March to review and comment on and it have been 
discussed in the Archer and the Sherwood Gazette.  
 
He commented on the key issues they heard through the process. He stated on the local street 
connectivity map we show Villa Road as a connector. He said at some point there was a policy decision 
not to connect that street but technically to make this system efficient you would need that street 
connection. He said Chair Simpson raised that as an issue because she was aware of the previous 
decision to never connect that street, and with it being in there as a local street connection she wanted 
Council to make the decision of where to or not to maintain that as a local street connection or to take it 
out of the document. He commented on the Brookman Road language and said Washington County 
would like to call it a five lane arterial and we have it as a five lane collector and the County is asking us 
to hold that as a placeholder for future connection of a bypass route that would connect from 124th and I-
5. He said it doesn’t necessarily have to go at Brookman but they would like it as a placeholder as 

Brookman is currently within the urban growth boundary and you could make the connection there. He 
referred to the CAP removal and said all of the items that were asked for in the CAP with the exception of 
one have been completed and believes that one will be completed with the County’s project on Tualatin 
Sherwood Road. He commented on the Pfieffer property and said within the transportation impact 
analysis that developers are required to do, Washington County and ODOT require volume to capacity 
studies and we only require level of service and under the new proposal, you would be allowed as 
Planning Commissioners and Councilors to consider both. He said we would be looking at volume to 
capacity and level of service. He stated the City Engineer is able to describe this in detail. 
 
He said this document puts together transportation improvements and over the next 20 year horizon we 
looked at projects that needed to be completed to keep our system efficient, and through that process of 
putting this document together we looked at how they were funded and whether or not they were needed 
in the short term, the medium term or the long term. He said the Planning Commission recommended 
moving 2-3 projects from either short term to medium term or Medium term to short term. He commented 
regarding traffic signals and the issues of the Tualatin Sherwood Road project and said part of that could 
have been because that signal was identified in our TSP. He said it was also required as a condition of 
approval. He said the language they put into the TSP is intended to allow the decision makers and the 
citizen to understand that at certain points and times there will have to be changes made to traffic signals 
to make systems work better, reduce delays or increase delays. He said the Planning Commission’s 

recommendation was to make some amendments and those are in your meeting packet and they 
recommended unanimously that you approve the TSP as amended.  
 
Brad offered to answer questions and said City Engineer Galati and the traffic consultant from DKS were 
also available.  
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Councilor Butterfield asked if the plan is scheduled and when will it take place or is it something that still 
needs to be determined. Mr. Kilby said it is a living document and it happens as development occurs, as 
your priorities are set and projects are funded. He said it says here is a range of projects that we think 
need to be done over the next 20 years and they were put into short, medium and long term based on 
what the engineer thought was a priority as well as the public as this went through the public process. He 
said it is up to the Council to set their priorities through the Capital Improvements Plan or any alternative 
and as development occurs it will fall upon them to make those improvements.  
 
Councilor Butterfield referred to the second to the last page of the presentation and asked if that is the 
priority list. Mr. Kilby said the priority list is in volume 2 of the TSP on page 28. He said a large majority of 
the projects were identified in the 2005 version of the TSP and they looked at projected revenue as to 
whether or not we would have the money to fund these projects and they were put into short term if they 
were going to make the system more efficient and in the medium term if we didn’t think funding was going 

to be available, but could potentially be available through development. He said long term are projects 
that are needed, but funded or not likely to be funded within this planning horizon short of priorities being 
aligned.  
 
Councilor Butterfield asked if these are city projects or joint projects. City Engineer Bob Galati replied the 
majority of the projects are city projects and there are some projects that are across jurisdiction lines and 
could be done with MSTIP funding and said that is how Adam’s Avenue was done. He said some of 
things we are going with, the Kruger Elwert intersection and MSTIP funding for that project, where we 
provide the land and they provide the construction process. He said it is still identified in our TSP and is 
open to joint funding and allows us to utilize those funds. He noted that if it is not in the TSP we can’t go 

to the County or the State to pick up funds for these projects. He said there are some projects in the TSP 
that do overlap with the County. Councilor Butterfield clarified that these are unfunded projects. Mr. Galati 
said some are unfunded and some do have funds associated with them. He said they looked at if you are 
able to construct this project with a revenue source stream that we are anticipating coming in, then those 
are in your five year plan. He said they consider if it is important to the system, enhances the system and 
has a feasibility of being funded based on our income and revenue, as it goes out further the funding 
sources become more tenuous and the importance factor isn’t quite there and he said those can change. 
He said the decisions will be made at this level based on ongoing importance of the community needs 
and we have tried to identify the community needs through the Citizens Advisory Committee where a lot 
of this was weighed.  
 
Mayor Middleton said wouldn’t one of the big projects be the bypass that would be on joint funding if it 

ever comes. Mr. Galati said the bypass is a huge project and he doesn’t think the City could ever fund it 
by itself or try to. He said that is a regional project where we would lend our weight politically to get 
approval and adopted through the State and the County to put it through. He said if you are looking at the 
124th project where we are not actually doing the project but supporting it, which helps prioritize that 
project in the regional system. Mr. Kilby commented on the bypass project and said if it is identified in our 
TSP, such as Brookman Road was identified as a five lane arterial and if someone comes to develop in 
that location we can look and ask for the right-of-way depending on the impacts associated with that 
proposed development. He said you can start putting the pieces in place for that development but it is 
highly unlikely that projects that large would be funded through just the City and it is important to note that 
they were considered because they would improve transportation through the City and regionally.       

 
Mayor Middleton stated that he spoke to Mr. Kilby and told him that we call them accident reports and the 
correct terminology is crash reports. Mr. Kilby said he agrees. Mayor Middleton said a lot of this is 
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speculative, such as getting development on Oregon Street and reducing our 65% week day peak hours 
where it says it would be local travel and not long distance travel. Mr. Kilby said that is correct and when 
looking at the different projects, and because we were looking at coming into compliance with the 
Transportation Planning Rule, Metro Regional Transportation Plan, as well as our own TSP and the 
County, we are trying to look at this as a group to determine the needs of the entire region and how can 
we accomplish these in the best way to make our transportation system efficient. Mayor Middleton said 
this is a challenge and they did a great job.  
 
Councilor Folsom thanked the Planning Commission and staff for their efforts and said she is grateful for 
their diligence. 
 
Councilor Langer said he echoes Councilor Folsom and congratulated staff on a job well done and said 
this speaks volumes to how Mr. Gall performs as a leader with a great staff under him to achieve projects 
like this and the budget all in the same year.  
 
With no other Council comments, Mayor Middleton opened the public hearing. 
 
Eugene Stewart approached the Council and said he does not believe the project meets goal one and 
you need to make sure you have a written citizen involvement plan and you need to have a committee for 
citizen involvement and these are both required by goal one and is a state statute. He said yet we 
continue to ignore it. He said you want citizen involvement but you don’t do very much to get them 

involved. He stated he served on the citizen committee and we started with 10 members and ended up 
with 3 members. He said it seems like this program is weighted heavily towards bicycles and non-
vehicular traffic but from his experience driving in this area and anywhere in Portland one of the worst 
things we have is our traffic and what we are doing is not helping. He referred to a train going through our 
industrial area and he said he believes the City of Tualatin had that remanded to them by LUBA, stating 
that is considered to be a park, and under Metro’s rules there can be no parks put in an industrial area so 
we need to make sure that we are bypassing our industrial area or we will run into the same problem. He 
commented on the bypass discussion and said he hopes they start talking about a bypass for the people 
traveling down 99W who don’t want to stop in Sherwood and said you need to figure a way to bypass 
past the refuge going on the Hillsboro side and coming out at the other end. He said there seems to be 
not too much communication between the local, state and county levels on what is going on and it seems 
like we learn at the tail end that on Elwert the county is looking at 5 lanes. He said he also heard from a 
property owner on Roy Rogers that they have been told by the County that by 2018 they are looking at 
having 5 lanes from Scholls Ferry to 99W and if Elwert and Roy Rogers become 5 lanes maybe it would 
be nice to have a bypass around Sherwood. He referred to the transportation model and said it would be 
interesting to know what the assumptions are in that model and said if you don’t know the assumptions 

and accept the model you don’t really know what is going on and if you look at the traffic counts they did 

on the intersections, it is interesting that most of them have no bicycles and more pedestrians. 
 
Ty Wyman came forward and stated he is the Attorney representing Merlone Geier Partners, owners of 
the Sherwood Market Center. He said last week he argued the case of the traffic signal on Tualatin 
Sherwood Road at the State Court of Appeals. He stated that traffic signal is the most litigated traffic 
signal in the history of the State and worse yet it is exceedingly unlikely that the Court of Appeals decision 
which they expect in September will resolve the matter. He said he appreciates staff listing their concerns 
and said one way or another this will come back and the road is the county’s but we are part of the City 

and the City will be part of the long term decision and these properties are important to them and also 
important to the City. He thanked staff for their time and discussion of long term solutions. He stated that 
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it is likely that they will come back and possibly ask for help to sort this out to determine long term if this is 
going to be a town center, pedestrian friendly or take out the signal.   
 
Anthony Bevel, Sherwood resident approached the Council and said he has lived here 16 years and 
asked the Council to address the short term problem on SW Lynnly and the through traffic off of Roy 
Rogers going towards Edy Road. He said he has been pleading for traffic calming devises to be 
incorporated on that street. He said he appreciated the police for their involvement. He stated there is a 
sign off Roy Rogers that says it is not a through street but they are using it as a through street and the 
next best thing is for some traffic calming devices. He referred to the TSP being 20 years down the line 
and showing a potential street behind the Lutheran Church and SW Lynnly and said he hopes that does 
not happen. He said he has filed a report with the police and is hoping it gets to Mr. Gall for him to 
address the problem.  
 
Don Pfeifer came forward and said he is the owner of the Pfeifer property that appeared in the TSP and 
said they have two issues that have been in existence since 2008 when the property was rezoned, and 
said he appreciates the staff efforts trying to help us solve the problems. He referred to SDC charges for 
transportation fees and said he has had two sales on that property and each one has failed due to the 
excessive SDC charges and in one case it was over $3 million and the other case that recently failed, he 
was informed by the City that the total was $1.8 million. He said those are off site charges. He said they 
are into the property $630,000 in taxes and fees since 2008 and it is in the process now where they have 
to make a decision and said we can’t develop or find a successful buyer under the conditions that exist 

now. He said they have hired all kinds of professionals and are running out of money. He stated it is a 
burden that is placed on a property owner and said they have paid $56,000 in sewer charges, paid 
$28,000 for traffic studies, paid $14,000 for other assistance, and attorney fees are about $80,000. He 
said he thinks he is getting cooperation and they are on the right track and stated that other municipalities 
are considering lowering charges. He said the City of Springfield has reduced theirs by 50%. He said he 
believes he is the largest property owner along the highway in the City now. He said he has envisioned 
that to be a beautiful development and said it has some views and could be an attractive gateway to the 
City, but like he mentioned with the restrictions that have been placed on the property, and unless some 
of these things can be worked out, it is not developable.  
 
With no other public testimony received, Mayor Middleton closed the public hearing. The following motion 
was stated. 
 
MOTION: FROM COUNCILOR CLARK TO APPROVE ORDINANCE 2014-012 TO INCLUDE MAYOR 

MIDDLETON’S REQUEST THAT THE TERM “ACCIDENT” BE REPLACED BY “CRASH” AND AS 

RECOMMENDED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION, SECONDED BY COUNCILOR BUTTERFIELD, 

MOTION PASSED 6:0, ALL PRESENT MEMBERS VOTED IN FAVOR. (COUNCILOR GRANT WAS 

ABSENT). 

 
Mayor Middleton asked City Manager Gall to provide his report.  
 

9. CITY MANAGER AND DEPARTMENT REPORTS 

 

City Manager Gall said Community Services Director Kristen Switzer wanted to remind the Council that 
once again the Historical Society will be selling beer and wine at the Music on Green events and said 
usually we don’t allow alcohol in the parks but this is the one exception.  
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Mayor Middleton addressed the next agenda item. 
 

10. COUNCIL ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 

Councilor Folsom thanked the Senior Center Director for the Father’s Day luncheon and the Abraham 
Lincoln presentation and said it was a great event. She said she is having a great experience in 
Washington DC and has had several meetings and has a lot of information to pass onto Julia Hajduk. She 
said it has been a great opportunity for sharing the story of Sherwood and thanking the people in 
Washington DC who are helping with the Grant and are excited to help us be successful.  
 
Councilor Langer thanked Councilor Folsom for going to Washington DC and doing the work for the 
Council. He reminded that on Thursday at 6:00 pm is the Chamber Annual Dinner. 
 
Councilor Butterfield stated that it has been tough coming to the Council meetings and when he comes 
into the room there is an air of contention and it is not welcoming and he is reaching out to everyone to 
make this a positive thing so we can get back to doing the work for the City. 
 
Councilor Clark thanked Congresswoman Bonamici for attending the Cruisin’ event with her as well as 
Mayor Knapp from Wilsonville and said they were able to meet with Mayor Middleton and she thanked 
him for his time as well. She announced on Saturday June 28 from 11 am – 3 pm at Stella Olsen Park the 
Wildcat Haven will have a Dog Walk to support the Big Cats No Kill Shelter and said you can register 
online. She announced that 503 Uncorked will have a grand opening on Saturday June 21 from noon to 
close.  
 
Council President Henderson announced that the first week of Missoula Children’s Theater starts next 

week and the second week is July 7. She said that it is a partnership between the School District, the City 
and the Sherwood Foundation for the Arts and you can register online at sherwoodarts.org and the camp 
is held at the High School in the PAC. She said the Charter Review Committee will meet Wednesday July 
18 at 6:30 pm and the Library Board meets tomorrow night. She congratulated the Chamber for the 
successful Cruisin’ event. 
 
Mayor Middleton said Crusin’ was great and said that Saturday Market has been busy.  
 

11. ADJOURN 

 

Mayor Middleton adjourned the meeting at 9:20 pm and convened to a URA Board of Directors meeting. 
 
 
 
 
 
Submitted by: 
 
 
              
Sylvia Murphy, MMC, City Recorder    Bill Middleton, Mayor 
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Council Meeting Date: July 15, 2014 
 

Agenda Item: Consent Agenda 
 
 
TO:  Sherwood City Council 
 
FROM:       Sylvia Murphy, MMC, City Recorder 
Through:   Joseph Gall, ICMA-CM, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Resolution 2014-047 Approving the City Recorder’s Canvassing of election 

returns of the May 20, 2014 Washington County election and directing the City 
Recorder to enter the results into the record 

 

 
ISSUE:   

Should the City Council approve the official May 20, 2014 election results as provided by the 
Washington County Election Division for five ballot measures amending the City Charter?  
 

BACKGROUND: 
The City Council submitted for voter approval on the May 20, 2014 ballot, five (5) ballot measures 
pertaining to amendments to the City Home Rule Charter. 
 
Via Resolution 2014-047, the City Recorder/City Elections Official is seeking City Council approval of 
Exhibit A to the resolution, the Abstract of Votes from the May 20, 2014 election. Upon approval of the 
election results, the City Recorder/City Elections Official will take all necessary steps to enter the 
election results into the record. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACTS:  

N/A 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  

Staff respectfully requests City Council approval of Resolution 2014-047 approving the City 
Recorder’s Canvassing  of the returns of the May 20, 2014 Washington County election and directing 
the City Recorder to enter the results into the record. 
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RESOLUTION 2014-047 
 

APPROVING THE CITY RECORDER’S CANVASSING OF THE RETURNS OF THE MAY 20, 2014 
WASHINGTON COUNTY ELECTION AND DIRECTING THE CITY RECORDER TO ENTER THE 

RESULTS INTO THE RECORD 

 
WHEREAS, the Washington County Elections Official has duly and regularly certified the results 
of the election held in the City of Sherwood on May 20, 2014; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Elections Officer consistent with the duties imposed on that office will 
canvass the votes and enter the results into the record following approval by the City Council; 
and  
 
WHEREAS, the certified election results are attached as Exhibit A to this resolution, and the 
City Council deems it appropriate to accept the official results and to direct the City Recorder to 
take all required actions relative thereto.  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF SHERWOOD RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 1.  The City Council hereby accepts and approves the official results of the May 20, 

2014 election as shown on Exhibit A to this Resolution.   
 
Section 2.  The City Recorder is hereby directed to enter a copy of this Resolution in the 

record of the proceedings of this Council and to canvass the votes. 
  
Section 3.  This Resolution is and shall be effective from and after its adoption by the City 

Council. 
 
Duly passed by the City Council this 15th day of July 2014. 
 
 
    
        _____________________ 
        Bill Middleton, Mayor 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
____________________________ 
Sylvia Murphy, MMC, City Recorder 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY
OREGON

June 9, 2014

City Recorder
City of Shenvood
22560 SW Pine St
Shenruood OR 97140

Gity of Sherurood

JUN | 3 20ß

Recorder's Office

Enclosed you will find a copy of the Abstract of Votes for City of Shenruood relating to the
Primary Election held on May 20,2014

Sincerely,

Mickie Kawai
Elections Manager

Mlttk

Department of Assessment & Taxation, Elections Division

3700 SW Murrray Blvd, Suite 101 Beaverton OR 97005 Phone: 503/846-5800 Fax: 503/846-5810

Resolution 2014-047, Exhibit A 
July 15, 2014, Page 1 of 6
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NUMBERED KEY CANVASS

RUN DATE:06/09/14 08:21 AM

34-212 City of Sherwood
Charter Councilor Positions

Vote for 1

01 = Yes
02=No

Washington County, Oregon
Primary Election
May 20, 2014

VOTES PERCENT

Offi ci al F'inal

REPORT-E1s2 PAGE 0129

VOTES PERCENT

1 ,828
570

0

233
03 = OVER VOTES

04 = UNDER VOTES

01 02 03 04

228
252

90

90

93

50

0

0

0

Resolution 2014-047, Exhibit A 
July 15, 2014, Page 2 of 6
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NUMBERED KTY CANVASS

RUN DATE:06/09/14 0B:21 Al\4

34-2L4 City of Sherwood

Charter - Public Conments

Vote for 1

01 = Yes

02=No

Resolution 2014-047, Exhibit A 
July 15, 2014, Page 4 of 6
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RUN DATE:06/09/14 08:2L AM

34-2L5 City of Sherwood
Charter - Term Limits

Vote for 1

01 = Yes

02=No

Washington County, 0regon
Primary Election
May 20, 20L4

VOTES PERCENT

2,002
446

Official F'inal

REPORT.ELsz PAGE 0132

VOTES PERCENT

0

183

03 04

67
76
40

0

0

0

Resolution 2014-047, Exhibit A 
July 15, 2014, Page 5 of 6
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NUMBERED KEY CANVASS

RUN DATE:06/09/14 08:21 AM

34-216 Cìty of Sherwood
Charter Vacancies

Vote for 1

01 = Yes

02=No

tdashjngbon County, 0regon
Primary Electìon
Vay 20, 20L4

VOTES PERCENT

Offic'ial Final

REPORT-E15z PAGE 0133

VOTES PERCENT

1,782
541

01 02 03 04

0

308

765
70t
316

0

0

0

Resolution 2014-047, Exhibit A 
July 15, 2014, Page 6 of 6
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      Council Meeting Date:  July 15, 2014 
  

          Agenda Item:  Consent Agenda 
 
 
TO:  Sherwood City Council 
 
FROM: Julie Blums, Finance Director 
Through: Joseph Gall, ICMA-CM, City Manager  
 
SUBJECT: Resolution 2014-051 Appointing Naomi Belov to the Budget Committee 
  Resolution 2014-052 Appointing Susan Claus to the Budget Committee 
  Resolution 2014-053 Appointing Andy Jensen to the Budget Committee 
 

 
ISSUE:  Should the City Council adopt legislation appointing Naomi Belov, Susan Claus and 
Andy Jensen to the Budget Committee? 
 
BACKGROUND: The Budget Committee consists of members of City Council and seven citizen 
members. Currently there are three citizen members whose terms expired June 30, 2014. These 
three positions have been held by Steve Munsterman, Kim Rocha-Pearson, and Lynette Waller. 
 
In January 2014 staff advertised and opened a recruitment to fill one position that was due to 
expire in February 2014. The City received eight applications and all eight candidates were 
interviewed by the Finance Director, and the Mayor. The Chair did not participate in the interview 
process as she was one of the candidates. 
 
Mr. Andy McConnell was endorsed by the Finance Director and the Mayor to fill a three year term 
expiring June 2017. The other seven candidates were notified that their applications would 
remain on file for the next recruitment process to fill three positions expiring June 2014. 
 
On June 25th staff received an email from the Mayor directing staff to prepare resolutions to 
appoint Naomi Belov, Susan Claus, and Andy Jensen to the Budget Committee.  
 
With the current request from the Mayor to appoint, staff was not given the opportunity to 
advertise for the current vacant positions or allow the outgoing members an opportunity to apply 
for reappointment. 
 
On July 9, 2014 staff informed the outgoing members of the directive from the Mayor. The 
outgoing members expressed their concern for not following process and opening a recruitment 
allowing them the opportunity to reapply as they would like to continue to serve on the Budget 
Committee.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPACTS: None  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: Staff respectfully recommends that the City Council review these three 
resolutions. 
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RESOLUTION 2014-051 
 

A RESOLUTION APPOINTING NAOMI BELOV TO THE BUDGET COMMITTEE 
 
 
WHEREAS, there are three vacancies on the Budget Committee for citizen members; 
and   
 
WHEREAS, Naomi Belov has submitted an application expressing interest in serving on 
the Budget Committee; and 
 
WHEREAS, Mrs. Belov has been endorsed by Mayor Middleton to serve a three year 
term. 
 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF SHERWOOD RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 

 

Section 1.  Naomi Belov is hereby appointed to the Budget Committee for a three year 
term pursuant to ORS 294.414 (5), with a term ending June 30, 2017. 

 
Section 2:  This Resolution shall be effective upon its approval and adoption. 
 
Duly passed by the City Council this 15th day of July 2014. 

 
 
       _________________________ 
       Bill Middleton, Mayor 
 
 
 
Attest: 
 
       
Sylvia Murphy, MMC, City Recorder 
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RESOLUTION 2014-052 
 

A RESOLUTION APPOINTING SUSAN CLAUS TO THE BUDGET COMMITTEE 
 
 
WHEREAS, there are three vacancies on the Budget Committee for citizen members; 
and   
 
WHEREAS, Susan Claus has submitted an application expressing interest in serving on 
the Budget Committee; and 
 
WHEREAS, Mrs. Claus has been endorsed by Mayor Middleton to serve a three year 
term. 
 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF SHERWOOD RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 

 

Section 1.  Susan Claus is hereby appointed to the Budget Committee for a three year 
term pursuant to ORS 294.414 (5), with a term ending June 30, 2014.  

 
Section 2:  This Resolution shall be effective upon its approval and adoption. 
 
Duly passed by the City Council this 15th day of July 2014. 

 
 
       _________________________ 
       Bill Middleton, Mayor 
 
 
 
Attest: 
 
       
Sylvia Murphy, MMC, City Recorder 
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RESOLUTION 2014-053 
 

A RESOLUTION APPOINTING ANDY JENSEN TO THE BUDGET COMMITTEE 
 
 
WHEREAS, there are three vacancies on the Budget Committee for citizen members; 
and   
 
WHEREAS, Andy Jensen has submitted an application expressing interest in serving 
on the Budget Committee; and 
 
WHEREAS, Mr. Jensen has been endorsed by Mayor Middleton to serve a three year 
term. 
 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF SHERWOOD RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 

 

Section 1.  Andy Jensen is hereby appointed to the Budget Committee for a three year 
term pursuant to ORS 294.414 (5), with a term ending June 30, 2017.  

 
Section 2:  This Resolution shall be effective upon its approval and adoption. 
 
Duly passed by the City Council this 15th day of July 2014. 

 
 
       _________________________ 
       Bill Middleton, Mayor 
 
 
 
Attest: 
 
       
Sylvia Murphy, MMC, City Recorder 
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Council Meeting Date: July 15, 2014 
 

Agenda Item: New Business 
 
 
TO:  Sherwood City Council 
 
FROM:       Joseph Gall, ICMA-CM, City Manager 
  
SUBJECT:  Resolution 2014-048 adopting an amended City of Sherwood Home Rule Charter 

as approved by City electors at the May 20, 2014 election 
 

 
ISSUE:   

Should the City Council adopt an amended City of Sherwood Home Rule Charter as approved by 
electors at the May 20, 2014 election? 
 
BACKGROUND:   
In November 2013 via resolution 2013-061 the City Council appointed a Charter Review Committee 
comprised of Sherwood residents to review the City Charter and to recommend any suggested 
revisions to the Council. The Committee met several times, focusing their attention on Chapter III (City 
Council provisions) and Chapter VII (Elections provisions) of the Charter. Any recommended revisions 
accepted by the Council were to be referred by Council to the May 2014 ballot. The result of the 
Committee’s work was five ballot measures. 
 
In February 2014 via resolution 2014-013 the City Council approved 5 ballot titles and explanatory 
statements and referred the five recommended Charter revisions for voter consideration on the May 
20, 2014 ballot. The City Charter with track changes is attached to the staff report.  
 
Via Resolution 2014-047 adopting the May 20, 2014 election results, the City Recorder presented the 
official election results to the City Council. The referred measures passed and as such the Charter 
revisions are included in the attached Exhibit A to Resolution 2014-048, adopting an amended City of 
Sherwood Home Rule Charter.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPACTS:  

N/A 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  

Staff respectfully requests City Council approval of Resolution 2014-048 adopting an amended City of 
Sherwood Home Rule Charter as approved by City electors at the May 20, 2014 election. 
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PREAMBLE 
 
We, the voters of Sherwood, Oregon exercise our power to the fullest extent possible under the 
Oregon Constitution and laws of the state, and enact this Home Rule Charter. 

 
 

Chapter I 
 

NAMES AND BOUNDARIES 
 
Section 1. Title.  This charter may be referred to as the 2005 Sherwood City Charter. 
 
Section 2.  Name. The City of Sherwood, Oregon, continues as a municipal corporation with the name City 
of Sherwood. 
 
Section 3.  Boundaries.  The city includes all territory within its boundaries as they now exist or are legally 
modified. Unless required by state law, annexations may only take effect with the approval of city voters. 
The city recorder will maintain as a public record an accurate and current description of the boundaries. 

 
 

Chapter II  
 

POWERS 
 

Section 4.  Powers. The city has all powers that the constitutions, statutes and common law of the United 
States and Oregon expressly or impliedly grant or allow the city, as fully as though this charter 
specifically stated each of those powers. 
 

Section 5.  Construction.  The charter will be liberally construed so that the city may exercise fully all 
powers possible under this charter and under United States and Oregon law. 
 
Section 6.  Distribution. The Oregon Constitution reserves initiative and referendum powers as to all 
municipal legislation to city voters. This charter vests all other city powers in the council except as the 
charter otherwise provides. The council has legislative, administrative and quasi- judicial authority. The 
council exercises legislative authority by ordinance, administrative authority by resolution, and quasi-judicial 
authority by order. The council may not delegate its authority to adopt ordinances. The council appoints 
members of commissions, board and committees established by ordinance or resolution. 
 

 
 
 
 

Resolution 2014-048, Attachment to Staff Report 
July 15, 2014, Page 1 of 9

36



2 
City of Sherwood 2005 City Charter 
Resolution 2005-008 
Exhibit A 
March 1, 2005 
 

Chapter III 
 

COUNCIL 
 

Section 7.  Council. The council consists of a mayor and six councilors nominated and elected from the 
cityCity. by position. 
 
Section 8.  Mayor. The mayor presides over and facilitates council meetings, preserves order, enforces 
council rules, and determines the order of business under council rules. The mayor is a voting member of the 
council. The mayor must sign all records of council decisions. The mayor serves as the political head of the 
city government. 
 
Section 9.  Council President. At its first meeting each year, the council must elect a president from its 
membership. The president presides in the absence of the mayor and acts as mayor when the mayor is 
unable to perform duties. 
 
 
Section 10.  Rules. The council must by resolution adopt rules to govern its meetings. In January after each 
general election, the council must by resolution adopt council rules. 
 
 
Section  11.   Meetings. The council must meet at least once a month at a time and place designated by its 
rules, and may meet at other times in accordance with council rules. The council shall afford an opportunity 
for general public comment at each regular meeting. 
 
 

Section 12.  Quorum. A majority of the council members is a quorum to conduct business, but a smaller 
number may meet and compel attendance of absent members as prescribed by council rules. 
 
 

Section 13.  Vote Required. The express approval of a majority of a quorum of the council is necessary 
for any council decision, except when this charter requires approval by a majority of the council. 
 
 

Section 14.  Record. A record of council meetings must be kept in a manner prescribed by the council 
rules. 
 

 

Chapter IV 
 

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY 
 

Section  15.    Ordinances. The council will exercise its legislative authority by adopting ordinances. The 
enacting clause for all ordinances must state ''The City of Sherwood ordains as follows:” 

Resolution 2014-048, Attachment to Staff Report 
July 15, 2014, Page 2 of 9
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Section 16.  Ordinance Adoption. 
 
(a) Adoption of an ordinance requires approval by a majority of the council at one meeting provided the 

proposed ordinance is available in writing to the public at least one week before the meeting 
 
(b) Any substantive amendment to a proposed ordinance must be read aloud or made available in writing to 
the public before the council adopts the ordinance at that meeting. 
 
(c) After the adoption of an ordinance, the vote of each member must be entered into the council minutes. 
 
(d) After adoption of an ordinance, the city recorder must endorse it with the date of adoption and the 
recorder's name and title. The city recorder must submit the ordinance to the mayor for approval. If the 
mayor approves the ordinance, the mayor must sign and date it. 
 
(e)  If the mayor vetoes the ordinance, the mayor must return it to the city recorder with written reasons for 
his veto within 10 days of receipt of the ordinance. If the ordinance is not so returned, it takes effect as if 
approved. 
 

(f) At the first council meeting after veto by the mayor, the council will consider the reasons of the mayor 
and again vote on the ordinance. If four councilors vote to adopt the ordinance, it will take effect. 
 
Section 17.  Effective Date of Ordinances.  Ordinances normally take effect on the 30th day after adoption 
and approval by the mayor, or adoption after veto by the mayor, or on a later day provided in the 
ordinance. An ordinance adopted by all councilors may take effect as soon as adopted, or other date less 
than 30 days after adoption if it contains an emergency clause, and is not subject to veto by the mayor. 
 

 
 
 

Chapter V 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITY 
 

Section 18.  Resolutions. The council will normally exercise its administrative authority by approving 
resolutions. The approving clause for resolutions may state "The City of Sherwood resolves as follows:" 
 
Section 19.  Resolution Approval. 
 
(a) Approval of a resolution or any other council administrative decision requires approval by the  
council at one meeting. 
 
 

Resolution 2014-048, Attachment to Staff Report 
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(b) Any substantive amendment to a resolution must be read aloud or made available in writing to the 
public before the council adopts the resolution at a meeting. 
 
(c) After approval of a resolution or other administrative decision, the vote of each member must be entered 
into the council minutes. 
 
(d) After approval of a resolution, the city recorder must endorse it with the date of approval and the 
recorder's name and title. 
 
Section 20.  Effective Date of Resolutions.  Resolutions and other administrative decisions take effect on the 
date of approval, or on a later day provided in the resolutions. 
 

Chapter VI 
 

QUASI-JUDICIAL AUTHORITY 
 

Section 21.  Orders. The council will normally exercise its quasi-judicial authority by approving orders.  The 
approving clause for orders may state "The City of Sherwood orders as follows:" 
 
Section 22.  Order Approval. 
 
(a) Approval of an order or any other council quasi-judicial decision requires approval by the council at 
one meeting. 
 
(b) Any substantive amendment to an order must be read aloud or made available in writing to the public 
at the meeting before the council adopts the order. 
 
(c) After approval of an order or other council quasi-judicial decision, the vote of each member must be 
entered in the council minutes. 
 
(d) After approval of an order, the city recorder must endorse it with the date of approval and the recorder's 
name and title. 
 
Section 23. Effective Date of Orders.  Orders and other quasi-judicial decisions take effect on the date of 
final approval, or on a later day provided in the order. 
 

Chapter VII 
 

ELECTIONS 
 

Section  24.   Councilors. At each general election after the adoption, three councilors will be elected for 
four-year terms. by position. The terms of councilors in office when this charter is adopted are the terms 
for which they were elected. No councilor shall serve on the council more than three consecutive terms. 

Resolution 2014-048, Attachment to Staff Report 
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Section 25.  Mayor. At each  every other general election after the adoption, a mayor will be elected for a 
two-year term. The mayor in office when this charter is adopted is the term for which the mayor was 
elected. 
 
 
Section 26.  State Law.   City elections must conform to state law except as this charter or ordinances 
provide otherwise.  All elections for city offices must be nonpartisan. 
 
Section 27. Qualifications. 
 
(a) The mayor and each councilor must be a qualified elector under state law, and reside within the city for 

at least one year immediately before election or appointment to office. 
(b) No person may be a candidate at a single election for more than one city office. 
(c) Neither the mayor, nor a councilor may be employed by the city. 
(d) The council is the final judge of the election and qualifications of its members. 
 
Section 28.  Nominations. The council must adopt an ordinance prescribing the manner for a person to be 
nominated to run for mayor or a city councilor position. 
 
Section 29.  Terms. The term of an officer elected at a general election begins at the first council meeting of 
the year immediately after the election, and continues until the successor qualifies and assumes the office 
irrespective of any applicable term limit. 
 
 
Section 30.  Oath.  The mayor and each councilor must swear or affirm to faithfully perform the duties of 
the office and support the constitutions and laws of the United States and Oregon. 
 
 

Section 31. Vacancies.  The mayor or a council office becomes vacant: 
(a) Upon the incumbent's: 
(1) Death, 
(2) Adjudicated incompetence, or 
(3) Recall from the office. 
(4) An election to a different City office. 
 
(b) Upon declaration by the council after the incumbent's: 
(1) Failure to qualify for the office within 10 days of the time the term of office is to begin, 
(2) Absence from the city for 45 days without council consent, or from three consecutive regular council 
meetings,all meetings in a 60 day period. 
(3) Ceasing to reside in the city 
(4) Ceasing to be a qualified elector under state law, 
(5) Conviction of a public offense punishable by loss of liberty,  
(6) Resignation from the office, or 
(7)  Removal under Section 33(i). 
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Section 32.  Filling Vacancies. A mayor or councilor vacancy will be filled by an election if 13 months or 
more remain in the office term or by appointment of the majority of the council within 45 days if less than 13 
months remain. The election will be held at the next available election date to fill the vacancy for the 
remainder of the term. A mayor or councilor vacancy may s h a l l  be filled by appointment by a majority 
of the remaining council members. The appointee's term of office runs from appointment until the vacancy 
is filled by election or until expiration of the term of office if no election is required to fill the vacancy. 
 

Chapter VIII 
 

APPOINTIVE OFFICERS 
 
Section 33.  City Manager. 
 
(a) The office of city manager is established as the administrative head of the city government. The city 
manager is responsible to the mayor and council for the proper administration of all city business. The city 
manager will assist the mayor and council in the development of city policies, and carry out policies 
established by ordinances and resolutions. 
 
(b) A majority of the council must appoint and may remove the manager. The appointment must be made 
without regard to political considerations and solely on the basis of education and experience in 
competencies and practices of local government management. 
 
(c) The manager need not reside in the city. 
 
(d) The manager may be appointed for a definite or an indefinite term, and may be removed at any time 
by a majority of the council. The council must fill the office by appointment as soon as practicable after the 
vacancy occurs. 
 
(e) The manager must: 
(1) Attend all council meetings unless excused by the mayor or council; 
(2) Make reports and recommendations to the mayor and council about the needs of the city; 
(3) Administer  and  enforce  all  city  ordinances,  resolutions,  franchises,  leases,  contracts, permits, and 
other city decisions; 
(4) Appoint, supervise and remove city employees; 
(5) Organize city departments and administrative structure;  
(6) Prepare and administer the annual city budget; 
(7) Administer city utilities and property; 
(8)  Encourage and support regional and intergovernmental  cooperation; 
(9)  Promote cooperation among the council, staff and citizens in developing city policies, and building a 
sense of community; 
(10) Perform other duties as directed by the council; 
(11) Delegate duties, but remain responsible for acts of all subordinates. 
 

(f) The manager has no authority over the council or over the judicial functions of the municipal judge. 
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(g) The manager and other employees designated by the council may sit at council meetings but have no 
vote. The manager may take part in all council discussions. 
 
(h)  When  the  manager is  temporarily  disabled  from  acting  as  manager  or  when the  office becomes 
vacant, the council must appoint a manager pro tem. The manager pro tem has the authority  and  duties  of  
manager,  except  that  a  pro  tem  manager  may  appoint  or  remove employees only with council 
approval. 
 
(i) No council member may directly or indirectly attempt to coerce the manager or a candidate for  the  
office  of  manager  in  the  appointment   or  removal  of  any  city  employee,  or  in administrative  
decisions. Violation of this prohibition is grounds for removal from office by a majority of the council 
after a public hearing. In council meetings, councilors may discuss or suggest anything with the manager 
relating to city business. 
 
(j) The manager may not serve as city recorder or city recorder pro tem.  
 
Section 34.  City Recorder. 
 
(a) The office of city recorder is established as the council clerk, city custodian of records and city 
elections official. The recorder must attend all council meetings unless excused by the mayor or council. 
 
(b) A majority of the council must appoint and may remove the recorder. The appointment must be made 
without regard to political considerations and solely on the basis of education and experience. 
 
(c)  When  the  recorder  is  temporarily  disabled  from  acting  as  recorder  or  when  the  office becomes  
vacant, the council must appoint  a recorder pro tem. The recorder pro tem has the authority and duties 
of recorder. 
 
Section 35.  City Attorney. The office of city attorney is established as the chief legal officer of the city 
government. A majority of the council must appoint and may remove the attorney. The attorney must 
appoint and supervise, and may remove any office employees. 
 

Section 36.  Municipal Court and Judge. 
 
(a)  A majority of the council may appoint and remove a municipal judge. A municipal judge will hold 
court in the city at such place as the council directs. The court will be known as the Sherwood Municipal 
Court. 
 
(b) All proceedings of this court will conform to state laws governing justices of the peace and justice 
courts. 
 
(c) All areas within the city and areas outside the city as permitted by state law are within the territorial 
jurisdiction of the court. 
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(d) The municipal court has jurisdiction over every offense created by city ordinance. The court may 
enforce forfeitures   and other  penalties   created  by  such  ordinances. The court also has jurisdiction under 
state law unless limited by city ordinance. 
 

(e) The municipal judge may: 
(1) Render judgments and impose sanctions on persons and property;  
(2) Order the arrest of anyone accused of an offense against the city;  
(3) Commit to jail or admit to bail anyone accused of a city offense;  
(4) Issue and compel obedience to subpoenas; 
(5) Compel witnesses to appear and testify and jurors to serve for trials before the court;  
(6) Penalize contempt  of court; 
(7) Issue processes necessary to enforce judgments and orders of the court;  
(8) Issue search warrants; and 
(9) Perform other judicial and quasi-judicial functions assigned by ordinance. 
 

(f) The council may appoint and may remove municipal judges pro tem. 
 

(g) The council may transfer some or all of the functions of the municipal court to an appropriate state 
court. 
 
 

Chapter IX  
 

PERSONNEL 
 

Section  37.   Compensation. The  council  must  authorize  the  compensation of  city  appointive officers  
and  employees as  part  of  its  approval  of  the  annual  city  budget. The mayor and councilors may be 
reimbursed for actual expenses. 
 
Section  38.    Merit  Systems. The  council  by  resolution will  determine the  rules  governing 
recruitment, selection, promotion, transfer,  demotion, suspension, layoff,  and dismissal  of  city 
employees based on merit  and fitness. 

 
 

Chapter X 
 

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS 
 

Section  39  Procedure. The council may by ordinance provide for procedures governing the making,   
altering,   vacating, or   abandoning of a public improvement. A proposed public improvement may be 
suspended for one year upon remonstrance by owners of the real property to be specially assessed for 
the improvement. The number of owners necessary to suspend the action will be determined by 
ordinance. 
 

Resolution 2014-048, Attachment to Staff Report 
July 15, 2014, Page 8 of 9

43



9 
City of Sherwood 2005 City Charter 
Resolution 2005-008 
Exhibit A 
March 1, 2005 
 

 
Section 40.  Special Assessments.  The procedure for levying, collecting and enforcing special assessments 
for public improvements or other services charged against real property will be governed by ordinance. 

 
 

Chapter XI 
 

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
 

Section 41.  Debt.  City indebtedness may not exceed debt limits imposed by state law. A charter amendment 
is not required to authorize city indebtedness. 
 

Section 42. Solid Waste Incinerators    The  operation  of  solid  waste  incinerators  for  any commercial,  
industrial, or institutional  purpose is prohibited in the city. This applies to solid waste defined by ORS 
459.005(24), and includes infectious wastes defined by ORS 459.386(2). This prohibition does not apply 
to otherwise  lawful  furnaces, incinerators,  or stoves burning wood or wood-based products, petroleum 
products, natural gas, or to other fuels or materials not defined as solid waste, to yard debris burning, or to 
small-scale specialized incinerators utilizing solid waste produced as a byproduct on-site and used only for 
energy recovery purposes. Such small-scale incinerators are only exempt from this prohibition if they are 
ancillary to a city permitted or conditional use, and may not utilize infectious wastes or any fuels derived 
form infectious wastes. This prohibition does not apply to solid waste incinerators lawfully permitted to 
operate before September 5, 1990, but does apply to any expansion, alteration or modification of such uses 
or applicable permits. (Approved by voters November 6, 1990) 
 

Section 43.  Willamette River Drinking Water. Use of Willamette River water as a residential drinking 
water source within the city is prohibited except when such use has been previously approved by a majority 
vote of the city's electors. (Approved by voters November 2001) 
 
Section 44.  Ordinance Continuation. All ordinances consistent with this charter in force when it takes effect 
remain in effect until amended or repealed. 
 
Section 45.  Repeal. All charter provisions adopted before this charter takes effect are repealed.  
 
Section 46.  Severability. The terms of this charter are severable. If any provision is held invalid by a court, 
the invalidity does not affect any other part of the charter. 
 

Section 47.  Time of Effect. This charter takes effect July 1, 2005. 
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RESOLUTION 2014-048 
 

ADOPTING AN AMENDED CITY OF SHERWOOD HOME RULE CHARTER AS APPROVED  
BY CITY ELECTORS AT THE MAY 20, 2014 ELECTION 

 
WHEREAS, with its approval of Resolution 2014-047, the City Council accepted the City 
Recorder’s canvassing of the official results of the May 20, 2014 election provided by the 
Washington County Elections Official; and 
 
WHEREAS, as documented in the official results of the election, the City’s electors approved 
five amendments to the City’s Home Rule Charter; and  
 
WHEREAS, as such, the City Council now finds it appropriate to adopt an amended City of 
Sherwood Home Rule Charter to incorporate the voter-approved changes, a copy of which is 
attached as Exhibit A.  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF SHERWOOD RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 
 
 
Section 1.   The City Council hereby adopts an amended City Home Rule Charter, in the form 

attached as Exhibit A to this resolution. 
 
Section 2.  The City Recorder is hereby directed to enter a copy of this Resolution in the 

record of the proceedings of this Council and to establish the effective date of the 
new Charter as provided by law. 

  
Section 3.  This Resolution is and shall be effective from and after its adoption by the City 

Council. 
 
Duly passed by the City Council this 15th day of July 2014. 
 
 
    
         _____________________ 
         Bill Middleton, Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
____________________________ 
Sylvia Murphy, MMC, City Recorder 
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PREAMBLE 

 
We, the voters of Sherwood, Oregon exercise our power to the fullest extent possible under the Oregon 
Constitution and laws of the state, and enact this Home Rule Charter. 

 
Chapter I 

 

NAMES AND BOUNDARIES 

 
Section 1.Title. This charter may be referred to as the 2005 Sherwood City Charter. 
 
Section 2. Name. The City of Sherwood, Oregon, continues as a municipal corporation with the name City 
of Sherwood. 
 
Section 3. Boundaries. The city includes all territory within its boundaries as they now exist or are 
legally modified. Unless required by state law, annexations may only take effect with the approval of 
city voters. The city recorder will maintain as a public record an accurate and current description of the 
boundaries. 

Chapter II  

 

POWERS 

 
Section 4. Powers. The city has all powers that the constitutions, statutes and common law of the United 
States and Oregon expressly or impliedly grant or allow the city, as fully as though this charter 
specifically stated each of those powers. 
 
Section 5. Construction. The charter will be liberally construed so that the city may exercise fully all 
powers possible under this charter and under United States and Oregon law. 
 
Section 6. Distribution. The Oregon Constitution reserves initiative and referendum powers as to all 
municipal legislation to city voters. This charter vests all other city powers in the council except as the 
charter otherwise provides. The council has legislative, administrative and quasi- judicial authority. The 
council exercises legislative authority by ordinance, administrative authority by resolution, and quasi-
judicial authority by order. The council may not delegate its authority to adopt ordinances. The council 
appoints members of commissions, board and committees established by ordinance or resolution. 
 

Chapter III 

 

COUNCIL 

 
Section 7. Council. The council consists of a mayor and six councilors nominated and elected from the 
City. 
 
Section 8. Mayor. The mayor presides over and facilitates council meetings, preserves order, enforces 
council rules, and determines the order of business under council rules. The mayor is a voting member of 
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the council. The mayor must sign all records of council decisions. The mayor serves as the political head 
of the city government. 
 
Section 9. Council President. At its first meeting each year, the council must elect a president from its 
membership. The president presides in the absence of the mayor and acts as mayor when the mayor is 
unable to perform duties. 
 
Section 10. Rules. In January after each general election, the council shall adopt council rules by resolution. 
  
Section 11. Meetings. The council must meet at least once a month at a time and place designated by its 
rules, and may meet at other times in accordance with council rules. The council shall afford an 
opportunity for general public comment at each regular meeting. 
 

Section 12. Quorum. A majority of the council members is a quorum to conduct business, but a smaller 
number may meet and compel attendance of absent members as prescribed by council rules. 
 

Section 13. Vote Required. The express approval of a majority of a quorum of the council is necessary 
for any council decision, except when this charter requires approval by a majority of the council. 
 
Section 14. Record. A record of council meetings must be kept in a manner prescribed by the council 
rules. 

Chapter IV 

 

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY 

 
Section 15. Ordinances. The council will exercise its legislative authority by adopting ordinances. The 
enacting clause for all ordinances must state ''The City of Sherwood ordains as follows: 
 
Section 16. Ordinance Adoption. 

 
(a) Adoption of an ordinance requires approval by a majority of the council at one meeting provided 
the proposed ordinance is available in writing to the public at least one week before the meeting. 
 
(b) Any substantive amendment to a proposed ordinance must be read aloud or made available in writing to 
the public before the council adopts the ordinance at that meeting. 
 
(c) After the adoption of an ordinance, the vote of each member must be entered into the council minutes. 
 
(d) After adoption of an ordinance, the city recorder must endorse it with the date of adoption and the 
recorder's name and title. The city recorder must submit the ordinance to the mayor for approval. If the 
mayor approves the ordinance, the mayor must sign and date it. 
 
(e)  If the mayor vetoes the ordinance, the mayor must return it to the city recorder with written reasons 
for his veto within 10 days of receipt of the ordinance. If the ordinance is not so returned, it takes effect 
as if approved. 
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(f) At the first council meeting after veto by the mayor, the council will consider the reasons of the mayor 
and again vote on the ordinance. If four councilors vote to adopt the ordinance, it will take effect. 
 
Section 17. Effective Date of Ordinances. Ordinances normally take effect on the 30th day after adoption 
and approval by the mayor, or adoption after veto by the mayor, or on a later day provided in the 
ordinance. An ordinance adopted by all councilors may take effect as soon as adopted, or other date less 
than 30 days after adoption if it contains an emergency clause, and is not subject to veto by the mayor. 
 

Chapter V 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITY 

 
Section 18. Resolutions. The council will normally exercise its administrative authority by approving 
resolutions. The approving clause for resolutions may state "The City of Sherwood resolves as follows:" 
 
Section 19. Resolution Approval. 

 
(a) Approval of a resolution or any other council administrative decision requires approval by the council 
at one meeting. 
 
(b) Any substantive amendment to a resolution must be read aloud or made available in writing to the 
public before the council adopts the resolution at a meeting. 
 
(c) After approval of a resolution or other administrative decision, the vote of each member must be 
entered into the council minutes. 
 
(d) After approval of a resolution, the city recorder must endorse it with the date of approval and the 
recorder's name and title. 
 
Section 20. Effective Date of Resolutions. Resolutions and other administrative decisions take effect on the 
date of approval, or on a later day provided in the resolutions. 
 

Chapter VI 

 

QUASI-JUDICIAL AUTHORITY 

 
Section 21. Orders. The council will normally exercise its quasi-judicial authority by approving orders.  
The approving clause for orders may state "The City of Sherwood orders as follows:" 
 
Section 22. Order Approval. 

 
(a) Approval of an order or any other council quasi-judicial decision requires approval by the council at 
one meeting. 
 
(b) Any substantive amendment to an order must be read aloud or made available in writing to the public 
at the meeting before the council adopts the order. 
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(c) After approval of an order or other council quasi-judicial decision, the vote of each member must be 
entered in the council minutes. 
 
(d) After approval of an order, the city recorder must endorse it with the date of approval and the recorder's 
name and title. 
 
Section 23. Effective Date of Orders. Orders and other quasi-judicial decisions take effect on the date of 
final approval, or on a later day provided in the order. 
 

Chapter VII 

 

ELECTIONS 

 
Section 24. Councilors. At each general election, three councilors will be elected for four-year terms. 
No councilor shall serve on the council more than three consecutive terms, including any partial 
term as a councilor. 
 
Section 25. Mayor. At each general election, a mayor will be elected for a two-year term.  
 
Section 26. State Law.   City elections must conform to state law except as this charter or ordinances 
provide otherwise.  All elections for city offices must be nonpartisan. 
 
Section 27. Qualifications. 

 
(a) The mayor and each councilor must be a qualified elector under state law, and reside within the city for 
at least one year immediately before election or appointment to office. 
 
(b) No person may be a candidate at a single election for more than one city office. 
 
(c) Neither the mayor, nor a councilor may be employed by the city. 
 
(d) The council is the final judge of the election and qualifications of its members. 
 
Section 28. Nominations. The council must adopt an ordinance prescribing the manner for a person to 
be nominated to run for mayor or a city councilor position. 
 
Section 29. Terms. Notwithstanding any applicable term limits imposed by this charter, the term of any 
officer elected at a general election begins at the first council meeting of the year immediately after the 
election, and continues until the successor qualifies and assumes the office. 
 
Section 30. Oath. The mayor and each councilor must swear or affirm to faithfully perform the duties of 
the office and support the constitutions and laws of the United States and Oregon. 
 
Section 31. Vacancies. The mayor or a council office becomes vacant: 
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(a) Upon the incumbent's: 
 

(1) Death 
(2) Adjudicated incompetence, or 
(3) Recall from the office 
(4) An election to a different City office 
 

(b) Upon declaration by the council after the incumbent's: 
 
(1) Failure to qualify for the office within 10 days of the time the term of office is to begin, 
(2) Absence from the city for 45 days without council consent, or all meetings in a 60 day period 
(3) Ceasing to reside in the city 
(4) Ceasing to be a qualified elector under state law 
(5) Conviction of a public offense punishable by loss of liberty 
(6) Resignation from the office, or 
(7)  Removal under Section 33(i). 
 
Section 32. Filling Vacancies. A mayor or councilor vacancy will be filled by an election if 13 months or 
more remain in the office term or by appointment of the majority of the council within 45 days if less than 
13 months remain. The election will be held at the next available election date to fill the vacancy for the 
remainder of the term. A mayor or councilor vacancy s h a l l  be filled by appointment by a majority of 
the remaining council members. The appointee's term of office runs from appointment until the vacancy is 
filled by election or until expiration of the term of office if no election is required to fill the vacancy. 
 

Chapter VIII 

 

APPOINTIVE OFFICERS 

 
Section 33. City Manager. 

 
(a) The office of city manager is established as the administrative head of the city government. The city 
manager is responsible to the mayor and council for the proper administration of all city business. The city 
manager will assist the mayor and council in the development of city policies, and carry out policies 
established by ordinances and resolutions. 
 
(b) A majority of the council must appoint and may remove the manager. The appointment must be made 
without regard to political considerations and solely on the basis of education and experience in 
competencies and practices of local government management. 
 
(c) The manager need not reside in the city. 
 
(d) The manager may be appointed for a definite or an indefinite term, and may be removed at any time 
by a majority of the council. The council must fill the office by appointment as soon as practicable after 
the vacancy occurs. 
 
(e) The manager must: 
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(1) Attend all council meetings unless excused by the mayor or council; 
(2) Make reports and recommendations to the mayor and council about the needs of the city; 
(3) Administer  and  enforce  all  city  ordinances,  resolutions,  franchises,  leases,  contracts, permits, and 
other city decisions; 
(4) Appoint, supervise and remove city employees; 
(5) Organize city departments and administrative structure;  
(6) Prepare and administer the annual city budget; 
(7) Administer city utilities and property; 
(8) Encourage and support regional and intergovernmental cooperation; 
(9) Promote cooperation among the council, staff and citizens in developing city policies, and building a 
sense of community; 
(10) Perform other duties as directed by the council; 
(11) Delegate duties, but remain responsible for acts of all subordinates. 
 
(f) The manager has no authority over the council or over the judicial functions of the municipal judge. 
 
(g) The manager and other employees designated by the council may sit at council meetings but have no 
vote. The manager may take part in all council discussions. 
 
(h) When  the  manager is  temporarily  disabled  from  acting  as  manager  or  when the  office becomes 
vacant, the council must appoint a manager pro tem. The manager pro tem has the authority and duties of 
manager, except that a pro tem manager may appoint or remove employees only with council approval. 
 
(i) No council member may directly or indirectly attempt to coerce the manager or a candidate for the 
office of manager in the appointment or removal of any city employee, or in administrative decisions. 
Violation of this prohibition is grounds for removal from office by a majority of the council after a 
public hearing. In council meetings, councilors may discuss or suggest anything with the manager relating 
to city business. 
 
(j) The manager may not serve as city recorder or city recorder pro tem.  
 
Section 34. City Recorder. 

 
(a) The office of city recorder is established as the council clerk, city custodian of records and city 
elections official. The recorder must attend all council meetings unless excused by the mayor or council. 
 
(b) A majority of the council must appoint and may remove the recorder. The appointment must be made 
without regard to political considerations and solely on the basis of education and experience. 
 
(c) When the recorder is temporarily disabled from acting as recorder or when the office becomes vacant, the 
council must appoint a recorder pro tem. The recorder pro tem has the authority and duties of recorder. 
 
Section 35. City Attorney. The office of city attorney is established as the chief legal officer of the city 
government. A majority of the council must appoint and may remove the attorney. The attorney must 
appoint and supervise, and may remove any office employees. 
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Section 36. Municipal Court and Judge. 

 
(a) A majority of the council may appoint and remove a municipal judge. A municipal judge will hold 
court in the city at such place as the council directs. The court will be known as the Sherwood 
Municipal Court. 
 
(b) All proceedings of this court will conform to state laws governing justices of the peace and justice 
courts. 
 
(c) All areas within the city and areas outside the city as permitted by state law are within the 
territorial jurisdiction of the court. 
 
(d) The municipal court has jurisdiction over every offense created by city ordinance. The court may 
enforce forfeitures and other penalties created by such ordinances. The court also has jurisdiction under 
state law unless limited by city ordinance. 
 
(e) The municipal judge may: 
 
(1) Render judgments and impose sanctions on persons and property;  
(2) Order the arrest of anyone accused of an offense against the city;  
(3) Commit to jail or admit to bail anyone accused of a city offense;  
(4) Issue and compel obedience to subpoenas; 
(5) Compel witnesses to appear and testify and jurors to serve for trials before the court;  
(6) Penalize contempt of court; 
(7) Issue processes necessary to enforce judgments and orders of the court;  
(8) Issue search warrants; and 
(9) Perform other judicial and quasi-judicial functions assigned by ordinance. 
 
(f) The council may appoint and may remove municipal judges pro tem. 

 
(g) The council may transfer some or all of the functions of the municipal court to an appropriate state 
court. 

Chapter IX  

 

PERSONNEL 

 
Section 37. Compensation. The council must authorize the compensation of city appointive officers and 
employees as part of its approval of the annual city budget. The mayor and councilors may be reimbursed 
for actual expenses. 
 
Section 38. Merit Systems. The council by resolution will determine the rules governing recruitment, 
selection, promotion, transfer, demotion, suspension, layoff, and dismissal of city employees based on 
merit and fitness. 
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Chapter X 

 

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS 

 
Section 39 Procedure. The council may by ordinance provide for procedures governing the making,   
altering, vacating, or abandoning of a public improvement. A proposed public improvement may be 
suspended for one year upon remonstrance by owners of the real property to be specially assessed 
for the improvement. The number of owners necessary to suspend the action will be determined by 
ordinance. 
 
Section 40. Special Assessments. The procedure for levying, collecting and enforcing special assessments 
for public improvements or other services charged against real property will be governed by ordinance. 

 
Chapter XI 

 

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

 
Section 41. Debt. City indebtedness may not exceed debt limits imposed by state law. A charter 
amendment is not required to authorize city indebtedness. 
 
Section 42. Solid Waste Incinerators. The operation of solid waste incinerators for any commercial, 
industrial, or institutional purpose is prohibited in the city. This applies to solid waste defined by ORS 
459.005(24), and includes infectious wastes defined by ORS 459.386(2). This prohibition does not apply 
to otherwise lawful furnaces, incinerators, or stoves burning wood or wood-based products, petroleum 
products, natural gas, or to other fuels or materials not defined as solid waste, to yard debris burning, or to 
small-scale specialized incinerators utilizing solid waste produced as a byproduct on-site and used only 
for energy recovery purposes. Such small-scale incinerators are only exempt from this prohibition if they 
are ancillary to a city permitted or conditional use, and may not utilize infectious wastes or any fuels 
derived form infectious wastes. This prohibition does not apply to solid waste incinerators lawfully 
permitted to operate before September 5, 1990, but does apply to any expansion, alteration or modification 
of such uses or applicable permits. (Approved by voters November 6, 1990) 
 
Section 43. Willamette River Drinking Water. Use of Willamette River water as a residential drinking 
water source within the city is prohibited except when such use has been previously approved by a majority 
vote of the city's electors. (Approved by voters November 2001) 
 
Section 44. Ordinance Continuation. All ordinances consistent with this charter in force when it takes 
effect remain in effect until amended or repealed. 
 
Section 45. Repeal. All charter provisions adopted before this charter takes effect are repealed.  
 
Section 46. Severability. The terms of this charter are severable. If any provision is held invalid by a 
court, the invalidity does not affect any other part of the charter. 
 
Section 47. Time of Effect. This charter takes effect July 1, 2005. 
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City Council Meeting Date: July 15, 2014 
 

Agenda Item: New Business 
 
 

TO:  Sherwood City Council 
 
FROM: Brad Kilby, Planning Manager 
Through: Joseph Gall, ICMA-CM, City Manager and Chris Crean, City Attorney 
 
SUBJECT: Resolution 2014-049 authorizing the City Manager to enter into an 

Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) for the Sherwood West Concept Plan 

project.  
 

 
Issue: 

Shall the City Council authorize the City Manager to enter into an Intergovernmental Agreement 
(IGA) with Metro to prepare a concept plan for the urban reserve areas west of Sherwood?  The 
project is known as the Sherwood West Concept Plan.  
 
Background: 

The City received a $221,139 Construction Excise Tax (CET) grant from Metro in August 2013. 
The grant funds a concept plan intended to address transportation, utilities, land uses, natural 
resources, and capital facilities for 1,291 acres. The plan is intended to include a phasing strategy 
to ensure that the right areas are considered for inclusion in the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) in 
a manner that encourages development patterns that are orderly, efficient, and can be sustained 
by the City of Sherwood operations.  
 
Financial Impacts: 

The City will receive grant funding of $221,139. The City match is 11% ($24,570.00) of the total 
project cost which will be met through staff time and materials. The grant funding was identified as 
revenue in the FY14-15 budget. A limited duration position is being filled within the Planning 
Department to provide the additional staff and resources necessary to accomplish the project.  
 
Recommendation: 

Staff respectfully requests City Council adoption of Resolution 2014-049 authorizing the City to 
enter into an IGA with Metro for a CET Grant to fund the Sherwood West Concept Planning 
process.  
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RESOLUTION 2014-049 
 

AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO ENTER INTO AN INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 
(IGA) WITH METRO TO CONCEPT PLAN THE URBAN RESERVE AREAS WEST OF THE EXISTING 

CITY OF SHERWOOD URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY (UGB) 
 
WHEREAS, Metro has established a Construction Excise Tax (CET) which imposes an excise tax 
throughout the Metro region to help fund regional and local planning necessary to make land ready for 
development after inclusion into the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB); and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Sherwood applied for a Community Planning and Development Grant from Metro 
to prepare a concept plan for approximately 1,291 acres in Urban Reserve Area 5B; and 
 
WHEREAS, Metro awarded the City of Sherwood the requested grant in the amount of $221,139; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Sherwood and Metro have collaboratively developed an IGA that outlines each 
party’s responsibility and commitments and identifies a set of deliverables and milestones that are in line 
with the City’s request; and 
 
WHEREAS, an IGA must be signed by the City and Metro to allow the project to proceed and the funds 
to be disbursed. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF SHERWOOD RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 1.   The Sherwood City Council hereby authorizes the City Manager to sign the IGA attached 

as Exhibit 1. 
 
Section 2.   This Resolution shall be effective upon its approval and adoption. 
 
 Duly passed by the City Council this 15th day of July 2014. 
 
 
        __________________________ 
        Bill Middleton, Mayor 
 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
________________________________ 
Sylvia Murphy, MMC, City Recorder 
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City Council Meeting Date: July 15, 2014 
 

 Agenda Item: New Business 
 

TO:  Sherwood City Council 
 
FROM: Craig Christensen PE, Engineering Associate II 
 

Through: Bob Galati PE, City Engineer, Julia Hajduk, Community Development Director and 
Joseph Gall ICMA, City Manager 

 
SUBJECT:     Resolution 2014-050 authorizing the City Manager to execute a construction 

contract for the Columbia Street Regional Stormwater Facility Project   
 

 

Issue:  

Should the City Council authorize the City Manager to execute a construction contract with the lowest 
responsive bidder from a July 10, 2014 bid opening for the construction of a regional water quality swale 
south of SW Columbia Street and west of SW Main Street? 
 

Background:  

The proposed regional water quality swale is required as part of an agreement with City of Sherwood and 
Clean Water Services for the construction of the Cannery Public Improvements.  The agreement stated 
that the regional water quality swale will be constructed within 5-years of the completion of the Cannery 
Public Improvements dictating that this project be constructed. 
 

The existing storm drainage system consists of approximately 100 acres of mostly developed area that 
currently flows through the existing storm sewer system.  This runoff is mostly untreated.  The majority of 
this runoff is discharged from a 42-inch diameter pipe into an existing tributary south of SW Columbia 
Street and west of SW Main Street.  This project is necessary since water quality treatment of storm 
water discharges are required to be in compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System. 
 
Due to the variability of bids and the available budget, the project was bid with a Base Bid (Water Quality 
Facility), Alternate Bid “A” (Pipe Bore) and Alternate Bid “B” (Storm Sewer in SW Main Street and SW 
Division Street).  Budget limitations may require that some of these facilities not be constructed at this 
time.  Plans for facilities that are not constructed at this time will be delayed until construction funds are 
available. 
 
City staff and an engineering consultant firm determined that the most efficient design option is to 
construct a water quality swale near the outlet of the existing storm sewer system.  A high flow storm 
water bypass will be constructed to limit flows to the water quality swale for swale longevity. 
 
In order to collect storm runoff from the property south of SW Division Street and west of SW Main Street for 
drainage to the new water quality swale, the existing storm sewer within SW Main Street will be replaced 
with a new deeper sewer along with a new storm sewer in SW Division Street.  This work is under Alternate 
Bid “B”. 
 
A new pipe bore beneath the railroad tracks and SW Wildlife Haven Court is being proposed as Alternate 
Bid “A” due to an undersized 21-inch diameter culvert creating ponding issues east of the railroad.  The new 
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casing will be 36 inches in diameter with a 24-inch diameter carrier pipe and will be parallel to the existing 
culvert.  Both the existing and new culverts will have inlet structures at the upstream end to minimize 
plugging.  A new access road to maintain these inlets and pipes is included in the design. 
 
The City solicited competitive bids from contractors and opened bids on July 10, 2014 to determine the 
lowest responsive bid.  The seven (7) day protest period will conclude after the City Council meeting at 
which time the City Manager may execute a construction contract under this resolution.  At the time of 
this report preparation the lowest responsive bidder had not yet been determined.  The name and bid 
from the lowest responsive bidder will be read aloud at the city council meeting. 
 
City staff expects the work to begin around the last week of July 2014 and be completed by the end of 
October 2014.  Construction will be contained to city property and public right-of-way.  Construction will 
be completed in a manner to minimize disruption for access to neighboring properties. SW Main Street 
will be closed during weekdays from 9:00 am to 3:00 pm for the construction of the storm sewer within 
the street for approximately 3 to 4 weeks.  There will be short delays and limited access to driveways at 
times as needed for the contractor to complete the work.  City staff will be providing general notification 
to area residents.  Door hangers will be placed a week in advance of the work. 
 
Staff requests that Sherwood City Council approve a resolution authorizing the City Manager to execute 
a construction contract with the lowest responsive bidder or other contractor deemed necessary by the 
City Manager in Base Contract Amount of $536,000 with Construction Contingency of 15% of the Base 
Contract Amount and Professional Services of 10% of the Base Contract Amount. 
 

Financial Impacts:  

The construction of the storm improvements has a budgeted Base Contract Amount of $536,000 with 
Construction Contingency of 15% of the Base Contract Amount and Professional Services of 10% of the 
Base Contract Amount.   Funding for the project will come from City of Sherwood Storm Replacement 
and Repair Fund (7-92).  This was included in the adopted FY14-15 budget. 
 
Recommendation:  

Staff respectfully requests City Council adoption of Resolution 2014-050 authorizing the City Manager to 
execute a construction contract for the Columbia Street Regional Stormwater Facility Project. 
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RESOLUTION 2014-050 

 

AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE A CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT FOR 

THE COLUMBIA STREET REGIONAL STORMWATER FACILITY PROJECT 

 

WHEREAS, the City needs to construct a regional water quality swale due to an agreement 
between the City of Sherwood and Clean Water Services as a result of developing the Cannery 
Public Improvements.  Construction includes a pipe bore beneath the railroad and storm sewer 
within SW Main Street and SW Division Street; and  
 

WHEREAS, the City has budgeted for the construction cost through City of Sherwood Storm 
Maintenance Funds; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City completed the design and produced bid documents to solicit contractors 
using a competitive bidding process meeting the requirements of local and state contracting 
statutes and rules (ORS 279C, OAR 137-049); and 
 
WHEREAS, the City opened bids on July 10, 2014, reviewed all bid proposals and identified the 
lowest responsive bidder; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City has issued the Notice of Intent to Award and the mandatory seven (7) day 
protest period has begun; and 
 
WHEREAS, City staff recommends City Council authorize the City Manager to execute a 
construction contract with the lowest responsive bidder or other contractor deemed necessary 
by the City Manager in a Base Contract Amount of $536,000 with a Construction Contingency of 
15% of the Base Contract Amount and Professional Services of 10% of the Base Contract 
Amount. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF SHERWOOD RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 

 

Section 1:  The City Manager is hereby authorized to execute a construction contract with 
the lowest responsive bidder or other contractor deemed necessary by the City 
Manager in a Base Contract Amount of $536,000 with a Construction 
Contingency of 15% of the Base Contract Amount and Professional Services of 
10% of the Base Contract Amount upon completion of the mandatory seven (7) 
day protest period for the completion of the Columbia Street Regional 
Stormwater Facility. 

 
Section 2:   This Resolution shall be in effect upon its approval and adoption. 
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Duly passed by the City Council this 15th day of July 2014. 

 
 
 
             
        Bill Middleton, Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
 
      
Sylvia Murphy, MMC, City Recorder 
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City Council Meeting Date: July 15, 2014 
 

Agenda Item: Public Hearing 
 
 

TO:  Sherwood City Council 
 
FROM: Michelle Miller, AICP, Senior Planner 
 
Through:  Brad Kilby, AICP, Planning Manager, Julia Hajduk, Community Development Director 

and Joseph Gall, ICMA-CM, City Manager  
 
SUBJECT: Ordinance 2014-013 approving a Planned Unit Development (PUD) to be known 

as Cedar Brook Planned Unit Development including application of a Planned 

Unit Development Overlay on the Comprehensive Plan and Zone Map and 

approving the Sixty-Five Lot Subdivision 
 

 

Issue: 

Should the City Council adopt Ordinance 2014-013 approving the Cedar Brook Planned Unit 
Development, a 65-lot subdivision, located in the high-density residential zone? 
 
Background: 

The City received an application for a planned unit development of a 65-lot subdivision in the High 
Density Residential zone in order to develop an alternative housing type within this zone and meet the 
minimum high-density residential requirements of 16.8-24 dwelling units per acre. The applicant 
proposes 50 single-family attached and 15 detached homes on individual lots that would range in size 
from 1,600-3,245 square feet. The applicant proposes 21% of the site for open space in order to 
comply with the planned unit development requirements. The applicant proposes full street 
improvements, including the extension of SW Cedar Brook Way, an additional north/south street 
(shown as Street A) through the development, and a private alley. Along with the onsite parking 
spaces, the applicant provides for 79 on-street parking spaces for a total of 263 spaces within the 
development or four parking spaces per unit.  
 
The applicant requests a planned unit development in order to develop the site in the manner 
proposed.  The planned unit development process allows the applicant to modify multiple Sherwood 
Zoning and Development Code provisions including setbacks, minimum lot size, lot dimensions, and 
street design modifications.   
 
The Planning Commission held two public hearings on June 10, and June 24, 2014 to take testimony 
and consider the proposed planned unit development and subdivision. After considering the staff 
report, applicant testimony and public comments, the Planning Commission recommends approval of 
the plan with conditions. The Commission found that the applicant adequately addressed the parking 
needs for the development, provided areas of open space and supplied a needed housing type for 
Sherwood. The objectives of the planned unit development encourage flexibility in the standards and 
code requirements. The applicant is in agreement with this recommendation to City Council. 
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Financial Impacts: 

None 
 
Recommendation:  

Staff respectfully requests that the City Council hold a public hearing and adopt Ordinance 2014-013, 
approving a Planned Unit Development (PUD) to be known as Cedar Brook Planned Unit 
Development including application of a Planned Unit Development Overlay on the Comprehensive 
Plan and Zone Map and approving the Sixty-Five Lot Subdivision. 
 
Attachments: 
 
A. Applicant’s materials submitted on March 6, 2014, and revised on April 14, 2014 
B. Allison Holden comments submitted via email on May 25, 2014 
C. City of Sherwood Engineering comments dated May 12, 2014 
D. Clean Water Services letter submitted on May 8, 2014 
E. Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue letter submitted May 13, 2014 
F. Pride Disposal comments submitted May 12, 2014 
G. Applicant’s submittal to the Parks Board concerning Tract K dated May 5, 2015 
H. Bicycle Master Plan Figure 6-1 from the City of Sherwood Transportation System Plan 
I. Street Design Modification request by the applicant dated April 29, 2014 
K.    Staff Memo to the Planning Commission dated June 10, 2014 
L.    Supplementary Response memo from the applicant for the June 24, 2014 hearing 
M.  Revised Site Plan, submitted by the applicant including “On and Off Street Parking” 
N.  Revised Site Plan, submitted by the applicant that includes the proposed setback deviation 
 from the Development Code 
O.  Example of CC&Rs that include the garage restriction 
P.  Example of the City Parking District Policy 
Q.  Citizen Comments from Mara Broadhurst dated June 23, 2014 
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Exhibit A

~~ 
S.._s:ity of ' d 

CaseNo. ?UD 1«-l-0\ 
Fee I0 1Z\~ 

Receipt # Cf'X I {s,Lj \.o 
Date 5 - lD \ L\ 
TYPE~~~-11erwoo 

Oregon City of Sherwood 

Application for Land Use Action 
Type of Land Use Action Requested: (check all that apply) 

0Annexation Oconditional Use 
0Plan Amendment (Propo ed Zone 0 Partition (#of lots __ _____/ 
Ovariance(li t tandard(s) to be varied in description Osubdivision (#of lots ___ , 
0Site Plan (Sq. footage of building and parking area) OOther: -------
0Pianned Unit Development 

By submitting this form the Owner, or Owner's authorized agent/ representative, acknowledges 
and agrees that City of Sherwood employees, and appointed or elected City Officials, have 

authority to enter the project site at all reasonable times for the pwpose of inspecting project 
site conditions and gathering information related specifically to the project site. 

Note: See City of Sherwood current Fee Schedule, which includes the "Publication/Distribution of 
Notice" fee, at www.sherwoodoregon.gov. Click on Departments/Planning/Fee Schedule. 

Owner/Applicant Information: tl-1~1/-( Tl f-Jv,A-t'-f ;....1 
Applicant: P~ ~IL""ltY'I I t-.!6 4.3 So 5Lll f./IAOlPfJM N.-,c, Phone: 5o.~- 75·-z- ·-o'B_.A,-3 
Applicant Address: 5<-(()(i._ reo ,p~g..IL-1~11-!D ,C(2-~f"12-3 <1 Email: /~ E.TiG:.MANN @1/l<H~N-<="-=>M 
Owner: IZL\TCA+ Vtkt!14f?\.~5 L kL- 1 cfi) ]5~;\.lf;'fOJ..l~{fcNI f.5' Phone: 5 .~ - '3 5 :a - 4-4 G C' 

Owner Address: J"L155 5 LL1 6c(TTo~-Av'r.. Pctl.i<-At-4.0 , og CJ11-z3 Email: Q(+,·WY@ l)i2.DO)f..l. SICNf....H~ro:s 
Contact for Additional Information: I+N Q'{ tf ~ A-N 1-J 5 3 - 't'f 5 -z- - o S. 4~3 • N ~\ 

Propertylnformation-:--
Street Location: t? W u({.O(+p... Bi~ok: l0tt-Y i 5 Lu f-t\£tl-/ rb:-KE:- .PA?J2t{oJ(-\ '1 
Tax Lot and Map No: TL r'34c 0 I {\t\.6-P z 'd I -~3 ocD 

Existing Structures/Use: _ __,_\/;...~...(~_,WN~'-'----'-..,...Tc,-' ___ ....------------.=------
ExistingPianiZoneDesignation: f-+ 1) [2.. ki6·F+ D£N'5 1TY 'KG':S ro~nff 
Size ofProperty(ies) S", '7 '7 /!:C.l(L~S 

Proposed Action: 
Purpose and Description of Proposed Action: 

j\:r--..11) 6 ct B DJ vI ~ l o W 

Proposed Use: 66 &Fell cHf_ () q. CfC;I!kJ+ f.:.D C( N- t'T3 

Proposed No. ofPhases (one year each): ----"'D"-..;N~·f_~_V-'---=-o-'if-=ft.....;:,.,::.L_-________ _ 

Continued on Reverse 
Updated November 2010 
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LAND USE APPLICATION FORM 

Authorizing Signatures: 

I am the owner/authorized agent of the owner empowered to submit this application and affinn 
that the infmmation submitted with this application is correct to the best of my knowledge. 

I further acknowledge that I have read the applicable standards for review of the land use action I 
am requesting and understand that I must demonstrate to the City review authorities compliance 
with these standards pri · o approval of my request. 

Date 

3-'3-14 
Date 

he follow· g materials must be submitted with your application or it will not 
be ted at the counter. Once taken at the counter, the City has up to 30 days 
to review the materials submitted to determine if we have everything we need to 
complete the review. 

~r;zf3 * copies of Application Form completely filled out and signed by the property owner (or 
~son with authority to make decisions on the property. 

~Copy of Deed to verify ownership, easements, etc. 

~At least 3 * folded sets of plans 

'¢ At least 3 * sets of narrative addressing application criteria 

'¢Fee (along with calculations utilized to determine fee if applicable) 

~Neighborhood Meeting Verification including affidavit, sign-in sheet and meeting summary 
(required for Type III, IV and V projects) 

~Signed checklist verifying submittal includes specific materials necessary for the application 
(' process 

*Note that the required numbers of copies identified on the checklist are required for 
completeness; however, upon initial submittal applicants are encouraged to submit only 3 copies 
for completeness review. Prior to completeness, the required number of copies identified on the 
checklist and one full electronic copy will be required to be submitted. 

Land Use Application Form 
Updated November 2010 
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CIVIL ENGINEERS & PLANNERS & SURVEYORS 

8285 SW NINBUS AVENUE, SUTIE 180 

BEAVERTON, OREGON  97008 

 
DATE:  3-6-14 
 
REQUEST:  66 lot preliminary plat application, “CEDAR BROOK PUD” 
 
ZONING: HDR, High Density Residential, City of Sherwood, Oregon 
 
SIZE:  5.77 acres 
 
PROPERTY OWNER:     Dutch Ventures LLC, represented by Randy Meyers 
 
DEVLOPER:    DR Horton Inc. – Portland Division                  
                          4380 SW Macadam Avenue, Suite 100 
                          Portland, OR 97239 
                          Contact: Steve Miller – (503) 476-4559  
 
CIVIL ENGINEER, PLANNER & SURVEYOR:    Emerio Design 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:   Tax Lot 13400, Tax Map 2S1-30CD  
 
LIST OF EXHIBITS:   
1 - Preliminary Plat and Landscape Plans 

2 - Building Elevations, Photos, Perspectives and Open Space Improvements  

3 - Other Developments in Sherwood  

4 - Vicinity Map, Zoning Map, Title Report and Tax Maps 

5 - Brownstone Text amendment and Zone Change Adopting Ordinances, Reports and Findings   

6 - Sherwood Street Standards, Utilities and Sherwood Transportation Plan 

7 - Sherwood Parks Master Plan Potential Future Acquisition Map 

8 - Pre-Application Meeting Notes  

9 - Neighborhood Meeting Notes and Notice to Neighbors 

10 - Wetland Delineation Report and Clean Water Services (SPL) Service Provider Letter  

11 - Traffic Report by Charbonneau Engineering 

12 - Off-Site Water Quality Facility and Drainage Report by Emerio Design 

13 - Geotechnical Soils Report by Northwest GEO Consultants 
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SHERWOOD PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 
16.12 - Definitions 

16.40 - Planned Unit Development 

16.44 - Townhouses 

16.58 - Vision Clearance 

16.60 - Corner Lots 

16.72 - Procedures for Processing Development Permits 

16.90 - Site Plan Review 

16.92 - Landscaping 

16.94 - Off-Street Parking 

16.96 - On-Site Circulation 

16.98 - On-site Storage 

16.100 - Signs 

16.106 - Transportation Facilities 

16.110 - Sanitary Sewer 

16.112 - Water Supply 

16.114 - Strom Water 

16.116 - Fire Protection 

16.118 - Public and Private Utilities 

16.120 - Subdivisions 

16.128 - Land Division Design Standards 

16.142 - Parks and Open Space 

16.156 - Energy Conservation 
 

PUBLIC WORKS CODE SECTIONS 
145 - Public Works Design Modifications 
 
210 - Street Design Standards 
 

INTRODUCTION 
We are applying for PUD approval so we can divide an approximately 5.77 - acre property in a manner 
that allows us to provide a variety of lot sizes and housing types, while at the same time preserving 21 % 
of the site in common open space.  Through the PUD process we are requesting reductions in lot sizes, 
setbacks, off-street parking, and street standards as noted throughout this statement.  In addition, we are 
proposing with this PUD request a public mini-neighborhood park to be dedicated to the City as part of its 
parks and trails system.  Granting these requests allow us to create a greater variety and diversification in 
the relationship between homes and open spaces by using planned building groups (i.e. attached 
townhomes and standard detached lots).  Together the combination of mixed housing types, pedestrian 
pathways, the location of the public mini-neighborhood park, and the requested deviations to the City’ 
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development code will improve property values and enhance the living environment both within the PUD 
and for the existing neighborhoods adjacent to the site. 
 
This PUD application is a request to develop a 66 lot subdivision entitled “CEDAR BROOK PUD” with a 
mixture of the following owner occupied building types: 
 38 - Garage front 2 story Townhouses with 1 car garages and 1500 sf of living area 
 13 - Alley loaded garage 2 story Townhouses with 2 car garages and 1400 sf of living area 
 15 – Two (2) story single family houses with rear loaded two (2) car garages and 1304 to 1392 sf 
of living area 
 
Exhibit 2 shows photos of the houses along with floor plans and elevations.  The garage front and alley 
row house lots are generally 1600 sf (20’ x 80’).  The detached house lots are generally 2500 sf in area 
(90’ x 28’).  All of the detached houses have garages off an alley. 
 
This subdivision is being proposed as a Planned Unit Development because alternative housing types are 
intended to comply with the character of the area and to fit the shape of the property.  Secondly, the HDR 
code is not really written for mixed use and row house development.  The lots size requirement of 4,000 
sf for attached houses and 5,000 sf for detached houses are too large to comply with the minimum 
density requirement of 16.8 units per acre in the HDR zone.  The townhouse requirements of the 
Sherwood Code (Section 16.44) provide standards to guide development.  However, some of the 
requirements are requested to be modified which requires a PUD application.  In order to achieve the 
desired site design for Cedar Creek PUD, modifications to the Sherwood Code requirements and 
standards include setbacks, lot sizes and on-site parking.  As a result, the proposed PUD will have a look 
and feel similar to other PUDs approved in the past by the City (see Exhibit 3), as well as providing a 
development in the HDR zone that will be superior to a typical apartment style development. 
 
The first example of a PUD similar to the one the applicant is proposing is Arbor Terrace, which is located 
between Century Drive and Langer Drive, west of Langer Farm Parkway.  This development was very 
successful and well received by the community.  A tax map, aerial photo and house photos are provided 
by Exhibit 3 which shows the similarity to this proposed development.  The second example is Vintage 
Townhomes located on the southeast side of Highway 99 directly across from Cedar Brook Way.  The 
main difference between Vintage Townhomes and Cedar Brook PUD is the housing variety and the larger 
amount of on-street and on-site parking that will be available for the Cedar Brook PUD.  Another 
difference the proposed Cedar Brook PUD will have is a larger amount of usable open space and the 
ability for connectivity to the Cedar Creek trail system.    
 
This development is located in a high density area with commercial to the south and apartments to the 
east.  The proposed unit types blend in well with exiting development in the area and provide a good 
transition from the apartments to the east and the single family houses to the west.  The Cedar Creek trail 
is located to the north and west.  The 9,000 sf foot Tract “K” open space is located as a gathering place 
for all the residents in the area and could be dedicated to the city a public park.  In the future, an 
additional trial system can be developed by the city along the sanitary sewer line route on the south and 
east side of Cedar Creek.  This trail is already being used, but in need of improvement.   
 
The existing traffic circle at the intersection of Meinecke and Cedar Brook create additional design 
challenges.  Driveway access close to the traffic circle is not practical.  Therefore, all the driveways are 
interior to the site.  Meinecke Parkway is a collector street and Cedar Brook Way is a local street, but 
designed as a neighborhood route with 64 feet of right-of way and 36 feet of pavement with 8 foot 
sidewalks.  The property has an unusual shape which limits the development potential.  Many alternative 
plans have been prepared.  The proposed plan was the best alternative to meet the minimum density 
requirement of 65 units.    
 
 A significant amount of on-street parking will become available along Cedar Brook Way because no 
development will occur on the west and north side of this road.  Further, the detached alley units will not 
have garages along Cedar Brook Way which further increases the amount of on-street parking.  28 units 
have 2 car garages and two parking spaces in front of the units.  38 units have a one car garage and one 
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parking space in front of the garage.  The one car garage units have significant on-street parking spaces.   
A total of 267 on-site and on-street parking spaces are available.    
 
A through street is provided from Meinecke Parkway to Cedar Brook Way.  The Meinecke entrance is a 
right in and right out intersection because the existing median island prevents left turns. The traffic study 
prepared by Charbonneau Engineering (Exhibit 13) indicates the surrounding intersections currently 
operate at an adequate level of service and into the future.  Traffic levels were studied to the year 2035 to 
comply with the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (TRP) requirements and rules because the 
property was recently rezoned from commercial to HDR.  This property is isolated with no adjacent 
developable property.  Therefore no street stubs are necessary. 
 

EXPLAINATION OF EXHIBITS 
Exhibit 1 is the preliminary plat, existing conditions, surrounding development, grading, utilities, house 
locations, parking and landscaping.  Exhibit 2 shows the building elevations, floor plans and photos of the 
proposed houses.  Exhibit 3 shows other PUD developments in Sherwood to demonstrate the city has 
approved PUDs like Cedar Brook in the past.  Exhibit 4 is legal information about the subject property.  
Exhibit 5 contains reports, notice of decisions and findings related to the re-zone of the property and a 
code change to allow detached lots less than 5,000 sf in area in a PUD.  Exhibit 6 shows the Sherwood 
street standards.  A modification to the city street standards is proposed for the local north/south Street 
“A” by the use of rolled curbs and curb tight sidewalks on the east side in front of the one car garage row 
houses.  This design eliminates the small planters between the sidewalk and the curb resulting from 
multiple driveways.  Curb tight sidewalks were used successfully in Arbor Terrace off Langer Farms 
Parkway.  Small planter strips are shown by the Vintage Townhouses plan aerial in Exhibit 3.  The west 
side of Street “A” will not have driveway drops and the typical planter between the sidewalk and curb will 
be provided.  Exhibit 6 shows existing utilities around the subject property.  Exhibit 7 is the Sherwood 
Parks Master Plan which shows the city goal to acquire park space along Cedar Creek.  This exhibit 
shows the 9,000 sf Tract “K” park next to the Meinecke traffic circle is ideal for a small city pocket park.  
Exhibit 8 contains the pre-application notes.  Exhibit 9 is the neighborhood meeting notice and a map 
showing in the notification area within 1,000 feet of the subject property.  No one showed up at the 
neighborhood meeting.  Exhibit 10 is the wetland delineation and the CWS Service provider Letters.  
Exhibit 11 is the traffic report.  The fire district and the Sherwood city staff requested two accesses into 
this development which is provided.  Exhibit 12 is the drainage report.  This exhibit shows the existing 
storm sewers to the east and the extension of the storm sewer from Cedar Brook PUD to the existing 
water quality facility at the intersection of Highway 99 and Cedar Brook Way.  Exhibit 13 is the 
geotechnical report showing the property is developable.  
 
Chapter 16.10 DEFINITIONS 

Building Height: The vertical distance above a reference datum measured to the highest point of 
the coping of a flat roof or to the deck line of a mansard roof or to the average height of the highest gable 
of a pitched or hipped roof. The height of a stepped or terraced building is the maximum height of any 
segment of the building. The reference datum shall be selected by the following criteria, whichever yields 
the greater height:  

A. The elevation of the highest adjoining sidewalk or ground surface within a five (5) foot horizontal 
distance of the exterior wall of the building, when such sidewalk or ground surface is not more 
than ten (10) feet above lowest grade.  

B. An elevation ten (10) feet higher than the lowest grade, when the sidewalk or ground surface 
described in this Section is more than ten (10) feet above lowest grade.  

 
Density: The intensity of residential land uses per acre, stated as the number of dwelling units per 

net buildable acre. Net buildable acre means an area measuring 43,560 square feet after excluding 
present and future rights-of-way and environmentally constrained areas.  

 
Dwelling, Townhome or Row House: A single-family dwelling unit which is attached on one or both 

sides to a similar adjacent unit(s) on similar lot(s). The attachment is made along one or more common 
walls which are jointly owned. The units may either be on individual platted lots or may be located on a 
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single lot as individual condominium units. The units are distinct from each other by scale, color, massing, 
or materials.  

 
Environmentally Constrained Land: Any portion of land located within the floodway, 100 year 

floodplain, wetlands and/or vegetated corridors as defined by Clean Water Services.  
 
Net Buildable Acre: Means an area measuring 43,560 square feet after excluding present and 

future rights-of-way, environmentally constrained areas, public parks and other public uses. When 
environmentally sensitive areas also exist on a property and said property is within the Metro urban 
growth boundary on or before January 1, 2002, these areas may also be removed from the net buildable 
area provided the sensitive areas are clearly delineated in accordance with this Code and the 
environmentally sensitive areas are protected via tract or restricted easement.  

 
Open Space: Open ground area which is not obstructed from the ground surface to the sky by any 

structure, except those associated with landscaping, or recreational facilities. Parking lots and storage 
areas for vehicles and materials shall not be considered open space.  

 
Parks Board: The City of Sherwood Parks Advisory Board.  
 
Public Park: A park, playground, swimming pool, reservoir, athletic field, or other recreational facility 

which is under the control, operation or management of the City or other government agency.  
 
Public Place: Any premise whether, privately or publicly owned, which by physical nature, function, 

custom, or usage, is open to the public at times without permission being required to enter or remain.  

COMMENT:   The above definitions are provided because they will be used in this report.    
 
16.12.010. - Purpose and Density Requirements of the HDR Zone 

 
E. High Density Residential (HDR) 

The HDR zoning district provides for higher density multi-family housing and other related uses with 
density of 16.8 to 24 dwelling units per acre  

RESPONSE: The subject property is 5.77 acres in size and the net buildable area is 3.85 acres as 
shown on Sheet 8 of Exhibit 1.  The minimum density is 65 units at 16.8 units per acre and the maximum 
density is 92 units at 24 units per acre.  Density is defined in the Definitions Section of the Sherwood 
code as the number of dwelling units per Net Buildable Acre.  Net Buildable Acre, as indicated above, is 
defined as 43,560 sf after excluding present and future right-of-way, environmentally constrained areas, 
public parks and other public uses.  With this development proposal the applicant is proposing 66 
dwelling units, which equates to 17.1 dwelling units per net buildable acre.  As such, the applicant’s 
proposed PUD is consistent with the density requirements for the HDR zoning district. 
 
A. Residential Land Uses 

The table below identifies the land uses that are allowed in the Residential Districts. The specific 
land use categories are described and defined in Chapter 16.10.  

 
USES VLDR LDR MDRL MDRH HDR 

RESIDENTIAL 

•  Single-Family Attached or Detached Dwellings P P P P P 
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•  Two Family Dwelling Units N N P P P 

•  Multi-family Dwellings  N N N P P 

•  Townhomes-subject to Chapter 16.44 N N N P P 

•  Planned Unit Developments (PUDs)-subject to chapter 16.40  P P P P P 

 
16.12.030 Residential Land Use Development Standards in the HDR Zone 

  
 

 
HDR Development 

Standard 

 
Proposed Standard 

 
Deviation and Justification 

 
Lot Area: 
A) Detached 
single-family 
dwellings 

 
 
5,000 sq. ft. 
minimum, with 
deviation permitted 
by PUD ordinance 

 
 
2,374 sq. ft. 
minimum  

 
 
There are 15 detached single-family 
dwelling units being proposed, with 
the smallest lot size being 2,374 sf.  
The requested deviations to the lots 
size are necessary to provide more 
affordable homes, enable a specific 
architectural style, and to preserve 
open space.  d 

B) Townhouse 
 
1,800 sq. ft. 
minimum, with 
deviation permitted 
by PUD ordinance 

 
1,585 sq. ft. 
minimum 

 
There are 53 Townhouse units being 
proposed with this request (38 front 
loaded units and 13 rear loaded units).  
The requested deviation to the lot size 
is necessary to meet the HDR zone 
density requirements, provide more 
affordable homes, enable a specific 
architectural style, and to preserve 
open space. 

 
Lot Width: 
A) Detached 
single-family 

 
25-feet minimum lot 
width at front 
property line and 50-
feet minimum lot 
width at building line 
for single family, 
with deviation 
permitted by PUD 
ordinance. 

 
The minimum lot 
width proposed for 
single-family 
detached lots fronting 
along Cedar Brook 
Way is 27.9 feet and 
the minimum lot 
width at the building 
line is 26 feet.   

 
All proposed single-family detached 
lots within the PUD will either meet or 
exceed the minimum lot width 
standard at the front property line 
along Cedar Brook Way.  The 
requested deviations to the minimum 
lot width at the building line for the 
single-family detached lots are 
necessary to enable the specific 
architectural style of homes and to 
preserve open space.  

B) Townhouse 
 
20-feet minimum lot 
width for Townhouse 
and 25-feet minimum 
lot width at front 
property line, with 
deviation permitted 
by PUD ordinance. 

 
The minimum lot 
width for the 
Townhouse lots will 
be 20-feet and the 
minimum lot width at 
the front property line 
will be 6.3 ft. 

 
All proposed Townhouse lots within 
the PUD will either meet or exceed the 
minimum lot width standard of 20-
feet.  The requested deviation to the 
minimum lot width at the respective 
front property line for lots 37 and 38 
are necessary due to the configuration 
of the subject property, to enable the 
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HDR Development 

Standard 

 
Proposed Standard 

 
Deviation and Justification 

specific architectural style of 
Townhomes, and to preserve open 
space adjacent to lot 38. 

 
Setbacks: 
  

 
Front Yard: 20-feet, 
except street side 
corner lots, which is 
15-feet. 
 
Front Porches: 20-
feet 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Single-Family 
Detached Side 
Yard: 5-feet 
 
Interior Side Yard 
for Townhouse: 5-
feet (buildings less 
than 100’) and 6-feet 
(buildings 100’ to 
150’) 
 
 
 
 
Rear:  20-feet. 
  
 
Garage Setback: 20-
feet 

 
Front Yard: Min. 6-
feet to home on 
corner lots, 20-feet to 
front loaded garage, 
except for rear 
loading lots, which 
will have the garage 
in rear of home and 
be accessed via the 
alley.  Except for lots 
38 & 39, which will 
have their porches 
setback a minimum 
of 7 feet, all other 
front porches will be 
setback 10-feet or 
greater. 
 
Single-Family Side 
Yard: The minimum 
side yard setback for 
the single-family 
detached dwellings 
will be 3-feet.  The 
minimum side yard 
for all other lots will 
be 5-feet.  The 
minimum interior 
side yard for the 
Townhouses will be 
3-feet. 
 
Rear: 6-feet 
minimum for all lots. 
 
Garage: Except for 
lots 58 & 63, which 
will have 18’ & 17’ 
foot garage setbacks, 
respectively, all other 
garages will be 
setback 20-feet. 

 
Except for lots 1, 28, 29, 38, 39, 53, 
54, 63, and 66, which are either corner 
lots with more than one front yard, or 
located on a radius necking down the 
front yard setback, all other lots within 
the proposed PUD will have a 20-foot 
front yard setback. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In order to achieve the desired 
densities, open space, pedestrian 
friendly streets, and overall 
appearance of the PUD, deviations to 
the HDR zone front, side, and rear 
yard setbacks are requested. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Due to the irregular shape of the 
parent parcel, as well as the 
development objectives for the project, 
the front and rear yards are not typical 
of a standard development.  As such, 
deviations to the rear yard setback 
requirement are necessary to achieve 
the desired HDR density. 
 

 
Lot Depth: 
A) Detached 
single-family 
& Townhouse 
lots.  
 

 
80-feet minimum lot 
depth 
 
 
 

 
The minimum 
proposed lot depth 
will be 71 feet (i.e. 
lot 58), however, the 
average minimum lot 
depth for all proposed 

 
The requested deviation to the lot 
depth provides for a variety of housing 
types and lot sizes.  The smaller lots 
with higher lot coverages are 
necessary for the proposed 
architectural style to achieve the 
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HDR Development 

Standard 

 
Proposed Standard 

 
Deviation and Justification 

 
 
 

lots will exceed 80 
feet. 

desired HDR density.  Additionally, 
some homeowners have no desire to 
maintain a yard, particularly if the 
home is located in a subdivision with 
21% of the site in open space. 

Height 
 
40 foot maximum 

 
30 foot maximum 

 
Meets or exceeds standard  

Off-street 
parking 

 
2 spaces per single- 
family residence 

 
2 spaces per single-
family residence 

 
Meets or exceeds standard  

 
RESPONSE: The table provided above shows the minimum HDR zone development standards and the 
Applicant’s proposed deviations to the HDR development standards for the PUD.  Except for a few 
Townhouse lots adjacent to the open space tracts, which will have side yard setbacks of 3-feet, all other 
Townhouse lots will have a minimum side yard setback of 4-feet.  In addition, all proposed single-family 
detached houses will have a minimum side yard setback of 4-feet.  However, the garages for some of the 
proposed dwelling units along the curved portion of the alley will have a 3 foot side yard setback due to 
these lots being pie shaped.  The side yard setbacks for these lots will become larger away from the front 
of the garage. 
 
The rear yards are 13 feet for the Townhouses along the east property line.  A concrete patio is provided 
in the rear yards for active patio use.  Landscaping and a walking path are located along the adjacent 
apartments in this location which provides a good buffer from the apartment units.  A photo of this walking 
path is shown by Exhibit 2.  The Townhouses along Meinecke Road will have 15 foot rear yard setbacks 
except for Lots 33, 34 and 37 which have about 14 foot setbacks on one corner of the lot.  Lot 38 has a 6 
foot setback at one corner and about 14 feet at the other corner.  All the of the driveways are 20 feet 
except one corner of the driveway on Lots 58 and 63 are 16.75 and 18 feet.  The porch setbacks for the 
single-family detached houses are generally 10 feet.  Overall, the front yard setbacks for the proposed 
dwelling units will be 20 feet.  The only exceptions are Lots 39 and 40 with about 15 foot front yard for the 
houses.  The porch for Lot 39 will have a 6 foot setback.   
 
16.40.010 Purpose of a PUD 
 
A. PUDs integrate buildings, land use, transportation facilities, utility systems and open space through 

an overall site design on a single parcel of land or multiple properties under one or more ownerships. 
The PUD process allows creativity and flexibility in site design and review which cannot be achieved 
through a strict adherence to existing zoning and subdivision standards.  

 
RESPONSE: The Applicant’s proposed PUD development complies with the above “Purpose of a PUD” 
because the single ownership parcel has been designed to integrate buildings, land uses, transportation 
facilities, utility systems, and open space in a manner that will enhance livability for its future residents.  
The proposed residential PUD will not have an adverse impact on the livability, development potential, or 
property values of the surrounding neighborhoods.  The property is comparably zoned as other nearby 
residential lands and, similar to the lands to the northeast, it will be developed for high density residential 
living.  With respect to design, we have spent significant time and resources determining the best overall 
design for the use and layout of the property while at the same time maintaining significant open space 
and providing numerous pedestrian connections. The project in terms of scale, density, building 
coverage’s and street layout was specifically designed to preserve the character of the neighborhood and 
to provide as much open space as possible. The streets meander through the subdivision to provide 
connectivity with SW Cedar Brook Way and SW Meinecke Parkway, as well as to create an aesthetically 
pleasing streetscape.  Without the requested deviations to the development standards and creativity 
afforded through the PUD process, the Applicant’s proposed PUD layout would not be achievable through 
a strict adherence to the existing HDR zoning and subdivision standards.  
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By extending services such as sewer, water, and streets to and through the site, it will enhance the 
capacity for future permissible development in the surrounding area, as well as expand the City’s ability to 
serve the north/northeast portions of the City with sewer and water.  Pedestrian safety is provided with 
streets, sidewalks, and pedestrian trails in the open space tracts.  The traffic study indicates that, with 
necessary improvements, the PUD will not adversely impact the capacity of surrounding streets. 
 
B. The PUD district is intended to achieve the following objectives: 

1. Encourage efficient use of land and resources that can result in savings to the community, 
consumers and developers. 

2. Preserve valuable landscape, terrain and other environmental features and amenities as 
described in the Comprehensive Plan or through site investigations.  

3. Provide diversified and innovative living, working or neighborhood shopping environments that 
take into consideration community needs and activity patterns.  

4. Achieve maximum energy efficiency in land uses. 
5. Promote innovative, pedestrian-friendly, and human scale design in architecture and/or other 

site features that enhance the community or natural environment.  
 

RESPONSE:  This project is being proposed as a Planned Unit Development (PUD) in order to provide 
maximum design flexibility in the creation of an aesthetically pleasing residential community.  In addition, 
the proposed PUD will help create affordable home ownership which is currently not readily available in 
the City of Sherwood.  As indicated in the Introduction of this report, design flexibility is being requested in 
order to satisfy the HDR density requirements, while at the same time offering an alternative living 
arrangement that is not available with the strict adherence to the HDR zoning and subdivision standards. 
 
The applicant is proposing an innovative, pedestrian-friendly, and human scale design through a variety 
of housing types that will help to enhance the community and natural environment in this region of the 
city.  As proposed, the PUD makes very efficient use of the land by satisfying the minimum density 
requirements of the HDR zone, which will result in savings to the community, consumers, developers, and 
natural resources.  The proposed range of residential lot sizes and density will permit the creation of 
significant open space and recreational resources along the Cedar Creek Greenway.  In addition, the 
project proposes streets and pedestrian connections that will enhance the community’s identity and 
provide for a variety of pedestrian walkways.  Pedestrian and bicycle uses are encouraged through the 
provision of an integrated trail system that provides linkages throughout the site to the adjoining public 
street system.  Frontage on SW Cedar Brook Way and SW Meinecke Parkway will be fully landscaped 
with the addition of ornamental plantings of trees, shrubs and groundcover.  This will provide an 
enhanced streetscape along these main streets and provide a better aesthetic to the general 
neighborhood.  The community recreational amenity (i.e. Neighborhood Park) will be located on the 
southwest side of the property near the roundabout and will be buffered from the adjoining residential 
uses by landscaping and fencing.  The community amenity will serve to enhance the overall recreational 
opportunities for the residents of the development by providing an enhanced trail system that will connect 
the proposed City Park with Lady Fern Park.  By making the above noted improvements, we believe the 
proposed PUD will, as far as reasonably possible, provide an aesthetically pleasing and functional 
environment and will be consistent with the nature of the use and the given setting. 
 
16.40.020 Preliminary Development Plan 
 
A. Generally 
 

A PUD Preliminary Development Plan shall be submitted for the review and approval in accordance 
with Chapter 16.72.   PUDs shall be considered:  

a) on sites that are unusually constrained or limited in development potential, as compared to 
other land with the same underlying zoning designation, because of: natural features such as 
floodplains, wetlands, and extreme topography, or man-made features, such as parcel 
configuration and surrounding development;  
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b) on parcels of land within the Urban Renewal District where flexibility and creativity in design 
may result in greater public benefit than strict adherence to the code; or  
 
c) in other areas deemed appropriated by Council during the adoption of a concept plan required 
by a Metro UGB expansion.  
 

RESPONSE: As indicated in the Introduction of this narrative, the subject property is unusually 
constrained or limited in development potential due to its irregular shape and existing street patterns.  
Access points to the site are limited because of surrounding development and existing street stubs (i.e. 
SW Cedar Brook Way and SW Meinecke Parkway).  With the exception of the alignment for Cedar Brook 
Way, which follows the top of the bank for Cedar Creek, these constraints are man-made and not a result 
of natural features. 
 
B. Content 
 

The Preliminary Development Plan application shall include the following documentation:  

1. Existing conditions map(s) showing: All properties, existing uses, and zoning districts within 
three hundred (300) feet, topography at five (5) foot intervals, floodplain, significant natural 
vegetation and features, private and public facilities including but not limited to utilities, streets, 
parks, and buildings, historic and cultural resources, property boundaries, lot lines, and lot 
dimensions and area.  

2. Listing of all property owners adjacent to the PUD as per section 16.72.020 including names 
and addresses, and a listing of all persons, including names and addresses, with an interest in 
the property subject to the PUD application.  

3. Proposal map(s) showing: Alterations to topography, floodplain, natural vegetation, trees and 
woodlands, and other natural features, all streets, utility alignments and easements, parks and 
open space, historic and cultural resources, other public and utility structures, and any other 
dedicated land features or structures, the parceling, lot consolidation, adjustments, or 
subdivision of land including basic parcel dimensions and areas, the phasing of the PUD, siting 
and orientation of proposed new structures, including an identification of their intended use. 

 
RESPONSE: The Applicant’s proposal satisfies the above PUD “Content” requirements as all required 
information has been submitted with this request. 
 

4. Narrative describing: the intent of the PUD and how general PUD standards as per this Chapter 
are met, details of the particular uses, densities, building types and architectural controls 
proposed, form of ownership, occupancy and responsibility for maintenance for all uses and 
facilities, trees and woodlands, public facilities to be provided, specific variations from the 
standards of any underlying zoning district or other provisions of this Code, and a schedule of 
development.  

 
RESPONSE:  The Applicant’s proposal satisfies this requirement because the required narrative has 
been provided as part of the overall application materials. 
 

5. If the PUD involves the subdivision of land, the proposal shall also include a preliminary 
subdivision plat and meet all requirements of Chapter 16.120. The preliminary subdivision shall 
be processed concurrently with the PUD.  

 
RESPONSE:   The proposal meets this requirement because the applicant has submitted the required 
subdivision application along with the PUD application and paid all applicable fees. 
 

6. Architectural Pattern Book: A compendium of architectural elevations, details, and colors of 
each building type shall be submitted with any PUD application. The designs shall conform to 
the site plan urban design criteria in 16.90.020(G) or any other applicable standards in this 
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Code.  A pattern book shall act as the architectural control for the homeowner's association or 
the commercial owner.   An Architectural Pattern Book shall address the following:  

a. Illustrative areas within the development application covered by the pattern book. 

b. An explanation of how the pattern book is organized, and how it is to be used. 

c. Define specific standards for architecture, color, texture, materials, and other design 
elements. 

d. Include a measurement or checklist system to facilitate review of the development for 
conformity with the pattern book. 

e. Include the following information for each building type permitted outright or conditionally 
proposed in the PUD: 

(1) Massing, facades, elevations, roof forms, proportions, materials, and color palette. 

(2) Architectural relevance or vernacular to the Pacific Northwest. 

(3) Doors, windows, siding, and entrances, including sash and trim details. 

(4) Porches, chimneys, light fixtures, and any other unique details, ornamentation, or 
accents. 

(5) A fencing plan with details that addresses the relationship between public space and 
maintaining individual privacy subject to Section 16.58.020. 

 
RESPONSE: The architectural plans, color renderings/photos, and paint color combinations submitted 
with this application constitute the Architectural Pattern Book (see Exhibit 2).  The Applicant is proposing 
a variety of housing types consisting of single-family detached and single-family attached dwelling units 
that have been received very successfully in other projects throughout the greater Metro Area.  All of the 
details required by the above standards are shown on the submitted plans.  The proposed fencing plan 
has been included on the Density Calculation Map (Sheet 8 of Exhibit 1).    
 
Architectural Detail Guidelines: 
 
The architectural detail guidelines outlined below address aesthetic requirements including building style, 
mass and scale, materials, color and detailing. 
 
STYLE 

A. Dwellings will stylistically reflect a traditional Norwest architectural vernacular best described as a 
simplified interpretation of turn-of-the century “Northwest Craftsman”, “European” or “English 
Cottage” styles. 
1. Scale, mass and detail will be traditionally based but it lacks the prominence of any distinct 

stylistic era.   
2. Floor plans are substantially articulated with enclosed balconies, porches, bays and offsets. 
3. Roofs are moderate to steeply pitched, gabled or hipped and articulated with intersecting 

roofs, dormers and sheds. 
4. Fenestration is traditional in style using divided light, trimmed sash type frames in casement, 

double hung, awning and hopper function.  Vinyl windows are allowed. 
5. Natural wood-look Hardi-plank type sidings dominate, often with locally quarried or cultured 

stone or brick for foundation or accents. 
6. Exterior finishes, whether paints, stains or naturally weathering materials, reflect earth tone 

colors in simple, limited palettes. 

QUALITY 

A. Dwelling units will be built of high quality, long lasting materials. 
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1. Buildings will evoke a solid, well detailed, understated elegance, with quality, long lasting, 
timeless materials; naturally weathering or easily maintainable with a proven history of 
performance. 

 
B. Dwellings will create visual interest with offsets in building plans to articulate the façade. 

1. Along all facades facing public streets, building plan offsets with a minimum depth of 3 feet 
will occur at least every 20 feet along building frontage. 

2. Lower story façade materials shall wrap a corner and end into a perpendicular plane a 
minimum of 3 feet beyond the corner. 

3. Building materials will have at least two finish materials consistent on all facades of a 
structure. 

 
PORCHES/ENTRY AREAS 
 

A. Porches or covered entries will be used to define primary entrances 
1. Any porch or covered entry will be oriented towards the street and may wrap around the 

corner of the dwelling on a corner lot. 
2. The porch or entry shall be the primary focus of the street façade. 
3. Entries will be sheltered from the weather. 

 
ROOFS 

A. Roofs will be similar to those found typically in the Northwest. 
1. Primary roofs will be gabled or hipped.  Flat roofs will be prohibited 
2. Primary roofs will slope a minimum of 7/12 with secondary roofs a minimum of 4/12 
3. Offsets or breaks in roof elevation will be at least two or more feet in height. 
4. Both gabled and hipped roofs will provide overhang eaves on all sides that extend a minimum 

of 8 inches beyond the building wall. 
5. Roof ridge vents and gable ends vents are allowed. 
6. “Mushroom” type roof venting will be allowed on non-street side of roofs and is required to 

match color of roof. 

 
BUILDING MATERIALS 

A. Siding and cladding materials will be similar to those found typically in the Northwest. 
1. Dwellings are limited to three primary exterior materials 
2. Natural materials that can be used in their natural finish or clear stained, that weather 

gracefully to exhibit a fine patina, like cedar shingles will be utilized.  
3. Natural materials will be used including wood and wood “look” products like Hardi-plank, 

Board and Batten, shingles, and lap siding. 
4. Each side of the dwelling may have a maximum of 20% area of stucco and brick 
5. Cultured stone with earth tones will be utilized 
6. Corner trim must be a minimum of 4” nominal width 

 
B. Roofing Materials 

1. All units will be roofed using Asphalt composite shingles.  
2. Roofs will be of subdued earth or grey/black tones. 

 
DOORS & WINDOWS 

A. Doors and windows will be similar in scale to those found historically in the Northwest. 
1. Fenestration will be traditional in style using divided light, trimmed sash type frames in 

casement, double hung, awning and hopper function. 
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2. To the extent possible, windows on the upper story of dwellings will be vertically aligned or 
otherwise coordinated with the location of windows and doors on the ground level. 

3. Windows will be vertically proportioned wherever possible. 
4. Wood trim of at least 4” nominal width is required to frame all windows and doors. 
5. Color of windows will be compatible with trim colors. 

DETAILS 

A. Gutters and downspouts will match the character of the dwelling units 
1. Plastic, metal, or copper gutters and downspouts will be utilized 
2. Gutters and downspouts will have compatible colors with the dwelling units. 

 

B. Ornamentation and detail will be simple in design, to reflect the traditional styles of the Northwest. 
1. Cupolas, trellises, window boxes, columns, eave details, shutters, and other architectural 

appurtenances and details will be of a simple elegance and timeless design, well-constructed 
and of materials appropriate for long service life requiring minimal maintenance. 

COLOR 

A. Color schemes will be simple. 
1. Dwelling units and garages will be consistent in color scheme. 
2. Up to three base colors will be utilized 
3. Up to two accent colors will be utilized 
4. Colors will be natural earth tones 
5. Adjacent homes will not have identical colors 

 
C. Commission Review 

The Commission shall review the application pursuant to chapter 16.72 and may act to recommend 
to the Council approval, approval with conditions or denial. The Commission shall make their 
decision based on the following criteria:  

1. The proposed development is in substantial conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and is 
eligible for PUD consideration per 16.40.020.A.  

 
RESPONSE: The subject property was recently rezoned from General Commercial (GC) to High Density 
Residential (HDR). Through that process City staff determined that rezoning the subject property to 
residential was necessary to comply with Chapter 3 of the City’s Comprehensive Plan as it relates to the 
“Buildable Land Inventory”. In addition, with the zone change application, staff further found that rezoning 
the property to high density residential substantially complied with all relevant goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan (See Exhibit 5) and was a more functional use of the property.  With this 
development proposal, the Applicant is proposing to development the site in compliance with the HDR 
density requirements, transportation standards, and open space requirements as contemplated by the 
Comprehensive Plan and approved zone change. 
 
The purpose of the City of Sherwood Zoning Code is to implement the goals and policies of the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan.  This Burden of Proof statement addresses all of the applicable approval criteria of 
the City’s zoning and land division ordinances and, as such, addresses the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  By demonstrating compliance with the applicable review criteria, the applicant has 
concurrently demonstrated that the proposed development is in substantial conformance with the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan and is eligible for PUD approval.  Compliance with Section16.40.020.A is 
demonstrated above. 

 
2. The preliminary development plans include dedication of at least 15 percent of the buildable 

portion of the site to the public in the form of usable open space, park or other public space, 
(subject to the review of the Parks & Recreation Board) or to a private entity managed by a 
homeowners association. Alternatively, if the project is located within close proximity to existing 
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public spaces such as parks, libraries or plazas the development plan may propose no less than 
5% on-site public space with a detailed explanation of how the proposed development and 
existing public spaces will together equally or better meet community needs.  

 

RESPONSE: As mentioned previously, the buildable area of the site is 3.04 acres.  The proposed open 
space is 0.81 acres.  Adding both the buildable area and the proposed open space together equals 3.85 
acres, which is the Net Buildable Area of the site in accordance with the definition of Net Buildable Area in 
Chapter 16.10 of the Sherwood Code.  Based on these calculations, the proposed open space is 21% of 
the buildable portion of the site which exceeds the 15% requirement.  Even though the proposed PUD 
exceeds the open space requirement as outlined above, it’s important to note that the site is located 
immediately adjacent to the Cedar Creek public open space along the west/northwest boundary of the 
site.  Together, the 35,420 square feet of proposed open space combined with the Cedar Creek public 
open space creates a significant recreational amenity for the future residents of the Cedar Brook PUD. 
 
As mentioned above, with our proposed Cedar Brook PUD we are proposing an approximately 8,992 sq. 
ft. mini-neighborhood park along the southwest property boundary of our site. The mini-neighborhood 
park is intended to serve the local residential areas within a convenient walking distance.  We anticipate 
children between the ages of 5-12 will constitute the primary user group of the park. However, features 
appealing to teenagers and adults will also be provided.  As with most neighborhood park development 
we are proposing uses which include open lawn/play areas, multi-use trails and paths, and benches.  
Additional features may also be incorporated based on neighborhood preferences and the available 
funding. These types of features might include water features, horseshoe pits, and natural or viewing 
interpretive areas. With the development of our Cedar Brook PUD and the future development of the 
properties located south of our site, together with all the existing development located west of Hwy. 99, 
the proposed neighborhood park and trail system will be conveniently located to serve in excess of 1,000 
residents within a ½ mile radius without crossing a designated arterial street. 
 
The City’s Comprehensive Plan evaluates the geographic location of specific amenities valued by the 
community, and the amenities the community valued at a neighborhood scale included open lawn/play 
areas, playgrounds, and picnic tables.  In determining the level of service of a neighborhood park, the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan noted that if a park has an open play area, picnic tables, and a playground, 
the park provides a high level of service to the neighborhood within ½ mile.  As shown in our submitted 
conceptual plan for the proposed neighborhood park, amenities in the park will include, but will not be 
limited to, an open play area, trails, and benches.  Based on the information contained in the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan, the inclusion of these amenities will allow the proposed park to provide a “high level 
of service” to the neighborhoods within ½ mile. Furthermore, the development of the proposed mini-
neighborhood park when combined with the future development in the surrounding area will provide 
conveniently located neighborhood and community parks to serve the vast majority of the residents.  In 
order for the neighborhood to continue to revitalize and flourish, positive development and growth will 
need to be encouraged. 
 
Prior to submitting our PUD request, the Applicant met with the City staff to discuss and identify the 
possibility of locating a public mini-neighborhood park within track “K” of the proposed PUD.  As a result 
of those discussions the Applicant is proposing, as part of our PUD request, Tract “K” to be dedicated to 
the City as a public “mini-park” to help meet the demands of the surrounding area.  In addition to meeting 
with City staff, the Applicant also attended the Parks and Recreation Board meeting on April 7th, 2014 to 
discuss the proposed mini-neighborhood park and Cedar Creek Trail concept.  Even though no formal 
action was taken by the Board at the April 7th meeting, it was clear that the Board believed the concept 
had merit and should be considered further. As such, the Applicant will be meeting with the Park Board 
again at their May 3rd meeting to request that they adopt track “K” and the proposed trail system as part of 
the Cedar Creek Trail Master Plan.  Should the Park Board approve the request, then the Applicant 
proposes to construct the park to Park District standards as part of the PUD development. Upon 
completion of the park, the designated parkland shall be transferred to the City’s ownership.  In return, the 
City shall reimburse the Applicant for the construction costs of developing the park through the Park 
SDCs generated by the proposed PUD development.  At the City’s present Park SDC rate of $7,668.78 
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per single-family dwelling unit, the sixty-six (66) proposed single-family dwelling units will generate 
$506,139.48 in SDC fees, which will be more than adequate to reimburse the applicant for the cost of 
developing the mini-neighborhood park. 
 
Development is both inevitable and beneficial, and well-planned growth is a vital part of a healthy 
economy on any scale.  Communities that accommodate more compact and transit-oriented development 
can greatly reduce the environmental impacts of development by reducing auto trip distances and 
conserving energy.  The goal of the City should be to simultaneously accommodate growth within the 
City’s boundary while enhancing the economy and improving the quality of life for the citizens in an 
equitable manner.  We feel our request to develop the proposed PUD and public mini-neighborhood park 
will help to accomplish these goals and provide needed housing at a reasonable density.  Both mini-
neighborhood parks and neighborhood parks serve limited active and passive recreation needs of 
residential neighborhoods. Families with young children should be able to have playgrounds and 
recreational opportunities nearby and there should be places for families or friends to enjoy open spaces.  
Ensuring that citizens have these kinds of opportunities close to home is important.  However, most of the 
choice land in Sherwood is now in private ownership and will be for sale at current market prices or 
redeveloped soon. Thus, it is critical that the City act now to obtain these needed properties for park and 
open space purposes when they become available. Whether or not a park project will actually be 
developed is determined by a combination of factors: opportunities that surface, available funding, 
support for the project, and long-term maintenance and operation costs. Given the Applicant’s successful 
history of developing neighborhood parks in other developments throughout the Portland Metro Area, we 
are confident that the proposed public mini-neighborhood park will have the funding necessary and be 
constructed and completed as proposed if the PUD request is approved. 
 
Land use plays a large role in our everyday lives; it can dictate our accessibility to a variety of important 
services and opportunities such as neighborhood parks. By approving the proposed PUD and mini-
neighborhood park, the City will be assuring the residents living within the development an opportunity for 
both active and passive recreational experiences.  We believe this is a win/win situation for everybody.  
With approval of the proposed PUD we strongly feel opportunities to the surrounding neighborhoods will 
be vastly improved and how the community works and functions socially, economically, and physically will 
be greatly enhanced. 
 

3. That exceptions from the standards of the underlying zoning district are warranted by the unique 
design and amenities incorporated in the development plan.  

 
RESPONSE: This project is proposed as a Planned Unit Development (PUD) in order to provide 
maximum design flexibility in the creation of an aesthetically pleasing high density residential community.   
 
The exceptions requested herein are necessary to achieve flexibility in the design of the subdivision for 
the primary purpose of providing 21% of the site in common open space and to provide greater housing 
diversity that would not be achievable without the requested PUD flexibility.  The flexibility requested 
through the PUD process is important for achieving the objectives of preserving existing topography and 
natural features, as well as providing open space, enhancing appearance, and providing a variety of lot 
sizes and single-family housing.  As graphically represented in Exhibit A, our lot layout, housing types and 
styles, and strong HOA maintenance responsibilities of the front yard landscaping and landscaped open 
spaces ensures a street scene that is attractive, well planned, and on a pedestrian scale that is friendly 
and inviting for individuals and families alike.  As both the land developer and home builder we have 
greater control and can provide assurances over how the property is developed, homes are constructed, 
and the neighborhood is ultimately managed.  We strive to create neighborhoods that provide strong trail 
systems, street connections to other neighborhoods, common open space areas for everyone’s 
enjoyment, natural and landscaped areas for visual interest, and attractive recreational amenities for 
outdoor enjoyment.  In order to provide this type of neighborhood, with a mix of lots sizes, housing types 
and styles, while maintaining 21% of the site in open space and still achieving a minimum density of the 
HDR zoning district, we are respectfully requesting approval of some deviations to the City’s development 
standards. 
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These benefits, however, can only be realized if we are allowed to master plan a site through the PUD 
process because these overarching goals cannot otherwise be realized through the strict application of 
the underlying zoning standards.  Adjustments in lot size, lot width, and street design standards are 
proposed to meet various price points in the market and the divergent needs of the public, while providing 
common open space to help maintain an attractive appearance.  For example, the development plan 
includes numerous common open space tracts for landscaping, paved trails, and a mini-neighborhood 
park that will have pedestrian trails.  It is because of these accommodations that we believe by allowing 
the requested exceptions; the overall development will accrue benefits to the City and the general public 
in terms of need, convenience, housing diversity, and overall appearance as discussed throughout this 
narrative. 
 

4. That the proposal is in harmony with the surrounding area or its potential future use, and 
incorporates unified or internally compatible architectural treatments, vernacular, and scale 
subject to review and approval in Subsection (B)(6).  

 
RESPONSE:  The proposed residential PUD will not have an adverse impact on the livability, 
development potential, or property values of the surrounding neighborhoods.  The property is similarly 
zoned as other nearby residential lands and, like the property to the east, it will be developed for high 
density residential living. With respect to the proposed design, we have spent significant time and 
resources determining the best overall design for the use and layout of the property while at the same 
time maintaining significant open space and providing numerous pedestrian connections.  The project in 
terms of scale, density, building coverage’s and street layout was specifically designed to preserve open 
space as much as possible, while still meeting the minimum density requirements of the HDR zoning 
district. The architectural styles proposed as part of the PUD presents the aesthetic of a larger home for 
compatibility with the surrounding neighborhoods through the use of quality materials and consistent 
design throughout the PUD.  By extending services such as sewer, water, and streets to and through the 
site, it will enhance the capacity for future permissible development on the undeveloped property to the 
south, as well as expand the City’s ability to serve the southeast portion of the City with sewer and water.  
Pedestrian safety is provided with streets, sidewalks, and pedestrian trails in the open space tracts.  The 
traffic study indicates that, with necessary improvements, the PUD will not adversely impact the capacity 
of surrounding streets.  Therefore, in terms of scale, aesthetic, and uses, the proposed development is 
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and built environment.  
 

5. That the system of ownership and the means of developing, preserving and maintaining parks 
and open spaces are acceptable. 

 
RESPONSE: Except for Tract “K”, which the Applicant is proposing to dedicate to the City of Sherwood 
as a “Neighborhood Park”, all other proposed open spaces and landscaping will be maintained by a 
Home Owners Association (HOA).  In the event the Applicant is not able to get the City of Sherwood 
Parks Board approval for the dedication of Tract “K” as a Neighborhood Park, then this proposed open 
space tract will be maintained by the HOA.    

 
6. That the PUD will have a beneficial effect on the area which could not be achieved using the 

underlying zoning district. 

 
RESPONSE: The proposed PUD will have a beneficial effect on the area because it will provide for a 
seamless transition from the higher density apartment style housing to the east to the lower density single 
family housing to the west. This type of transition could not be achieved in the HDR zoning district without 
the use of a PUD. In addition, the visual appearance along SW Cedar Brook Way will be enhanced with 
open space areas and landscaped front yards with single-family houses and front porches, as opposed to 
large apartment buildings.  Also, by providing the proposed housing types with attached garages 
significant on-street parking will be made available along SW Cedar Brook Way and proposed street “SW 
A”. The proposed development will also improve the street scene appearance along SW Meinecke 
Parkway with attractive alley loaded two (2) story Townhouse buildings and landscaping.  The Applicant 
believes this appearance will be better for the area than three (3) story apartment buildings abutting 
existing two (2) story apartment buildings.  Because of the location and irregular shape of the property, no 
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other reasonable development alternative will provide the same beneficial effect as the proposed PUD 
while still complying with the minimum density requirements of the HDR zoning district. 
 
As noted previously, the exceptions requested herein are necessary to achieve flexibility in the design of 
the subdivision for the primary purpose of providing 21% of the site in common open space and to 
provide greater housing diversity that would not be achievable without the requested PUD flexibility.  The 
flexibility requested through the PUD process is important for achieving the objectives of preserving 
existing topography, and natural features, as well as providing open space, enhancing appearance, and 
providing a variety of lot sizes and single-family housing.  We strive to create neighborhoods that provide 
strong trail systems, street connections to other neighborhoods, common open space areas for 
everyone’s enjoyment, natural and landscaped areas for visual interest, and attractive recreational 
amenities for outdoor enjoyment. 
 
In order for us to be able to provide this type of neighborhood, with a mix of lots sizes, housing types and 
styles, and open space tracts, while still meeting the minimum density of the HDR zoning district, we must 
master plan the site through the PUD process.  As such, these beneficial effects can only be realized if 
we are allowed to master plan a site through the PUD process because these overarching goals cannot 
otherwise be realized through the strict application of the underlying zoning standards.  
 

7. That the proposed development, or an independent phase of the development, can be 
substantially completed within one (1) year from date of approval.  

 
RESPONSE: The Applicant’s proposal satisfies the above criterion because the proposed PUD 
development will be completed in a single phase with construction proposed for the summer of 2014.   

 
8. That adequate public facilities and services are available or are made available by the 

construction of the project. 
 
RESPONSE:  The proposed PUD is it not expected to generate any undesirable burdens on the local 
streets, sewer, or water systems.  The proposed PUD will be extending existing streets and utilities to and 
thru the proposed development, which will facilitate the efficient extension of these public facilities for 
future development in the surrounding area.  Therefore, as proposed, adequate public services are 
available and there will be no additional burdens placed on any of the City’s public systems serving the 
site.   

 
9. That the general objectives of the PUD concept and the specific objectives of the various 

categories of the PUDs described in this Chapter have been met.  

 
RESPONSE: The proposal satisfies the above criterion because the Applicant has demonstrated 
throughout this narrative, as well as with the supporting application materials, that the proposed PUD 
meets both the general objectives of the PUD concept and the specific objectives of the various 
categories of the PUD’s described in this Chapter. 

 
10. The minimum area for a Residential PUD shall be five (5) acres, unless the Commission finds 

that a specific property of lesser area is suitable as a PUD because it is unusually constrained 
by topography, landscape features, location, or surrounding development, or qualifies as "infill" 
as defined in Section 16.40.050(C)(3).  

 
RESPONSE:  The Applicant’s proposal meets this criterion because the minimum area of the subject 
property site is 5.77 acres in size, which exceeds the minimum lot size requirement of 5 acres for a 
residential PUD. 
 
D. Council Action 

Upon receipt of the findings and recommendations of the Commission, the Council shall conduct a 
public hearing pursuant to Chapter 16.72. The Council may approve, conditionally approve, or deny 
the Preliminary Development Plan.  A Council decision to approve the Preliminary Development Plan 
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shall be by ordinance establishing a PUD overlay zoning district.  The ordinance shall contain 
findings of fact as per this Section, state all conditions of approval, and set an effective date subject 
to approval of the Final Development Plan as per Section 16.40.030.  

 
E. Effect of Decision 

Approval of the Preliminary Development Plan shall not constitute final acceptance of the PUD. 
Approval shall, however, be binding upon the City for the purpose of preparation of the Final 
Development Plan, and the City may require only such changes in the plan as are necessary for 
compliance with the terms of preliminary approvals.  

 
RESPONSE: The Applicant understands the City’s review and approval process for a PUD development 
proposal and is agreeable to the process as outlined above.   
 
16.40.030 Final Development Plan 
 
A. Generally 

Upon approval of the PUD overlay zoning district and preliminary development plan by the Council, 
the applicant shall prepare a detailed Final Development Plan as per this Chapter, for review and 
approval of the Commission. The Final Development Plan shall comply with all conditions of 
approval as per Section 16.40.020. In addition, the applicant shall prepare and submit a detailed site 
plan for any non-single-family structure or use not addressed under 16.40.020(B)(6), for review and 
approval, pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 16.90. The site plan shall be processed concurrently 
with the Final Development Plan.  

 
B. Final Subdivision Plat 

If the PUD involves the subdivision of land, a final plat shall be prepared and submitted for final 
approval, pursuant to chapter 16.124.  

 
RESPONSE:  Similar to the previous procedural requirements for reviewing a PUD development 
proposal, the Applicant understands the City’s process for approval of the PUD overlay zoning district and 
is agreeable to participate in the “Final Development Plan” process as outlined above. 
 
16.40.050 Residential PUD 
 
A. Permitted Uses 

The following uses are permitted outright in Residential PUD when approved as part of a Final 
Development Plan:  
 
1. Varied housing types, including but not limited to single-family attached dwellings, zero-lot line 

housing, row houses, duplexes, cluster units, and multi-family dwellings.  
 
RESPONSE:  With this PUD development proposal, the Applicant is proposing a variety of housing types 
that will include both single-family detached, as well as single-family attached Townhouses (i.e. zero-lot 
line) in compliance with the above listed permitted uses in a Residential PUD.   
 
C. Development Standards 

 
1. Density 

The number of dwelling units permitted in a Residential PUD shall be the same as that allowed 
in the underlying zoning district, except as provided in Subsection (C)(2), below or 16.40.040.C 
above.  

 
RESPONSE: The net buildable area is 3.85 acres and the minimum density in the HDR zoning district is 
16.8 units per acres.  In order to determine the density for the proposed PUD you need to multiply the net 
buildable area by the minimum allowed density (3.85 x 16.8) which equals 65 units.  As proposed, the 
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PUD will have a total of 66 dwelling units, which meets the minimum density requirements of the HDR 
zone.  
 

2. Density Transfer 
Where the proposed PUD site includes lands within the base floodplain, wetlands and buffers, 
or steeply sloped areas which are proposed for public dedication, and such dedication is 
approved as a part of the preliminary development plan, then a density transfer may be allowed 
adding a maximum of 20% to the overall density of the land to be developed.  

 
RESPONSE:  As noted above, the Applicant’s proposal satisfies the minimum density of the HDR zoning 
district, therefore, no density transfer is being proposed or requested with this development proposal. 
 

3. Minimum Lot Size 
The minimum lot size required for single-family, detached dwellings is 5,000 square feet, unless 
the subject property qualifies as infill, defined as: parent parcel of 1.5 acres or less proposed for 
land division, where a maximum 15% reduction in lot size may be allowed from the minimum lot 
size.  

 
RESPONSE: With this PUD proposal, the Applicant is requesting a deviation to the minimum lot size 
identified in Sub-Section “C” above because it will not work for the proposed housing types.  When the 
zone change was approved, the City council gave approval for the subject property to reduce the 
detached house lot size below 5,000 sf and the attached house lot size below 4,000 sf as opposed to 
changing the code to allow these reductions city wide.  Findings regarding this city council action are 
contained in Exhibit 6.  The density is identified on Sheet 8 of Exhibit 1. 
 
The proposed development is a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with lots ranging in size from 1,600 
square feet to 3,245 square feet in size.  Planned Unit Developments allow for deviations from traditional 
lot standards, as noted above, when appropriate actions are taken by the applicant to accommodate the 
intent of the standard through the design of the PUD.  To meet this intent, we have proposed a network of 
trails, open space, and a public mini-neighborhood park for the benefit of the immediate residences and 
their guests.  The amount of open space, as well as the community amenity, justifies the reduction in lot 
size for the individual cottage lots. 
 
16.44.010 Townhome Standards 
 
A. Generally 

A townhome may be located on property zoned MDRH or HDR, or in other zones as specified in an 
approved Planned Unit Development, provided that the townhome meets the standards contained 
below, and other applicable standards of Division V - Community Design. Such developments that 
propose townhomes can do so as condominiums on one parent lot, or in a subdivision, but shall do 
so in groups known as "townhome blocks," which consist of groups no less than two attached single-
family dwellings and no more than six in a block, that meet the general criteria of Subsection B 
below, and specific design and development criteria of this Chapter.  

 
REPSONSE:  The proposed development is a Planned Unit Development (PUD) within the HDR zone 
consisting of townhome blocks ranging in groups of three (3) to five (5) single-family dwelling units in a 
block.  Compliance with Subsection B below, as well as with specific design and development criteria 
contained within this chapter are discussed in detail throughout this narrative. 
 
B. Standards 

1. Each townhome shall have a minimum dwelling area of twelve-hundred (1,200) square feet in 
the MDRH zone, and one-thousand (1,000) square feet in the HDR zone. Garage area is not 
included within the minimum dwelling area.  
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RESPONSE:  As mentioned previously the site is zoned HDR and the minimum floor area of the 
proposed townhouses is approximately 1500 square feet, exclusive of the garage.  Therefore, the 
proposed townhomes exceed the 1000 square foot requirement within the HDR zone. 
 

2. Lot sizes shall average a minimum of two-thousand five-hundred (2,500) square feet in the 
MDRH zone, and one-thousand eight-hundred (1,800) square feet in the HDR zone, unless the 
property qualifies as "infill," and meets the criteria of Subsection D below. If proposed as a 
subdivision, lots shall be platted with a width of no less than twenty (20) feet, and depth no less 
than seventy (70) feet.  

 
RESPONSE: The proposed development is a Planned Unit Development (PUD) within the HDR zone.  
The total building area for the townhouses is 92,221 square feet, as shown on Sheet 8 of Exhibit 1.  This 
number divided by 51 townhouses equals 1,808 square feet.  The proposal satisfies the above criterion 
because the lot sizes for the townhouses average 1,808 square feet in size, which exceeds the 1,800 
square foot average lot size requirement in the HDR zone.  The minimum lot width for the townhouse lots 
is 20 feet. 

 
3. The townhome shall be placed on a perimeter foundation, the units must meet the front yard, 

street-side yard, and rear yard setbacks of the underlying zone, if abutting a residential zone 
designated for, or built as, single-family detached housing.  

 
RESPONSE: The subject property does not directly abut a residential zone designated for single-family 
detached homes.  The townhouse along the north east corner of the property are located adjacent to 
apartment buildings and the setbacks as discussed above are fairly large along the rear setback property 
boundary.  Consistent with the intent and purposes of a Planned Unit Development (PUD), we are 
requesting deviations to the minimum HDR zone setbacks throughout the development with the exception 
of the larger townhome lots.  To help off-set the reduced setbacks for the townhomes open space tracts 
are provided at both ends of SW “A” street to create a larger buffer between street and townhome.  

 
4. All townhomes shall include at least two (2) off-street parking spaces in the HDR zone, and two 

and one-half (2-½) spaces in the MDRH zone; garages and/or designated shared parking 
spaces may be included in this calculation. The City Engineer may permit diagonal or angle-in 
parking on public streets within a townhome development, provided that adequate lane width is 
maintained. All townhome developments shall include a parking plan, to be reviewed and 
approved with the Site Plan application.  

 
RESPONSE:  The applicant proposes to construct a total of fifty-one (51) townhouse units as part of the 
PUD proposal, consisting of both single-car and double-car garages for the residential townhome use.  Of 
the fifty-one (51) townhome units, thirty-eight (38) of them will be designed as front loaded garage 
townhouses and have 2 off-street parking spaces (i.e. one space provided in the single-car garage and 
one in the driveway in front of the garage) located on-site for a total of 102 off-street parking spaces, 
which is in compliance with the above code requirement.  However, per Code Section 16.94.010.E.1, the 
City does not allow off-street parking spaces for residential uses to be located within a garage space.  As 
such, thirty-eight (38) of the fifty-one (51) proposed townhouse units will only have one (1) off-street 
parking space per unit.  Due to this discrepancy in the Code for off-street residential parking, the 
Applicant is requesting a modification to Code Section 16.94.010.E for the thirty-eight (38) front loaded 
garage townhouses with this PUD proposal. To help mitigate the parking requirement for the thirty-eight 
(38) townhouse units, nineteen (19) on-street parking spaces will be provided along the west side of “SW 
A Street” and sixty (60) on-street parking spaces will be provided along both sides of Cedar Brook Way 
for a total of seventy-nine (79) on-street parking spaces (see Sheet 4 of Exhibit 1).   
 
The thirteen (13) rear loaded alley garage townhouses will have two (2) off-street parking spaces in the 
garage and two (2) parking spaces in front of the garage for a total of fifty-two (52) off-street parking 
spaces.  Of the fifty-two (52) proposed off-street parking spaces, twenty-six (26) of the off-street parking 
spaces will be provided in a two-car driveway thereby complying with both the above criterion, as well as 
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Code Section 16.94.010.E.1.  Therefore, no PUD exception is being requested for the thirteen (13) rear 
loaded alley garage townhouses. 
 
A parking plan, to be reviewed and approved with the Site Plan application, has been included by the 
Applicant as part of the overall PUD application materials (see Sheet 4 of Exhibit 1). 
 

5. All townhomes shall have exterior siding and roofing which is similar in color, material and 
appearance to siding and roofing commonly used on residential dwellings within the City, or 
otherwise consistent with the design criteria of Subsection E, Design Standards.  

 
RESPONSE: The proposal meets this criterion because as shown on Exhibit 2 the exterior of the housing 
units will have exterior siding and roofing which is similar in color, material and appearance to siding and 
roofing commonly used on residential dwellings within the City.   
 

6. All townhomes in the MDRH zone shall have an attached or detached garage. 
 
RESPONSE: The above criterion does not apply to the Applicant’s proposal because the subject property 
is zoned HDR.  Nevertheless, all fifty-one (51) proposed townhomes will have an attached garage. 

 
7. All other community design standards contained in Divisions V, VIII and IX relating to off-street 

parking and loading, energy conservation, historic resources, environmental resources, 
landscaping, access and egress, signs, parks and open space, on-site storage, and site design 
that are not specifically varied by this Chapter, shall apply to townhome blocks.  

 
RESPONSE: In both the written narrative and the submitted application materials, the Applicant has 
adequately addressed all applicable Code Sections relating to the townhome units and has demonstrated 
that the proposed PUD is consistent with the intent and purpose of the community design standards for 
townhome blocks contained in Divisions V, VIII, and IX. 

 
8. All townhome developments shall accommodate an open space or park area no less than five 

percent (5%) of the total subject parcel (prior to exclusion of public right-of-way and 
environmentally constrained areas). Parking areas may not be counted toward this five percent 
(5%) requirement.  

 
RESPONSE:  This criterion has been addressed in detail previously within this narrative.  Nevertheless, 
the proposal satisfies the above criterion because the Applicant is proposing to dedicate proposed Tract 
“K” to the City as a mini-neighborhood park.  Also, since this development is proposed as a PUD, a total 
of 15% open space must be provided.  The current plan shows that 21% of the Net buildable Area is in 
common open space which exceeds the above 5% requirement. 
 

9. Side yard setbacks shall be based on the length of the townhome block; a minimum setback to 
the property line* on the end of each "townhome block" shall be provided relative to the size of 
the block, as follows:  

a. 100 feet to 150 feet 6 feet minimum 

b. Less than 100 feet 5 feet minimum 

 *  In the case of condominium projects where no property line may exist at the end of each townhome 
block, the setback shall be applied as a minimum area of separation, as applied to each townhome block.  
 
RESPONSE:  The maximum length of the proposed “townhome block” is 110 feet.  The minimum 
proposed side yard setback to the property line for the townhome blocks is 4-feet.  However, our PUD 
request is for 3-foot side yards to the property line in a few locations in the event they are necessary for 
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the townhouses to fit on the lots.  Therefore, the Applicant is requesting a deviation to this standard as 
part of the PUD proposal. 
   
E. Design Standards 

Each townhome block development shall require the approval of a site plan, under the provisions of  
Section 16.90.020, and in compliance with the standards listed below. The site plan shall indicate all 
areas of townhome units, landscaping, off-street parking, street and driveway or alley locations, and 
utility access easements. The site plan shall also include a building elevation plan, which show 
building design, materials, and architectural profiles of all structures proposed for the site.  
 
1. Building Mass: The maximum number and width of consecutively attached townhomes shall not 

exceed six (6) units or one-hundred fifty (150) feet from end-wall to end-wall.  
 
RESPONSE: The Applicant’s proposal satisfies the above criterion because the maximum number and 
width of consecutively attached townhomes does not exceed six (6) units or one-hundred fifty (150) feet 
from end-wall to end-wall.  The Applicant is proposing a maximum of five (5) unit townhomes with a width 
of 110-feet.  Compliance with Section 16.90.020, Architecture and Site Planning, has been addressed 
elsewhere within this report. 

 
2. Designation of Access/Alleys: Townhomes shall receive vehicle access only from the front or 

rear lot line exclusively, not both. If alleys are used for access they shall be created at the time 
of subdivision approval and built to City standards as illustrated in the Transportation System 
Plan.  

 
RESPONSE: The proposed PUD complies with the above criterion because all townhomes shall only 
receive vehicle access from either the front or the rear lot line exclusively, not both.  Alleys are proposed 
in compliance with city standards. 

 
3. Street Access: Townhomes fronting on a neighborhood route, collector, or arterial shall use 

alley access, either public or private, and comply with all of the following standards, in order to 
minimize interruption of adjacent sidewalks by driveway entrances and conflicts with other 
transportation users, slow traffic, improve appearance of the streets, and minimize paved 
surfaces for better stormwater management.  Direct access to local streets shall only be used if 
it can be demonstrated that due to topography or other unique site conditions precludes the use 
of alleys.  

 
RESPONSE:  The proposed townhome units will only be taking access from an alley or a local street in 
compliance with the above criterion.  No vehicle access is proposed from SW Cedar Brook Way or SW 
Meinecke Parkway.   
 
Since the subject property is well constrained due to topography along the western property boundary 
and existing development along the eastern property boundary, alley access along the east side of the 
property would not be practical.  As such, street “A” will be constructed to provide access to the subject 
property and the lots on the east side of the development.  Since proposed street “A” will only serve the 
townhome units fronting along the east side of the street, very limited traffic from other developments is 
anticipated to occur on Street “A”.  Thus, street “A” will function similar to an alley even though it will be 
designed as a local street.  In addition, street “A” will provide access to the internal private alley serving 
the townhome units and the single-family detached units.   
 
Based on existing conditions surrounding the subject property, the proposed PUD has been designed to 
take advantage of alleys to the greatest extent possible in compliance with the above criterion. 

 
a. Alley loaded garages shall be set back a minimum five feet to allow a turning radius for 

vehicles and provide a service area for utilities.  
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RESPONSE: The proposal satisfies the above criterion because all alley loaded garages will be set back 
a minimum of 18-feet in order to allow a turning radius for vehicles and provide a service area for utilities.   
 

b. If garages face the street, the garage doors shall be recessed behind the front elevation 
(living area, covered porch, or other architectural feature) by a minimum of one (1) foot.  

 
c. The maximum allowable driveway width facing the street is two (2) feet greater than the 

width of the garage door. The maximum garage door width per unit is sixty percent (60%) 
of the total building width. For example, a twenty (20) foot wide unit may have one 12-foot 
wide recessed garage door and a fourteen (14) foot wide driveway. A 24-foot wide unit 
may have a 14-foot, 4-inch wide garage door with a 16-foot, 4-inch wide driveway.  

 
RESPONSE: The twenty-eight (28) townhome units proposed along street “A” will have their garage 
doors facing the street and the garage doors for these units will be recessed from the front porch by a 
minimum of one (1) foot.   
 
The single-car garage doors will be 8 -feet wide and the driveways will be 10-feet wide in compliance with 
this code section.  The proposed single-car garage doors will be only 40% of the unit width, which is less 
than the 60% maximum allowed above. 

 
4. Building Design: The intent of the following standards is to make each housing unit distinctive 

and to prevent garages and blank walls from being a dominant visual feature.  
a. The front facade of a townhome may not include more than forty percent (40%) of garage 

door area. 
 
RESPONSE:  As noted above, the single-car garage doors will be only 40% of the front façade of the 
townhome units, therefore, the proposal satisfies the above criterion. 

 
b. The roofs of each attached townhome must be distinct from the other through either 

separation of roof pitches or direction, variation in roof design, or architectural feature. 
Hipped, gambrel, gabled, or curved (i.e. barrel) roofs are required. Flat roofs are not 
permitted.  

 
RESPONSE:  As demonstrated in Exhibit 2, the roofs of each attached townhome will be distinct from the 
other by using a variety of roof design (i.e. separation of roof pitches and variation in roof design) in 
compliance with this code section.  Flat roofs are not being proposed as part of this development request. 

 
c. A minimum of fifty percent (50%) of the residential units within a block’s frontage shall have 

a front porch in the MDRH zone. Front porches may encroach six (6) feet beyond the 
perimeter foundation into front yard, street-side yard, and landscape corridor setbacks for 
neighborhood routes and collectors, and ten (10) feet for arterials, and are not subject to lot 
coverage limitations, in both the MDRH and HDR zones. Porches may not encroach into 
the clear vision area, as defined in Section 16.58.010. 

 
RESPONSE: As noted throughout this narrative, the subject property is zoned HDR, therefore, the 
minimum requirement for front porches in the MDRH zone does not apply to the Applicant’s request.  
Nevertheless, the front porches of the proposed houses will be about 4 to 5 feet in depth and encroach 
into the front yard as allowed by the above criterion.  However, none of the proposed porches will 
encroach into the clear vision area, as defined in Section 16.58.010.  As proposed, the Applicant’s PUD 
complies with the above criterion.  

  
d. Window trim shall not be flush with exterior wall treatment for all windows facing public 

right-of-ways. Windows shall be provided with architectural surround at the jamb, head and 
sill.  

 
RESPONSE:  The submitted architectural elevations comply with the above standards. 

Ordinance 2014-013, Attachment to Staff Report, Exh's A-Q 
July 15, 2014, Page 25 of 397

110

file:///C:/Users/admin/level3/TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVIILAUSDE_16.58CLVIFEST.docx%23TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVIILAUSDE_16.58CLVIFEST_16.58.010CLVIAR


 

24 
 

 
e. All building elevations visible from the street shall provide doors, porches, balconies, 

windows, or architectural features to provide variety in facade. All front street-facing 
elevations, and a minimum of fifty percent (50%) of side and rear street-facing building 
elevations, as applicable, shall meet this standard. The standard applies to each full and 
partial building story. Alternatively, in lieu of these standards, the Old Town Design 
Standards in Chapter 16.162 may be applied.  

 
RESPONSE:  The proposal meets the above criterion because all side elevations will have some 
articulation and windows in compliance with this standard.  The front and rear elevations of the buildings 
also meet this standard. 

 
f. The maximum height of all townhomes shall be that of the underlying zoning district 

standard, except that: twenty-five percent (25%) of townhomes in the MDRH zone may be 
3-stories, or a maximum of forty (40) feet in height if located more than one-hundred fifty 
(150) feet from adjacent properties in single-family (detached) residential use.  

 
RESPONSE:  The subject property is zoned HDR and the maximum building height within the HDR zone 
is 40-feet or three (3) stories for residential uses.  The Applicant’s proposal meets the above criterion 
because all proposed dwelling units will be two (2) stories and less than 40-feet in height. 

 
5. Vehicular Circulation: All streets shall be constructed in accordance with applicable City 

standards in the Transportation System Plan. The minimum paved street improvement width 
shall be:  
 
a. Local Street: Twenty-eight (28) feet, with parking allowed on one (1) side. 
 
b. Neighborhood Route: Thirty-six (36) feet, with parking on both sides. 
 
c. Collector: Thirty-four (34) feet with parking on one side, fifty (50) feet with parking on both 

sides. 
 
d. In lieu of a new public street, or available connection to an existing or planned public street, 

a private 20 foot minimum driveway, without on-street parking, and built to public 
improvement standards, is allowed for infill properties as defined in Section 16.44.010(D). 
All townhome developments in excess of thirty (30) units require a secondary access.  

 
e. Any existing or proposed street within the townhome block that, due to volumes of traffic, 

connectivity, future development patterns, or street location, as determined by the City, 
functions as a neighborhood route or collector or higher functional classification street 
based on connectivity, shall be constructed to full City public improvement standards.  

 
RESPONSE:  The proposed local street “A” will have paved width of 28-feet with parking on one (1) side 
of the road where no driveways will be located.  SW Cedar Brook Way is designated as a local street, as 
well as a Neighborhood Route, due to of the number of existing and proposed dwelling units it serves.   
Based on numerous conversations with City Staff, the Applicant designed SW Cedar Brook Way as 
required by the city.  SW Cedar Brook Way will have a paved width of 36-feet which will allow for parking 
on both sides of the roadway.  Lots 29 through 66 will be served via a 20-foot wide private alley. Code 
Section 16.44.010.E.3 requires an alley to be either public or private if access on a street is not 
recommended by city staff.  In this case, driveways on Cedar Brook Way and Meinecke Parkway are not 
recommended by city staff.  Therefore, the Applicant has proposed the use of an alley as allowed with a 
PUD development.  This option was previously approved by the City with the Arbor Terrace Row Houses 
located on the west side of Langer Farms Parkway between Century Drive and Langer Drive.  Tax maps 
and aerials of this development are shown by Exhibit 3.  Similar to Arbor Terrace, the proposed Cedar 
Brook PUD will have some of the proposed townhouse lots fronting onto open space with the only street 
frontage for these lots being along the private alley (i.e. lots 54 to 66). 
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16.58.010 - Clear Vision Areas 

A. A clear vision area shall be maintained on the corners of all property at the intersection of 
two (2) streets, intersection of a street with a railroad, or intersection of a street with an 
alley or private driveway.  

 
B. A clear vision area shall consist of a triangular area, two (2) sides of which are lot lines 

measured from the corner intersection of the street lot lines for a distance specified in this 
regulation; or, where the lot lines have rounded corners, the lot lines extended in a 
straight line to a point of intersection, and so measured, and the third side of which is a 
line across the corner of the lot joining the non-intersecting ends of the other two (2) 
sides.  

 
C. A clear vision area shall contain no planting, sight obscuring fence, wall, structure, or 

temporary or permanent obstruction exceeding two and one-half (2½) feet in height, 
measured from the top of the curb, or where no curb exists, from the established street 
center line grade, except that trees exceeding this height may be located in this area, 
provided all branches and foliage are removed to the height of seven (7) feet above the 
ground on the sidewalk side and ten (10) feet on the street side.  

 
The following requirements shall govern clear vision areas:  

 
1. In all zones, the minimum distance shall be twenty (20) feet. 
 
2. In all zones, the minimum distance from corner curb to any driveway shall be 

twenty-five (25) feet. 
 
3. Where no setbacks are required, buildings may be constructed within the clear 

vision area 

 
RESPONSE: We understand the importance of maintaining a clear-vision area on our corner lots and we 
very much want to have safe streets within our PUD.  To that end, as demonstrated on the submitted site 
plan, the required clear vision areas will be maintained at the intersection of SW Cedar Brook Way and 
proposed street “A”, as well as at the intersection of SW Meinecke Parkway and proposed street “A”.  In 
addition, where necessary, clear vision easements have been provided on Tracts A and C to ensure that 
these areas will remain free of any site obstructing objects. 
 
With the exception of the alley driveway for lot 53, which is located approximately 15-feet from proposed 
street “A”, the proposed setbacks comply with the above corner intersection clear-vision requirements.  
Consequently, the Applicant is seeking relieve to this standard through the PUD process.  Please see the 
Site Plan for more detail on the proposed clear-vision setback.   
 
Any landscaping or fencing located within the required clear vision area will be no more than 2 ½ feet in 
height or trees with a canopy height greater than 7-feet at all time, within the clear vision area consistent 
with the above criteria.   
 
16.60.020 - Corner Lots 

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

A. The front yard setback shall not be less than twenty-five (25) feet; except where 
otherwise allowed by the applicable zoning district and subject to vision 
clearance requirements.  
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B. The side yard requirements on the long street side shall conform to the front yard 
requirement of the zone in which the building is located.   

 
RESPONSE: The minimum side yard setback at the “pinch-point” for corner lots 1, 28, 29, and 53 will be 
8 to 10 feet.  However, because these lots flair out along the long street side and have open space tracts 
located immediately adjacent to them, the setbacks for these lots increase to a distance that is more than 
adequate for proper vision clearance.  Nevertheless, reduced corner lot setbacks are being requested 
with this PUD application.     

Chapter 16.72 PROCEDURES FOR PROCESSING DEVELOPMENT PERMITS 
 
16.72.010 Generally 
 
A.   Classifications 
Except for Final Development Plans for Planned Unit Developments, which are reviewed per Section 
16.40.030, all quasi-judicial development permit applications and legislative land use actions shall be 
classified as one of the following:  
 
Type V   -   The following legislative actions shall be subject to a Type V review process:  

 
c.   Planned Unit Development — Preliminary Development Plan and Overlay District. 

 
Hearing and Appeal Authority 
 
1.   Each Type V legislative land use action shall be reviewed at a public hearing by the Planning 
Commission with a recommendation made to the City Council. The City Council shall conduct a public 
hearing and make the City's final decision.  
 
RESPONSE: Per the above code Sections, a Planned Unit Development (PUD) is processed as a Type 
V application with review by both the Planning Commission and the City Council.  Additionally, notification 
to DLCD is required 35 days in advance of the first Planning Commission meeting because the City 
processes a PUD as a zone change overlay.  The Applicant understands the City’s procedures for 
processing a PUD request and is agreeable to participate in the process as outlined in the City’s code. 

16.90.0 Site Plan Review 
 

16.90.020 Site Plan Review 

A.   Site Plan Review Required 

Site Plan review shall be required prior to any substantial change to a site or use, issuance of 
building permits for a new building or structure, or for the substantial alteration of an existing 
structure or use, and prior to the issuance of a sign permit for the erection or construction of a 
sign. For the purposes of Section 16.90.020, the term "substantial change" and "substantial 
alteration" shall mean any development activity as defined by this Code that generally requires a 
building permit and may exhibit one or more of the following characteristics:  

5.  The activity is subject to site plan review by other requirements of this Code. 
 
RESPONSE: Pursuant to Section 16.44.010.E of the Code, Townhouse uses require Site Plan Review.  
Adequate information has been submitted with this application to demonstrate compliance with the Site 
Plan Review section of the Sherwood code and all applicable Site Plan Review criteria are addressed 
below.  

 
16.90.030 Site Plan Modifications and Revocation 

D.   Required Findings 

Ordinance 2014-013, Attachment to Staff Report, Exh's A-Q 
July 15, 2014, Page 28 of 397

113

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16625/level3/TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVIILAUSDE_CH16.40PLUNDEPU.html#TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVIILAUSDE_CH16.40PLUNDEPU_16.40.030FIDEPL
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16625/level3/TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVIILAUSDE_CH16.40PLUNDEPU.html#TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVIILAUSDE_CH16.40PLUNDEPU_16.40.030FIDEPL
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16625/level3/TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVVCODE_CH16.90SIPL.html#TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVVCODE_CH16.90SIPL_16.90.020SIPLRE


 

27 
 

No site plan approval shall be granted unless each of the following is found:  

1.   The proposed development meets applicable zoning district standards and design 
standards in Division II, and all provisions of Divisions V, VI, VIII and IX.  
 

RESPONSE: The Applicant has demonstrated throughout this narrative, as well as with the submitted 
supporting application materials, that the proposed PUD development can either meet or exceed the 
applicable zoning district standards and design standards in Division II, and all applicable provisions of 
Divisions V, VI, VIII and IX. 

 
2.   The proposed development can be adequately served by services conforming to the 
Community Development Plan, including but not limited to water, sanitary facilities, storm 
water, solid waste, parks and open space, public safety, electric power, and 
communications.  
 

RESPONSE: The proposed PUD will not cause any undue burden on the City’s street, sewer, or water 
facilities.  In addition, adequate storm-water facilities, electric power, and communication lines serve the 
site and can be extended to the site to meet City policy.  The proposed PUD is in conformance with the 
Community Development Plan.   

 
3.   Covenants, agreements, and other specific documents are adequate, in the City's 
determination, to assure an acceptable method of ownership, management, and 
maintenance of structures, landscaping, and other on-site features.  
 

RESPONSE: We provide communities that are closely governed by CC&R’s, maintained by a Home 
Owners Association and managed by a property management company.  We care about our 
developments and we stay closely involved with our communities.  The proposed PUD will be managed 
by a Homeowners Association (HOA) with CC&R’s in place to assure an acceptable method of 
ownership, management, and maintenance of common ownership features.  As both the land developer 
and home builder, the Applicant will have greater control and can provide assurances over how the 
property is developed, homes are constructed, and the neighborhood is ultimately managed.  We strive to 
create neighborhoods that provide strong trail systems, street connections to other neighborhoods, 
common open space areas for everyone’s enjoyment, natural and landscaped areas for visual interest, 
and attractive recreational amenities for outdoor enjoyment.  The Applicant’s proposal satisfies the above 
criterion. 

 
4.   The proposed development preserves significant natural features to the maximum 
extent feasible, including but not limited to natural drainage ways, wetlands, trees, 
vegetation (including but not limited to environmentally sensitive lands), scenic views, 
and topographical features, and conforms to the applicable provisions of Division VIII of 
this Code and Chapter 5 of the Community Development Code.  
 

RESPONSE: Existing trees and topography will be significantly preserved in the proposed neighborhood 
park with the development of the subdivision, but nonetheless some trees will need to be removed and 
topography alerted in order to construct the park and accommodate the installation of the buildings.  The 
areas preserved within the open space tracts and public neighborhood park will become an amenity for 
the residents by creating visual interest, as well as a sense of scale and history for the PUD. 

 
6.  For developments that are likely to generate more than 400 average daily trips 
(ADTs), or at the discretion of the City Engineer, the applicant shall provide adequate 
information, such as a traffic impact analysis or traffic counts, to demonstrate the level of 
impact to the surrounding street system. The developer shall be required to mitigate for 
impacts attributable to the project. The determination of impact or effect and the scope of 
the impact study shall be coordinated with the provider of the affected transportation 
facility.  
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RESPONSE: Compliance with the above criterion has been previously addressed within this narrative.  
All transportation related impacts associated with the proposed PUD will be adequately addressed and 
mitigated for as required by the City Engineer. 
 

E.   Approvals 
The application shall be reviewed pursuant to Chapter 16.72 and action taken to approve, 
approve with conditions, or deny the application for site plan review. Conditions may be imposed 
by the Review Authority if necessary to fulfill the requirements of the adopted Comprehensive 
Plan, Transportation System Plan or the Zoning and Community Development Code. The action 
shall include appropriate findings of fact as required by Section 16.90.020. The action may be 
appealed to the Council in accordance with Chapter 16.76.  

F.   Time Limits 
Site plan approvals shall be void after two (2) years unless construction on the site has begun, as 
determined by the City. The City may extend site plan approvals for an additional period not to 
exceed one (1) year, upon written request from the applicant showing adequate cause for such 
extension, and payment of an extension application fee as per Section 16.74.010.  

RESPONSE: The Applicant understands and is agreeable to the duration of approval associated with a 
PUD development within the City of Sherwood.  Should an extension of time be required beyond the 
standard two (2) years, then the Applicant will make that request in writing and pay the applicable fees 
as required by City code. 

16.92.010 Landscaping Plan Required 
All proposed developments for which a site plan is required pursuant to Section 16.90.020 shall submit a 
landscaping plan that meets the standards of this Chapter. All areas not occupied by structures, paved 
roadways, walkways, or patios shall be landscaped or maintained according to an approved site plan.  
 
16.92.020 Landscaping Materials 

A.   Type of Landscaping 
Required landscaped areas shall include an appropriate combination of native evergreen or deciduous 
trees and shrubs, evergreen ground cover, and perennial plantings. Trees to be planted in or adjacent to 
public rights-of-way shall meet the requirements of this Chapter. Plants may be selected from the City's 
"Suggested Plant Lists for Required Landscaping Manual" or suitable for the Pacific Northwest climate 
and verified by a landscape architect or certified landscape professional.  
 
RESPONSE: The required landscape plans were submitted as part of the overall application materials 
and can be viewed on sheets 9, 10 and 11 of Exhibit 1.  The plans show street and open space trees that 
will be selected from the City’s list of preferred trees in Section 16.142.070 of the Sherwood Code.  The 
open space areas and right-of-way parkways will be landscaped with a combination of lawn and 
evergreen ground cover. 
 
1.   Ground Cover Plants 

a.   All of the landscape that is not planted with trees and shrubs must be planted in ground cover 
plants, which may include grasses. Mulch is not a substitute for ground cover, but is allowed in 
addition to the ground cover plants.  
b.   Ground cover plants other than grasses must be at least the four-inch pot size and spaced at 
distances appropriate for the plant species. Ground cover plants must be planted at a density that 
will cover the entire area within three (3) years from the time of planting.  

2.   Shrubs 
a.   All shrubs must be of sufficient size and number to be at full growth within three (3) years of 
planting.  
b.   Shrubs must be at least the one-gallon container size at the time of planting. 

3.   Trees 
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a.   Trees at the time of planting must be fully branched and must be a minimum of two (2) caliper 
inches and at least six (6) feet in height.  
b.   Existing trees may be used to meet the standards of this chapter, as described in C.2. below.  

 
RESPONSE:  The final landscape plan will be submitted in compliance with the above standards as part 
of the final PUD review.  The final plans will show specific locations of lawns, ground cover, shrubs and 
trees.  The irrigation system will also be provided as part of the final landscape plan. 

 
B.   Plant Material Selection and Preparation 
 
1.  Required landscaping materials shall be established and maintained in a healthy condition and of a 
size sufficient to meet the intent of the approved landscaping plan. Specifications shall be submitted 
showing that adequate preparation of the topsoil and subsoil will be undertaken.  
 
2.  Landscape materials should be selected and sited to produce a hardy and drought-resistant landscape 
area. Selection of the plants should include consideration of soil type, and depth, the amount of 
maintenance required, spacing, exposure to sun and wind, the slope and contours of the site, and 
compatibility with existing native vegetation preserved on the site.  
 
RESPONSE: The Applicant agrees to keep all required landscaping alive and attractive at all times.  As 
part of the final PUD review, the Applicant will provide details showing that adequate preparation of the 
topsoil and subsoil will be undertaken to assure that the landscaping will survive.  
 
C.  Existing Vegetation 
 
1.  All developments subject to site plan review per Section 16.90.020 and required to submit landscaping 
plans per this section shall preserve existing trees, woodlands and vegetation on the site to the maximum 
extent possible, as determined by the Review Authority, in addition to complying with the provisions of 
Section 16.142.(Parks, Trees and Open Space) and Chapter 16.144 (Wetland, Habitat, and Natural 
Resources).  
 
RESPONSE: The subject property has been previously cleared of any substantial natural vegetation, 
including any trees and woodlands.  Nevertheless, where possible, the Applicant proposes to preserve 
existing trees located in Tract “K” as part of the park development.  All vegetation to be preserved will be 
shown on the final landscape plan as part of the final review for the PUD. 
 
2.  Existing vegetation, except those plants on the Nuisance Plants list as identified in the "Suggested 
Plant Lists for Required Landscaping Manual" may be used to meet the landscape standards, if protected 
and maintained during the construction phase of the development.  

a.   If existing trees are used, each tree six (6) inches or less in diameter counts as one (1) 
medium tree.  

b.   Each tree that is more than six (6) inches and up to nine (9) inches in diameter counts as two 
(2) medium trees.  

c. Each additional three (3) inch diameter increment above nine (9) inches counts as an 
additional medium tree.  

 
RESPONSE:  No trees exist on the site expect for a few located in Tract K, which will be preserved to the 
extent possible with the development of the park 
 
D.  Non-Vegetative Features 
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1.  Landscaped areas as required by this Chapter may include architectural features interspersed 
with planted areas, such as sculptures, benches, masonry or stone walls, fences, rock groupings, 
bark dust, semi-pervious decorative paving, and graveled areas.  

2. Impervious paving shall not be counted toward the minimum landscaping requirements unless 
adjacent to at least one (1) landscape strip and serves as a pedestrian pathway.  

3.  Artificial plants are prohibited in any required landscaped area. 
 
RESPONSE: No artificial plants are being proposed as part of the PUD development.  Additional 
architectural features such as decorative fencing, stone walls, rock groupings, park improvements, and 
monument signs may be included in the required landscaped areas.    
 
16.92.030 Site Area Landscaping and Perimeter Screening Standards 
 
A.   Perimeter Screening and Buffering 
 
1.   Perimeter Screening Separating Residential Zones: 

a. For new uses adjacent to inventoried environmentally sensitive areas, screening requirements 
shall be limited to vegetation only to preserve wildlife mobility. In addition, the Review Authority 
may require plants and other landscaping features in locations and sizes necessary to protect the 
privacy of residences and buffer any adverse effects of adjoining uses.  
 
b. The required screening shall have breaks, where necessary, to allow pedestrian access to the 
site. The design of the wall or screening shall also provide breaks or openings for visual 
surveillance of the site and security.  
 
c. Evergreen hedges used to comply with this standard shall be a minimum of thirty-six (36) 
inches in height at maturity, and shall be of such species, number and spacing to provide the 
required screening within one (1) year after planting.  

 
RESPONSE: As shown on the submitted landscape plan, the site will be landscaped to ensure 
compatibility with, and privacy for, the surrounding residential uses.  The townhouse buildings will be 
constructed with materials similar to those used for the single-family detached homes within the PUD, 
which will help to minimize adverse impacts on the site and neighboring properties.  In addition, all zero 
lot-line lots will be landscaped, which will include a mixture on ornamental landscaping and trees, thus 
adding visual interest to the units and street scene.  Storage of materials for all units will be available 
inside the attached garages.  As mentioned previously, many of the existing mature trees within the 
neighborhood park area will be preserved and additional trees will be planted with the development of the 
park to further enhance not only the aesthetics of the area but to provide additional buffering and 
screening for the adjacent residences thereby creating a sense of privacy for neighboring properties. 
 
The site does not abut environmentally sensitive areas, except for Cedar Brook Way.  An existing white 
rail fence separates this sensitive area form the proposed Cedar Brook Way right-of-way improvements.  
Pedestrian access is provided throughout the site and extends to the pathway along the west side of the 
existing apartment complex.   A photo of that pathway is included in Exhibit 2.  This site will be very open 
for security purposes. 
 
D.  Visual Corridors 
 
Except as allowed by subsection 6 above, new developments shall be required to establish landscaped 
visual corridors along Highway 99W and other arterial and collector streets, consistent with the Natural 
Resources and Recreation Plan Map, Appendix C of the Community Development Plan, Part II, and the 
provisions of Chapter 16.142( Parks, Trees, and Open Space).  
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RESPONSE:  SW Meinecke Parkway is the only collector street abutting the site which requires a 10 foot 
visual corridor (see Exhibit 7 Sherwood Transportation Plan).  SW Meinecke Parkway has been 
previously constructed adjacent to the subject property consistent with the Natural Resources and 
Recreation Plan Map, therefore no improvements are being proposed to SW Meinecke Parkway as part 
of the development proposal.  However, this corridor will be maintained in the right-of-way, as well as in 
Tracts “A”, “H” and “I”.  No visual corridor is required for Cedar Brook Way. 
 
16.92.040 Installation and Maintenance Standards 
 
A.  Installation 
 
All required landscaping must be in-ground, except when in raised planters that are used to meet 
minimum Clean Water Services storm water management requirements. Plant materials must be installed 
to current nursery industry standards. Plant materials must be properly supported to ensure survival. 
Support devices such as guy wires or stakes must not interfere with vehicular or pedestrian movement.  
 
B.  Maintenance and Mitigation of Landscaped Areas 

1.  Maintenance of existing non-invasive native vegetation is encouraged within a development 
and required for portions of the property not being developed.  
 
2.  All landscaping shall be maintained in a manner consistent with the intent of the approved 
landscaping plan.  
 
3.   Any required landscaping trees removed must be replanted consistent with the approved 
landscaping plan and comply with § 16.142, Parks, Trees and Open Space.  

 
C.   Irrigation 
 
The intent of this standard is to ensure that plants will survive the critical establishment period when they 
are most vulnerable due to lack of watering. All landscaped areas must provide an irrigation system, as 
stated in Option 1, 2, or 3.  

1.  Option 1: A permanent built-in irrigation system with an automatic controller installed. 
 
2. Option 2: An irrigation system designed and certified by a licensed landscape architect or other 
qualified professional as part of the landscape plan, which provides sufficient water to ensure that 
the plants become established. The system does not have to be permanent if the plants chosen 
can survive independently once established.  
 
3.  Option 3: Irrigation by hand. If the applicant chooses this option, an inspection will be required 
one (1) year after final inspection to ensure that the landscaping has become established.  

 
D.  Deferral of Improvements 
 
Landscaping shall be installed prior to issuance of occupancy permits, unless security equal to one 
hundred twenty-five (125) percent of the cost of the landscaping is filed with the City. "Security" may 
consist of a performance bond payable to the City, cash, certified check, or other assurance of completion 
approved by the City. If the installation of the landscaping is not completed within one (1) year, the 
security may be used by the City to complete the installation.  
 
RESPONSE: All landscaping for this project will be installed and maintained in conformance with the 
above criteria. Any required landscaping improvements not installed by time of occupancy will be deferred 
pursuant to criterion “D” above in the form of a security equal to one hundred twenty-five (125) percent of 
the cost of the landscaping improvement. 

16.94.020 - Off-Street Parking Standards 
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A. Single and two family homes - 1 parking space per dwelling 
 Multi-family - 1.5 for 2 bedrooms and 1.75 for 3 bedrooms 

If the street on which the house has direct access is less than twenty-eight (28) feet wide, two (2) 
off-street parking spaces are required per single-family residential unit (includes single-family 
detached or attached, two-family dwelling or a manufactured home on an individual lot). If the 
abutting street is twenty-eight (28) feet or wider, one (1) standard (9 ft. × 20 ft.) parking space is 
required. 
4
 Visitor parking in residential developments: Multi-family dwelling units with more than ten (10) 

required parking spaces shall provide an additional fifteen (15) percent of the required number of 
parking spaces for the use of guests of the residents of the development. The spaces shall be 
centrally located or distributed throughout the development. Required bicycle parking facilities 
shall also be centrally located within or evenly distributed throughout the development. 
 
B.   Dimensional and General Configuration Standards 

 
1.   Dimensions For the purpose of this Chapter, a "parking space" means a stall nine (9) 
feet in width and twenty (20) feet in length. 
 
5.   Credit for On-Street Parking 

 
a.   On-Street Parking Credit. The amount of off-street parking required shall be 
reduced by one (1) off-street parking space for every on-street parking space 
adjacent to the development. On-street parking shall follow the established 
configuration of existing on-street parking, except that angled parking may be 
allowed for some streets, where permitted by City standards. 
 
b.   The following constitutes an on-street parking space: 

 
(1)  Parallel parking, each twenty-four (24) feet of uninterrupted curb; 

 
RESPONSE: The proposed PUD includes fifteen (15) single-family detached dwelling units, thirteen (1) 
rear loaded townhome units, and thirty-eight (8) front loaded townhome units, for a total of sixty-six (66) 
dwelling units.  Twenty-eight (28) of the units will have two (2) car garages with an additional two (2) off-
street parking spaces provided in front of the garage in the driveway for a total of fifty-six (56) off-street 
parking spaces.  The off-street parking for these units exceeds the requirement of one (1) parking space 
per single-family dwelling unit.  The remaining thirty-eight (38) front loaded townhome units will have a 
one (1) car garage and one (1) parking space provided in front of the garage for a total of seventy-six (76) 
off-street parking spaces.  However, per City Code, the garage is not allowed to be considered as part of 
the off-street parking requirement, therefore, these units only have thirty-eight (38) off-street parking 
spaces.  As such, per the above criteria, the Applicant is requesting a reduction to the off-street parking 
requirement for the thirty-eight (38) front loaded townhome units through the PUD process.   
 
The amount of on-street parking spaces provided for the proposed PUD will be seventy-nine (79) parking 
spaces along both SW Cedar Brook Way and proposed SW “A” Street.  Of these parking spaces, thirty-
four (34) on-street parking spaces will be located immediately adjacent to the front loaded townhome 
units.  The remaining forty-five (45) spaces will be located along SW Cedar Brook Way and be available 
for all dwelling units.  Therefore, the proposed sixty-six (66) unit PUD will have a combination of on-street 
and off-street parking spaces totaling 267 parking spaces. The Applicant believes that the combination of 
on-street and off-street parking spaces provided for the proposed PUD will be more than adequate to 
serve the needs of the future residences and is in compliance with the above criteria.   

16.96.010 On-Site Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation 
 
A.   Purpose 
 

Ordinance 2014-013, Attachment to Staff Report, Exh's A-Q 
July 15, 2014, Page 34 of 397

119



 

33 
 

On-site facilities shall be provided that accommodate safe and convenient pedestrian access within new 
subdivisions, multi-family developments, planned unit developments, shopping centers and commercial 
districts, and connecting to adjacent residential areas and neighborhood activity centers within one-half 
mile of the development. Neighborhood activity centers include but are not limited to existing or planned 
schools, parks, shopping areas, transit stops or employment centers. All new development, (except 
single-family detached housing), shall provide a continuous system of private pathways/sidewalks.  
 
On-Site Circulation System (Multi-Family Example)  

 

RESPONSE: Access to the proposed PUD subdivision will be provided by the extension of SW Cedar 
Brook Way, which is currently stubbed out at both the north and south ends of the property.  In addition, 
access will also be provided via the existing SW Meinecke Parkway located along the southern boundary 
of the site.  The neighborhood park will be within easy walking/biking distance of all residences and is 
intended to serve both the residents of the proposed PUD, as well as the surrounding area within a ½ 
mile.  Except for the short private alley located internal to the project, all streets within the PUD will be 
public streets designed to City standards.  The public streets will be designed to allow on-street parking 
and can therefore provide parking for users of the neighborhood park, if necessary.  Pedestrian 
connections to the site will be provided via the property tight sidewalks, as well as through the walkways 
within the open space tracts, thus providing all residents safe and convenient connections from their 
homes to the surrounding area and beyond.  
 
B.  Maintenance 
 
No building permit or other City permit shall be issued until plans for ingress, egress and circulation have 
been approved by the City. Any change increasing any ingress, egress or circulation requirements, shall 
be a violation of this Code unless additional facilities are provided in accordance with this Chapter.  
 
RESPONSE: All access and circulation plans have been submitted as part of the overall application 
materials to be reviewed and approved by the City as part of the greater PUD development proposal.  
 
C.  Joint Access 
 
Two (2) or more uses, structures, or parcels of land may utilize the same ingress and egress when the 
combined ingress and egress of all uses, structures, or parcels of land satisfied the other requirements of 
this Code, provided that satisfactory legal evidence is presented to the City in the form of deeds, 
easements, leases, or contracts to clearly establish the joint use.  
 
RESPONSE: Except for lots 37 and 38, which will have joint access due to their limited lot frontage on the 
private alley, each lot will have its own separate access to either a public street or the private alley.  All 
necessary legal evidence required by the City for joint access regarding lots 37 and 38 can be provided to 
the City as part of the final plat review process. The proposal satisfied the above criterion. 
 
D.  Connection to Streets 
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1.  Except for joint access per this Section, all ingress and egress to a use or parcel shall connect 
directly to a public street, excepting alleyways with paved sidewalk.  
 
2.  Required private sidewalks shall extend from the ground floor entrances or the ground floor 
landing of stairs, ramps or elevators to the public sidewalk or curb of the public street which 
provides required ingress and egress.  

 
RESPONSE: The proposed PUD satisfies the above criteria because every dwelling unit will have a 
pathway to the sidewalks in the public right-of-way.  All the lots have frontage on a public street, except 
lots 54 thru 66, which front on the private alley.  This design has been approved in past PUDs (i.e. Arbor 
Terrace) by the City (see Exhibit 4 for aerials, photos and a tax map). 
 
E.  Maintenance of Required Improvements 
 
Required ingress, egress and circulation improvements shall be kept clean and in good repair.  

 
RESPONSE: As mentioned previously, the proposed PUD will be maintained by a Homeowners 
Association (HOA), so the private alley and all the private sidewalks within the development will be kept 
clean and in good repair at all times. 
 
16.96.020 Minimum Residential standards 
Minimum standards for private, on-site circulation improvements in residential developments:  
A.  Driveways 

1.  Single-Family: One (1) driveway improved with hard surface pavement with a minimum width 
of ten (10) feet, not to exceed a grade of 14%. Permeable surfaces and planting strips between 
driveway ramps are encouraged in order to reduce stormwater runoff.  
 
2.  Two-Family: One (1) shared driveway improved with hard surface pavement with a minimum 
width of twenty (20) feet; or two (2) driveways improved with hard surface pavement with a 
minimum width of ten (10) feet each. Permeable surfaces and planting strips between driveway 
ramps are encouraged in order to reduce stormwater runoff.  
 
3.  Multi-Family: Improved hard surface driveways are required as follows: 

Number of Units Number of Driveways One Way Drive Width 
(Pair) 

Two Way Drive Width 

3—49 1 15 feet 24 feet 

50 or more 2 15 feet 24 feet 

 
RESPONSE:  All sixty-six (66) proposed dwelling units will be equipped with a minimum of a single-car 
driveway designed in compliance with driveway standards outlined above for a single-family dwelling.  
The proposal satisfies the above requirements. 
 
B.  Sidewalks, Pathways and Curbs 
 
16.96.040 On-Site Vehicle Circulation 
 
A.   Maintenance 
 
No building permit or other City permit shall be issued until plans for ingress, egress and circulation have 
been approved by the City. Any change increasing any ingress, egress or circulation requirements, shall 
be a violation of this Code unless additional facilities are provided in accordance with this Chapter.  
 
B.  Joint Access (See Chapter 16.108)  
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Two (2) or more uses, structures, or parcels of land are strongly encouraged to utilize jointly the same 
ingress and egress when the combined ingress and egress of all uses, structures, or parcels of land 
satisfy the other requirements of this Code, provided that satisfactory legal evidence is presented to the 
City in the form of deeds, easements, leases, or contracts to clearly establish the joint use. In some 
cases, the City may require a joint access to improve safety, vision clearance, site distance, and comply 
with access spacing standards for the applicable street classification.  
 
C.  Connection to Streets 

1.  Except for joint access per this Section, all ingress and egress to a use or parcel shall connect 
directly to a public street, excepting alleyways.  
2.  Required private sidewalks shall extend from the ground floor entrances or the ground floor 
landing of stairs, ramps or elevators to the public sidewalk or curb of the public street which 
provides required ingress and egress.  

 
RESPONSE: All of the above criteria have been addressed previously within this narrative.  The ingress 
and egress, as well as access and circulation patterns will be review by the city before building permits 
are issued.  The private alley access for Lots 29 thru 66 is jointly used even though lots 54 thru 66 do not 
front on a public street.  A request to not connect all the lots to a public street is included with this PUD 
application. 
 
D.  Maintenance of Required Improvements 
 
Required ingress, egress and circulation improvements shall be kept clean and in good repair.  
 
RESPONSE: As discussed previously, the private alley and all the private sidewalks will be maintained by 
a Home Owners Association. 
 
16.98.020 Solid Waste and Recycling Storage 
All uses shall provide solid waste and recycling storage receptacles which are adequately sized to 
accommodate all solid waste generated on site. All solid waste and recycling storage areas and 
receptacles shall be located out of public view. Solid waste and recycling receptacles for multi-family, 
commercial, industrial and institutional uses shall be screened by six (6) foot high sight-obscuring fence 
or masonry wall and shall be easily accessible to collection vehicles.  
 
RESPONSE:  The CC&Rs will require all trash containers to be stored on the side of the house for the 
single-family detached units and inside the garage for the single-family attached units. 
 
16.100.030 Sign Regulations by Zone 
 
A.   Residential Zones 
No permanent sign requiring a permit shall be allowed in residential zones except for the following:  
 
2.  Multi-Family Development Signs 

a. One (1) non-illuminated free-standing sign per street frontage not exceeding thirty-six (36) 
square feet per sign face shall be permitted, the maximum height of any portion of a free-standing 
sign shall be limited to six (6) feet from ground level at its base.  

RESPONSE: No residential signs are proposed as part of the PUD development.  However, a 36 square 
foot sign is allowed for multi-family style developments.  Therefore, as part of the PUD request, we 
request the right to construct monument signs for this property in order to identify this development.  
Plans for the signs will be submitted with the final PUD application. 

16.106.010 – Transportation Facilities 
A. Creation 
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Public streets shall be created in accordance with provisions of this Chapter.  Except as 
otherwise provided, all street improvements and rights-of-way shall conform to standards 
for the City's functional street classification, as shown on the TSP Map and in Figure 1, of 
Chapter 6 of the Community Development Plan, and other applicable City standards. The 
following table depicts the guidelines for the street characteristics.  

Type of Street Right 
of 
Way 
Width 

Number 
of 
Lanes 

Minimum 
Lane 
Width 

On Street 
Parking 
Width 

Bike 
Lane 
Width 

Sidewalk 
Width 

Landscape 
Strip 
(exclusive of 
Curb) 

Median 
Width 

Principal Arterial 
(99W) 

122' 4-6 12' Prohibited 6' 6' 5' 14' 

Arterial 60-
102' 

2-5 12' Limited 6 feet 6-8' 5' 14' if 
required 

Collector 58-
92' 

2-3 11' 8' optional 6' 6-8' 5' 14' 
median 
turn lane 

40' Commercial/ 
Industrial Not 
Exceeding 3000 
vehicles per day 

64' 2 20' 8' none 6' 5' none 

50' Commercial/ 
Industrial 
Exceeding 3000 
vehicles per day 

64' 2 12' 8' 5' 6' 5' none 

Neighborhood 
1,000 vehicles per 
day 

64' 2 18' 8' None 8' 5' with 1' 
buffer 

none 

Local 52' 2 14' 8' on one 
side only 

None 6' 5' with 1' 
buffer 

none 

Alley 16-
25' 

1-2 10-12' One side if 
20' 

none none none none 

Downtown Street 
Standard 

60' 2 11' 7' none 12' 
pedestrian 
zone 

4' 
(included in 
pedestrian 
zone) 

none 

 
RESPONSE: With this development proposal, the Applicant is proposing Street “A” to have 47.5 feet of 
right-of-way with a paved width of 28-feet (see Sheet 4 of Exhibit 1 for the street cross sections).  The 6 
foot sidewalk on the west side of Street “A” will be separated from the pavement by a 5 foot planter strip.  
The 6 foot sidewalk on the east side of Street “A” will be adjacent to a rolled curb to accommodate the 
multiple driveways.  The standard local street has a straight curb with 52 feet of right-of-way.  A 
modification to the local street standard is being proposed with this PUD application.  Even though SW 
Cedar Brook Way is designated as a local street, it will be extended in its current configuration beginning 
at the northeast corner of the property to the roundabout at the southern boundary of the site.  It will be 
improved to the Neighborhood Route standard.  The proposed alley has a right-of-way width of 21 feet 
and a paved surface of 20-feet in width, which compiles with the above alley standard.  A 3 inch high 
rolled curb is proposed for the alley and no parking will be allowed on the alley. 
 
16.106.030 – Location of Streets 
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A. The location, width and grade of streets shall be considered in their relation to existing 
and planned streets, topographical conditions, and proposed land uses. The proposed 
street system shall provide adequate, convenient and safe traffic and pedestrian 
circulation, and intersection angles, grades, tangents, and curves shall be adequate for 
expected traffic volumes. Street alignments shall be consistent with solar access 
requirements as per Chapter 16.156, and topographical considerations.  

 
B. Street Connectivity and Future Street Systems 

1. Future Street Systems. The arrangement of public streets shall provide for the 
continuation and establishment of future street systems as shown on the Local Street 
Connectivity Map contained in the adopted Transportation System Plan (Figure 8-8).  
 

RESPONSE: The location, width and grade of the proposed streets have been designed to comply with 
city standards to the greatest extent practicable given the limitation of the subject property.  The center 
line radius of Street “A” is 185 feet and the tangent length is 25 feet at the intersections.  The Center line 
angle with SW Cedar Brook Way and SW Meinecke Parkway is about 80 degrees.  The centerline radius 
of SW Cedar Brook Way is about 200 feet.  The extension of SW Cedar Brook Way complies with the 
local street connectivity map as shown below in the diagram. 

 
2.  Connectivity Map Required. New residential, commercial, and mixed use 

development involving the construction of new streets shall be submitted with a 
site plan that implements, responds to and expands on the Local Street 
Connectivity map contained in the TSP.  
 
a. A project is deemed to be consistent with the Local Street Connectivity 

map when it provides a street connection in the general vicinity of the 
connection(s) shown on the map, or where such connection is not 
practicable due to topography or other physical constraints; it shall 
provide an alternate connection approved by the decision-maker.  

 
b. Where a developer does not control all of the land that is necessary to 

complete a planned street connection, the development shall provide for 
as much of the designated connection as practicable and not prevent the 
street from continuing in the future.  

 
c. Where a development is disproportionately impacted by a required street 

connection, or it provides more than its proportionate share of street 
improvements along property line (i.e., by building more than 3/4 width 
street), the developer shall be entitled to System Development charge 
credits, as determined by the City Engineer.  

 
RESPONSE: As discussed previously in this narrative, proper connectivity is being provided with the 
proposed PUD development plan.  Adequate pedestrian and bicycle access is provided throughout the 
PUD.  13 of the 35 townhome lots will be oriented in a north/south direction to take advantage of solar 
heat and light.  As many townhome lots as possible are oriented in this direction in compliance with 
Chapter 16.156.  Because of existing development in the area to the east, property lines and other 
constraints, additional solar lots are not practicable while still meeting the minimum density requirements 
of the HDR zoning district.  All the lots and streets are laid out in compliance with Sherwood code 
requirements. 
 

2. Block Length. For new streets except arterials, block length shall not exceed 530 
feet. The length of blocks adjacent to arterials shall not exceed 1,800 feet.  
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RESPONSE: The proposed new block length is approximately 1,400 feet in length, which is less than the 
maximum length of 1,800 feet required above.  However, the 530 foot access spacing cannot be 
achieved due to existing access restrictions at the SW Meinecke Parkway / SW Cedar Brook Way traffic 
circle.  Nevertheless, a mid-block pedestrian access point is provided in Tract “J” in order to provide a 
convenient connection through the proposed PUD to the traffic circle for the apartment building residents. 
 

3. Where streets must cross water features identified in Title 3 of the Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan (UGMFP), provide crossings at an average spacing of 
800 to 1,200 feet, unless habitat quality or length of crossing prevents a full street 
connection.  

 
4. Where full street connections over water features identified in Title 3 of the UGMFP 

cannot be constructed in centers, main streets and station communities (including 
direct connections from adjacent neighborhoods), or spacing of full street crossings 
exceeds 1,200 feet, provide bicycle and pedestrian crossings at an average spacing 
of 530 feet, unless exceptional habitat quality or length of crossing prevents a 
connection.  

 
RESPONSE:  The above criteria do not apply to the proposed PUD development because no proposed 
or existing streets must cross a water feature identified in Title 3 of the Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan (UGMFP). 
 

6. Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity. Paved bike and pedestrian accessways 
consistent with cross section standards in Figure 8-6 of the TSP shall be provided on 
public easements or right- of-way when full street connections are not possible, with 
spacing between connections of no more than 300 feet. Multi-use paths shall be built 
according to the Pedestrian and Bike Master Plans in the adopted TSP.  

 
RESPONSE: The Applicant’s proposal satisfies the above criterion because all proposed paved bike and 
pedestrian access-ways are consistent with the cross section standards in Figure 8-6 of the TSP and are 
provided on public easements or right- of-way when full street connections are not possible.  Spacing 
between connections is the minimum achievable for the site given the existing conditions surrounding the 
subject property.  As such, an exception to the spacing requirement between pedestrian connections is 
being requested as part of the PUD proposal. All proposed multi-use paths will be built according to the 
Pedestrian and Bike Master Plans in the adopted TSP. 
 

7. Exceptions. Streets, bike, and pedestrian connections need not be constructed when 
any of the following conditions exists: 

 
a. Physical or topographic conditions make a street or accessway 

connection impracticable. Such conditions include but are not limited to 
freeways, railroads, steep slopes, wetlands or other bodies of water 
where a connection could not reasonably be provided.  

 
b. Buildings or other existing development on adjacent lands physically 

preclude a connection now or in the future considering the potential for 
redevelopment; or  

 
c. Where streets or accessways would violate provisions of leases, 

easements, covenants, restrictions or other agreements existing as of 
May 1, 1995, which preclude a required street or accessway connection.  

 
RESPONSE: Even though exceptions to the City’s development codes are being requested as part of the 
proposed PUD development, the above exceptions do not apply to the Applicant’s request because none 
of the conditions outlined in the criteria above are present on the subject property.   
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D. Additional Setbacks 

Generally additional setbacks apply when the width of a street right-of-way abutting a 
development is less than the standard width under the functional classifications in 
Section VI of the Community Development Plan. Additional setbacks are intended to 
provide unobstructed area for future street right-of-way dedication and improvements, in 
conformance with Section VI. Additional setbacks shall be measured at right angles from 
the centerline of the street.  

 Classification Additional Setback 

1. Principle Arterial (99W) 61 feet 

2. Arterial 37 feet 

3. Collector 32 feet 

4. Neighborhood Route 32 feet 

5. Local 26 feet 
 
RESPONSE: The above Section D does not apply to the Applicant’s proposal because no additional 
setbacks are being requested as part of the development proposal.  

16.106.040 – Design of Streets 

Standard cross sections showing street design and pavement dimensions are located in the City of 
Sherwood Transportation System Plan, and City of Sherwood's Engineering Design Manual.  

A. Reserve Strips 

Reserve strips or street plugs controlling access or extensions to streets are not allowed unless 
necessary for the protection of the public welfare or of substantial property rights. All reserve strips 
shall be dedicated to the appropriate jurisdiction that maintains the street.  

B. Alignment 

All proposed streets shall, as far as practicable, be in alignment with existing streets. In no case shall 
the staggering of streets create a "T" intersection or a dangerous condition. Street offsets of less than 
one hundred (100) feet are not allowed.  

C. Future Extension 

Where necessary to access or permit future subdivision or development of adjoining land, streets 
shall extend to the boundary of the proposed development and provide the required roadway width.  

D. Intersection Angles 

Streets shall intersect as near to ninety (90) degree angles as practical, except where topography 
requires a lesser angle. In all cases, the applicant shall comply with the Engineering Design Manual. 

F.  Grades and Curves Grades shall be evaluated by the City Engineer and comply with the Engineering 
Design Manual 

 

H.   Buffering of Major Streets 

Where a development abuts Highway 99W, or an existing or proposed principal arterial, arterial or 
collector street, or neighborhood route, adequate protection for residential properties shall be 
provided and through and local traffic shall be separated and traffic conflicts minimized. In addition, 
visual corridors pursuant to Section 16.142.030, and all applicable access provisions of Chapter 
16.96, shall be met. Buffering may be achieved by: parallel access streets, lots of extra depth abutting 
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the major street with frontage along another street, or other treatment suitable to meet the objectives 
of this Code.  

 

K.   Traffic Controls 
 

1.  An application for a proposed residential development that will generate more than an estimated 
200 average daily vehicle trips (ADT) must include a traffic impact analysis to determine the 
number and types of traffic controls necessary to accommodate anticipated traffic flow.  

 
2.   For all other proposed developments including commercial, industrial or institutional uses with 

over an estimated 400 ADT, or as otherwise required by the City Engineer, the application must 
include a traffic impact analysis to determine the number and types of traffic controls necessary to 
accommodate anticipated traffic flow.  

 
M.     Vehicular Access Management 

All developments shall have legal access to a public road. Access onto public streets shall be permitted 
upon demonstration of compliance with the provisions of adopted street standards in the Engineering 
Design Manual.  

1. Measurement: See the following access diagram where R/W = Right-of-Way; and P.I. = Point-of-
Intersection where P.I. shall be located based upon a 90 degree angle of intersection between 
ultimate right-of-way lines.  

 
a.   Minimum right-of-way radius at intersections shall conform to  city standards. 
b. All minimum distances stated in the following sections shall  be governed by sight distance 

requirements according to the  Engineering Design Manual.  
c. All minimum distances stated in the following sections shall  be measured to the nearest 

easement line of the access or  edge of travel lane of the access on both sides of the 
road.  

d. All minimum distances between accesses shall be measured  from existing or 
approved accesses on both sides of the road. 

e. Minimum spacing between driveways shall be measured from  Point "C" to Point "C" as 
shown below: 

 

 
 

2. Roadway Access  
 No use will be permitted to have direct access to a street or road except as specified below. 

Access spacing shall be measured from existing or approved accesses on either side of a street 
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or road. The lowest functional classification street available to the legal lot, including alleys within 
a public easement, shall take precedence for new access points.  

 
a. Local Streets: 

Minimum right-of-way radius is fifteen (15) feet. Access will not be permitted within ten (10) 
feet of Point "B," if no radius exists, access will not be permitted within twenty-five (25) feet of 
Point "A." Access points near an intersection with a Neighborhood Route, Collector or Arterial 
shall be located beyond the influence of standing queues of the intersection in accordance 
with AASHTO standards. This requirement may result in access spacing greater than ten (10) 
feet.  

b. Neighborhood Routes: 

Minimum spacing between driveways (Point "C" to Point "C") shall be fifty (50) feet with the 
exception of single family residential lots in a recorded subdivision. Such lots shall not be 
subject to a minimum spacing requirement between driveways (Point "C" to Point "C"). In all 
instances, access points near an intersection with a Neighborhood Route, Collector or 
Arterial shall be located beyond the influence of standing queues of the intersection in 
accordance with AASHTO standards. This requirement may result in access spacing greater 
than fifty (50) feet.  

RESPONSE:  No reserve strips are proposed.  All of the streets are properly aligned.  The streets are 
designed to comply with city standards.  The center line radius of Street “A” is 185 feet and the tangent 
length is 25 feet at the intersections.  The Center line angle with SW Cedar Brook Way and SW Meinecke 
Parkway is approximately 80 degrees which exceeds the City Engineering Design Manuel standard of 75 
degrees.  The centerline radius of SW Cedar Brook Way is roughly 200 feet.  The extension of SW Cedar 
Brook Way complies with the local street connectivity map on the next page of this report. 
 
Fencing will be provided along SW Meinecke Parkway for safety reasons in compliance with the above 
code requirements.  No fencing will be provided along SW Cedar Brook Way because the traffic volume 
will be low and fencing for safety is not necessary.    
 
A traffic report was submitted with this application because trip generation will be over 200 per day.  
Driveways are lot located in closer than 10 feet to an intersection property line radius.  The intersection 
property line radius will be 15 feet.  

16.106.060 - Sidewalks 

A. Required Improvements 
 
1. Except as otherwise provided, sidewalks shall be installed on both sides of a 

public street and in any special pedestrian way within new development.  
 
2. For Highway 99W, arterials, or in special industrial districts, the City Manager or 

designee may approve a development without sidewalks if alternative pedestrian 
routes are available.  

 
B. Design Standards 

 
1. Arterial and Collector Streets 

Arterial and collector streets shall have minimum eight (8) foot wide 
sidewalks/multi- use path, located as required by this Code.  

2. Local Streets 
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Local streets shall have minimum five (5) foot wide sidewalks, located as 
required by this Code.  

3. Handicapped Ramps 

Sidewalk handicapped ramps shall be provided at all intersections.  

C. Pedestrian and Bicycle Paths 

Provide bike and pedestrian connections on public easements or right-of-way when full 
street connections are not possible, with spacing between connections of no more than 
330 feet except where prevented by topography, barriers such as railroads or highways, 
or environmental constraints such as rivers and streams.  

RESPONSE: The proposed development contributes to the orderly development of the transportation 
network of roads, bikeways, and pedestrian facilities by providing new facilities that will connect to the 
existing transportation network surrounding the site.  The city requires 8 foot sidewalks along SW Cedar 
Brook Way and 6 foot sidewalks along Street “A”.  The interior private sidewalks are 5 feet in width.  
Handicapped ramps will be provided in compliance with city code.  The Tract “J” pedestrian access 
exceeds the 330 foot maximum length.  However, it is properly located at the traffic circle intersection.  
This access location directs pedestrian and bicycle traffic to an appropriate pedestrian crossings rather 
than mid-block between Lots 39 to 53.  For this reason, a mid-block access between Lots 39 and 53 is 
not necessary and requested not to be required with this PUD application. 

 
16.110.010 - Required Sanitary Sewer Improvements 
 

Sanitary sewers shall be installed to serve all new developments and shall connect to existing 
sanitary sewer mains.  

16.112.010 - Required Water Line Improvements 
Water lines and fire hydrants conforming to City and Fire District standards shall be installed to 
serve all building sites in a proposed development. All waterlines shall be connected to existing 
water mains or shall construct new mains appropriately sized and located in accordance with the 
Water System Master Plan.  

16.114.010 - Required Strom Sewer Improvements 

Storm water facilities, including appropriate source control and conveyance facilities, shall be 
installed in new developments and shall connect to the existing downstream drainage systems 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the requirements of the Clean Water Services water 
quality regulations contained in their Design and Construction Standards R&O 04-9, or its 
replacement.  

RESPONSE:  Sanitary sewer, storm drainage and water line facilities will be provided with the extension 
of SW Cedar Brook Way.  Detailed plans showing these facilities have been included with the submitted 
application materials (see Exhibit 7).  Existing and proposed utilities are shown by Sheet 6 of Exhibit 1.  
The sanitary sewer line is 8” in diameter, the water line is 12” in diameter and the storm sewer line is 12” 
in diameter.  The “high volume” storm sewer line will have an outfall at the northeast corner of the site.  
The “low volume” storm sewer will flow into the exiting 12” storm line in SW Cedar Brook Way and 
outfall into the water quality facility located on the north side of SW Cedar Brook Way.  This water quality 
facility serves the apartments and the McFall Estates subdivision.  Exhibits 11 show the existing storm 
sewer lines and this water quality facility.  If necessary, slight modifications to this facility will occur to 
increase the capacity to server the PUD. 
 
16.116.010 - Required Fire Protection Improvements 
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When land is developed so that any residential structure is further than five hundred (500) feet 
from an adequate water supply for fire protection, as determined by the Fire District, the 
developer shall provide fire protection facilities necessary to provide adequate water supply and 
fire safety.  

REPONSE: Adequate fire hydrants will be provided for the PUD in accordance with fire department 
spacing requirements. 
 
16.118.010 – Purpose - Public and Private Utilities 

Public telecommunication conduits as well as conduits for franchise utilities including, but not 
limited to, electric power, telephone, natural gas, lighting, and cable television shall be installed to 
serve all newly created lots and developments in Sherwood.  

REPONSE:  All dry utilities will be provided and extend to each newly created lot as required by City 
Code. 
 
16.120.010 – Purpose - Subdivisions 
 

Subdivision regulations are intended to promote the public health, safety and general welfare; 
lessen traffic congestion; provide adequate light and air; prevent overcrowding of land; and 
facilitate adequate water supply, sewage and drainage.  

16.120.020 - General Subdivision Provisions 

A. Approval of a subdivision occurs through a two-step process: the preliminary plat and the 
final plat. 

 
1. The preliminary plat shall be approved by the Approval Authority before the final plat 

can be submitted for approval consideration; and  
 
2. The final plat shall reflect all conditions of approval of the preliminary plat. 

 
B. All subdivision proposals shall conform to all state regulations set forth in ORS Chapter 

92, Subdivisions and Partitions. 
 
C. Future re-division 

When subdividing tracts into large lots, the Approval Authority shall require that the lots 
be of such size and shape as to facilitate future re-division in accordance with the 
requirements of the zoning district and this Division.  

D. Future Partitioning 

When subdividing tracts into large lots which may be re-subdivided, the City shall require 
that the lots be of a size and shape, and apply additional building site restrictions, to allow 
for the subsequent division of any parcel into lots of smaller size and the creation and 
extension of future streets.  

E. Lot averaging 

Lot size may be averaged to allow lots less than the minimum lot size allowed in the 
underlying zoning district subject to the following regulations:  

1. The average lot area for all lots is not less than allowed by the underlying zoning 
district. 
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2. No lot created under this provision shall be less than 90% of the minimum lot size 
allowed in the underlying zoning district. 

 
3. The maximum lot size cannot be greater than 10% of the minimum lot size. 

 
F. Required Setbacks 

All required building setback lines as established by this Code, shall be shown in the 
preliminary subdivision plat.  

G. Property Sales 

No property shall be disposed of, transferred, or sold until required subdivision approvals 
are obtained, pursuant to this Code.  

COMMENT:  This preliminary plat complies with ORS 92.  No future re-subdivision is anticipated because 
no developable property is adjacent to the subject property.  The lots are much smaller than 90% of the 
code requirement of 5,000 sf for detached house lots and 4,000 sf for attached house lots.  Since this 
development is a PUD, modifications to the above requirements are requested.  The proposed setbacks 
to be modified with this PUD application are shown on Sheet 4 of Exhibit 1, as well as in the table 
provided in the beginning of this report. 
 
16.120.030 - Approval Procedure-Preliminary Plat 

 
A. Approval Authority 

 
1. The approving authority for preliminary and final plats of subdivisions shall be in 

accordance with Section 16.72.010 of this Code.  
 
a. A subdivision application for 4-10 lots will follow a Type II review process. 
 
b. A subdivision application for 11-50 lots will follow a Type III review process. 
 
c. A subdivision application for over 50 lots will follow a Type IV review process. 

 

RESPONSE: The proposed PUD subdivision is over 50 lots in size and, therefore, will be reviewed by the 
City as a Type V application.  A Type V application requires review by both the Planning Commission and 
the City Council.  The Applicant understands the City’s procedure for reviewing a PUD proposal and is 
agreeable to the process as defined by City Code.   
 
16.120.040 - Approval Criteria: Preliminary Plat 

No preliminary plat shall be approved unless:  

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

 
B. Streets and roads held for private use are clearly indicated on the plat and all 

reservations or restrictions relating to such private roads and streets are set forth 
thereon.  

 
C. The plat complies with applicable zoning district standards and design standards in 

Division II, and all provisions of Divisions IV, VI, VIII and IX. The subdivision complies 
with Chapter 16.128 (Land Division Design Standards).  

 

Ordinance 2014-013, Attachment to Staff Report, Exh's A-Q 
July 15, 2014, Page 46 of 397

131

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16625/level3/TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVIIIADPR_CH16.72PRPRDEPE.html#TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVIIIADPR_CH16.72PRPRDEPE_16.72.010GE
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16625/level3/TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVVIILADISUPALOLIADMO_CH16.128LADIDEST.html#TIT16ZOCODECO_DIVVIILADISUPALOLIADMO_CH16.128LADIDEST


 

45 
 

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

 
E. Development of additional, contiguous property under the same ownership can be 

accomplished in accordance with this Code. 
 
F. Adjoining land can either be developed independently or is provided access that will 

allow development in accordance with this Code.  
 
G. Tree and woodland inventories have been submitted and approved as per Section 

16.142.060  

 
H. The plat clearly shows the proposed lot numbers, setbacks, dedications and 

easements. 
 
I. A minimum of five percent (5%) open space has been provided per § 16.44.B.8 

(Townhome- Standards) or §16.142.020 (Parks, Open Spaces and Trees-Single-
Family Residential Subdivisions), if applicable.  

 
RESPONSE: The impacts on public facilities and services of the proposed development were 
contemplated under the City of Sherwood General Plan, Transportation System Plan, and Sewer and 
Water Master Plans.  City sewer and water extensions are proposed to be built within the proposed road 
sections.  Street and utility systems are designed to comply with city standards with the exception of 
Street “A”.  The street standard for Street “A” is prosed to be modified with Section 145 Public Works 
Modifications and through the PUD procedure.  The plat complies with all zoning ordinance requirements 
other than the modifications requested with this PUD.  One owner owns all the land.  The plan shows no 
adjacent developable property.  No trees exist on the developable potion of the property.  A few trees are 
located on the south side of the open space Tract “K”.  These trees will be retained. The lot numbers, 
setbacks, dedications and easements are shown on the preliminary plat.  The net buildable area is 
167,888 square feet.  The open space is required to be 5% of the net buildable which equals 8,394 
square feet.   However, this application is a PUD and 25,182 square feet of open space is required which 
is 15% of the net buildable area.  The open space provided with this application is 35,420 square feet 
which is 21% of the net buildable area. 
 
16.128.010 - Blocks 

A. Connectivity 
 
1. Block Size 

The length, width, and shape of blocks shall be designed to provide adequate 
building sites for the uses proposed, and for convenient access, circulation, traffic 
control and safety.  

2. Block Length 

Block length standards shall be in accordance with Section 16.108.040. 
Generally, blocks shall not exceed five-hundred thirty (530) feet in length, except 
blocks adjacent to principal arterial, which shall not exceed one thousand eight 
hundred (1,800) feet. The extension of streets and the formation of blocks shall 
conform to the Local Street Network map contained in the Transportation System 
Plan.  

3. Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity.  
Paved bike and pedestrian accessways shall be provided on public easements or 
right-of-way consistent with Figure 7.401.  
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REPONSE: The length, width, and shape of blocks have been designed to accommodate existing 
topography, parcel shape, access restrictions, and adequate building site sizes for the proposed home 
types.  The street widths are compatible with the surrounding neighborhood street widths and are 
designed with the limitations of existing topography in mind.  Proper connectivity is provided with the 
development plan.  The new block length is about 1400 feet which is less than the maximum length of 
1800 feet.  The 530 foot access spacing cannot be achieved because of access restrictions at the 
Meinecke and Cedar Brook traffic circle.  However, in order to minimize out of direction travel for the 
pedestrians, a mid-block connecting access corridor will be provided with Tract “J” to connect with the 
traffic circle.  The extension of SW Cedar Brook Way to the traffic circle formed with SW Meinecke 
Parkway is shown on the Transportation Plan on page 34 of this report.  Adequate pedestrian and bicycle 
access is provided.  All the lots and streets are laid out in compliance with Sherwood code requirements 
and Figure 7.401 on the next page of this report.    

 
Figure 7.401 — Block Connectivity  
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B. Utilities Easements for sewers, drainage, water mains, electric lines, or other utilities shall 

be dedicated or provided for by deed. Easements shall be a minimum of ten (10) feet in 
width and centered on rear or side lot lines; except for tie-back easements, which shall be 
six (6) feet wide by twenty (20) feet long on side lot lines at the change of direction.  

 
C. Drainages.   Where a subdivision is traversed by a watercourse, drainage way, channel 

or street, drainage easements or rights-of-way shall be provided conforming substantially 
to the alignment and size of the drainage.  

 
COMMENT:  The above information is shown of the development plans.   No water courses traverse this 
property.   

16.128.020 - Pedestrian and Bicycle Ways 

Pedestrian or bicycle ways may be required to connect cul-de-sacs, divide through an unusually long or 
oddly shaped block, or to otherwise provide adequate circulation.  

RESPONSE:  Pedestrian access ways are proposed throughout the open space tracts.  These 
pedestrian paths are also proposed along the longer blocks to minimize travel distance for the pedestrian 
within and adjacent to the site.  These pedestrian access way connections will provide improved 
pedestrian access within the site, as well as to other areas outside the PUD boundaries.  No odd shaped 
blocks or cul-de-sacs are proposed with this subdivision and adequate pedestrian and bicycle access is 
provided.     
 
16.128.030 - Lots 

A. Size and Shape 

Lot size, width, shape, and orientation shall be appropriate for the location and 
topography of the subdivision or partition, and shall comply with applicable zoning district 
requirements, with the following exception:  

1. Lots in areas not served by public sewer or water supply shall conform to any special 
County Health Department standards. 

 
B. Access 

All lots in a subdivision shall abut a public street, except as allowed for infill development 
under Chapter 16.68.  

C. Double Frontage 

Double frontage and reversed frontage lots are prohibited except where essential to 
provide separation of residential development from railroads, traffic arteries, adjacent 
nonresidential uses, or to overcome specific topographical or orientation problems. A five 
(5) foot wide or greater easement for planting and screening may be required.  

D. Side Lot Lines  
Side lot lines shall, as far as practicable, run at right angles to the street upon which the 
lots face, except that on curved streets side lot lines shall be radial to the curve of the 
street.  

 
E. Grading 

Grading of building sites shall conform to the following standards, except when 
topography of physical conditions warrants special exceptions:  
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1. Cut slopes shall not exceed one (1) and one-half (1 1/2) feet horizontally to one (1) 
foot vertically. 

 
2. Fill slopes shall not exceed two (2) feet horizontally to one (1) foot vertically. 

 

RESPONSE:  The lots are designed to follow the contours and shape of the property.  The proposed lots 
are compatible with the HDR zone, the gentle slope and the location of the property with existing high 
density residential and commercial development.  Public utilities will be available to serve all the lots.  All 
of the lots, except 29 to 38 and 54 to 66, have access on a public street.  A modification to Sub-Section B 
above is proposed with this PUD application.   Lots 29 to 53 have double frontage.  Lots 29 to 38 need to 
back up the Meinecke Parkway for safety reasons because it is a collector street.  Lots 39 to 53 also have 
double frontage because of the alley access.  To the greatest extent practicable, all the lots have property 
lines which are generally at right angles to the streets.  Development of these lots will not create 
excessive grading.  Cuts and fills will not exceed the requirements of the above Sub-Section E.  This 
property is relatively flat and suitable for small lots.  
 
16.142.030 - Single-Family or Duplex Residential Subdivisions 

A. A minimum of five percent (5%) of the net buildable site (after exclusion of public right-of-
way and environmentally constrained areas) shall be maintained as "open space". Open 
space must include usable areas such as public parks, swimming and wading pools, 
grass areas for picnics and recreational play, walking paths, and other like space. The 
following may not be used to calculate open space:  
 
1. Required yards or setbacks. 
 
2. Required visual corridors. 
 
3. Required sensitive areas and buffers. 
 
4. Any area required to meet a standard found elsewhere in this code. 

 
B. Enhanced streetscapes such as "boulevard treatments" in excess of the minimum public 

street requirements may count toward a maximum of 10,000 square feet of the open 
space requirement.  
 
1. Example:  If a 52-foot-wide right-of-way [ROW] is required for a 1,000 foot-long street 

and a 62-foot wide ROW with 5-foot additional plantings/meandering pathway is 
provided on each side of the street, the additional 10-foot-wide area x 1,000 linear 
feet, or 10,000 square feet, counts toward the open space requirement.  

 
C. The open space shall be conveyed in accordance with one of the following methods: 

 
1. By dedication to the City as public open space (if acceptable to the City). Open space 

proposed for dedication to the City must be acceptable to the City Manager or the 
Manager's designee with regard to the size, shape, location, improvement, 
environmental condition, and budgetary and maintenance abilities;  

 
2. By leasing or conveying title (including beneficial ownership) to a corporation, 

homeowners' association or other legal entity, with the City retaining the development 
rights to the open space. The terms of such lease or other instrument of conveyance 
must include provisions (e.g., maintenance, property tax payment, etc.) suitable to 
the City.  
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D. The density of a single-family residential subdivision shall be calculated based on the net 
buildable site prior to exclusion of open space per this Section.  
 
1. Example: a 40,000 square foot net buildable site would be required to maintain 2,000 

square feet (5%) of open space but would calculate density based on 40,000 square 
feet.  

 
E. If a proposed residential subdivision contains or is adjacent to a site identified as "parks" 

on the Acquisition Map of the Parks Master Plan (2006) or has been identified for 
acquisition by the Sherwood Parks and Recreation Board, establishment of open space 
shall occur in the designated areas if the subdivision contains the park site, or 
immediately adjacent to the parks site if the subdivision is adjacent to it.  

 
F. If the proposed residential subdivision does not contain or is not adjacent to a site 

identified on the Parks Master Plan map or otherwise identified for acquisition by the 
Parks and Recreation Board, the applicant may elect to convey off-site park/open space.  

 
G. This standard does not apply to a residential partition provided that a development may 

not use phasing or series partitions to avoid the minimum open space requirement. A 
partition of land that was part of an approved partition within the previous five (5) years 
shall be required to provide the minimum five percent (5%) open space in accordance 
with subsection (A) above.  

 
H. The value of the open space conveyed under Subsection (A) above may be eligible for 

Parks System Development Charges (SDCs) credits based on the methodology identified 
in the most current Parks and Recreation System Development Charges Methodology 
Report.  

 
RESPONSE:  A minimum of 21% of the net developable area or 35,420 sq. ft. is designated as Open 
Space which exceeds the PUD requirement of 15%.  The total net developable area of the site is 
167,888 sq. ft.  The required 15% open space for a PUD is 25,183 sq. ft.  The larger Tracts C, E, J and 
K and the pedestrian access established with Tract B combined to equal 26,050 sq. ft., which is 15% of 
the Net Buildable Area.  All of these tracts are usable and comply with the above definition of usable 
open space.  These tracts will provide both active and passive uses for the residents that live in this 
development.  All the other tracts qualify for enhanced “boulevard treatments” as identified in Sub-
Section B above.  Those tracts are 9,370 sq. ft. in area which is less than the 10,000 sf limit.  Except for 
Tracts K, L and M, which the Applicant proposes to dedicate to the City as a mini-neighborhood park, all 
open spaces will be maintained by a Homeowners Association (HOA) in accordance with Sub-Section 
C.  No future identified parks are shown on the Parks Master Plan which are required to be developed 
first as open space.  However, the Exhibit 8 Park Acquisition Map shows the city is interested in park 
dedication along Cedar Creek.  With this proposal, the Applicant is proposing the development of Tract 
K as a mini-neighborhood park to be funded by the Park SDCs generated by the proposed PUD as 
mentioned previously in this statement.    

 
16.142.040 - Visual Corridors 

A. Corridors Required 

New developments located outside of the Old Town Overlay with frontage on Highway 
99W, or arterial or collector streets designated on Figure 8-1 of the Transportation 
System Plan shall be required to establish a landscaped visual corridor according to the 
following standards:  

 

 Category Width 

1. Highway 99W 25 feet 
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2. Arterial 15 feet 

3. Collector 10 feet 

In residential developments where fences are typically desired adjoining the above 
described major street the corridor may be placed in the road right-of-way between the 
property line and the sidewalk. In all other developments, the visual corridor shall be on 
private property adjacent to the right-of-way.  

 
B. Landscape Materials 

The required visual corridor areas shall be planted as specified by the review authority to 
provide a continuous visual and/or acoustical buffer between major streets and 
developed uses. Except as provided for above, fences and walls shall not be substituted 
for landscaping within the visual corridor. Uniformly planted, drought resistant street trees 
and ground cover, as specified in Section 16.142.060, shall be planted in the corridor by 
the developer.  The improvements shall be included in the compliance agreement. In no 
case shall trees be removed from the required visual corridor.  

 
C. Establishment and Maintenance 

Designated visual corridors shall be established as a portion of landscaping requirements 
pursuant to Chapter 16.92. To assure continuous maintenance of the visual corridors, the 
review authority may require that the development rights to the corridor areas be 
dedicated to the City or that restrictive covenants be recorded prior to the issuance of a 
building permit.  

 
D. Required Yard 

Visual corridors may be established in required yards, except that where the required 
visual corridor width exceeds the required yard width, the visual corridor requirement 
shall take precedence. In no case shall buildings be sited within the required visual 
corridor, with the exception of front porches on townhomes, as permitted in Section 
16.44.010(E)(4)(c).  

 
RESPONSE:  The required 10-foot landscaped visual corridor along SW Meinecke Parkway already 
exists.  The entire visual corridor is located in public right-of-way for SW Meinecke Parkway.  The visual 
corridor will be even wider with Tracts A, H, I and J.  Street trees will be planted along with other 
landscaping which will be determined at the final development plan stage.  The plant material will be 
drought resistant in accordance with Section 16.142.060. 
 
16.142.050 - Park Reservation 
Areas designated on the Natural Resources and Recreation Plan Map, in Chapter 5 of the Community 
Development Plan, which have not been dedicated pursuant to Section 16.142.030 or 16.134.020, may 
be required to be reserved upon the recommendation of the City Parks Board, for purchase by the City 
within a period of time not to exceed three (3) years.  

RESPONSE: Tracts K, L and M abut a significant portion of natural resource land owned by the City and, 
as part of this development proposal, the Applicant is proposing that these tracts be dedicated to the City. 
 
16.142.060 - Street Trees 

A. Installation of Street Trees on New or Redeveloped Property. 

Trees are required to be planted to the following specifications along public streets 
abutting or within any new development or re-development. Planting of such trees shall 
be a condition of development approval. The City shall be subject to the same standards 
for any developments involving City-owned property, or when constructing or 
reconstructing City streets. After installing street trees, the property owner shall be 
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responsible for maintaining the street trees on the owner's property or within the right-of-
way adjacent to the owner's property.  
 
1. Location: Trees shall be planted within the planter strip along newly created or 

improved streets.  In the event that a planter strip is not required or available, the 
trees shall be planted on private property within the front yard setback area or within 
public street right-of-way between front property lines and street curb lines or as 
required by the City.  

 
2. Size: Trees shall have a minimum trunk diameter of two (2) caliper inches, which is 

measured six inches above the soil line, and a minimum height of six (6) feet when 
planted.  

 
3. Types: Developments shall include a variety of street trees. The trees planted shall 

be chosen from those listed in 16.142.080 of this Code.  
 
4. Required Street Trees and Spacing: 

 
a. The minimum spacing is based on the maximum canopy spread identified in 

the recommended street tree list in Section 16.142.080 with the intent of 
providing a continuous canopy without openings between the trees. For 
example, if a tree has a canopy of forty (40) feet, the spacing between trees 
is forty (40) feet. If the tree is not on the list, the mature canopy width must 
be provided to the planning department by a certified arborist.  

 
b. All new developments shall provide adequate tree planting along all public 

streets. The number and spacing of trees shall be determined based on the 
type of tree and the spacing standards described in a. above and considering 
driveways, street light locations and utility connections. Unless exempt per c. 
below, trees shall not be spaced more than forty (40) feet apart in any 
development.  

 
c. A new development may exceed the forty-foot spacing requirement under 

section b. above, under the following circumstances: 
 
(1) Installing the tree would interfere with existing utility lines and no 

substitute tree is appropriate for the site; or 
 
(2) There is not adequate space in which to plant a street tree due to 

driveway or street light locations, vision clearance or utility 
connections, provided the driveways, street light or utilities could not 
be reasonably located elsewhere so as to accommodate adequate 
room for street trees; and  

 
(3) The street trees are spaced as close as possible given the site 

limitations in (1) and (2) above. 
 
(4) The location of street trees in an ODOT or Washington County right-

of-way may require approval, respectively, by ODOT or Washington 
County and are subject to the relevant state or county standards.  

 
(5) For arterial and collector streets, the City may require planted 

medians in lieu of paved twelve-foot wide center turning lanes, 
planted with trees to the specifications of this subsection.  
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RESPONSE:   Street trees will be provided in accordance with the above standards.   Sheet 9 of Exhibit 1 
shows the location of the street trees.  The type of trees will be selected from the City’s street tree list. 
 
16.142.070 - Trees on Property Subject to Certain Land Use Applications 

A. Generally 

The purpose of this Section is to establish processes and standards which will minimize 
cutting or destruction of trees and woodlands within the City. This Section is intended to 
help protect the scenic beauty of the City; to retain a livable environment through the 
beneficial effect of trees on air pollution, heat and glare, sound, water quality, and surface 
water and erosion control; to encourage the retention and planting of tree species native 
to the Willamette Valley and Western Oregon; to provide an attractive visual contrast to 
the urban environment, and to sustain a wide variety and distribution of viable trees and 
woodlands in the community over time.  

B. Applicability 

All applications including a Type II - IV land use review, shall be required to preserve 
trees or woodlands, as defined by this Section to the maximum extent feasible within the 
context of the proposed land use plan and relative to other codes, policies, and standards 
of the City Comprehensive Plan.  

C. Inventory 
 
1. To assist the City in making its determinations on the retention of trees and 

woodlands, land use applications including Type II - IV development shall include a 
tree and woodland inventory and report. The report shall be prepared by a qualified 
professional and must contain the following information:  

 
a. Tree size (in DBH and canopy area) 
 
b. Tree species 
 
c. The condition of the tree with notes as applicable explaining the assessment 
 
d. The location of the tree on the site 
 
e. The location of the tree relative to the planned improvements 
 
f. Assessment of whether the tree must be removed to accommodate the 

development 

g. Recommendations on measures that must be taken to preserve trees during 

the construction that are not proposed to be removed. 

 
RESPONSE: Except for a couple small existing trees located on the south end of proposed Tract “K”, 
which are shown on the submitted application materials and proposed to be preserved as part of the 
development proposal, the subject property is void of any significant trees or vegetation. The Applicant’s 
proposal is in compliance with the above criterion.   
 

2. In addition to the general requirements of this Section, the tree and woodland 
inventory's mapping and report shall also include, but is not limited to, the specific 
information outlined in the appropriate land use application materials packet.  

 
3. Definitions for the inventory purposes of this Section 
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a. A tree is a living woody plant having a trunk diameter as specified below at 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH). Trees planted for commercial agricultural 
purposes, and/or those subject to farm forest deferral, such as nut and fruit 
orchards and Christmas tree farms, are excluded from this definition and 
from regulation under this Section, as are any living woody plants under six 
(6) inches at DBH. All trees six (6) inches or greater shall be inventoried.  

 
b. A woodland is a biological community dominated by trees covering a land 

area of 20,000 square feet or greater at a density of at least fifty (50) trees 
per every 20,000 square feet with at least fifty percent (50%) of those trees of 
any species having a six (6) inches or greater at DBH. Woodlands planted for 
commercial agricultural purposes and/or subject to farm forest deferral, such 
as nut and fruit orchards and Christmas tree farms, are excluded from this 
definition, and from regulation under this Section.  

 
c. A large stature tree is over 20 feet tall and wide with a minimum trunk 

diameter of 30 inches at DBH. 
 
D. Retention requirements 

 
1. Trees may be considered for removal to accommodate the development including 

buildings, parking, walkways, grading etc., provided the development satisfies of D.2 
or D.3, below.  

 
2. Required Tree Canopy - Residential Developments (Single Family Attached, Single 

Family Detached and Two - Family) 

Each net development site shall provide a variety of trees to achieve a minimum total 
tree canopy of 40 percent. The canopy percentage is based on the expected mature 
canopy of each tree by using the equation πr

2
 to calculate the expected square 

footage of canopy for each tree. The expected mature canopy is counted for each 
tree regardless of an overlap of multiple tree canopies.  

The canopy requirement can be achieved by retaining existing trees or planting new 
trees. Required street trees can be used toward the total on site canopy required to 
meet this standard. The expected mature canopy spread of the new trees will be 
counted toward the needed canopy cover. A certified arborist or other qualified 
professional shall provide the estimated tree canopy of the proposed trees to the 
planning department for review.  

 

 Residential (single 
family & two family 
developments) 

Old Town & Infill 
developments 

Commercial, 
Industrial, 
Institutional Public 
and Multi-family 

Canopy Requirement 40% N/A 30% 

Counted Toward the Canopy Requirement 

Street trees included in canopy 
requirement 

Yes N/A No 

Landscaping requirements included 
in canopy requirement 

N/A N/A Yes 

Existing trees onsite Yes 
x2 

N/A Yes 
x2 

Planting new trees onsite Yes N/A Yes 
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Mature Canopy in Square Feet Equation πr2 or (3.14159*radius2) (This is the calculation to measure the 
square footage of a circle. 
The Mature Canopy is given in diameter. In gardening and horticulture reference books, therefore to 
get the radius you must divide the diameter in half. 

Canopy Calculation Example: Pin Oak 
Mature canopy = 35' 
(3.14159* 17.52) = 962 square feet  

 
Recommended Street Trees: 
 
Common Name Botanical Name Canopy 

Spread 
(feet) 

Acer - Maple    

Cavalier Norway Maple Acer platanoides cavalier  

Cleveland Norway Maple p. Cleveland 30 

Cleveland II Norway Maple p. Cleveland 25 

Columnar Norway Maple p. columnare 15 

Fairway Sugar Maple (sugar 
maple) 

p. fairway 40 

Olmsted Norway Maple p. olmsted 20—25 

Roughbark Maple Acer triflorum 20 

Trident Maple Acer buergeranum 20 

Rocky Mountain Glow Maple Acer grandidentatum 'Schmidt' 15 

David's Maple Acer davidii 20 

Metro Gold Hedge Maple Acer campestre 'Panacek' 25 

Red Sunset Maple (Old Town) Acer rubrum red sunset - Red Sunset Maple (Old Town) 
(Provided that a root barrier is installed)  

25—40 

Royal Red Maple r. royal red 20—25 

Gerling Red Maple r. gerling 25—35 

Tilford Red Maple r. tilford 30 

Carpinus - Hornbeam    

Pyramidal European Hornbeam Carpinus betulus pyramidalis 30—40 

Pyramidal European Hornbeam b. columnaris 15 

Pyramidal European Hornbeam b. fastigiata 15—20 

Eastern Redbud Cercic, canadenis - Canadian Red Bud 10—20 

Fraxinus - Ash    

Dr. Pirone Ash augustifolia dr. pirone 35—50  

Raywood Ash raywoodi 20 

Oregon Ash latifolia 25—40 

Ginkgo    
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Autumn Gold biloba 25—35 

Fairmount biloba 15—25 

Gleditsia    

Honey Locust triacanthos sunburst 20—30 

Liquidamber    

American Sweetgum styraciflua 40 

Liriodenrod   30—50 

Magnolia    

Evergreen Magnolia grandiflora vars  

Southern Magnolia grandiflora 40 

Dr. Merrill Magnolia kobus dr. merrill 15—20 

Edith Bogue Magnolia Magnolia grandiflora 'Edith Bogue' 15 

Purnus - Cherry - Plum    

Double Flowering Cherry avium plena 30—40 

Scanlon Globe Cherry avium scanlon 30—40 

Japanese Cherry serrulata vars (nonweeping) 15—30 

Okame Cherry okame 20—30 

Blireana Plum blireana 20 

Pissardi Plum pissardi 10 

Krauter's Vesuvius Plum Vesuvius 15 

Amur Chokecherry maacki 25—30 

Redbark Cherry serrula 20—30 

European Birdcherry padus 35  

Bigflowered Birdcherry grandiflora 10—20 

Rancho Birdcherry berg 15—20 

Purpleleaf Birdcherry purpurea 10—20 

Prairifire Crabapple Malus 'Prairifire' 20 

Quercus    

Crimson Spire Oak Quercus alba x Q. robur 'Crimschmidt' 15 

Pin Oak palustris 35  

Tilia - Linden    

American Linden americana 35—40  

Little Leaf Linden cordata 40 

Crimean Linden euchlora 20—30 

Silver Linden tomentosa 40 

Bicentennial Linden bicentennial 30 
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Greenspire Linden greenspire 20 

Salem Linden salem 20—30 

Chancellor Linden Tiliacordata 'Chancole' 20 
 
RESPONSE:  As noted above, the existing trees on Tract “K” are located at the south end of the tract.  
These trees will be retained.  These trees, however, were not inventoried because no development is 
proposed in Tract K that would impact the existing trees.  These trees will probably not be used for the 
40% canopy unless determined to be necessary in the future.  At that time, the trees will be inventoried 
and evaluated to determine if they quality to be added to the 40% canopy.  The required 40% tree canopy 
requirement will be provided by future planting of trees on public right-of-way, open space tracts and 
individual lots.  The total 40% canopy requirement is 67,155 square feet (167,888 sf net buildable area x 
40%).  A total of 70,236 sf of tree canopy is provided which exceeds 40%.  The breakdown of the tree 
canopy shown on sheet 9 of Exhibit 1 is as follows: 
 
18,356 sf  =  26 trees @ 30’ diameter x 706 sf    (15 x 15 x 3.14 = 706 sf) 
40,262 sf  =  82 trees @ 25’ diameter x 490 sf    (12.5 x 12.5 x 3.14 = 490 sf)  
11,618 sf  =  37 trees @ 20’ diameter x 314 sf     (10 x 10 x 3.14 = 314) 
70,236 sf total Tree canopy Provided - 42% 
 
As mentioned previously, we are proposing to install street trees along all streets within the PUD.  
However, at this time, we have not chosen a particular street tree; therefore, we would be willing to 
accept, as a condition of final approval, that the type of street trees used within the PUD be in 
conformance with the trees identified in the table above. 
 
16.144.010 - Generally 

Unless otherwise permitted, residential, commercial, industrial, and institutional uses in the City 
shall comply with the following wetland, habitat and natural area standards if applicable to the site 
as identified on the City's Wetland Inventory, the Comprehensive Plan Natural Resource 
Inventory, the Regionally Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat Area map adopted by Metro, and by 
reference into this Code and the Comprehensive Plan. Where the applicability of a standard 
overlaps, the more stringent regulation shall apply.  

 
RESPONSE: No SNR, wetland or natural habitat area exists on the property.  This is demonstrated by 
the Exhibit 11 inventory prepared by Schott and Associates.   However, steep slopes over 25%, CWS 
buffers and wetlands are located in the open space tract owned by the City of Sherwood on the north and 
west sides of the proposed Cedar Brook Way right-of-way alignment.   Exhibit 11 also shows the previous 
SPL for the property owned by the city (Tax Lot 7600).   This SPL identifies the steep slopes and also 
shows the required 15-foot set back from the top of bank and the assumed wetland location at the bottom 
of the slope along the sewer line route.  Further investigation of this area shows the wetland boundary is 
well below the sewer line location.  When the sewer line was constructed, a natural pedestrian pathway 
was created.  This pathway can be improved in the future for recreational purposes.  
 
No development will occur in this area (Tax Lot 7600) except for a storm sewer pipe and outfall. The 
permanent encroachment into this CWS buffer is less than 100 sf which is a CWS outright permitted use.  
No mitigation is required for this 100 sf encroachment.  No development is proposed in the wetlands.  
This storm sewer pipe is anticipated to be be drilled to eliminate erosion potential on 33% slopes from an 
open ditch from construction of the storm sewer pipe.  This storm sewer pipe and riprap for the outfall are 
shown on Sheet 6 of Exhibit 1. 
 
16.144.020 - Standards 

A. The applicant shall identify and describe the significance and functional value of wetlands 
on the site and protect those wetlands from adverse effects of the development. A facility 
complies with this standard if it complies with the criteria of subsections A.1.a and A.1.b, 
below:  
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1. The facility will not reduce the area of wetlands on the site, and development will be 

separated from such wetlands by an area determined by the Clean Water Services 
Design and Construction Standards R&O 00-7 or its replacement provided Section 
16.140.090 does not require more than the requested setback.  

 
a. A natural condition such as topography, soil, vegetation or other feature 

isolates the area of development from the wetland. 
 
b. Impact mitigation measures will be designed, implemented, and monitored to 

provide effective protection against harm to the wetland from sedimentation, 
erosion, loss of surface or ground water supply, or physical trespass.  

 
c. A lesser setback complies with federal and state permits, or standards that 

will apply to state and federal permits, if required. 
 
2. If existing wetlands are proposed to be eliminated by the facility, the applicant shall 

demonstrate that the project can, and will develop or enhance an area of wetland on 
the site or in the same drainage basin that is at least equal to the area and functional 
value of wetlands eliminated.  

 
B.  The applicant shall provide appropriate plans and text that identify and describe the 
significance and functional value of natural features on the site (if identified in the Community 
Development Plan, Part 2) and protect those features from impacts of the development or 
mitigate adverse effects that will occur. A facility complies with this standard if:  

 
1. The site does not contain an endangered or threatened plant or animal species or a 

critical habitat for such species identified by Federal or State government (and does 
not contain significant natural features identified in the Community Development 
Plan, Part 2, Natural Resources and Recreation Plan).  

 
2. The facility will comply with applicable requirements of the zone. 
 
3. The applicant will excavate and store topsoil separate from subsurface soil, and shall 

replace the topsoil over disturbed areas of the site not covered by buildings or 
pavement or provide other appropriate medium for re-vegetation of those areas, such 
as yard debris compost.  

 
4. The applicant will retain significant vegetation in areas that will not be covered by 

buildings or pavement or disturbed by excavation for the facility; will replant areas 
disturbed by the development and not covered by buildings or pavement with native 
species vegetation unless other vegetation is needed to buffer the facility; will protect 
disturbed areas and adjoining habitat from potential erosion until replanted vegetation 
is established; and will provide a plan or plans identifying each area and its proposed 
use.  

 
5. Development associated with the facility will be set back from the edge of a 

significant natural area by an area determined by the Clean Water Services Design 
and Construction standards R&O 00-7 or its replacement, provided Section 
16.140.090A does not require more than the requested setback. Lack of adverse 
effect can be demonstrated by showing the same sort of evidence as in subsection 
A.1 above.  

 
RESPONSE:  Martin Schott, wetland consultant, prepared the attached wetland report which indicates no 
wetlands or Significant Natural Resources exist on the site (Exhibit 11).  The uses on Tax lot 7600, owned 
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by the city, are identified by the Clean Water Serives Service Provider Letter which is also part of Exhibit 
11. 
 
16.156.010 – Purpose - Energy Conservation 

This Chapter and applicable portions of Chapter 5 of the Community Development Plan provide 
for natural heating and cooling opportunities in new development. The requirements of this 
Chapter shall not result in development exceeding allowable densities or lot coverage, or the 
destruction of existing trees.  

 
16.156.020 - Standards 

A. Building Orientation - The maximum number of buildings feasible shall receive sunlight 
sufficient for using solar energy systems for space, water or industrial process heating or 
cooling. Buildings and vegetation shall be sited with respect to each other and the 
topography of the site so that unobstructed sunlight reaches the south wall of the greatest 
possible number of buildings between the hours of 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM, Pacific 
Standard Time on December 21st.  

 
B. Wind - The cooling effects of prevailing summer breezes and shading vegetation shall be 

accounted for in site design. The extent solar access to adjacent sites is not impaired 
vegetation shall be used to moderate prevailing winter wind on the site.  

 
16.156.030 - Variance to Permit Solar Access 

Variances from zoning district standards relating to height, setback and yard requirements 
approved as per Chapter 16.84 may be granted by the Commission where necessary for the 
proper functioning of solar energy systems, or to otherwise preserve solar access on a site or to 
an adjacent site.  

 
RESPONSE: The proposed PUD has been designed so as many lots as possible are oriented in a north 
south direction without losing lots or making the street patterns non-functional.  A total of 13 lots will be 
oriented in a north/south direction.   No variance is being requested to the solar access standards for the 
proposed PUD. 
 
145 PUBLIC  WORKS  DESIGN MODIFICATIONS 
 
145.1 Modification Process for Specific Projects 
 
A.  The City Engineer may make project-specific revisions to City standard details and other City 

promulgated technical engineering standards for use in any project, whether privately or publicly 
funded, pursuant to the following procedures: 

 
145.1.1 Requested Modification 
A.  A design engineer may request that the City Engineer modify a City standard relating to, and only for, 

a specific project by submitting a written request for such modification to the City Engineer.  The 
written request shall state desired modification, the reason for the requested modification, the 
conditions in Subsection 145.1.5 that apply to the desired modification, and a comparison between 
the City’s existing standard and the proposed modification. 

 
145.1.2 Review of Requested Modification 
 
A.  A design engineer may request that the City Engineer modify a City standard relating to, and only for, 

a specific project. The City Engineer shall: 
 

1.  Approve the request as proposed, 
 
2. Approve the request with condition, or 
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3.  Deny the request 

 
B.  The City Engineer’s decision shall be documented in writing. A denial of a request shall be 

accompanied with brief explanation of the reason for the denial. 
 
C.  The City Engineer may consult with others to assist in determination of whether to approve, approve 

with conditions, or deny a request to modify a City standard for a specific project. 
 
D.  Whether a request for modification is approved as proposed or with conditions, the approval is for 

project-specific use and shall not constitute a precedent or general modification of the City standard. 
 
145.1.3 Appeal of Requested Modification 
 
A.  Pursuant to the City Code, a design engineer may appeal the City Engineer’s decision regarding a 

request to modify a City standard to the City Council. 
 
145.1.4 City-Initiated Modifications 
 
 A.  During design or construction of a project, the City Engineer may: 

 
1. Modify and add features and requirements details applicable to a specific City-approved 
Capital Improvement Project (CIP). Such addition or modification is for project-specific use and 
shall not constitute a precedent or general modification of the city standard. 
 
2.  Modify and add design features and requirements applicable to a specific project other than a 
City-approved CIP. Such addition or modification is for project-specific use and shall not 
constitute a precedent or general modification of the City standard. 
 
3. Modify and add design features and requirements for pedestrian safety-related standards 
imposed in connection with work in a public right-of-way or easement. Such addition or 
modification is for project-specific use and shall not constitute a precedent or general modification 
of the City standard. 

 
B. Pursuant to the City Code, a design engineer may appeal to the City Council the City Engineer’s 

decision to modify a City standard under authority of this subsection. 
 
RESPONSE:  Design modifications with the proposed PUD are requested in accordance with the criteria 
outlined below.  The modification for Street “A” is to reduce the right-of-way width from 52 feet to 47.5 feet 
with curb tight sidewalks on the east side in order to accommodate the multiple driveways necessary for 
the townhouse units along Street “A”.  
 
The second design modification request is for the use of rolled curbs along the east side of Street “A” and 
in the private street tract.  The city requirements for rolled curbs and standard curbs are shown by Exhibit 
7.  The city rolled curb is 6 inches in height and 15 inches in width. The alternative standard for a rolled 
curb is 3 inches in height and 6 inches in width.   None of these rolled curb standards are acceptable for 
this project.  In order to eliminate the hard bump for vehicles turning into the driveways, the Applicant is 
proposing a rolled curb which is 3 inches in height and 12 inches in width.  The street standards chart in 
the Section 16.106.010.A  shows alleys have a right-of-way ranging from 16 to 25 feet with 1 to 2 lanes, 
10 to 12 feet in width.  This request is for a 20 foot wide improvement for 2 travel lanes 10 feet in width.  
The travel lanes incudes the one foot wide rolled curbs because they are only 3 inches in height and will 
act as concrete strips along the edge of the asphalt and, therefore, can be used are part of the driving 
surface.  The proposed right-of-way is 21 feet.  
 
The third design modification request is the use of a private alley rather than a public street for Lots 29 to 
38 and 54 to 66.  The city code is not clear if public alleys are required or private alleys are allowed.  In 
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the past, the city has approved private alleys for lots that do not have frontage on a public street.  One 
example is Arbor Terrace as shown by Exhibit 4.   
 
145.1.5 Modification Criteria 
 
A.  The City Engineer may make project-specific modifications and amendments to an existing City 

standard when any one of the following conditions is met: 
 

1.   The standard is inapplicable to a particular situation. 
 
2.  Topography, right-of-way, or other geographical conditions or impediments impose an undue 
economic hardship on the applicant, and an equivalent alternative that can accomplish the same 
design objective is available and does not compromise public safety, increase short/long term 
maintenance or cause future increased costs or accessibility. 

 
3.   A change to a standard is required to address a specific design or construction problem, and 
if not modified, the standard will impose an undue hardship on the applicant with little or no 
material benefit to the public. 
 
4.  The modification or amendment will be De Minimus, per Subsection 110.1.D.12. of this 
manual. 
 
5. For utility facilities, exemption criteria are listed in Section 210.18.Q of this manual. 

Section 110.1.D.12. De Minimus changes:  
Additions, deletions, or revisions to City design standards may be made wherein the City Engineer 
estimates the addition, deletion, or revision will have no material effect on the cost of constructing the 
item affected by the changed design standard. A material effect on the cost of constructing an item 
affected by a changed design standard is an increase or decrease in the cost of constructing an item that 
is greater than five percent (5%) of the cost of constructing the item under existing design standards. If a 
change to a City design standard affects a specific project, the change, in addition to having no material 
effect on the cost of constructing the item affected by the changed design standard, must also have no 
material effect on the cost of a project. A material effect on the cost of a project is an increase or 
decrease in the cost of the project that is greater than one-tenth of one percent (0.1%) of the estimated 
total cost of the project at the time of issuance of the project’s site development permit. If the City 
Engineer makes two or more de minimus changes to City design standards under the authority of this 
paragraph that affect a specific project, each de minimus change must meet the above requirements of 
this paragraph by (a) having no material effect on the cost of constructing the item affected by the 
changed design standard and (b) having no material effect on the cost of a project. In addition, the 
combined effect of the multiple changes to design standard relating to that specific project must not 
increase or decrease the total cost of a project by more than three-tenths of one percent (0.3%) of the 
estimated total cost of the project at the time of issuance of the project’s site development permit. 
Consider details as a necessary change to standards. 
 
RESPONSE:  The proposed design modifications for the streets within the proposed PUD comply with 
Criteria 2, 3 and 4 above.  These proposed design modifications are minimal and very compatible with the 
design of this project and the existing infrastructure.   The curb tight sidewalks are very compatible with 
the multiple driveways from the row houses on the east side of Street “A”.  Exhibit 4 shows that Arbor 
Terrace was developed with curb tight sidewalks and private alleys with houses that do not front on a 
public street.  The street trees are located in the front yards as shown by the photos.  In contrast, the 
aerial photo of the Vintage Creek row houses on the east side of Highway 99 directly across the Cedar 
Brook Way intersection with Highway 99 shows the planter space is very limited between the curb and 
property line sidewalk.  It is better to put more green space on the lots.  Street trees can be located in the 
front yards of the lots.   The use of rolled curbs next to the sidewalk eliminates the up and down pattern 
from driveways with curb tight sidewalks.  The strict standard will have a tremendous hardship for the 
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developer with no benefit to the public.  These improvement modifications are located in the interior of the 
site and only allow the development to function better. 
 
210.3 Horizontal Alignment 
 
A.   Alignments shall meet the following requirements: 
 

1.   Center line alignment of improvements should be parallel to the center line of the right-of-way. 
 
2.   Center line of a proposed street extension shall be aligned with the existing street center line. 
 
3.   Horizontal curves in alignments shall meet the minimum radius requirements as shown in 
Table II-a. 

 
TABLE II a – DESIGN SPEED/CENTERLINE RADIUS (MINIMUMS) 
25 mph Design Speed with minus 2.5% cross slopes = 185 feet 
 
210.5 Intersection Sight Distance Policy 
 
A.  It is the policy of the City of Sherwood for the applicant’s Project Engineer to evaluate safe intersection 
sight distance using the principles and methods recommended by AASHTO.  This policy shall apply to the 
design of new streets and driveways, and to the placement of any object in the public right-of-way, 
including landscaping features. The following minimum standards shall apply: 

 
TABLE II c – INTERSECTION AND DRIVEWAY SIGHT DISTANCE 
 

25 mph   –    240 feet of sight distance 
 
B.  Sight distance shall be determined for each street approach to an intersection. A driver on the 
approach street should be able to see each vehicle on the intersecting street from the time that the 
vehicle is the sight distance from the intersection until the time that the vehicle reaches the intersection. 
Poles, trees, and similar obstruction will be allowed within the sight distance area only if it can be shown 
that such obstructions do not prevent the continuous view of the vehicle approaching on the intersecting 
street. 
 
C.   For purposes of this calculation, the driver’s eye is assumed to be 15 feet from the near edge of the 
nearest lane of the intersecting street, and at a height range of 3.5 feet to 7.6 feet above the approach 
street pavement. The sight distance criteria should be met throughout the range of driver’s eye heights. 
The top of the vehicle on the intersecting street is assumed to be 3.5 feet above the cross-street 
pavement. 
 
D.   The traffic speed used in the calculation shall be the highest of the following: (1) the design speed of 
the intersecting street; (2) the posted speed of the intersecting street; or (3) the measured 85th percentile 
speed of the intersecting street. Where the intersecting street is controlled by a stop sign or yield sign, a 
design speed of zero may be assumed. Where traffic signal control exists at an intersection or where a 
traffic signal is likely to be installed in the future, adequate sight distance shall be provided for potential 
right turns on red. In some locations, maintenance of the required sight distance may require restrictions 
to potential development outside the public right-of-way.  If so, the Project Engineer shall demonstrate 
adequate restrictions are in place and enforceable by the City to assure that the required sight distance 
can be maintained in the future. 

 
E.   Site distance requirement areas shall be shown on the plat and construction plans as open space 
tracts, not easements encumbering lots. 
 
F.    No modifications or exceptions to these standards shall be allowed unless approved in writing by the 
City Engineer. 
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210.6 Intersections 
 
 A.   The interior angle at intersecting streets shall be kept as near to 90 degrees as possible and in no 
case shall it be less than 75 degrees. A straight horizontal alignment (no curves, no angle points) shall be 
used through the intersection and for a minimum of 25 feet each side of intersecting right-of-way lines. 
 
E.  Intersection Spacing Along Streets. The minimum and maximum distance between local streets shall 
be 530 feet to 200 feet with no driveway spacing requirement   
 
210.8 Driveways 
 
A.   Corner Clearance for Driveways shall be based on an intersection analysis and the following 
minimum distances: 

 
Minimum distance between face of curb of intersecting street and nearside edge of driveway shall be 25 
feet.  
 
RESPONSE: Table II-a allows for a 185 foot center line radius for local streets with a design speed of 25 
mph.  Street “A” has 185 foot center line radius and Cedar Brook Way has a 200 foot radius.  Both streets 
are proposed as local streets with a design speed of 25 mph.  The cross slope is 2.5%.   
 
A total of 300 feet of sight distance is available at the intersection of Street “A” and Cedar Brook Way, as 
well as at the intersection of Street “A” and SW Meinecke Parkway, which exceeds the minimum 
requirement of 240 feet.  The sight distance measurements are shown on Sheet 9 of Exhibit 1.  
Therefore, no modifications to the sight distance standards are proposed or requested with this proposal.  
The center line intersection of Street “A” with Cedar Brook Way and Meinecke Parkway is 80 degrees 
which is more than the 75 degree minimum requirement.  The minimum tangent lengths for the 
intersection right-of-way are 25 feet in compliance with the above code requirement.  The proposed 
streets within the PUD development comply with the minimum required sight distances between streets. 
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Front Loaded Townhome 
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CR -ATIVE PLAY AREA WITH BOULDERS AND WOOD CHIPS 
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P .0. Box 22326 
Lincoln, NE 68542 

PF: 402/421-94641 WEBSITE: www.sitescapesonline.com 
FX: 402/421-9479 E-MAIL: info@sitescapesonline.com 

INCH TOLERANCES U 0 S THE INFORMATION CONT Alf•_,EO IN THIS DRAWING IS 
1---------------.-------------+------· -· -· -<THE SOLE PROPERTY OF SITESCAPES, INC. ANY 
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PRODUCT NO. 

CVJ-1000 
A vail able in powder coat and Dura Coat fmishes 

TOPVIEW BB' 

7l o .c. 
72 

FRONT VIEW 

I 

I 

REPROOUCTK>N IN PART OR AS A WHOLE WITHOUT 
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27.72 

33. 88 

Materials List 
l Seat Strops - 5/16" x 1 1 /'Z' Steel Act Bar 
2 Support Pipes - (2!1 .31 5" x .133" Steel Pipe 
3 End Units- 1" Square SOlid Steel Bar 
4 Surtoce Mount Plates - I I 4" x 1 1/Z' Stainless 

Steel Plate with 9!16" Mounting Hole 
(5} Mounted with Four 01 /2" x 4-S' Stainless Steel 

Anchor Bolts (Customer Supp6edl 

RIGHT SIDE VIEW 
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Arbor Terrace Alley Units Along Langer Drive 

Ordinance 2014-013, Attachment to Staff Report, Exh's A-Q 
July 15, 2014, Page 101 of 397

186



( 

Go .:.Jgle earth feet~=======================::620 rreters 

Arbor Terrace Alley Units Along Langer Drive Looking West 
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Arbor Terrace Garage Front Units on West Side of Silo Terrace 
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Arbor Terrace Alley Units South of Bronner lane 
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FDOR0211.rdw

Fidelity National Title Company of Oregon

PRELIMINARY REPORT

In response to the application for a policy of title insurance referenced herein Fidelity National Title Company of 
Oregon hereby reports that it is prepared to issue, or cause to be issued, as of the specified date, a policy or 
policies of title insurance describing the land and the estate or interest hereinafter set forth, insuring against loss 
which may be sustained by reason of any defect, lien or encumbrance not shown or referred to as an exception 
herein or not excluded from coverage pursuant to the printed Schedules, Conditions and Stipulations or 
Conditions of said policy forms.

The printed Exceptions and Exclusions from the coverage of said policy or policies are set forth in Exhibit A.  The
policy to be issued may contain an arbitration clause.  When the Amount of Insurance is less than that set forth 
in the arbitration clause, all arbitrable matters shall be arbitrated at the option of either the Company or the 
Insured as the exclusive remedy of the parties.  Copies of the policy forms should be read.  They are available 
from the office which issued this report.

This report (and any supplements or amendments hereto) is issued solely for the purpose of facilitating the 
issuance of a policy of title insurance and no liability is assumed hereby.

The policy(s) of title insurance to be issued hereunder will be policy(s) of Fidelity National Title Insurance 
Company, a/an California corporation.

Please read the exceptions shown or referred to herein and the Exceptions and Exclusions set forth in 
Exhibit A of this report carefully.  The Exceptions and Exclusions are meant to provide you with notice of 
matters which are not covered under the terms of the title insurance policy and should be carefully 
considered.

It is important to note that this preliminary report is not a written representation as to the condition of 
title and may not list all liens, defects and encumbrances affecting title to the land.

This preliminary report is for the exclusive use of the parties to the contemplated transaction, and the Company 
does not have any liability to any third parties nor any liability until the full premium is paid and a policy is issued. 
Until all necessary documents are placed of record, the Company reserves the right to amend or supplement this
preliminary report.

Countersigned
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FDOR0212.rdw

Fidelity National Title Company of Oregon
5400 S.W. Meadows Road, Suite #100, Lake Oswego, OR  97035

(503)684-9236  FAX (503)684-7274

PRELIMINARY REPORT

ESCROW OFFICER: Kathi Lawrence ORDER NO.:  20130085071-FTPOR08

TITLE OFFICER: David Boutin

TO: Fidelity National Title Company of Oregon
Attn:  Kathi Lawrence
5400 S.W. Meadows Road, Suite #100
Lake Oswego, OR  97035

OWNER/SELLER: Brownstone Real Estate Group, LLC

BUYER/BORROWER: D.R. Horton, Inc.-Portland

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 2S130CD13400/22015 SW Pacific HWy

Sherwood, Oregon  97140

EFFECTIVE DATE:  October 2, 2013, 08:00 AM

1. THE POLICY AND ENDORSEMENTS TO BE ISSUED AND THE RELATED CHARGES ARE:

AMOUNT PREMIUM

Owner's Standard 1,550,000.00 $ 2,925.00

Governmental Service Fee $ 25.00

2. THE ESTATE OR INTEREST IN THE LAND HEREINAFTER DESCRIBED OR REFERRED TO 
COVERED BY THIS REPORT IS:

A Fee

3. TITLE TO SAID ESTATE OR INTEREST AT THE DATE HEREOF IS VESTED IN:

Pacific Continental Bank

4. THE LAND REFERRED TO IN THIS REPORT IS SITUATED IN THE CITY OF SHERWOOD IN THE 
COUNTY OF WASHINGTON, STATE OF OREGON, AND IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

SEE EXHIBIT "ONE" ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART HEREOF
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PRELIMINARY REPORT
(Continued)

Order No.:  20130085071-FTPOR08

FDOR0212.rdw

EXHIBIT "ONE"

Parcel 1, PARTITION PLAT NO. 2007-029, in the City of Sherwood, County of Washington and State of Oregon.
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FDOR0390.rdw

Order No.:  20130085071-FTPOR08

AS OF THE DATE OF THIS REPORT, ITEMS TO BE CONSIDERED AND EXCEPTIONS TO COVERAGE IN 
ADDITION TO THE PRINTED EXCEPTIONS AND EXCLUSIONS IN THE POLICY FORM WOULD BE AS 
FOLLOWS:

GENERAL EXCEPTIONS:

1. Taxes or assessments which are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority that 
levies taxes or assessments on real property or by the public records; proceedings by a public agency 
which may result in taxes or assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether or not shown by the 
records of such agency or by the public records.

2. Facts, rights, interests or claims which are not shown by the public records but which could be ascertained
by an inspection of the land or by making inquiry of persons in possession thereof.

3. Easements, or claims of easement, not shown by the public records; reservations or exceptions in patents
or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; water rights, claims or title to water.

4. Any encroachment, (of existing improvements located on the subject land onto adjoining land or of 
existing improvements located on adjoining land onto the subject land), encumbrance, violation, variation 
or adverse circumstance affecting the title that would be disclosed by an accurate and complete land 
survey of the subject land.

5. Any lien or right to a lien for services, labor, material, equipment rental or workers compensation 
heretofore or hereafter furnished, imposed by law and not shown by the public records.

SPECIFIC ITEMS AND EXCEPTIONS:

6. Unpaid Property Taxes are as follows:

Fiscal Year:  2013-2014
Amount:  $24,309.57, plus interest, if any
Levy Code:  088.10
Account No.:  R2153891
Map No.:  2S130CD-13400

Prior to close of escrow, please contact the Tax Collector's Office to confirm all amounts owing, including 
current fiscal year taxes, supplemental taxes, escaped assessments and any delinquencies.

7. City Liens, if any, in favor of the City of Sherwood.   An inquiry has been directed to the City Clerk 
concerning the status of said liens and a report will follow if such liens are found.

8. Easement(s) for the purpose(s) shown below and rights incidental thereto, as set forth in a document:

Granted to:  State of Oregon, by and through its Department of Transportation
Purpose:  Slopes, water gas, electric and communication service lines, fixtures and facilities
Recording Date:  February 22, 2002
Recording No:  2002-021557
Affects:  Southerly portion

And as shown on the recorded PARTITION PLAT NO. 2007-029
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Order No.:  20130085071-FTPOR08

FDOR0390.rdw

9. Restrictions, but omitting restrictions, if any, based upon race, color, religion, sex, sexual orientation, 
familial status, marital status, disability, handicap, national origin, ancestry, source of income, gender, 
gender identity, gender expression, medical condition or genetic information, as set forth in applicable 
state or federal laws, except to the extent that said restriction is permitted by applicable law, as shown on 
that certain plat

Name of Plat:  Partition Plat No. 2007-029

10. Easement(s) for the purpose(s) shown below and rights incidental thereto as delineated or as offered for 
dedication, on the map of said tract/plat;

Purpose:  Sanitary sewer
Affects:  15 foot strip through the Northerly portion

11. A deed of trust to secure an indebtedness in the amount shown below,

Amount:  $2,355,000.00
Dated:  August 28, 2007
Trustor/Grantor:  Cedar Brook Way, LLC, an Oregon limited liability company
Trustee:  Brad L. Williams
Beneficiary:  Pacific Continental Bank
Loan No.:  16338
Recording Date:  August 30, 2007
Recording No:  2007-095311
NOTE:  The legal description attached to the above Deed of Trust included Tract "A", Partition Plat No. 
2007-029.  At the time said Deed of Trust was signed and recorded, Tract "A" was owned by the City of 
Sherwood, said tract having been conveyed to the City by a recital on the recorded Partition Plat.

Deed in Lieu of Foreclosure (Non-Merger, and Without Waiver of Debt)
Grantor:  Cedar Brook Way, LLC, an Oregon limited liability company
Grantee:  Pacific Continental Bank
Recording Date:  April 19, 2010
Recording No.:  2010-029673

The Deed of Trust set forth above is purported to be a "Credit Line" Deed of Trust.  It is a requirement that 
the Trustor/Grantor of said Deed of Trust provide written authorization to close said credit line account to 
the Lender when the Deed of Trust is being paid off through the Company or other Settlement/Escrow 
Agent or provide a satisfactory subordination of this Deed of Trust to the proposed Deed of Trust to be 
recorded at closing.

12. Personal property taxes, if any.

13. Existing leases and tenancies, if any, and any interests that may appear upon examination of such leases.

14. If requested to issue an extended coverage ALTA loan policy, the following matters must be addressed:

a)   The rights of tenants holding under unrecorded leases or tenancies
b)  Any facts which would be disclosed by an accurate survey of the Land
c)  Matters disclosed by a statement as to parties in possession and as to any construction, alterations or 
repairs to the Land within the last 75 days.  The Company must be notified in the event that any funds are 
to be used for construction, alterations or repairs.

ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS/NOTES:
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Order No.:  20130085071-FTPOR08

FDOR0390.rdw

A. The Company will require the following documents for review prior to the issuance of any title 
assurance predicated upon a conveyance or encumbrance by the corporation named below.

Name of Corporation:  Pacific Contential Bank

a)  A Copy of the corporation By-laws and Articles of Incorporation
b)  An original or certified copy of a resolution authorizing the transaction contemplated herein.
c)  If the Articles and/or By-laws require approval by a ‘parent’ organization, a copy of the Articles 
and By-laws of the parent.

The Company reserves the right to add additional items or make further requirements after review 
of the requested documentation.

B. The Company will require the following documents for review prior to the issuance of any title 
assurance predicated upon a conveyance or encumbrance by the corporation named below.

Name of Corporation:    D.R. Horton, Inc.-Portland

a) A Copy of the corporation By-laws and Articles of Incorporation

b) An original or certified copy of a resolution authorizing the transaction contemplated herein.

c) If the Articles and/or By-laws require approval by a ‘parent’ organization, a copy of the 
Articles and By-laws of the parent.

The Company reserves the right to add additional items or make further requirements after review 
of the requested documentation.

C. A copy of the terms and provisions of the operating agreement for the limited liability company set 
forth below should be furnished for our examination prior to closing.  Any conveyance or 
encumbrance of said company's property must be executed by all of the members unless otherwise
provided for in the operating agreement.  In addition, if there have been any changes in 
membership from the date of original creation of the limited liability company to the present date, 
copies of approval of withdrawal and/or acceptance of such member should be furnished for our 
examination.

Limited Liability Company: Brownstone Real Estate Group, LLC , an Oregon limited liability 
company

D. Note:  No utility search has been made or will be made for water, sewer or storm drainage charges 
unless the City/Service District claims them as liens (i.e. foreclosable) and reflects them on its lien 
docket as of the date of closing.  Buyers should check with the appropriate city bureau or water 
service district and obtain a billing cutoff.  Such charges must be adjusted outside of escrow.

E. A real property transfer tax will be imposed at the rate of $1.00 per $1000.00 or fraction thereof of 
the selling price based upon the provisions of Washington County Ordinance No. 289, effective May
3, 1984.

F. Note: There are NO conveyances affecting said Land recorded within 24 months of the date of 
this report.
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Order No.:  20130085071-FTPOR08

FDOR0390.rdw

G. Note: There are no matters against the party(ies) shown below which would appear as exceptions
to coverage in a title insurance product:

Parties:    Brownstone Real Estate Group, LLC, an Oregon limited liability company and D.R. 
Horton, Inc.-Portland

H. Note: Effective January 1, 2008, Oregon law (ORS 314.258) mandates withholding of Oregon 
income taxes from sellers who do not continue to be Oregon residents or qualify for an exemption. 
Please contact your Escrow Closer for further information.

I. THE FOLLOWING NOTICE IS REQUIRED BY STATE LAW: YOU WILL BE REVIEWING, 
APPROVING AND SIGNING IMPORTANT DOCUMENTS AT CLOSING. LEGAL 
CONSEQUENCES FOLLOW FROM THE SELECTION AND USE OF THESE DOCUMENTS. YOU 
MAY CONSULT AN ATTORNEY ABOUT THESE DOCUMENTS. YOU SHOULD CONSULT AN 
ATTORNEY IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS ABOUT THE TRANSACTION OR 
ABOUT THE DOCUMENTS. IF YOU WISH TO REVIEW TRANSACTION DOCUMENTS THAT 
YOU HAVE NOT SEEN, PLEASE CONTACT THE ESCROW AGENT.
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EXHIBIT A 

2006 AMERICAN LAND TITLE ASSOCIATION LOAN POLICY {06·17..Q6) 
EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE 

The following matters are expressly excluded from the coverage of this policy, and 
the Company will not pay loss or damage, costs, attorneys' fees, or expenses that 
arise by reason ot 
1. (a) Any law, ordinance, permit, or governmental regulation (including those 

relating to building and zoning) restricting, regulating, prohibiting, or relating to 
(i) the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the Land; 
(h) the character, dimensions, or location of any improvement erected on 
the Land; 
(iii) the subdivision of land; or 
(iv) environmental protection; 

or the effect of any VIolation of these laws, ordinances, or governmental 
regulations. This Exclusion 1 (a) does not modify or limit the coverage provided 
under Covered Risk 5. 
(b) Any governmental pollee JlOwer. This Exclusion 1 (b) does not modify or limit 
the coverage provided under Covered Risk 6. 

2. Rights of eminent domain. This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage 
provided under Covered Risk 7 or 8. 

3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims, or other matters 

~l 
created, suffered, assumed, or agreed to by the Insured Claimant; 

b not Known to the Company, not recorded in the Public Records at Date of 
olicy, but Known to the Insured Claimant and not disclosed in writing to the 

Company by the Insured Claimant prior to the date the Insured Claimant became 
an Insured under this policy; 

(c) resulting in no loss or damage to the Insured Claimant; 
(d) attachin!J or created subsequent to Date of Policy (however, this does not 
modify or lim1t the coverage provided under Covered R1sk 11, 13, or 14); or 
(e) resulting in loss or damage that would not have been sustained if the 
Insured Claimant had paid value for the Insured Mortgage. 

4. Unenforceability of the lien of the Insured Mortgage because of the inability or 
failure of an Insured to comply with applicable doing-business laws of the slate 
where the Land is situated. 

5. Invalidity or unenforceabilitv in whole or in part of the lien of the Insured 
Mortllage that arises out of the transaction evidenced by the Insured Mortgage 
and IS based upon usury or any consumer credit protection or truth-in-lending 
law. 

6. Any claim, by reason of the operation of federal bankruptcy, state insolvency, or 
similar creditors' rights laws, that the transaction creating the lien of the Insured 
Mortgage, is 
(al a fraudulent conveyance or fraudulent transfer, or 
{b a preferentialtransferfor any reason not stated in Covered Risk 13{b) of this 
policy. 

7. Any lien an the Title far real estate taxes or assessments imposed by 
governmental authority and created or attaching between Date of Policy and the 
date of recording of the Insured Mortgage in the Public Records. This Exclusion 
does nat modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 11(b). 

The above policy form may be issued to afford either Standard Coverage or Extended Coverage. In addition Ia the above 
Exclusions from Coverage, the Exceptions from Coverage in a Standard Coverage policy will also include the following Exceptions from Coverage: 

SCHEDULE B· GENERAL EXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE 

This policy does not insure against lass or damage (and the Company will not pay costs, attameya' fees or expenses) which arise by reason of: 

1. Taxes or assessments which are not shown as existing liens by the records of 
any taxing authority that levies taxes or assessments an real property or by the 
Public Records; proceedings by a public agency which may result in taxes or 
assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether or not shown by the 
records of such agency or by the Public Records. 

2. Facts, rights, interests or claims which are nat shown by the Public Records but 
which could be ascertained by an inspection of the Land or by making inquiry of 
persons in possession thereof. 

3. Easements, or claims of easement, nat shown by the Public Records; 
reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance 
thereof, water rights, claims or title Ia water. 

4. Any encroachment, encumbrance, violation, variation, or adverse circumstance 
affecting the Tille that would be disclosed by an accurate and complete land 
survey of the Land. The term "encroachment" includes encroachments of 
existing improvements located an the Land onto adjoining land, and 
encroachments onto the Land of existing improvements located an adjoining 
land. 

5. Any lien for services, labor or material heretofore or hereafter furnished, or for 
contributions due to the State of Oregan for unemployment compensation or 
worker's compensation, imposed by law and not shown by the Public Records. 

2006 AMERICAN LAND TITLE ASSOCIATION OWNER'S POLICY {06·17..Q6) 
EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE 

The fallowing matters are expressly excluded from the coverage of this policy, and 
the Company will not pay lass or damage, costs, attorneys' fees, or expenses that 
arise by reason at 
1. (a) Any law, ordinance, permit, or governmental regulation {including those 

relating to building and zoning) restricting, regulating, prohibiting, or relating to 
(i) the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the Land; 
(h) the character, dimensions, or location of any improvement erected on 
the Land; 
(iii) the subdivision of land; or 
(iv) environmental protection; 

or the effect of any VIolation of these laws, ordinances, or governmental 
regulations. This Exclusion 1 {a) does not modify or limit the coverage provided 
under Covered Risk 5. 
(b) Any governmental police power. This Exclusion 1 (b) does nat modify or limit 
the coverage provided under Covered Risk 6. 

2. Rights of eminent domain. This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage 
provided under Covered Risk 7 or 8. 

3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims, or ather matters 
(a) created, suffered, assumed, or agreed to by the Insured Claimant; 

(b) nat Known to the Company, not recorded in the Public Records at Date of 
flolicy, but Known to the Insured Claimant and not disclosed in writing to the 
Company by the Insured Claimant prior to the date the Insured Claimant became 
an Insured under this policy; 
(c) resulting in no lass or damage to the Insured Claimant; 
(d) attachin!l or created subsequent Ia Dale of Policy (however, this does nat 
modify or lim1t the coverage provided under Covered R1sk 9 and 1 0); or 
(e) resulting in loss or damage that would not have been sustained if the 
Insured Claimant had paid value for the Title. 

4. Any claim, by reason of the operation of federal bankruptcy, state insolvency, or 
similar creditors' rights laws, that the transaction vesting the Tille as shown in 
Schedule A, is 
(al a fraudulent conveyance or fraudulent transfer; or 
(b a preferential transfer far any reason not slated in Covered Risk 9 of this 
policy. 

5. Any lien on the Title for real estate taxes or assessments imposed by 
governmental authority and created or attaching between Date of Policy and the 
dale of recording of the deed or ather instrument of transfer in the Public 
Records that vests Tille as shown in Schedule A. 

The above policy form may be issued to afford either Standard Coverage or Extended Coverage. In addition to the above 
Exclusions from Coverage, the Exceptions from Coverage in a Standard Coverage policy will also include the following Exceptions from Coverage: 

SCHEDULE B- GENERAL EXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE 

This policy does not insure against loss or damage (and the Company will nat pay casts, attorneys' fees or expenses) that arise by reason of: 

1. Taxes or assessments which are nat shown as existing liens by the records of 
any taxing authority that levies taxes or assessments an real property or by the 
Public Records; proceedings by a public agency which may result in taxes or 
assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether or nat shown by the 
records of such agency or by the Public Records. 

2. Facts, rights, interests or claims which are nat shown by the Public Records but 
which could be ascertained by an inspection of the Land or by making inquiry of 
persons in possession thereof. 

3. Easements, or claims of easement, not shown by the Public Records; 
reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof, 
water rights, claims or title to water. 

4. Any encroachment. encumbrance. violation, variation, or adverse circumstance 
affecting the Tille that would be disclosed by an accurate and complete land 
survey of the Land. The term "encroachmenf' includes encroachments of 
existing improvements located an the Land onto adjoining land, and 
encroachments onto the Land of existing improvements located on adjoining 
land. 

5. Any lien for services, Iabar or material heretofore or hereafter furnished, or for 
contributions due to the State of Oregon for unemployment compensation or 
worker's compensation, imposed by law and not shown by the Public Records. 

Exhibit A (11/07 ) 
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Fidelity Privacy Statement (2008)

FDOR0134.rdw

Effective Date:  5/1/2008

Fidelity National Financial, Inc.

Privacy Statement

Fidelity National Financial, Inc. and its subsidiaries ("FNF") respect the privacy and security of your non-public 
personal information ("Personal Information") and protecting your Personal Information is one of our top 
priorities. This Privacy Statement explains FNF’s privacy practices, including how we use the Personal 
Information we receive from you and from other specified sources, and to whom it may be disclosed. FNF 
follows the privacy practices described in this Privacy Statement and, depending on the business performed, 
FNF companies may share information as described herein.

Personal Information Collected

We may collect Personal Information about you from the following sources:

� Information we receive from you on applications or other forms, such as your name, address, social 
security number, tax identification number, asset information, and income information;

� Information we receive from you through our Internet websites, such as your name, address, email 
address, Internet Protocol address, the website links you used to get to our websites, and your activity 
while using or reviewing our websites;

� Information about your transactions with or services performed by us, our affiliates, or others, such as 
information concerning your policy, premiums, payment history, information about your home or other real 
property, information from lenders and other third parties involved in such transaction, account balances, 
and credit card information; and

� Information we receive from consumer or other reporting agencies and publicly recorded documents.

Disclosure of Personal Information

We may provide your Personal Information (excluding information we receive from consumer or other credit 
reporting agencies) to various individuals and companies, as permitted by law, without obtaining your prior 
authorization. Such laws do not allow consumers to restrict these disclosures. Disclosures may include, without 
limitation, the following:

� To insurance agents, brokers, representatives, support organizations, or others to provide you with 
services you have requested, and to enable us to detect or prevent criminal activity, fraud, material 
misrepresentation, or nondisclosure in connection with an insurance transaction;

� To third-party contractors or service providers for the purpose of determining your eligibility for an 
insurance benefit or payment and/or providing you with services you have requested;

� To an insurance regulatory authority, or a law enforcement or other governmental authority, in a civil 
action, in connection with a subpoena or a governmental investigation;

� To companies that perform marketing services on our behalf or to other financial institutions with which we
have joint marketing agreements and/or

� To lenders, lien holders, judgment creditors, or other parties claiming an encumbrance or an interest in title
whose claim or interest must be determined, settled, paid or released prior to a title or escrow closing.

We may also disclose your Personal Information to others when we believe, in good faith, that such disclosure is
reasonably necessary to comply with the law or to protect the safety of our customers, employees, or property 
and/or to comply with a judicial proceeding, court order or legal process.

DISCLOSURE TO AFFILIATED COMPANIES -  We are permitted by law to share your name, address and facts 
about your transaction with other FNF companies, such as insurance companies, agents, and other real estate 
service providers to provide you with services you have requested, for marketing or product development 
research, or to market products or services to you. We do not, however, disclose information we collect from 
consumer or credit reporting agencies with our affiliates or others without your consent, in conformity with 
applicable law, unless such disclosure is otherwise permitted by law.

DISCLOSURE TO NONAFFILIATED THIRD PARTIES -  We do not disclose Personal Information about our 
customers or former customers to nonaffiliated third parties, except as outlined herein or as otherwise permitted 
by law.

Confidentiality and Security of Personal Information
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Effective Date:  5/1/2008

Fidelity National Financial, Inc.
Privacy Statement

(continued)

Fidelity Privacy Statement (2008)

FDOR0134.rdw

We restrict access to Personal Information about you to those employees who need to know that information to 
provide products or services to you. We maintain physical, electronic, and procedural safeguards that comply 
with federal regulations to guard Personal Information.

Access to Personal Information/
Requests for Correction, Amendment, or Deletion of Personal Information

As required by applicable law, we will afford you the right to access your Personal Information, under certain 
circumstances to find out to whom your Personal Information has been disclosed, and request correction or 
deletion of your Personal Information. However, FNF’S CURRENT POLICY IS TO MAINTAIN CUSTOMERS' 
PERSONAL INFORMATION FOR NO LESS THAN YOUR STATE'S REQUIRED RECORD RETENTION 
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE PURPOSE OF HANDLING FUTURE COVERAGE CLAIMS.

For your protection, ALL REQUESTS MADE UNDER THIS SECTION MUST BE IN WRITING AND MUST 
INCLUDE YOUR NOTARIZED SIGNATURE TO ESTABLISH YOUR IDENTITY. Where permitted by law, we 
may charge a reasonable fee to cover the costs incurred in responding to such requests. Please send requests 
to:

Chief Privacy Officer
Fidelity National Financial, Inc.

601 Riverside Avenue
Jacksonville, FL 32204

Changes to this Privacy Statement

This Privacy Statement may be amended from time to time consistent with applicable privacy laws. When we 
amend this Privacy Statement, we will post a notice of such changes on our website. The effective date of this 
Privacy Statement, as stated above, indicates the last time this Privacy Statement was revised or materially 
changed.
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY: 

Fidelity National Title Company of Oregon 

Washmgton County. Oregon 

0-DW 
2014-008789 

Stn=1 S PFEIFER 02114/2014 08:41:08 AM 
S 15 00 S 11.00 S5 00 520.00 $975.00 $1,026.00 

I, Richard Hobermcht, Director ot Assessment .:~nd Taxation and Ex
Oiflclo County Clerk for Washington County, Oregon, do hereby 
cert1ty that the wtthm mstrument ol wntmg was recetved and 
mcorded 111 the book of mcords of Si!ld county 

GRANTOR: 
Richard Hobernicht, Director of 
Assessment and Taxation, Ex-Officio 

Pacific Continental Bank 
1 DO 1 Harlow Rd #200 
Springfield, OR 97 477 

GRANTEE: 
Dutch Ventures LLC 
10250 SW Egret Place 
Beaverton, OR 97007 

SEND TAX STATEMENTS TO: 
Dutch Ventures LLC 
10250 SW Egret Place 
Beaverton, OR 97007 

AFTER RECORDING RETURN TO: 

Dutch Ventures LLC 
10250 SW Egret Place 
Beaverton, OR 97007 

Escrow No: 20130075886-FTPOROB 

SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE 

STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED 

Pacific Continental Bank, an Oregon State Chartered Bank, Grantor, conveys and warrants to 

Dutch Ventures LLC, an Oregon limited liability company, Grantee, the following described real property, 
free and clear of encumbrances except as specifically set forth below, situated in the County of 
Washington, State of Oregon: 

Parcel 1, PARTITION PLAT NO. 2007-029, in the City of Sherwood, County of Washington and 
Slate of Oregon. 

THE TRUE AND ACTUAL CONSIDERATION FOR THIS CONVEYANCE IS $975,000.00. (See 
ORS 93.030) 

Subject to and excepting: Sea Attached Exhibit "One" 

BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON TRANSFERRING fEE 
TITLE SHOULD INQUIRE ABOUT THE PERSON'S RIGHTS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 195.300, 195.301 
AND 195.305 TO 195,336 AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS 2007, 
SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND 17, CHAPTER 855, OREGON LAWS 2009, AND SECTIONS 2 TO 7, 
CHAPTER 8, OREGON LAWS 2010. THIS INSTRUMENT DOES NOT ALLOW USE OF THE 
PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION Of APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS 
AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON 
ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR 
COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY THAT THE UNIT Of LAND BEING 
TRANSFERRED IS A LAWFULLY ESTABLISHED LOT OR PARCEL, AS DEFINED IN ORS 92.010 
OR 215.010, TO VERIFY THE APPROVED USES OF THE LOT OR PARCEL, TO DETERMINE ANY 
LIMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES, AS DEFINED IN ORS 
30.930, AND TO INQUIRE ABOUT THE RIGHTS OF NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS, IF ANY, 
UNDER ORS 195.300, 195.301 AND 195.305 TO 195,336 AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, CHAPTER 424, 
OREGON LAWS 2007, SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND 17, CHAPTER 855, OREGON LAWS 2009, AND 
SECTIONS 2 TO 7, CHAPTER B, OREGON LAWS 2010. 

20130075885-FTPOR08 
Deed (Warranty-Statutory) 
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DATED: A /!o f1<1 
I 

BY/,~~e=-
Kat Salye , VP 

State of OREG,ON 
COUNTY of '- 0. Vl,e,... 

acknowledged before me on February / 0 , 2014 
enior Vice President and Kate Salyers as Vice President of Pacific Continental Bank. 

20130075885--FTPOROB 
Deed (Warranty-Statutory) 

OFFICIAL STAMP 
JOAN BURNETT 

NOTARY f'UBUC-OREGON 
COMMISSION NO. 920331 

MY C(M!ISSION E>O'fiS8 8I!P11lMllER 22. !!17 
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Order No.: 20130075886-FTPOR08 

EXHIBIT "ONE" 

Easement(s) for the purpose(s) shown below and rights incidental thereto. as set forth in a document: 

Granted to: State of Oregon, by and through its Department of Transportation 
Purpose: Slopes, water gas, electric and communication service lines, fixtures and facilities 
Recording Dato: February 22, 2002 
Recording No: 2002-021557 
Affects: Southerly portion 

And as shown on the recorded PARTITION PLAT NO. 2007-029 

Restrictions, but omitting restrictions, if any, based upon race, color, religion, sex, sexual orientation, 
familial status, marital status, disability, handicap, national origin, ancestry, source of income, gender, 
gender identity, gender expression, medical condition or genetic information, as set forth in applicable 
state or federal laws, except to the extent that said restriction is permitted by applicable law, as shown on 
that certain plat 

Name of Plat Partition Plat No. 2007-029 

Easement(s) for the purpose(s) shown below and rights incidental thereto as delineated or as offered for 
dedication, on the map of said tract/plat; 

Purpose: Sanitary sewer 
Affects: 15 foot strip through the Northerly portion 
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NOTES: 

}S" RADIUS 

BACKFILL BEHIND 
CURB AND GUTIER 

1------23'------1 

f----15'----l---8' 

11)S" 
I I 1" RADIUS 

1. FOR USE IN CUL- DE-SACS AND OTHER SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES. 
2. CONCRETE SHALL BE COMMERCIAL MIX, WITH A 28-DAY COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF 3300 PSI, WITH A 

SLUMP RANGE OF 1)S" TO 3" MAX. 
3. EXPANSION JOINTS TO BE PROVIDED AT EACH: 

A. POINT OF TANGENCY. 
B. COLD JOfNT. 
C. SIDE OF INLET STRUCTURES. 
D. SIDE OF DRIVEWAYS. 

4 . EXPANSION JOINT MATERIAL SHALL BE PRE- MOLDED, ASPHALT IMPREGNATED, NON- EXTRUDING, Willi A 
lliiCKNESS OF ~"-

5 . CONTRACTION JOINTS SHALL HAVE: 
A. SPACING OF NOT MORE THAN 15 FEET. 
B. DEPTH OF JOINT OF AT LEAST 1~~. 

6. BASE ROCK SHALL BE W-0", COMPACTED TO 95% OF MAXIMUM DENSITY PER AASHTO T-180. BASE 
ROCK SHALL BE TO SUB GRADE OF STREET STRUCTURES OR 4", WHICHEVER IS GREATER, AND SHALl 
EXTEND 12" BEHIND CURB. 

~ SnePwood 
Oregon 

STANDARD DRAWING TITLE 

STANDARD MOUNTABLE CURB AND GUTTER 

ArtY afteratlon of 1hb drawing maj nol be 
usoctated in any wa~ wil.h the Cly of 
S~erwood S1anaatd Orti:Wiflg$ 

SCALE 

N.T.S. 

DRAWING NUMBER 

RD-24 

DATE 

JUL'09 
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3-tNCH MOUNTABLE CURB AND GUTTER 
S~AI.E: 3" = l'-0" 
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STREET 

FACE OF CURB 
SIREET WIDTH 

1" 

· . . 
. ~, 

BASE COURSE 

BACKFILL BEHIND 
CURB AND GUTIER 

12" 

12~ I 
t-------24·------t--BASE ROCK-i 

UMITS 

NOTES: 

1. MONOLilriiC CURB AND GUTIER SHALL BE USED ON All NEW ROADWAY SECTIONS, EXCEPT AT ROADWAY 
MEDIANS AND AT MOUNTABLE CURB SECTIONS (SEE STD DET RD-21 & RD-24 FOR THESE CONDITIONS). 

2. CONCRETE SHALL BE COMMERCIAL MIX, WITH A 28-DA Y COMPRESSIVE STRENGlri OF 3300 PSI, Will-i A 
SLUMP RANGE OF 1)2" TO 3" MAX. 

3. EXPANSION JOINTS TO BE PROVIDED AT EACH: 
A. POINT OF TANGENCY. 
B. COLD JOINT. 
C. SIDE OF INLET STRUCTURES. 
D. SIDE OF DRIVEWAYS. 

4. EXPANSION JOINT MATERIAL SHALL BE PRE-MOLDED, ASPHALT IMPREGNATED, NON-EXTRUDING, Will-i A 
lriiCKNESS OF ~". 

5. CONTRACTION JOINTS SHALL HAVE: 
A. SPACING OF NOT MORE lriAN 15 FEET. 
B. DEPlH OF JOINT OF AT LEAST 1~". 

6. BASE ROCK SHALL BE 14"-0", COMPACTED TO 95% OF MAXIMUM DENSITY PER AASHTO T-180. BASE 
ROCK SHALL BE TO SUBGRADE OF SIREET STRUCTURES OR 4", WHICHEVER IS GREATER, AND SHALL 
EXTEND 12" BEHIND CURB. 

7. FOR CURB AND GUTTER REQUIREMENTS ON SHED AND SUPERELVATED ROAD SECTIONS, SEE STD DET 
RD-23. 

STANDARD DRAWING TITLE 

STANDARD MONOLITHIC CURB AND GUTIER 

Any alt:rdtlon of this drawing may no! be 
associated in any way w"h lhe cay of 
Sherwood Standard Drawings. 

SCALE 

N.T.S. 

DRAWING NUMBER 

RD-22 

DATE 

JUL'09 
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2/22/2014 

Ci Sfierwoodl 
Oregon 

Sherv.ood Mar:x ~ityof Sherv.ood Oregon 

SANITARY SEWER 

No Property Selected. 

0 Contours 

0 FEMAFiood Plain 

il Utilities 

il Sanitary 0 Storm 0 Water 

Oweuands 

0 Zoning (Zoning Codes) 

For questions contact City of Sherwood 

Planning at (503) 925-2308 

New Search 

The City of Sherwood's infrastructure records, drawings, and 'other docurnents ha~~e been gathered o\A1!r many )Ears, using many different formats and standards. While the data prollided is generally believed to be accurate, occasionally it proves to 

be incorrect: thus its accuracy is not guaranteed. Prior to making any property purchases or other investments based in lull or in part upon the material prollided, itis specificallyad\lsed that you independenHyfield verify the information contained 

within our records. 

http://maps.sherv.oodoreg on.g <1.fmap.jsp?x= 7595976.22113&~62Ei839.8878&mode=intersection 112 
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212212014 Sherv.ood M a~ ~ity of Sherv.ood Oregon 

slte&oodl 
Oregon 

STROM SEWER 

/ 

• 

= 

No Property Selected. 

Dcontours 

0 FEMA Flood Plain 

!i!l Utilities 

0 Sanitary il Storm 0 Water 

Oweuands 

0 Zoning (Zoning Codes) 

For questions contact City of Sherwood 

Planning at (503) 925-2308 

New Search 

The City of Sherwood's infrastructure records, drawings, and other documents haw been gathered oYer many ).'ears, using manydifferentformats and standards. While the data pro\Aded is generallybeliewd to be accurate. occasionally it prows to 

be incorrect; thus i ts accuracy is not guaranteed. Prior to making any property purchases or other invesements based in full or in part upon the material proiAded, itis specificallyadiAsed that )'>U independently field Yerifythe information contained 

within our records . 

http://maps.shetv.oodoreg on.gcllirrep.jsp?x= 7595976.22113&y=626839.8878&rrode=intersection 1/2 
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2/22/2014 Sherv.ood M C1p( ~ity of Sherv.ood Oregon 

sfiie&ood 
Oregon 

WATER LINES 

J~..,. ..... 
.J.j) .. -) , J J. 
- lfi,)$T &'f'i _____ _ 

No Property Selected. 

Ocontours 

0 FEMAFlood Plain 

li!l Utilities 

0 Sanitary 0 Storm £i!l Water 

Oweuands 

0 Zoning (Zoning Codes) 

For questions contact City of Sherwood 

Planning at (503) 925·2308 

New Search 

The City of Sherwood's infrastnJcture records, drawings, and other documents have been gathered over many years , using manyditrerent formats and standards. While the data proloided is generally believed to be accurate, occasionally it proves to 

be incorrect; thus its accuracy is not guaranteed. Prior to making any property purchases or other investments based in full or in part upon the material proiAded, itis specificallyadiAsed that you independenUyfield verify the information contained 
within our records. 

http:l/maps.sherv.oodoreg on.g c:Mmap.jsp?x= 7595976.22113&y=626839.8878&mode=intersection 112 
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Map Series Produced ForTh< City Of Sherwood, Oregon. This Map b Intended For Planning fo: Di.scus.!ion Pwpos" Only. 
Ple2se Refer To The Puks Masru Plan Docwoent For· Map Detaib, Data SoUJtts · City of Sherwood, METRO, GRAS~"' Team 

Revised· December 2006 

CITY OF SHERWOOD/ OREGON 
PARKS MASTFR PLAN 

L 

' .l 
( " 

\ 

FUTURE ACQUISITIONS 
Potential Future Acquisitions 

\.!".' J 

\ 

LEGEND 
m Potential2006 Bond Measure Project Areas 

GoalS Areas - 40'lb T ransparancy 

Classification ", "" 
0 Riparian Wildlife Habitat Class I 

- Riparian Wildlife Habitat Class II 
- Riparian Wildlife Habitat Class III 

D Upland Wildlife Habitat Class A 

w Upland Wildlife Habitat Class B 

Upland Wildlife Habitat Class C 

~ Public Owned Properties - City Of Sherwood 

1!=:J lakes, Ponds, Rivers 

-- Rivers, Streams, Irrigation 

Metro R.rgionall.ovunmcnt GDRJ.S ck.slgnations Dtt UJigned n.lua bucd on a 
Dsb and wildlife hAbitat inw.ntory eomplcttd in 2002 Future aequisitton o{Yllhlnds 
dcpictui'W iU bt dtpu~dt:nt on ani.}.ablt funding and rcgul;~tory ccnditiOhJ llll.d 
Rquircmu.ts . 

r.Jus l.ll•nd lllrtlus torcgionallyaignifi&:allt ri~ habit::at llJQI 

CLu.s I is lht higbut ftlut riparim tulbitat 11.nd gcntndty consists of 
the highut q""bty wetlands, Doodpbin> omd buficrs 

Class lll is me Jo.,at value riporial> habit>t and B"'cr.olly c:<>nsists of 
dcgrado:d.,.ulands and Ooodpla!ns tl>at ariD pro'ri<k aiBJrllicant habit>< value [m 
fishaodwlldlile 

dus A,! ODd C re&n to rqpoully •ir,nific:aot upi.uld wildlik habiut.,.., 
CWs A iJ lht higbut ftlut w hh:h indudcs tM: larger patd\es that an 

in closr proJdl:tliry to othupatehcs and ha~ •cca.s to water 
Class c U the' low csr Y3.1uc. ~~nd gc.bcr.dly eonsist1 of .manc.r Uohttcd pltc.ht.S 

Areas Identified For Acquisition Are Conceptual And 
To Be Used As A Tool For Policy Discussions 
Regarding Acquisitions As Funds Become Available 
Or Comprehensive Plan Amendments Are Considered. 
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1 

December 16, 2013 – DR Horton 

 

 
Pre-Application Conference Notes 

PAC 13-12 
Meeting Date: December 16, 2013 

Planning Staff Contact: Michelle Miller 
503-625-4242 or millerm@sherwoodoregon.gov  

 
Planned Unit Development Subdivision                                         

 
PLEASE NOTE: The conference and notes cannot cover all Code requirements and 
aspects related to site planning that should apply to the development of your proposal.    
Failure of the staff to provide information required by the Code shall not constitute a 
waiver of the applicable standards or requirements. It is recommended that a 
prospective applicant either obtain and read the Community Development Code or ask 
any questions of City staff relative to Code requirements prior to submitting an 
application. 

 

Proposed project name: DR Horton  
 
 
PROPOSAL DESCRIPTION:  Proposal to construct 66 dwelling units with a combination of single 
family and townhome units. The applicant proposes to use the PUD standards. It is assumed that the 
zone change and PUD text amendment will be approved. 
 
  
OWNER:   
  
Applicant: DR Horton  
  Contact: Andy Tiemann, 503-222-4151 
  4380 SW Macadam Avenue Suite 100 
  Portland OR 
   
 
 
PROPERTY LOCATION: 22015 SW Pacific Hwy 
 
 
 
Identified potential constraints/issues (wetlands, steep slopes, easements, etc?) wetland, steep slopes 
verify easement locations 
  
Based on the information provided, NECESSARY APPLICATIONS, Subdivision, PUD   
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PROPOSED ZONING DISTRICT DIMENSIONAL REQUIREMENTS     (Refer to Code Section 16. 12  
Residential Land Use Districts) would need to Use PUD standards if requesting single family homes as 
they require 5,000 sq. ft. minimum. Given the housing type, the applicant would need to request a to 
amend the minimum lot sizes for single-family homes within the HDR district. The Information below is 
based on multi-family (attached) rather than detached.  May want to consider proposing a new cottage 
home lot size and setback set of standards.  

Density is calculated by the number of dwelling units per NET buildable acre HDR density is between 
16.8 and 24 DU per acre 
 MINIMUM LOT SIZE: 5,000  sq. ft. 
 LOT WIDTH AT FRONT PROPERTY LINE: 25 ft  
 LOT WIDTH AT BUILDING LINE: 50 ft. 
 MINIMUM LOT DEPTH: 80 ft.                      
 MAXIMUM HEIGHT: 40 ft. or three stories 
 
Setbacks: Front  20 ft. Side  5-7 ft.(depends on height) Rear  20  ft. Corner Side 15  ft.  
 
  

    NARRATIVE    
 The applicant shall submit a narrative which provides findings based on the applicable approval 

standards. Failure to provide a narrative or adequately address criteria would be reason to 
consider an application incomplete and delay review of the proposal.  The applicant should 
review the code for applicable criteria. This housing type is an entirely new concept for 
Sherwood, and standards would need to be addressed through the code amendment. 

 
    CLEAN WATER SERVICES SERVICE PROVIDER LETTER     

  
 The applicant shall submit a CWS Service Provider Letter at time of application submittal.  An 

application will not be deemed complete without a CWS Service Provider Letter or a CWS 
prescreening noting that a Service Provider Letter is not required. 

 
 
Code Provisions 
 
16.40.020 - Preliminary Development PUD 
 
A. Generally 
 

A PUD Preliminary Development Plan shall be submitted for the review and approval in accordance 
with Chapter 16.72. PUDs shall be considered: a.) on sites that are unusually constrained or limited 
in development potential, as compared to other land with the same underlying zoning designation, 
because of: natural features such as floodplains, wetlands, and extreme topography, or man-made 
features, such as parcel configuration and surrounding development; b.) on parcels of land within the 
Urban Renewal District where flexibility and creativity in design may result in greater public benefit 
than strict adherence to the code; or c.) in other areas deemed appropriated by Council during the 
adoption of a concept plan required by a Metro UGB expansion.  

 
B. Content 
 
The Preliminary Development Plan application shall include the following documentation:  
 
1. Existing conditions map(s) showing: All properties, existing uses, and zoning districts within three 

hundred (300) feet, topography at five (5) foot intervals, floodplain, significant natural vegetation and 

Ordinance 2014-013, Attachment to Staff Report, Exh's A-Q 
July 15, 2014, Page 135 of 397

220



 

3 

December 16, 2013 – DR Horton 

features, private and public facilities including but not limited to utilities, streets, parks, and buildings, 
historic and cultural resources, property boundaries, lot lines, and lot dimensions and area.  

 
2. Listing of all property owners adjacent to the PUD as per Section 16.72.020, including names and 

addresses, and a listing of all persons, including names and addresses, with an interest in the 
property subject to the PUD application.  

 
3. Proposal map(s) showing: Alterations to topography, floodplain, natural vegetation, trees and 

woodlands, and other natural features, all streets, utility alignments and easements, parks and open 
space, historic and cultural resources, other public and utility structures, and any other dedicated 
land features or structures, the parceling, lot consolidation, adjustments, or subdivision of land 
including basic parcel dimensions and areas, the phasing of the PUD, siting and orientation of 
proposed new structures, including an identification of their intended use.  

 
4. Narrative describing: the intent of the PUD and how general PUD standards as per this Chapter are 

met, details of the particular uses, densities, building types and architectural controls proposed, form 
of ownership, occupancy and responsibility for maintenance for all uses and facilities, trees and 
woodlands, public facilities to be provided, specific variations from the standards of any underlying 
zoning district or other provisions of this Code, and a schedule of development.  

 
5. If the PUD involves the subdivision of land, the proposal shall also include a preliminary subdivision 

plat and meet all requirements of Chapter 16.122. The preliminary subdivision shall be processed 
concurrently with the PUD.  

 
6. Architectural Pattern Book: A compendium of architectural elevations, details, and colors of each 

building type shall be submitted with any PUD application. The designs shall conform to the site plan 
urban design criteria in Section 16.90.020(G) or any other applicable standards in this Code. A 
pattern book shall act as the architectural control for the homeowner's association or the commercial 
owner. An Architectural Pattern Book shall address the following:  

 
C. Commission Review 
 

The Commission shall review the application pursuant to Chapter 16.72 and may act to recommend 
to the Council approval, approval with conditions or denial. The Commission shall make their 
decision based on the following criteria:  

  
1. The proposed development is in substantial conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and is 

eligible for PUD consideration per 16.40.020.A.  
 
2. The preliminary development plans include dedication of at least 15 percent of the buildable portion 

of the site to the public in the form of usable open space, park or other public space, (subject to the 
review of the Parks & Recreation Board) or to a private entity managed by a homeowners 
association. Alternatively, if the project is located within close proximity to existing public spaces such 
as parks, libraries or plazas the development plan may propose no less than 5% on-site public space 
with a detailed explanation of how the proposed development and existing public spaces will together 
equally or better meet community needs.  
 

Comment: The area of Open space that you have proposed does not seem to be in line with what the 
Planning Commission considered with the development of these standards. The site area must be 
buildable and usable.  

 
3. That exceptions from the standards of the underlying zoning district are warranted by the unique 

design and amenities incorporated in the development plan.  
 
Comment: Unique design yes; amenities seem to be lacking. 
 
4. That the proposal is in harmony with the surrounding area or its potential future use, and 

incorporates unified or internally compatible architectural treatments, vernacular, and scale subject to 
review and approval in Subsection (B)(6).  

 
Comment: Seems in harmony but the layout seems to be at the max density end in a high density area. 
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5. That the system of ownership and the means of developing, preserving and maintaining parks and 
open spaces are acceptable. 

 
6. That the PUD will have a beneficial effect on the area which could not be achieved using the 

underlying zoning district. 
 
7. That the proposed development, or an independent phase of the development, can be substantially 

completed within one (1) year from date of approval.  
 
8. That adequate public facilities and services are available or are made available by the construction of 

the project. 
 
9. That the general objectives of the PUD concept and the specific objectives of the various categories 

of the PUDs described in this Chapter have been met.  
 
10. The minimum area for a Residential PUD shall be five (5) acres, unless the Commission finds that a 

specific property of lesser area is suitable as a PUD because it is unusually constrained by 
topography, landscape features, location, or surrounding development, or qualifies as "infill" as 
defined in Section 16.40.050(C)(3).  

 
D. Council Action 
 

 Upon receipt of the findings and recommendations of the Commission, the Council shall conduct a 
public hearing pursuant to Chapter 16.72. The Council may approve, conditionally approve, or deny 
the Preliminary Development Plan. A Council decision to approve the Preliminary Development Plan 
shall be by ordinance establishing a PUD overlay zoning district. The ordinance shall contain 
findings of fact as per this Section, state all conditions of approval, and set an effective date subject 
to approval of the Final Development Plan as per Section 16.40.030.  

 
E. Effect of Decision 
 

Approval of the Preliminary Development Plan shall not constitute final acceptance of the PUD. 
Approval shall, however, be binding upon the City for the purpose of preparation of the Final 
Development Plan, and the City may require only such changes in the plan as are necessary for 
compliance with the terms of preliminary approvals. 

 
16.40.050 - Residential PUD 
A. Permitted Uses 
 
The following uses are permitted outright in Residential PUD when approved as part of a Final 
Development Plan:  
 
1. Varied housing types, including but not limited to single-family attached dwellings, zero-lot line 

housing, row houses, duplexes, cluster units, and multi-family dwellings.  
 
2. Related NC uses which are designed and located so as to serve the PUD district and neighborhood. 
 
3. All other uses permitted within the underlying zoning district in which the PUD is located. (Ord. 86-

851, § 3 
 
Development Standards 
 
1. Density 
 
The number of dwelling units permitted in a Residential PUD shall be the same as that allowed in the 

underlying zoning district, except as provided in Subsection (C)(2), below or 16.40.040.C above.  
 
2. Density Transfer 
 
Where the proposed PUD site includes lands within the base floodplain, wetlands and buffers, or 

steeply sloped areas which are proposed for public dedication, and such dedication is approved 
as a part of the preliminary development plan, then a density transfer may be allowed adding a 

Ordinance 2014-013, Attachment to Staff Report, Exh's A-Q 
July 15, 2014, Page 137 of 397

222



 

5 

December 16, 2013 – DR Horton 

maximum of 20% to the overall density of the land to be developed.  
 
3. Minimum Lot Size 
 
The minimum lot size required for single-family, detached dwellings is 5,000 square feet, unless the 

subject property qualifies as infill, defined as: parent parcel of 1.5 acres or less proposed for land 
division, where a maximum 15% reduction in lot size  

 
Comment: Current Standard 
 
16.44.010 Townhome Standards 
 
A. Generally 
 
A townhome may be located on property zoned MDRH or HDR, or in other zones as specified in an 

approved Planned Unit Development, provided that the townhome meets the standards 
contained below, and other applicable standards of Division V - Community Design. Such 
developments that propose townhomes can do so as condominiums on one parent lot, or in a 
subdivision, but shall do so in groups known as "townhome blocks," which consist of groups no 
less than two attached single-family dwellings and no more than six in a block, that meet the 
general criteria of Subsection B below, and specific design and development criteria of this 
Chapter.  

 
B. Standards 
 
1. Each townhome shall have a minimum dwelling area of twelve-hundred (1,200) square feet in the 

MDRH zone, and one-thousand (1,000) square feet in the HDR zone. Garage area is not 
included within the minimum dwelling area.  

 
2. Lot sizes shall average a minimum of two-thousand five-hundred (2,500) square feet in the MDRH 

zone, and one-thousand eight-hundred (1,800) square feet in the HDR zone, unless the property 
qualifies as "infill," and meets the criteria of Subsection D below. If proposed as a subdivision, 
lots shall be platted with a width of no less than twenty (20) feet, and depth no less than seventy 
(70) feet.  

 
3. The townhome shall be placed on a perimeter foundation, the units must meet the front yard, street-

side yard, and rear yard setbacks of the underlying zone, if abutting a residential zone 
designated for, or built as, single-family detached housing.  

 
4.  All townhomes shall include at least two (2) off-street parking spaces in the HDR zone, and two and 

one-half (2-½) spaces in the MDRH zone; garages and/or designated shared parking spaces 
may be included in this calculation. The City Engineer may permit diagonal or angle-in parking 
on public streets within a townhome development, provided that adequate lane width is 
maintained. All townhome developments shall include a parking plan, to be reviewed and 
approved with the Site Plan application.  

 
5. All townhomes shall have exterior siding and roofing which is similar in color, material and 

appearance to siding and roofing commonly used on residential dwellings within the City, or 
otherwise consistent with the design criteria of Subsection E, Design Standards.  

 
6. All townhomes in the MDRH zone shall have an attached or detached garage. 
 
7. All other community design standards contained in Divisions V, VIII and IX relating to off-street 

parking and loading, energy conservation, historic resources, environmental resources, 
landscaping, access and egress, signs, parks and open space, on-site storage, and site design 
that are not specifically varied by this Chapter, shall apply to townhome blocks.  

 
8. All townhome developments shall accommodate an open space or park area no less than five 

percent (5%) of the total subject parcel (prior to exclusion of public right-of-way and 
environmentally constrained areas). Parking areas may not be counted toward this five percent 
(5%) requirement.  
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9. Side yard setbacks shall be based on the length of the townhome block; a minimum setback to the 
property line* on the end of each "townhome block" shall be provided relative to the size of the 
block, as follows:  

   
a. 100 feet to 150 feet 6 feet minimum  
b. Less than 100 feet 5 feet minimum  
*  In the case of condominium projects where no property line may exist at the end of each townhome 

block, the setback shall be applied as a minimum area of separation, as applied to each 
townhome block.  

 
C. Occupancy 
 
1. No occupancy permit for any townhome shall be issued by the City until the requirements of site plan 

review and the conditions of the approved final site plan are met. Substantial alteration from the 
approved plan must be resubmitted to the City for review and approval, and may require 
additional site plan review before the original hearing authority.  

 
2. The owner(s) of the townhomes, or duly authorized management agent, shall be held responsible for 

all alterations and additions to a townhome block or to individual homes within the block, and 
shall ensure that all necessary permits and inspections are obtained from the City or other 
applicable authority prior to the alterations or additions being made.  

 
D. Infill Standard 
 
The minimum lot size required for single-family, attached dwellings (townhomes) may be reduced by a 

maximum of 15% if the subject property is 1.5 acres or less, and the subject property is 
surrounded by properties developed at or in excess of minimum density for the underlying zone.  

 
E. Design Standards 
 
Each townhome block development shall require the approval of a site plan, under the provisions of 

Section 16.90.020, and in compliance with the standards listed below. The site plan shall 
indicate all areas of townhome units, landscaping, off-street parking, street and driveway or alley 
locations, and utility access easements. The site plan shall also include a building elevation plan, 
which show building design, materials, and architectural profiles of all structures proposed for the 
site.  

 
1. Building Mass: The maximum number and width of consecutively attached townhomes shall not 

exceed six (6) units or one-hundred fifty (150) feet from end-wall to end-wall.  
 
2. Designation of Access/Alleys: Townhomes shall receive vehicle access only from the front or rear lot 

line exclusively, not both. If alleys are used for access they shall be created at the time of 
subdivision approval and built to City standards as illustrated in the Transportation System Plan.  

 
3.Street Access: Townhomes fronting on a neighborhood route, collector, or arterial shall use alley 

access, either public or private, and comply with all of the following standards, in order to 
minimize interruption of adjacent sidewalks by driveway entrances and conflicts with other 
transportation users, slow traffic, improve appearance of the streets, and minimize paved 
surfaces for better stormwater management. Direct access to local streets shall only be used if it 
can be demonstrated that due to topography or other unique site conditions precludes the use of 
alleys.  

 
a. Alley loaded garages shall be set back a minimum five feet to allow a turning radius for vehicles and 

provide a service area for utilities.  
 
b. If garages face the street, the garage doors shall be recessed behind the front elevation (living area, 

covered porch, or other architectural feature) by a minimum of one (1) foot.  
 
c. The maximum allowable driveway width facing the street is two (2) feet greater than the width of the 

garage door. The maximum garage door width per unit is sixty percent (60%) of the total building 
width. For example, a twenty (20) foot wide unit may have one 12-foot wide recessed garage 
door and a fourteen (14) foot wide driveway. A 24-foot wide unit may have a 14-foot, 4-inch wide 
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garage door with a 16-foot, 4-inch wide driveway.  
 
4. Building Design: The intent of the following standards is to make each housing unit distinctive and to 

prevent garages and blank walls from being a dominant visual feature.  
 
a. The front facade of a townhome may not include more than forty percent (40%) of garage door area.  
 
b. The roofs of each attached townhome must be distinct from the other through either separation of 

roof pitches or direction, variation in roof design, or architectural feature. Hipped, gambrel, 
gabled, or curved (i.e. barrel) roofs are required. Flat roofs are not permitted.  

 
c. A minimum of fifty percent (50%) of the residential units within a block's frontage shall have a front 

porch in the MDRH zone. Front porches may encroach six (6) feet beyond the perimeter 
foundation into front yard, street-side yard, and landscape corridor setbacks for neighborhood 
routes and collectors, and ten (10) feet for arterials, and are not subject to lot coverage 
limitations, in both the MDRH and HDR zones. Porches may not encroach into the clear vision 
area, as defined in Section 16.58.010  

 
d. Window trim shall not be flush with exterior wall treatment for all windows facing public right-of-ways. 

Windows shall be provided with architectural surround at the jamb, head and sill.  
 
e. All building elevations visible from the street shall provide doors, porches, balconies, windows, or 

architectural features to provide variety in facade. All front street-facing elevations, and a 
minimum of fifty percent (50%) of side and rear street-facing building elevations, as applicable, 
shall meet this standard. The standard applies to each full and partial building story. 
Alternatively, in lieu of these standards, the Old Town Design Standards in Chapter 16.162 may 
be applied.  

 
f. The maximum height of all townhomes shall be that of the underlying zoning district standard, except 

that: twenty-five percent (25%) of townhomes in the MDRH zone may be 3-stories, or a 
maximum of forty (40) feet in height if located more than one-hundred fifty (150) feet from 
adjacent properties in single-family (detached) residential use.  

 
5. Vehicular Circulation: All streets shall be constructed in accordance with applicable City standards in 

the Transportation System Plan. The minimum paved street improvement width shall be:  
 
a. Local Street: Twenty-eight (28) feet, with parking allowed on one (1) side. 
 
b. Neighborhood Route: Thirty-six (36) feet, with parking on both sides. 
 
c. Collector: Thirty-four (34) feet with parking on one side, fifty (50) feet with parking on both sides.  
 
d. In lieu of a new public street, or available connection to an existing or planned public street, a private 

20 foot minimum driveway, without on-street parking, and built to public improvement standards, 
is allowed for infill properties as defined in Section 16.44.010(D). All townhome developments in 
excess of thirty (30) units require a secondary access.  

 
e. Any existing or proposed street within the townhome block that, due to volumes of traffic, 

connectivity, future development patterns, or street location, as determined by the City, functions 
as a neighborhood route or collector or higher functional classification street based on 
connectivity, shall be constructed to full City public improvement standards. 

 
    LANDSCAPING (16.92) 

   
All areas not covered by buildings, required parking and/or circulation drives shall be landscaped 
with plants native to the Pacific Northwest.  Perimeter and parking lot landscaping is required.  A 
landscaping plan must be submitted with every development proposal application.  

 
    PARKING AND CIRCULATION (16.94 and 16.96) 
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E. Location 
 
1. Residential off-street parking spaces: 
 
a. Shall be located on the same lot or development as the residential use. 
 
b. Shall not include garages or enclosed buildings with the exception of a parking structure in 
multifamily developments where three (3) or more spaces are not individually enclosed. 
(Example: Underground or multi-level parking structures). No building permits shall be issued 
until plans are approved providing for off-street parking and loading space as required by this 
Code.  An off-street parking and loading plan shall accompany requests for building permits or 
site plan approvals.  
 
Improved hard surface driveways are required in all commercial, industrial and multi-family 
developments.   
 
Ingress and egress shall be shown from existing or planned local or collector streets, consistent 
with the Transportation System Plan and Section VI of the Community Development Plan.  Joint 
ingress/egress is strongly encouraged. 

The minimum number of bicycle parking spaces for this development is based on the minimum 
required bicycle parking in section 16.94.020. Bicycle parking shall be conveniently located with 
respect to both the street right-of-way and at least one building entrance 

A private pathway/sidewalk system extending throughout the development site shall be required 
to connect to existing development, to public rights-of-way with or without improvements, to 
parking and storage areas, to all building entrances in the development, to transit facilities within 
500 feet of the site, to future phases of development and to parks and open spaces. 

     ON-SITE STORAGE (16.98) 

 External material storage must be approved as part of a site plan.  Storage areas must be 
designated and screened appropriately.  Garbage and recycling facilities are required to 
meet the standards of Pride Disposal.  

     SIGNS (16.102) 

A separate permit is required for all permanent signs.  Sign permits may be applied for through 
the Sherwood Building Department.  Banner sign permits are issued through the Sherwood 
Planning Department.   

     PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS (16.104) CAREFULLY REVIEW ENGINEERING COMMENTS FOR 
THESE SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS. 

 16.120.020 General Subdivision Provisions  

A. Approval of a subdivision occurs through a two-step process: the preliminary plat and the final 
plat.  
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1. The preliminary plat shall be approved by the Approval Authority before the final plat can be 
submitted for approval consideration; and  

 

2. The final plat shall reflect all conditions of approval of the preliminary plat. 

 

B. All subdivision proposals shall conform to all state regulations set forth in ORS Chapter 92, 
Subdivisions and Partitions.  

 

C. Future re-division 

When subdividing tracts into large lots, the Approval Authority shall require that the lots be of such 
size and shape as to facilitate future re-division in accordance with the requirements of the zoning 
district and this Division.  

D. Future Partitioning 

When subdividing tracts into large lots which may be resubdivided, the City shall require that the 
lots be of a size and shape, and apply additional building site restrictions, to allow for the 
subsequent division of any parcel into lots of smaller size and the creation and extension of future 
streets.  

E. Lot averaging 

Lot size may be averaged to allow lots less than the minimum lot size allowed in the underlying 
zoning district subject to the following regulations:  

1. The average lot area for all lots is not less than allowed by the underlying zoning district.  

2. No lot created under this provision shall be less than 90 % of the minimum lot size allowed in the 
underlying zoning district.  

3. The maximum lot size cannot be greater than 10 % of the minimum lot size. 

F. Required Setbacks 

All required building setback lines as established by this Code, shall be shown in the preliminary 
subdivision plat.  

G. Property Sales 

No property shall be disposed of, transferred, or sold until required subdivision approvals are 
obtained, pursuant to this Code. 

16.120.040 Approval Criteria: Preliminary Plat 

No preliminary plat shall be approved unless:  
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A. Streets and roads conform to plats approved for adjoining properties as to widths, alignments, 
grades, and other standards, unless the City determines that the public interest is served by 
modifying streets or road patterns.  

B. Streets and roads held for private use are clearly indicated on the plat and all reservations or 
restrictions relating to such private roads and streets are set forth thereon.  

C. The plat complies with applicable zoning district standards and design standards in Division II, 
and all provisions of Divisions IV, VI, VIII and IX. The subdivision complies with Chapter 16.128 
(Land Division Design Standards).  

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

E. Development of additional, contiguous property under the same ownership can be accomplished 
in accordance with this Code.  

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

G. Tree and woodland inventories have been submitted and approved as per Section 16.142.060  

H. The plat clearly shows the proposed lot numbers, setbacks, dedications and easements. 

I. A minimum of five percent (5%) open space has been provided per § 16.44.B.8 (Townhome- 
Standards) or §16.142.020 (Parks, Open Spaces and Trees-Single-Family Residential Subdivisions), 
if applicable. 

     TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES (16.106) 

    SANITARY SEWER (16.110) 

Sanitary sewers shall be installed to serve all new developments and shall connect to existing 
sanitary sewer mains. 

     WATER (16.112) 

Water lines and fire hydrants conforming to City and Fire District standards shall be installed to 
serve all building sites in a proposed development.  All waterlines shall be connected to existing 
water mains or shall construct new mains appropriately sized and located in accordance with 
this Code, the Water System Master Plan, the City Design and Construction Manual, and with 
other applicable City standards and specifications, in order to adequately serve the proposed 
development and allow for future extensions.   

     STORM WATER (16.114) 

Storm water facilities, including appropriate source control and conveyance facilities, shall be 
installed in new developments and shall connect to the existing downstream drainage systems 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the requirements of the Clean Water Services 
water quality regulations contained in their Design and Construction Standards R&O 04-0, or its 
replacement.  

     FIRE (16.116)  
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All developments are required to comply with the regulations of Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue. 
TVF&R regulations can be found on their website at: www.tvfr.com/Dept/fm/const/index.html. 

     OVERHEAD UTILITIES (16.118) 

 All existing and proposed utilities must be placed underground, unless specifically authorized 
for above ground installation, because the points of connection to existing utilities make 
underground installation impractical, or for other reasons deemed acceptable by the 
Commission. 

     ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES (16.132). The applicant will need to confirm that CWS does 
not have any environmental resources on or near the site through the provision of a Service 
Provider Letter.  

     STREET TREES (16.142.060) Minimum spacing based on canopy spread and   
  based on the tree selected 

    TREES ON PRIVATE PROPERTY (16.142.070) 

New developments are required to achieve minimum canopy requirements, and may be 
required to inventory any existing trees.  30 % for multi family and 40% single family. 

  
     APPLICABLE CODE CRITERIA 

 (These sections must be addressed in the narrative submitted with the land use application) 
X  Division II (Zoning Districts) X 16.92 (Landscaping)   16.122 (Land Partitions) 
x 16.40 (Planned Unit Development) X  16.94 (Off-Street Parking and 

Loading) 
  16.124 (Property Line 

Adjustments) 
x  16.44  (Townhomes) X  16.96 (On-Site Circulation) x  16.128. (Land Division Design 

Standards) 
  16.46  (Manufactured Homes) X  16.98 (On-Site Storage) X  16.142 (Parks and Open Space) 
  16.48  (Non-Conforming Uses)   16.102 (Signs)   16.146 (Noise) 
  16.50  (Accessory Uses) X  16.106 (Transportation Facilities)   16.148 (Vibrations) 
    16.106.030(D) (Additional Setbacks)   
  X  16.108.040.D (Clear Vision Areas)   16.150 (Air Quality) 
  16.80 (Plan Amendments) X  16.110 (Sanitary Sewers)   16.152 (Odors) 
  16.82 (Conditional Uses) X  16.112 (Water Supply)   16.154 (Heat and Glare) 
  X  16.114 (Storm Water)   16.162 (Old Town Overlay 

District) 
  16.86 (Variances) X  16.116 (Fire Protection)   16.166 (Landmark Designation) 
  16.88 (Interpretation of Similar 

Uses) 
X  16.118 (Private Improvements)   16.168 (Landmark Alteration) 

 16.90 (Site Planning) x  16.120 (Subdivisions)   
 
ADDITIONAL CONCERNS OR COMMENTS: 
15% of area is required for open space and must be usable- may be too and disjointed and 
parcelized for some of the areas to be considered usable. 
 
Parking: Adequacy of parking onsite: one parking space is  9 x 20  
 
Circulation: No private streets are allowed per Code. There is only one access to the site and 
the streets cross sections do not meet standards. 

Ordinance 2014-013, Attachment to Staff Report, Exh's A-Q 
July 15, 2014, Page 144 of 397

229

http://www.tvfr.com/Dept/fm/const/index.html


 

12 

December 16, 2013 – DR Horton 

 
Estimated fees for initial land use application  
Subdivision - $6,222 plus $20 per lot 
possible PUD -  $2,205 
Public Notice for Type IV and V $ 466 
CONFIRM FEES WITH STAFF PRIOR TO SUBMITTAL. WE WILL HELP YOU TO CALCULATE THE FEES. 

 

 

PROCEDURE 
  Hearing Authority is the Planning Commission AND City Council  
             Type III- Public hearing before the Hearings Officer, Planning Commission for any appeals. 
               Type IV- Public hearing before the Planning Commission, City Council for any appeals. 
     x   Type V- Public hearing before the Planning Commission with the Commission making a 

recommendation on the proposal to the City Council.  An additional public hearing shall be 
held by the City Council.  Any appeals shall be heard by the Land Use Board of Appeals 
(LUBA). 

Notes: 

APPLICATION SUBMITTAL PROCESS 
The following materials must be submitted with your application or it will not be accepted at 
the counter.  Once taken at the counter, the City has up to 30 days to review the materials submitted 
to determine if we have everything we need to complete the review. 

 
 3 * copies of Application Form completely filled out and signed by the property owner (or 
person with authority to make decisions on the property. 

 
 Copy of Deed to verify ownership, easements, etc. 

 
 CWS Service Provider Letter. 

 
 At least 3 * folded sets of plans 

 
 At least 3 * sets of narrative addressing application criteria 

 
 Fee (along with calculations utilized to determine fee if applicable) 

 
 Signed checklist verifying submittal includes specific materials necessary for the 
application process 

 
 PDF Electronic version of all submittal items broken down by item on a disc.  Not a 
single PDF 

 
 
* Note that the required number of copies must be submitted when the application is deemed 
complete; however, upon initial submittal applicants are encouraged to submit only 3 copies for 
completeness review.  Prior to completeness, required number of copies and one updated full 
electronic copy will be required to be submitted. 
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December 16, 2013 – DR Horton 

 
The Planning Department will perform a preliminary review of the application and will determine 
whether an application is complete within 30 days of the counter submittal.  Staff will notify the applicant 
if additional information or additional copies of the submitted materials are required. 
The administrative decision or public hearing will typically occur approximately 45 to 60 days after an 
application is deemed complete by the Planning Department.  Applications involving difficult or 
protracted issues or requiring review by other jurisdictions may take additional time to review.  Written 
recommendations from the Planning staff are issued seven (7) days prior to the public hearing.  A 14-
day public appeal period follows all land use decisions. 
 
Information/Handouts provided at Pre-app: 

 Application form 
 CWS pre-screen form 
 Copy of CAP worksheet 
 Copy of maps including: _x Sanitary lines, _x_Storm lines 
 Other Neighborhood Meeting Packet, Notes from, Engineering and TVFR.  

 
 
Service Provider Contacts 
Electric: PGE 
Cable: Comcast/Verizon/Century Link 
Telephone: Comcast/Verizon/Century Link 
Trash and Recycling: Pride Disposal 
  
 
Planning Staff Contact: Michelle MIller, AICP (503)625-4242 – millerm@sherwoodoregon.gov 
 
Additional Meeting Comments: 
1. Comparison for lot sizes: will only be possible if removal of the PUD minimum lot size requirement is approved by 
Council. 
 
2. Parking Spaces 
One parking space for each dwelling unit needs to be 9 x 20 
Up to twenty five (25) percent of required parking spaces may have a minimum dimension of eight (8) feet in width and 
eighteen (18) feet in length so long as they are signed as compact car stalls.  
 
2. Layout: Parking space configuration, stall and access aisle size shall be of sufficient width for all vehicle turning and 
maneuvering. Groups of more than four (4) parking spaces shall be served by a driveway so as to minimize backing 
movements or other maneuvering within a street, other than an alley. All parking areas shall meet the minimum standards 
shown in the following table and diagram. 
 
3. Issues to be resolved concern open space amenity, public/private streets, access to development. 
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City of Sherwood 
22560 SW Pine St. 
Sherwood, OR 97140 
Tel 503-625-5522 
Fax 503-625-5524 
www sherwoodoregon.gov 

Mayor 
Bill Middleton 

Council President 
Linda Henderson 

Councilors 
Dave Grant 
Robyn !=olsorn 
Bill Butterfield 
Matt Langer 
Krisanna Clar1< 

City Manager 
Joseph Gall, ICMA-CM 

Assistant City Manager 
To· ,.-...•ssemier. P.E. 

2009 Top Ten Selection 

2007 18'" Best Place to Live 

Sherwood 

2·0·0·6~ 
Afl.America City Finalist 

Brownstone Pre-application Conference Engineering Comments 
File No.: 4174 Date: December 16, 2013 

Overview 

Brownstone has submitted for a pre-application conference for Tax Lot 
13400, Section 30CD, T2S, R1W, WM. The property is located north of SW 
Meineke Road west of Hwy 99 and immediately east of the extension to SW 
Cedar Brook Way and southeast of a tributary to Cedar Creek_ The 
developer is proposing to develop the 5. 76 acre parcel as a Planned Unit 
Development with High Density Residential (HDR) zoning. The submitted 
pre-application plan consists of 12 detached single family homes and 54 
attached single family home. 

Transportation 

The pre-application plan submitted shows extending SW Cedar Brook Way 
from its dead end at t he northeastern corner of the site to the round-about 
at SW Meineke Road . The extension of SW Cedar Brook Way will match the 
existing cross section of the street which was constructed to Neighborhood 
Route standards. Since SW Cedar Brook Way is not classified as a Collector 
status street, no SOC credits are available for the construction of the street. 

Plan Submittal #1 

The pre-application plan shows a north-south local street through the sight 
with the southern end intersecting with SW Meineke Road (Collector) 
approximately 400 feet west of the center of its intersection with Hwy 99. 
This puts the access approximately 200 feet east of the stop bar to the 
round-about. This access is stated to be a right in and right out only 
access. Intersection spacing for a collector status street, per Engineering 
Design Standards is 400 feet, therefor the 200-foot distance between the 
round-about and the site access to SW Meineke Road is not in compliance . 
However, since the access is proposed to b~ right in - right out only and 
due to the low traffic volumes that will use the round-about, the 200-foot 
separation should be adequate. The northern end of the proposed local 
street will intersect the extension of SW Cedar Brook Way. This intersection 
is proposed to be a full access intersection. Intersections shal l meet sight 
distance requirments. The proposed north-south local street is shown to be 
a 32-foot asphalt section within a 56-foot right-of-way with parking on both 
sides of the street on the pre-application plan, however, since this does not 
meet Engineering Design Standards for a local street a design exception will 
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need to be requested. It is anticipated that for parking on both sides of the street 
that a 36-foot asphalt section will be necessary within a 60-foot wide right-of-way. 

An alley intersection with the extension of SW Cedar Brook Way is proposed at the 
north end of the site, however, since it does not meet the 200-foot minimum 
intersection spacing requirement for a Neighborhood status street, it will not be 
allowed. 

The pre-application plan shows a long alley on the west side of the site with a cul
de-sac. Cui-de-sacs are not permitted on alley street sections. Also, cui-de-sacs 
may not be longer than 200 feet. Therefore, this proposed street is not 
acceptable. 

There are several dead end alleys shown on the east side of the site with no turn
arounds at the end. This is not a typical use for an alley. Using of alleys for 
access should not be designed in a manner to prevent street connectivity. Dead 
ending of streets that will have no potential for future extension will not be 
accepted. 

Plan Submittal #2 

The pre-application plan shows a series of private streets on site in which the lots 
would gain access. City of Sherwood Municipal Code only allows for 2 lots/parcels 
to gain access via a private street. Therefore, this street layout is not acceptable. 

Site will need 2 accesses to public streets. This plan only shows one access to SW 
Cedar Brook Way and an emergency access. 

A street design exception will be required for street sections that vary from City of 
Sherwood engineering design standards. 

Storm Sewer 

There is a new public storm sewer approximately 120 feet east of the northeast corner 
of the site that flows to a water quality facilities to the east, north of SW Cedar Brook 
Way and west of Hwy 99. This water quality facilities appears to be sized just for the 
existing development. If the developer would like to connect into this existing system, 
they will need to provide a stormwater report and design showing how the existing 
facilities would be modified to account for the new d~velopment. If this existing system 
can't be modified to provide for the new development, then the developer will need to 
treat water runoff on site and discharge to the tributary to the northwest. 

There is also a storm sewer located at the southwest corner of the site at the Meineke 
Road\Cedar Brook Way round-about. This system is near the upper elevation of the 
property and would probably only be able to receive runoff from a small portion of the 
property. Also, the water quality swale west of SW Cedar Brook Way that this storm 
sewer system drains to, does not have a high flow bypass resulting in erosion issues at 
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the swale outlet. Due to these reasons, it probably would not be practical to drain any 
runoff to this storm facility . 

Sanitary Sewer 

The sanitary sewer for this development could be served from an 8-inch sanitary sewer 
line located within SW Cedar Brook Way at the northeast corner of the property. This 
8-inch sewer runs southeasterly beneath SW Cedar Brook Way to the west side of Hwy 
99 where it runs west of and parallel to Hwy 99 until it connects to a 24-inch main 
running northwesterly along the southwest side of Cedar Creek. There is also an 8-
inch stub for this property off of an 8-inch main that runs northeasterly along the 
southeast side of a tributary to Cedar Creek until it connects to the aforementioned 24-
inch main. 

The 8-inch sanitary sewer beneath SW Cedar Brook Way wi ll have adequate capacity 
for this development as it only serves the apartments east of this property. If the 8-inch 
stub is to be used, then the 8-inch main should be analyzed to ensure adequate 
capacity. 

Water 

There is currently a 12-inch water line stub at each end of SW Cedar Brook Way. The 
extension of SW Cedar Brook Way will also result in the interconnect of these 12-inch 
water lines giving the property a 12-inch looped water system to connect. Public water 
mains within the development shal l be 8 inches in diameter. 

System Development Charges 

Current Washington County TOT: $6,665 per Sing le Family Detached 
$3,976 per Condo\Townhouse 

Current City of Sherwood Street SOC: $3,011.94 per Single Family- Detached 
$$1,910.55 per Residentia l 
Condominium!T own house 

Current City of Sherwood Park SOC: $7,668.78 per Single Family Dwelling 
(applies to Detached and Townhouses) 

Current CWS Sanitary SOC: $4,800.00 per Dwelling Unit 

Current City of Sherwood Sanitary SOC: $194.74 per Single Family Residence 

Current City of Sherwood Water SOC: $6,775.70 for 5/8"-3/4" meter typical 

Current CWS Water Quantity SOC: $275.00 per unit 

Current CWS Water Quality SOC: $225.00 per unit 

Current City of Sherwood Storm SOC: $121.44 per unit 
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END OF COMMENTS. 

4 of 4 

Ordinance 2014-013, Attachment to Staff Report, Exh's A-Q 
July 15, 2014, Page 150 of 397

235



1 4 

SUBJECT: NOTICE A NEIGHBORBOOD REVIEW 
LOT SUBDIVISION & PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

ON A 

My name is Ryan O'Brien with Emerio Design and I represent DR Horton, the company with 
the option to purchase Tax Lot 13400, Map 2S1-30CD, located in city of Sherwood. The 
property is 5. 77 acres is size and located west of SW Pacific Highway 99 between SW 
Meinecke Parkway and SW Cedar Brook Way. A map is attached showing the location of 
the property. The property will be divided into 66 lots with detached houses and attached 
row houses. This subdivision also includes a Planned Unit Development application. 

Prior to submittal of this subdivision application, the property owners are required to conduct 
a neighborhood meeting to solicit comments from surrounding property owners. This 
neighborhood meeting is scheduled for Thursday, February 6 from 7 pm to 9 pm in the 
lounge at the Sherwood Senior Center. The address is 21907 SW Sherwood Boulevard, 
Sherwood, Oregon, 97140. 

The purpose of this meeting is to provide a forum for surrounding property owners and 
residents to review the subdivision plan and identify issues for consideration before a formal 
application is submitted to the City. This meeting gives you an opportunity to share with us 
any special information you know about the property. We will try to answer questions about 
the project and how it complies with City of Sherwood development standards and land use 
regulations. 

Please note this will be an informational meeting to review preliminary development plans. 
These plans may change slightly before the application is submitted to the city. You will 
receive an official notice from the City of Sherwood explaining your opportunity to participate 
in the review process by either submitting written comments to the city and/or attending a 
public hearing. We look forward to discussing this proposal with you. Please feel free to 
give me a call if you have any questions or comments. 

Ryan O'Brien 
Emerio Design 
8285 SW Nimbus Avenue, Suite 180 
Beaverton, Oregon 97008 
503-780-4061 
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MAILING AREA 
2S130CD13400 
1 000' BUFFER 

400 800 Feet 

1"= 600 feet 

This l1\tiP wa!r dorivo<f f•om IIOYOr.oi ~. Tho 
County cannot accept responsibility for any e~. 

Therefore ,there are no warranties for this product. 
However, notification of errors would be appreciated. 

Plot date: Jan 23. 2014: 0:\Workarouos\GISLDS\oublicnotice\maaic\Notification.APR 
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NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING SIGN IN SHEET 

Proposed Project: C.E-DA-~ "bj2__o:)tL. 'PC{ D 

Proposed Project Location: N LU LD{Lt-.J £a- 0 F- c·£Ap.AJ2_ f31Zco(L_ (,.0 A y { ('-/\£ l~f-_cr~ 
,-h r PA-~ /<. vJ A-'-

Project Contact: K '-( Pr1J.... 0 "6 j2-( ~{ .lfdv't f..R,1 D ·~ f 6-N 
I 

Meeting Location: 5.1-+-~\0000 ~fl4t 012- G·f_N·T~ 

Meeting Date: L - b - { 4 . 
Name 

Updated October 2010 
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Affidavit of Mailing 

DATE: 

STATE OF OREGON ) 
) 

Washington County ) . 

~ 'J3u41 representative IDr the Cl.Qtl1?, '&:zwt::..- fuD proposed 
deve pment proJect do hereby certifY that the attached not:Lce to adJacent property owners and 
recognized neighborhood organizations that are wthin 1,000 feet of the subject project, was 
placed ina U.S. Postalreceptacr on l - 2-tg -l4 . 

Repr ntatives Na:ne:_ 'Q:{ A-vJ.. 0 -0~~ Name ofthe Orgamzanon: 

W~~ Df2-..~oN.tTIUG 

Updated October 2010 
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~ Clean Wat~ Services 
Our commi lm.,n t is clear. CWS File Number 13-002074 

Service Provider Letter 1 13-002074 

This form and the attached conditions will serve as your Service Provider Letter in accordance 
with Clean Water Services Design and Construction Standards (R&O 07 ~20). 

Jurisdiction: City of Sherwood 

Site Address 
I Location: Sherwood, OR 97140 

Applicant Information: 

Name 

Company BROWNSTONE REAL ESTATE GROUP 
PO BOX2375 

Address 

Phone/Fax 

E-mail: 

LAKE OSWEGO, OR 

Tax lotiO 

2S130CD13400 

Pre-Development Site Conditions: 

Sensitive Area Present: 0 On-Site 00 Off-Site 
Variable Due to 

Vegetated Corridor Width: .......:::.SI:..::.oL:..pe::.::s:...._ ___ _ 

Vegetated Corridor Condition: 

Enhancement of Remaining 
Vegetated Corridor Required: D 

Review Type: Allowed Use 

SPL Issue Date: March 26, 2014 

SPL Expiration Date: March ~. 2016 

Owner Information: 

Name 

Company BROWNSTONE REAL ESTATE GROUP 
PO BOX2375 

Address 

Phone/Fax 

E-mail: 

LAKE OSWEGO, OR 

Development Activity 

Cedar Brook Subdivision 

Post Development Site Conditions: 

Sensitive Area Present: D On-Site 00 Off-Site 

Vegetated Corridor Width: Variable Due to Slopes 

Square Footage to be enhanced: Off-Site VC 

Encroachments into Pre-Development Vegetated Corridor: 

Type and location of Encroachment: 

Stormwater Outfall (Allowed Use; No Mitigation Required) 

Mitigation Requirements: 

Type/Location 

No Mitigation Required 

Square Footage: 

100 

Sq. Ft./Ratio/Cost 

0 

I X I Conditions Attached I X I Development Figures Attached (2) D Planting Plan Attached OGeotech Report Required 

This Service Provide'r Letter does NOT eliminate the need to evaluate and protect water quality 
"ensitive areas if they are subsequently discovered on your property. 

Page 1 of3 
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1
13..002074 

CWS File Number ..__ ____ _, 

In order to comply with Clean Water Services water quality protection 
requirements the project must comply with the following conditions: 

1. No structures, development, construction activities, gardens, lawns, application of chemicals, 
uncontained areas of hazardous materials as defined by Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality, pet wastes, dumping of materials of any kind, or other activities shall be permitted 
within the sensitive area or Vegetated Corridor which may negatively impact water quality, 
except those allowed in R&O 07-20, Chapter 3. 

2. Prior to any site clearing , grading or construction the Vegetated Corridor and water quality 
sensitive areas shall be surveyed, staked, and temporarily fenced per approved plan. During 
construction the Vegetated Corridor shall remain fenced and undisturbed except as allowed by 
R&O 07-20, Section 3.06.1 and per approved plans. 

3. If there is any activity within the sensitive area, the applicant shall gain authorization for 
the project from the Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) and US Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE). The applicant shall provide Clean Water Services or its designee 
(appropriate city) with copies of all DSL and USACE project authorization permits. 

4. An approved Oregon Department of Forestry Notification is required for one or more trees 
harvested for sale, trade, or barter, on any non-federal lands within the State of Oregon. 

5. Prior to disturbance, an erosion control permit is required. Appropriate Best 
Management Practices (BMP's) for Erosion Control, in accordance with Clean Water 
Services' Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control Planning and Design Manual, shall 
be used prior to, during, and following earth disturbing activities. 

6. Prior to construction, a Stormwater Connection Permit from Clean Water Services or its 
designee is required pursuant to Ordinance 27, Section 4.8. 

7. Activities located within the 100-year floodplain shall comply with R&O 07-20, Section 5.10. 

8. Removal of native, woody vegetation shall be limited to the greatest extent practicable. 

9. The water quality facility shall be planted with Clean Water Services approved natrve 
species, and designed to blend into the natural surroundings. 

10. Should final development plans differ significantly from those submitted for review by 
Clean Water Services, the applicant shall provide updated drawings, and if necessary, 
obtain a revised Service Provider Letter. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

11. The Vegetated Corridor width for sensitive areas off-site shall be a minimum of 50 feet wide, as 
measured horizontally from the delineated boundary of the sensitive area. 

12. For Vegetated Corridors that extend 35 fe_et from the break in slope, the width of Vegetated 
Corridors may be reduced to 15 feet wide if a stamped geotechnical report confirms that slope 
stability can be maintained with the reduced setback from the break In slope. 

13. Protection of the Vegetated Corridors and associated sensitive areas shall be provided by the 
installation of permanent fencing and signage between the development and the outer limits of 
the Vegetated Corridors. Fencing and signage details to be included on final construction 
plans. 

This Service Provider Letter Is not valid unless CWS-approved site plan is attached. 

Please call (503) 681-3653 with any questions. 

cA-~0~ 
Amber Wierck 
Environmental Plan Review 

Attachments (2) 
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john A Kit:zhaber, MD, Governor 

March 14, 2014 

Randy Meyers 
Brownstone Real Estate 
P.O. Box 2375 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

Re: Wetland Delineation Report for the Proposed Kennedy Court 
Townhomes Site, Washington County; T2S R1W Sec. 30CD, 
Tax Lot 13400; WD #13-0369 

Dear Mr. Meyers: 

Department of State Lands 
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 100 

Salem, OR 97301-1279 

(503) 986-5200 

FAX (503) 378-4844 

www.oregonstatelands.us 

State Land Board 

John A. I<itzhaber, MD 

Governor 

Kate Brown 

Secretary of State 

Ted Wheeler 
The Department of State Lands has reviewed the wetland delineation report 
prepared by Schott and Associates for the site referenced above. Based upon 
our review, we concur with their conclusions that, within the study area, no 

State Treasurer 

wetlands or waterways were identifj,ed. Please replace all copies of the preliminary wetland 
map with the final Department-approved map, Revised Figure 4. 

This concurrence is for purposes of the state Removal-Fill Law only. Federal or local permit 
requirements may apply as well. This concurrence is based on information provided to the 
agency. The jurisdictional determination is valid for five years from the date of this letter, unless 
new information necessitates a revision. Circumstances under which the Department nnay 
change a determination are found in OAR 141-090-0045 (available on our web site or upon 
request). In addition, laws enacted by the legislature and/or rules adopted by the Department 
may result in a change in jurisdiction; individuals and applicants are subject to the regulations 
that are in effect at the time of the removal-fill activity, or complete permit application. The 
applicant, landowner, or agent may submit a request for reconsideration of this determination in 
writing within six months of the date of this letter. 

Thank you for having the site evaluated. Please phone me at 503-986-5232 if you have any 
questions. 

Approvedby ,~ 
Kathy VfJ le, CPSS 

Enclosures 

ec: Martin Schott, Schott and Associates 
City of Sherwood Planning Department 
Mike Turaski, Corps of Engineers 
Amber Wierck, Clean Water Services 
Charles Redon, DSL 

Acting Wetlands Program Manager 
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Schott & Associates 
P.O. Box 589 

Aurora, OR. 97002 
503.678.6007 
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. -,. 05/1212008 09:~0:53 AM 2008-042952 
D.OSS Cnt=1 stn;:8 J GREGORY 
$45.00 $5.00 $11.00 ·Total;: $61.00 

1/lllllllllllllllllllllllllll Ill 011111 
01249457200800429520090099 

I, Rlth1rd Hobtmltht, Director d Assessment and 
Tuition 1nd Ex~Cio County Clerk for Wuhington 
County, Oregon, do hereby certify that the within 
fnstNmont d wntlna wu r~vod an~ ~rded In the 
book of recorda ofuid cou~ ~ 

Richard Hobtmlcht, DfreCtorof Aosoument and ~~~ 
Tuatlon, Ex-Otllclo County Clerk 
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Relinquishment Deed 

Right of Way Files 6962001 - 6962011 Relinquishment No. 6962000A 
Jurisdictional Transfer Agreement No. 726 

Meinecke/Handley @ 99W Section 
Pacific Highway West 

Washington County, Oregon 

In order to complete the terms of Cooperative Improvement & Preliminary Engineering 
and Construction Finance & Abandonment and Retention Agreement No. 726, dated 
May 28, 2002, between the STATE OF OREGON, by and through its Department of 
Transportation, hereinafter called "State", and CITY OF SHERWOOD, by and through 
its Elected Officials, hereinafter called "City", State does hereby relinquish unto City its 
right, title and interest in relocated S. W. Handley Street, relocated Meinecke Road and 
relocated Smith Road, or portions thereof, as provided for in said agreement, BUT 
ONLY SO LONG AS USED FOR PUBLIC ROAD PURPOSES. IF SAID RIGHT OF 
WAY IS NO LONGER USED FOR PUBLIC ROAD PURPOSES, IT SHALL 
AUTOMATICALLY REVERT TO $1ATE. The area being relinquished is described in 
the legal description and accompanying map, marked Exhibit "A" .and Exhibit "B" 
respectively, attached hereto and by this reference made a part hereof. 

The property above described is transferred subject to the rights of any utilities located 
within said property and further subject to tf:te rights of the owners of said existing 
facilities if any there be, to operate, reconstruct, and maintain their utility facilities 
presently located within said property. 

The Oregon Transportation Commission, by a duly adopted Delegation Order No. 3 , 
dated June 18, 2003, and Sub-delegation Order No. 4, dated July -7,:2005, and Letter of 
Authority paragraph No. 13, dated February 22, 2002, a orize the St Right of Way 
Manager to sign this Relinquishment for an Jf .nznn~~nn 

By . 
Rjchard R. Dunlap 
Acting State Right of Way Ma 

Oate: __ ~:::..J.~:....;;/.....,?~yP_D...;;.f ______ _ 
~I 

STATE OF OREGON, County of Marion 

Dated /r1 M. cA...J / ~ . 2oaEr. Personalty appeared Richard R Dunlap, who 
being sworn, stated that he is the Acting State Right of Way Manager for the State of 
Oregon, Department of Transportation, and that this document accurately reflects action 
taken by the Oregon Transportation C~2:{f_ cSh ~ 

Notary Public for Oregon 1 / 
My Commission expires I ( (0 Ida II 

3/14/08 
Page 1 - Relinquishment 

RETURN TO 
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

RIGHT OF WAY SECTION 
355 CAPITOL STREET NE, ROOM 420 

SALEM OR 97301-3871 

-

O~AL$EAl. 
. DALE R ltiAFER 

· · NOT~AY PUBI.IO.ORE<30N 
.COMMISSION NO. 4ZJ111 

MY COMMISSION.EXt'JRESJ'tiOV. 01,.2011 
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Right of Way Files 6962001 - 6962011 Relinquishment No. 6962000A 
Jurisdictional Transfer Agreement No. 726 

Meinecke/Handley @ 99W Section 
Pacific Highway West 

Washington County, Oregon 

Title as hereinabove relinquished and as shown on accompanying legal description and 
map, Exhibit "A" and Exhibit "8", is hereby accepted by City of Sherwood as completion 
of said agreement between State and City dated May 28. 2002. 

Accepted on behalf of City of Sherwood 

oate. __ ~_~_5_o_ .. _o_::Jl ___ _ 

3/14/08 
Page 2- Relinquishment 
blr 
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EXHIBIT A- Page 1 of 2 

To Be Relinquished To City Of Sherwood 

File 6962000A 
Drawing 1 A-23-7 

3/12/2008 

That certain real property consisting of 11 parts situated in Sections 30 and 31, Township 
2 South, Range 1 West, W .M., Washington County Oregon: 

Part 1 being that property designated as Parcels 21 3l 4, 5 and 6 and acquired by the State 
of Oregon, by and through its Department of Transportation, in that Stipulated Final 
Judgment dated October 17, 2002, entered as Circuit Court Case No. C021244CV, 
Washington County, Oregon. 

Part 2 being that property acquired by the State of Oregon, by and through its Department 
of Transportation, in that Final Judgment dated November 3, 2003, entered as Circuit 
Court Case No. C021312CV, Washington County, Oregon. 

Part 3 being that property described in that Deed to the State of Oregon, by and through its 
Department of Transportation, recorded May 21, 2002 as Microfilm Document No. 2002-
058710 of Washington County Book of Records; 

Part 4 being that property described in that Special Warranty Deed to the State of Oregon, 
by and through its Department of Transportation, recorded August 18, 2002 as Microfilm 
Document No. 2002-094895 of Washington County Book of Records; 

Part 5 being that property described in that Warranty Deed to the State of Oregon, by a·nd 
through its Department of Transportation, recorded April 29, 2002 as Microfilm Document 
No. 2002·050820 of Washington County Book of Records. 

Part 6 being that property acquired by the Stat€ of Oregon, by and through its Department 
of"fr:ansportation, in that Final Judgment dated March 18, 2003, entered as Circuit Court 
Case No. C021243CV, Washington COt:lnfY, Qr~on; 

Part 7 being that property acquired by the State of Oregon, by and through its Department 
of Transportation, in that Stipulated Final Judgment dated April 29, 2003, entered as 
Circuit Court Case No. C021660-CV, Washington County, Oregon. 

Part 8 being that property describ~d in that Deed to the State of Oregon, by and through its 
Department of Transportation, recorded June 4, 2002 as Microfilm Document No. 2002-
063993 of Washington County Book of Records; 

Part 9 being that property designated as Parcel 1 and that permanent easement 
designated as Parcel 2, and acquired by the State of Oregon, by and through its 
Department of Transportation, in that Stipulated General Judgment dated January 4, 2005', 
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EXHIBIT A - Page 2 of 2 File 6962000A 
Drawing 1A·23-7 

3/12/2008 

entered as Circuit Court Case No. C021659CV, Washington County Oregon; and recorded 
January 24, 2005 as Microfilm Document No. 2005-008029 of Washington County Book of 
Records. 

Part 1 0 being that property described in that Warranty Deed to the State of Oregon, by and 
through its Department of Transportation, recorded as Microfilm Document No. 2002-
21557 of Washington County Book of Records 

Part 11 being that property designated as Parcel 1 and those permanent easements 
designated as Parcels 2 and 3 and' described in that Warranty Deed to the State of 
Oregon, by and through its Department of Transportation, recorded December 6, 2002 as 
Microfilm Document No. 2002~148476 of Washington County Book of Records. 
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OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION .. •r· RIGHT OF WAY . IJ~ : RELINQUISHMENT 
EXHIBIT 8 SHEET 1 OF 4 

---- ---·- . 

Section Meinecke/Handley@99W (AM Program) 

Highway Pacific Highway West 

County Washington County 

~--- ---- ---

N 

Ll! 
I 

Scdl e NTS 

Oat e March. 2008 

File 6962000A 

See Drawing 1 A-23- 7 
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WETLAND DELINEATION I DETERMINATION REPORT COVER FORM 
This form must be included with any wetland delineation report submitted to the Department of State Lands for reView and approval. 
A wetland delineation report submittal is not •complete• unless the fully completed and signed report cover form and the required tee 
are submitted. Attach this form to the front of an unbound report and submit to: Oregon Deparbnent of State Lands, 775 Summer 
Street NE, Suite 1 oo, Salem, OR 97301· 1279. Make the check payable to the Oregon Department of State Lands. To pay the fee 
by credit card, call 503-986-5200. 

[8] Applicant 0 Owner Name, Firm and Address: 
Randy Myers 
Brownstone Real Estate 
PO Box 2375 
Lake Oswego, Oregon 97035 

[8] Authorized Legal Agent, Name and Address: 
Same as above 

Business phone # 503·358-4460 
Mobile phone # (optional) 
E-mall: Randy@BrownstoneHomes.Net 

Business phone # 
Mobile pnore # 
E-mail: 1 

I either own the property described below o.r I have legal authority to allow access to~,,., ~rty. I authorize the Department to access the 
property for the purpose of ~rmin.g the inf~Jlllation in the report, after prior notificati Q the primary contact. 
Typed/Printed Name: ~ ~ rt \ ~....i--t£5 Signature: -F---1"""'~------------
Date: Speoiallnstructibns rega'rding site access: 1 \ 

Project and Site Information (using decimal degree format for latllong.,enter pentroid of site or start & end points of linear project) 

ProJect Name: Kennedy Court Latitude: 45 21'4.,4.85';N Longitude: -122 51'27.85'W 
Proposed Use: Townhomes Tax Map# 2S 1W-sec: 30 

Project Street Address (or other descriptive location): 
North of the western terminus of SW Meinecke and 
east of a tributary of Cedar Creek 

City: Sherwood County: Washington 

Township 25 Range 1W Section 30 
Tax Lot(s) 13400 

Waterway: na River Mile: 
NWI Quad{s): 

Wetland Delineation Information 
Wetland Consultant Name, Firm and Address: Phone # 503.678.6007 
Schott and Associates Attn: Martin Schott Mobile phone# 
PO Box589 E-mail: Martin@schottandassociates.com 
Aurora, OR 97002 

Consultant Signature: Date: 
The information and conclusions on this form and In the attached report ari true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 

Primary Contact for report review and site access is 181 Consultant D Applicant/Owner D Authorized Agent 
Wetland/Waters Present? D Yes [81 No I Study Area size: 5.77AC Total Wetland Acreage: none 

Check Box Below if Applicable: Fees: 
0 R-F permit application submitted ~ Fee payment submitted $ 388. 

QQCO 

D Mitigation bank site 0 Fee ($100) for resubmittal of rejected report 

0 Wetland restoration/enhancement project (not mitigation) 0 No fee for request for relssuance of an expired 

D Industrial Land Certification Program Site report 

0 Reissuance of a recently expired delineation 
Previous DSL # Expiration date 

Other Information: y N 

Has previous delineation/application been made on parcel? r&1 D If known. previous DSL # WD06-0016 

Does LWI, If any, show wetland or waters on parcel? 0 [8] 
For Office Use Only 

OSL Reviewer: ______ _ FeePaidDate: __ / __ / __ 

Date Delineation Received: 

Scanned: 0 Final Scan: D 

Form Upda1cd 10/1012012 

I __ DSL Project# ----

DSL WN#-

DSLWD# 

DSL Site# 

DSLApp.# 
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(A) Landscape Setting and Land Use 

The 5.77 acre site is located north of the western terminus ofSW Meinecke, and east of a 
tributary of Cedar Creek. There is an apartment complex east of the site. The landfonn is 
a terrace. The topography is relatively flat, with a slight slope to the west. There is a new 
rail fence along the western property line. 

(B) Site Alterations 

Historically the site was fanned until approximately 2000. Since then the site appears to 
be mowed annually to reduce fired danger. There used to be a house and bam near the 
current intersection of Meinecke and Cedar Brook Way as well as an out building north 
of the road stub. 

(C) Precipitation Data and Analysis 

The site was visited on May 23rd, 2013. The Beaverton weather station recorded 0.69" of 
rain that day (accuweather.com). Total precipitation recorded in the two weeks prior to 
the site visit was 2. 7 inches. One inch of that was from May 2200

. Precipitation for 
February and March were well below average according to the Beaverton WETS table. 
Precipitation for April was within nonnal range. After the heavy rains immediately prior 
to and during the site visit, rainfall for May was above average for the month. Between 
October 151 2012 and May 23rd, 2012 a total of30.85" of precipitation was recorded. This 
is 89% percent of the water year average and well within normal range. 

Tabl 1 P . 'tati S e . rec1p1 on dWETSA verages ummar:yan 
Month 2013 WETS Average WETS Percent of 

Precipitation Range Average 
April 2.07" 2.74" 1.88"-3.27" 76% 
May_ 4.06 2.34 1.48-2.82 174% 
June 0.99'' 1.63 1.03-1 .97" 60% 
July T 0.7 0.28-0.86 0% 
WaterY ear* 36.52 37.05 98% 

(D) Site Specific Methods 

Schott and Associates walked the subject property to assess the presence or absence of 
onsite wetlands and waters. The 1987 Manual and Regional Supplement for Mountains 
and Valleys West Region were used to determine presence or absence of State of Oregon 
wetland boundaries and the Federal jurisdictional wetlands. 

During the site walk low lying or depressional areas were identified, and sample plots 
were established in areas that had the greatest potential to have wetland characteristics. 
Three sample plots were established. The first two sample plots were established in slight 
swales. The third sample plot was a low lying area adjacent to the apartment complex. 

- ·- ----- -.,-- - -------
I ct•hwi> '' wu.l W.:r!ahtf Sp, ( i;.!i•r, 

___ J:n fl,., "~'·· !I urN •• <1J.: . ~f.?ui£2 • (~113 l '·7*-<>H·•·· • f:..'' tSo•.L~_;~ ,_H~J L _ 
f'u.~·c 1 S,l: 1" :)2 7rJ 
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(E) Description of All Wetlands and Other Non-Wetland Waters 

No wetlands were found on the site. No other waters were observed on the site. 

(F) Deviation from L WI or NWI 

There are no wetlands mapped on the site by the NWI, 01 Sherwood' s L WJ 

(G) Mapping Method 

The sample plots were located using aerial photographs. 

(H) Additional Information 

The project area has been delineated in 2006 (WD06-00 16) 

ill Results and Conclusions 

Based on soil, vegetation and hydrology data taken in the field there are no wetlands on 
the site. The soils were mapped as the Quatama series, which is not a listed hydric soil . 
The sample plots generally confirmed the soil series. The soil had a color of I OYR 4/3, 
which is too bright to be hydric. The texture was a silt loam. Himalayan blackberry was 
common thought the site. Because the site is mowed annually blackberry has not formed 
a dense thicket. Associated grasses include; sweet vernal grass, colonial bentgrass and 
velvet grass. There were no positive indicators of wetland hydrology on the site. 

(J) Disclaimer 

This report documents the investigation, best professional judgment and the conclusions 
of the investigator. It is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. It should be 
considered a Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination of wetlands and other waters and 
used at your own risk unless it has been reviewed and approved in writing by the Oregon 
Department of State lands in accordance with OAR 141-090-0005 through 141-090-0055. 

~----------- ------ -

- _t_t ~lit>\ ~1\f•, /'\ll!~.~.Ht l i'!.!Q!__! __ ( ~t,,i )~:~2--!-l ·•· (5!•> lli.~!-' -
/ 'a ~·c· ."' ,\',t;...J , ;2 ) / U 
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Appendix A: Maps 
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FIGURE 1. LOCATION MAP 
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FIGURE2-2A. TAX MAP 
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Figure 2- Tax Lot Map TL#13400 
Kennedy Court 
S&A2270 
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FIGURE 3 SOIL SURVEY MAP 
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Figure 3-Soils Map /Soils Unit Name-Quatama 
Kennedy Court 
S&A2270 
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FIGURE 4. AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH W/ SAMPLE PLOT LOCATIONS 
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Figure 4-Aerial Photo with sample plot {SP) and 
photo point {PP) locations 
Kennedy Court 
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FIGURE 5. LWI MAP 
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Figure 5 LWI Map 
Kennedy Court 
S&A 2270 

i 
I + 
r 
I 

Schott & Associates 
P.O. Box 589 

Aurora, OR. 97002 
503.678.6007 

Ordinance 2014-013, Attachment to Staff Report, Exh's A-Q 
July 15, 2014, Page 185 of 397

270



WETLAND DELINEATION I DETERMINATION REPORT COVER FORM 
This form must be included with any wetland delineation report submitted to the Department of S1ate Lands for review and approval. 
A wetland delineation report submittal is not "complete• unless the fully completed and signed report cover form and the required fee 
are submitted. Attach this fonm to the front of an unbound report and submit to: Oregon Department of State lands, 775 Summer 
StreetNE, Suite 100, Salem, OR 97301-1279, Make the check. payable to the Oregon Department of State Lands. To pay the fee 
by cr~dit card, call 503-986-5200. 

18J Applicant 0 Owner Name, Firm and Address: Business phone# 503-358-4460 
Randy Myers Mobile phone# (optional) 
Brownstone Real Estate E-mail: Randy@BrownstoneHomes.Nel 
PO Box2375 
Lake Oswego, Oregon 97035 

I8J Authorized legal Agent, Name and Address: Business phone # 
Same as above Mobile ph7e# 

E-mail: 

I either own the property described below or 1 have legal authority to C!llow access to !, ,., ~rty. I authorize the Department to access the 
property for the purpose of ~in~ J.e lnff(\ation in the report, after prior notlficar ~e primary contact. 
TypedfPrinted Name: ......(\ .A • 1...-i--if'S Signature: 
Date: Speoial instructibns rega'rding slte access: \ 

Project and Site Information (using decimal degree format for lat/long.,enter f site or start & end points of linear project} pentroid o 

ProJect Name: Kennedy Court Latitude: 45 21~.85~ Longitude: -122 51'27.85"'W 
Proposed Use: Townhomes Tax Map# 2S 1WSec 30 

Project Street Address (or other descriptive location): Township2S Range 1W Section 30 QQCD 
North of the western terminus of SW Meinecke and Tax Lot(s) 13400 
east of a tributary of Cedar Creek Waterway: na River Mile: 
City: Sherwood County: Washington NWI Quad(s): . . 

Wetland Delineation Information 
Wetland Consultant Name, Firm and Address: Phone # 503.678.6007 
Schott and Associates Attn: Martin Schott Mobile phone # 
PO Box 589 E-mail: Martin@schottandassoeiates.com 
Aurora, OR 97002 

The Information and conclusions on !his form and in the attached report ari true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
Consultant Signature: Date: 

Primary Contact for report review and site access is 181 Consultant 0 ApplicanVOwner 0 Authorized Agent 
Wetland/Waters Present? 0 Yes~ No I Study Area size: 5.77AC Total Wetland Acreage: none 

Check Box Below if Applicable: Fees: 

0 R-F permit application submitted 181 Fee payment submitted $ 388. 

0 Mitigation bank site 0 Fee ($100)for resubmittal of rejected report 

0 Wetland restoration/enhancement project (not mitigation) 0 No fee for request for relssuance of an expired 

0 Industrial Land Certification Program Site report 

0 Reissuance of a recently expired delineation 
Previous DSL # Expiration date 

Other Information: y N 

Has previous delineation/application been made on parcel? CRI 0 If known, previous DSL # WD06-0016 

Does LWI, if any, show wetland or waters on parcel? 0 I8J 
For Office Use Only 

DSL Reviewer: Fee Paid Date: _1 __ 1 __ DSLWD# 

OSL Site# 

DSL App. # 

Date Delineation Received: _/ __ /__ DSL Project#------

Scanned: 0 Final Scan: 0 DSL WN # 

Fonn Upda1cd 10110/2.012 
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WETLAND DETERMINATION OAT A FORM -Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 

Project/Site: ~!d>' CoUrt City/County: i Shelwood/Washlngton Sampling Date: _, -'"7130;.::· .::.:1~13=----------
Appllcant/Owner: I Brownstone Real E.state Group State: !....Q!L_ Sampling Point ._1 ..:.1 _____________ _ 

.nvestigator(s): ' MRS Section, Township, Range: '-l ;:;2S::.....:.1W""....:Sec=-=30=-T;-:-AX..=..o..:Lot=..:.134::;..:.;:00=---..;_-------
Landform (hlllslope, !errace, etc.): t ~~ Local relief (coocave, convex, none): none Slope(%): _1""----

Subreglon (LRR): · A Lat ' 452t'44.8S"tl Long: • 122S1'27.85"W Datum: 

Soli Map Unit Name: . Quatama NWI classification: 

Are climatic I hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes :.JL No _1 _· (If no, explain In Remarks.) 

Are Vegetation , Soil ' , or Hydrology _1 _ significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances• present? Yes x No 

Are Vegetation _1 
_ , Soil _ , or Hydrology j naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers fn Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS Att h •t h r - ac st e map s owmg sampling potnt ocattons, transects, mportant features, etc. 
~.\[egeta~ Present? Yes -N9 _x_ 
Hydric; SOit Pieserit? ·ves __ No _x_ Is the Sampled Alu within a Wetland? Yes_ H!> -•-
Wetla'M .Hydrdogy Pr-.nt? yg No -·- . --
Remarks: 

VEGETATION U - ffi f I ts se sc en t tc names o p1an . 
Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: 

Tme Sl!l!tum (Plot size: __ ) ~ §~~les? Status Number of Dominant Species 
1. • That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A) . 
2. Total Number of Dominant 1 3. '· Species Across All Strata: 6 (B) 

4. Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FAON, or FAC: 20 (AlB) 

=Total Cover 

§5!121ingl§hrub Stratum (Plot size: ~ ) Prevalence Index worksheet: 

.. Rubus discolor 30 l X FACU Total % Cover of: Multi~l~b~: 
2. ' OBL species x1= - ~ 

3. I FACW species x2 = - ..___ 
4. ' FAC species x3= -- -5. t 

FACU species x4 = ' - -30 = Total Cover UPL species I x5= -- -1:1f!rl2 Stn!tum (Plot size: ~ ) Column Totals: -· - · (A) _(8) 
1. Holcus lanatus 10 • X FAC 

2. Daucus carota 10 t X FACU Prevalence Index = B/A = 

3. Anlhoxanlhum odoratum 10 I X FACU 

4. H~ricum l!erforatum 5 l FACU Hydrophytlc Vegetation Indicators: 

5. Hypericum radicata 10 FACU ' )( ~ 1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytlc Vegetation 
6. I 2- Dominance Test Is >50% 

7. f r-
_ 3- Prevalence Index Is =3.01 

8. 4 - Morphological Adaptations 1 (Provide supporting 

9. 
~ :._ data In Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

10. - 5 -Wetland Non-Vascular Plants1 

11. r _ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 

45 = Total Cover 1lndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 

Woody Vlne Stratum (Plot size: 
~ 

) be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

1. 
l .• 

2. , : 
=Total Cover 

Hydrophytlc 
Vegetation • 

% Bare Ground In Herb Stratum 25-Jitter Present? Yes No _x_ --
.<emarks: 

I 
US Army Corps of Engineers Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast- Version 2.0 
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Appendix C: Ground Level Photographs 

--- - ---- --
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Photo Point 1 facing south 

Appendix E·Photos 
Kennedy Court 
S&A2270 

Schott & Associates 
P.O. Box 589 

Aurora, OR. 9700Z 
503.678.6007 
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Photo Point 1 facing west 

Appendiix E; Photos 
Kennedy Court 
S&A2270 

Photo Point 1 facing north 

Schott & Associates 
P.O. Box 589 

Aurora, OR. 97002 
503.678.6007 
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Clean Water-~Services 
Our commitment is clear. CWS File Number 

Service Provider Letter 1 os-003594 

This form and the attached conditions wm serve as your Service Provider Letter in accordance 
with Clean Water Services Design and Construction Standards (R&O 07 ~20). 

Jurisdiction: Sherwood 

Site Address 
I Location: 

SW Meinecke Parkway and 

SW Cedar Brookway 

Applicant Information: 

J. Patrick Lucas Name 

Company 

Address 

Cedar Brook Way, LLC 

20512 SW Roy Rogers Road 

Suite, 150 

Phone/Fax 

E-mail: Jpatricklucas@yahoo.com 

Tax lotiO 

2S130CD13400 

2S130CD13700;07800 Off-site 

2S130CD13700 Off-site 

Pre-Development Site Conditions: 

Sensitive Area Present: D On-Site [iJ Off-Site 
Variable due to 

Vegetated Corridor Width: _;;;sl~o""pe;;..;;s'------

Vegetated Corridor Condition: Good/Degraded 

Enhancement of Remaining 
Vegetated Corridor Required: D 

Review Type: Allowed Use 

SPL Issue Date: April6, 2009 

SPL Expiration Date: April6,2010 

Owner Information: 

Name J. Patrick Lucas 

Company Cedar Brook Way, LLC 

Address 20512 SW Roy Rogers Road 

Phone/Fax 

E-mail: 

Suite, 150 

jpatrickluoas@yahoo.com 

Development Activity 

Commercial Development 

Path; Sanitary Sewer Connections 

Stormwater Outfalls 

Post Development Site Conditions: 

Sensitive Area Present: D On-Site 00 Off-Site 

Vegetated Corridor Width: Variable due to slopes 

Square Footage to be enhanced: 2,190 

Encroachments Into Pre-Development Vegetated Corridor: 

Type and location of Encroachment: 

Off-site; Stomwater Outfall (Allowed Use) 
Off-site; Sanitary Sewer Connections and Stormwater Infrastructure (Temporary Impact) 
Off-site; Path (Permanent Impact) 
TotaJ 

Type/Location 

On-site Mitigation 
Off-site Mitigation 

MltlgatJon Requirements: 

Square Footage: 

<100 
2,190 
4,096 
6,286 

Sq. Ft./Ratio/Cost 

2,680/1:1 
2,124/1.5:1 

I X I Conditions Attached [iJ Development Figures Attached (6) [iJ Planting Plan Attached DGeotech Report Required 

'"'his Service Provider Letter does NOT eliminate the need to evaluate and protect water quality 
iensitive areas if they are subsequently discovered on your property. 

Paget or9 
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cws file Number I April 01, 2008 

In order to comply with Clean Water Services water quality protection 
requirements the project must comply with the following conditions: 

1. No structures, development, construction activities, gardens, lawns, application of chemicals, 
unoontained areas of hazardous materials as defined by Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality, pet wastes, dumping of materials of any kind, or other activities shall be permitted 
within the sensitive area or Vegetated Corridor which may negatively impact water quality, 
except those allowed in R&O 07-20, Chapter 3. 

2. Prior to any site clearing, grading or construction the Vegetated Corridor and water quality 
sensitive areas shall be surveyed, staked, and temporarily fenced per approved plan. During 
construction the Vegetated Corridor shall remain fenced and undisturbed except as allowed by 
R&O 07-20, Section 3.06.1 and per approved plans. 

3. Prior to any activity within the sensitive area, the applicant shall gain authorization for the 
project from the Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL} and US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE). The applicant shall provide Clean Water Services or its designee (appropriate city) 
With copies of all DSL and USACE project authorization permits. No activity authorized. 

4. An approved Oregon Department of Forestry Notification is required for one or more trees 
harvested for sale, trade, or barter, on any non-federal lands within the State of Oregon. 

5. An Erosion Control Permit from CWS is required prior to ground disturbance activity. 
Appropriate Best Management Practices (BMP's) for Erosion Control, in accordance with Clean 
Water Services' Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control Planning and Desigh Manual, shall 
be used prior to, during, and following earth disturbing activities. 

6, Prior to construction, a Stormwater Connection Permit from Clean Water Services or its 
designee is required pursuant to Ordinance 27, Section 4.8. 

7. Activities located within the 100-year floodplain shall comply w ith R&O 07-20, Section 5.10. 

B. Removal of native, woody vegetation shall be limited to the greatest extent practicable. 

9. The water quality swale shall be planted with Clean Water Services approved native species, 
and designed to blend into the natural surroundings. 

10. Should final development plans differ significantly from those submitted for review by 
Clean Water Services, the applicant shall provide updated drawings, and if necessary, 
obtain a revised Service Provider LeUer. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

11 . The Vegetated Corridor width for sensitive areas near the project site shall be a minimum of 50 
feet wide, as measured horizontally from the delineated boundary of the sensitive area. All of 
the Vegetated Corridor is off-5ite; therefore the only enhancement proposed Is for 
temporary encroachment areas within the Vegetated Corridor. 

12. Prior to any site clearing, gradrng or construction, the applicant shall provide Clean 
Water Services with a Vegetated Corridor enhancement/restoration plan for the 
temporarily impacted areas and on and off-site areas proposed as mitigation. 
Enhancement/restoration of the Vegetated Corridor shall be provided in accordance with R&O 
07-20, Appendix A, and shall include planting specifications for all Vegetated Corridor, including 
any cleared areas larger than 25 square fee~ in Vegetated Corridor rated "good", if applicable. 

13. Prior to installation of plant materials, all invasive vegetation within the Vegetated Corridor shall 
be removed per methods described in Clean Water Services' Integrated Vegetation and Animal 
Management Guidance, 2003. During removal of invasive vegetation care shall be taken to 
minimize impacts to existing native tree and shrub species. 

14. Clean Water Services shall be notified 72 hours prior to the start and completion of 
enhancement/restoration activities. Enhancement/restoration activities shall comply with the 
guidelines provided in Landscape Requirements (R&O 07-20, Appendix A). 

15. Maintenance and monitoring requirements shall comply With R&O 07-20, Section 2.11.2. If at 
any time during the warranty period the landscaping falls below the 80% survival level, the 

Page 2of9 
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CWS File Number I April 01, 2009 

owner shall reinstall all deficient planting at the next appropriate planting opportunity and the 
two year maintenance period shall begin again from the date of replanting. 

16. Performance assurances for the Vegetated Corridor shall comply with R&O 07-20, Section 
2.06.2, Table 2- 1 and Section 2.1 0, Table 2-2 . 

17. Clean Water Services shall require an easement over the on-site and off-site mitigated 
Vegetated Corridor conveying storm and surface water management to Clean Water Services 
that would prevent the owner of the Vegetated Corridor from activities and uses inconsistent 
with the purpose of the corridor and any easements therein. 

FINAL PLANS 

18. Final construction plans shall include landscape plans. In the details section of the plans, 
a description of the methods for removal and control of exotic species, location, distribution, 
condition and size of plantings, existing plants and trees to be preserved, and installation 
methods for plant materials is required. Plantings shall be tagged for dormant season 
Identification and shall remain on plant material after planting for monitoring purposes. 

19. A Maintenance Plan shall be Included on final plans Including methods, responsible party 
contact information, and dates (minimum two times per year, by June 1 and September 30). 

20. Final construction plans shall clearly depict the locatfon and dimensions of the sensitive 
area and the Vegetated Corridor (indicating good, marginal, or degraded condition). 
Sensitive area boundaries shall be marked in the field. 

21 . Protection of the Vegetated Corridors and associated sensitive areas shall be provided 
by the installation of permanent fencing and slgnage between the development and the 
outer limits of the Vegetated Corridors. Fencing and signage details to be included on final 
construction plans. 

This Service Provider Letter is not valid unless CWS~approved site plan is attached, 

Please call503-681-3653 with any questions. 

c-l\ ~~~ 
· 1mb: Wierck 

Environmental Plan Review 

Attachments (6) 

Page 3 of 9 
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Recommended Plant Species, Form, Size, and Quantity for O.osite Mitig-,tion 
and Tempor.lty Distwbance AJ:eas. Total :uea is 4 870 sq. ft.) 

T cee Species Min. size Min. height quantity 

Big-le.af rrulf>Ue 2 gallon 3' 16 
(Attr MomJJ>!Jylllltll) 
Douglas-fu (Pmttlolsllgo 

2 gallon 3' 16 
rntu:riuil) 
Red Ahler (AJ1111S 111b1'tJ) 1 ~.ilion 3' 16 

Shrub Species size Min. height quantity 

Oce2.nspray 
1 gallon 1.5' 40 

(Holodisms tlircq/ot') 
Snowbeay 1 gallon L5' 40 
(Syti!J>horuarpos alb11l) 
Red curtant (Ribu I gallon lS 40 
IOn.t.m'ruum) 

Baldhip rose (RPsa 
l gallon t .S' 40 

l.ffii!IO(tlrpa) 
Servicebecry (Almelantbitr 

2 gallon 2' 40 
alni{o/ia) 
T all Oregon grape (Moh011ia 

1 gallon 6" 40 
tJiflJ(J!a) 

Hctb Species si~e Min. height quan~ty_ 

"'California brome (Broi/JIIS seed N/A 20-40 lbs/ ac. 
cutinu/Jif 

*Blue wildrye (Efynmt 
seed N/A 20-40 lbs/ac. 

Jl./oJIQI.S) 
'"Lupine (Lif;u111s albi111obls) seed N/A 20-40 lbs/a.c. 
«Westttnyauow (Iarrow 
milli[olilltn) . seed N/A 20-40 lh•/ ~c. 

TOTAL PLANTS 288 . . . "'This assemblage ts Pro- rune 404 Mix, which has a recommended seeding care of 20-40 lbs. per 
~c.ce. 

Table2: Recommended Plllnt Species, Foan, Si~c:, and Quancity for Offsite Mitigation 
Area. (Total area is 2,153 sq. ft.) 

Tree Species Min. size Min. height quantity 
Big-leaf maple 
(Anr manYJpbyUIIm) 

2 gallon 3' 7 

Dougw-fu (P.reJ~tlotnl!f1 
mrn;im,) 

2 gallon 3' 7 

Red Alder (,A/n11s r11bra) 1 gallon 3' 4 
Cascata (R/Jatlln/IJ p11rr!Jiana) 2 J;.~Uon 3' 4 

Shrub Species size Min. height quantity 

Oceanspray 1 gallon 1.5' 19 
(HokdistJis diJeohr'j 
Red elderbe.ay 

1 g-.illon 1.5' 19 
(SamhllatS raamosa) 
Snowbeay 1 gallon 1.5' 19 
(Syllrf;MrillJrj>os alb111) 
Red cureu1t (]Jjb:.r 

I gallou 1.5' 8 
SOIIJ.tflllt/1111) 

Baldhip rose (Rosa 
J.1fl/lloM1fJO) 

I gliloo 1.5' 8 

Serviceberry (Abn1lml<hi•r 2g.Uou 2' 18 
al!lifolia) 
TaU Oregon gcape (MoM11ia 

1 gallon 6" 18 
n<flJ/Jsa) 

Hetb Species size Min. heieht quanti.tv 
-.califomi.a bcome (Brom11s 

seed N/A 20-40 lbs/ac. 
carillaiiiJ 

"Bluewildcye (B/ymll! 
seed N/A 20-40 lbs/ac. 

xlollt:llt) 
•Lupine (L;Ipinus olbiNaiNl) seed N/A. 20-40 lbs/2c. 
•We;,tem yanow (larro"' 

seed N/A 20-40 lbs/2c. 
millifolium) 
TOTAL PLANTS 131 

'"This assemblage 1S Pro-Tune 404 Mix, which has a recommended seeding rate of 20-40 lbs. per 
act e. 
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INTRODUCTION 
This traffic study has been prepared to document and evaluate the traffic operational and safety 
conditions for the Brownstone Development site in Sherwood, Oregon.  The proposed 
development plan includes construction of 18 single-family housing units and 50 townhomes for 
a total of 68 residential units. The project development will occur on the northwest side of SW 
Pacific Highway (Hwy 99W) between Cedar Brook Way and Meinecke Road. 
 
The study area was defined as the surrounding neighborhood including Hwy 99W, Meinecke 
Road, and SW Handley Street. The site is located on tax lot #2S130CD13400 on 5.77 acres and 
is highlighted on the vicinity map (Figure 'a') in the appendix. The property is currently vacant.     
 
The property is zoned commercial and the proposed residential use necessitates a rezone. 
 
 
TRAFFIC ANALYSIS CONSIDERATIONS 
The project scope was established from discussion with the City of Sherwood and Oregon 
Department of Transportation (ODOT). Effectively, the traffic study was conducted according to 
the City's & ODOT's traffic analysis requirements and guidelines. The following important 
elements are identified and covered in the study.   
 

• Inventory and record pertinent information such as traffic control devices, circulation 
patterns, lane configuration, pedestrian & bicycle facilities, parking conditions, and street 
characteristics.   

• Record volume data on typical weekdays during the AM and PM peak traffic hours as 
specified by the agencies. 

• Conduct traffic counts on Hwy 99W at Cedar Brook Way and Meinecke Road and on 
Handley Street at Copper Terrace and Elwert Road.  

• As the development will require a rezone of the property from commercial to residential 
use a year 2035 analysis period was included in the study.     

• Computation of trip generation for the development based on the ITE Trip Generation 
manual using average rates for single-family housing (code #210) and townhomes (code 
#230) for the proposed development. For comparison purposes identification of the trip 
generation for site buildout under the current (commercial) zoning using shopping center 
(code #820) and fast-food restaurant (code #933).  

• Preparation of a trip distribution plan considering existing counts & circulation patterns, 
historical traffic study results, and engineering judgment. 

• Application of a seasonal adjustment factor to the raw volume counts on Hwy 99W to 
equate to the summertime peak hour volumes.  

• Application of a one percent annual traffic growth rate based on historical data provided 
by ODOT. For Handley Street the City provided the future AM peak hour volumes. 

• Review the MUTCD peak hour signal warrant at the study intersections to verify if the 
traffic criterion is met.   

• Level of service (LOS) analysis of the study intersections to measure the vehicle delay 
and volume-to-capacity (v/c) for comparison to City and ODOT standards.  

• Verification of intersection sight distance at the proposed access locations on Meinecke 
Road and on Cedar Brook Way.  
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• Review of traffic crash data furnished by ODOT and determination of the intersection 
crash rates at the study intersections. 

 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION, STREETS, AND CRITICAL INTERSECTIONS  
The Brownstone residential development will be located on the northwest side of Hwy 99W 
between Cedar Brook Way and Meinecke Road in Sherwood. Figure 'b' illustrates the site plan 
and access conditions associated with the project. One access will be located on the property's 
northerly side on Cedar Brook Way and a second access is proposed on the site's south side to 
Meinecke Road. New access to Hwy 99W is not planned.  
 
 
The table below summarizes the study area roadways, classification, width, number of lanes, and 
posted speed. The lane configuration for each study intersection is presented on Figure 'c'.  
 

Roadway Classification
Width     
(FEET)

Lanes   
(#)

Speed     
(MPH) Bike Lanes Sidewalks

Pacific Highway                       
(Highway 99W)

Statewide Highway 
(NHS Freight Route)

110-130 4-6 45-55 Both sides Intermittent

Cedar Brook Way Local Street 32 2 251 Both sides Both sides
Meinecke Parkway Local Street 42 2 not posted Both sides Both sides
Meinecke Road Minor Arterial 63 2 not posted Both sides North side
Handley Street Local Street 37 2 not posted No Both sides
Elwert Road Major Collector 22-37 2 25-35 No No
Copper Terrace Local Street 28 2 25 No East sides
1 Speed estimated.

 
 
Cedar Brook Way and Pacific Highway (Highway 99W) is a tee-shaped intersection with stop 
control on the Cedar Brook Way approach. Cedar Brook Way and Pacific Highway (Highway 
99W) operates as a right-only intersection.  
 
Proposed site accesses and Cedar Brook Way will be tee-shaped intersection with stop-control 
on the site access approach.  
 
Proposed site accesses and Meinecke Road will be tee-shaped intersection with stop-control on 
the site access approach. Meinecke Road currently contains a landscaped median.  
 
Meinecke Parkway and Cedar Brook Way is a single-lane roundabout with three approaches 
that are controlled with yield signs. Crosswalks are provided on each approach of the 
roundabout. 
Meinecke Parkway/Meinecke Road and Pacific Highway (Highway 99W) is a four-legged 
intersection with permitted left turn phasing on the Meinecke Parkway and Meinecke Road 
approaches and protected left turn phasing on the Pacific Highway (Highway 99W) approaches. 
Crosswalks are provided on all but the east approach. 
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Handley Street at Elwert Road is a tee-shaped intersection with stop-control on the Handley 
Street approach.  
 
Handley Street at Copper Terrace is a tee-shaped intersection with stop-control on all of the 
approaches.  
 
 
ON-SITE CIRCULATION 
Along the site's frontage sidewalk will be constructed on Cedar Brook Way adjacent to the 
property. Sidewalks will also be constructed on the new streets built within the development to 
provide pedestrian connectivity to the adjacent properties. 
 
With construction of the Cedar Brook Way extension north of Meinecke Road a bicycle lane will 
be striped on each side of the road segment.  
 
Vehicular access for the site will be provided at two proposed private driveway locations on the 
Cedar Brook Way and Meinecke Road. On-site circulation will be provided such that vehicles 
(and pedestrians and bicycles) can travel between the site and the adjacent Creekview 
Condominiums development.  
 
  
TRAFFIC OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS 
In order to evaluate traffic flow and delay in the area several intersections were analyzed for 
level of service (LOS) conditions including volume/capacity and safety. The study intersections 
included Hwy 99W at Cedar Brook Way and Meinecke Road and Handley Street at Copper 
Terrace and Elwert Road.  The intersection Volume/Capacity (v/c) and level of service (LOS) 
results were completed for the AM peak hours on Handley Street and the PM peak hours on Hwy 
99W as stipulated by the agencies. The following scenarios were evaluated. 
 

• Year 2013 Existing Traffic (seasonally adjusted volumes) 
• Year 2016 Background Traffic 
• Year 2016 Total Traffic 
• Year 2035 Background  
• Year 2035 Total Traffic  

 
In order to perform the LOS analysis at the critical intersections manual traffic counts were 
conducted during the AM peak (7:00-9:00 AM) and PM peak (4:00-6:00 PM) traffic hours in 
August and September, 2013. A copy of the traffic counts are included in the report’s appendix.  
 
The peak hour counts are presented on Figure 1. The diagram illustrates the turning movement 
volumes (raw data) for the AM peak hour on Handley Street and the PM peak hour on Hwy 
99W.  For projects occurring on highway systems having volume fluctuations throughout the 
year it may be necessary to apply an adjustment factor to equate the volumes to the peak-season 
traffic conditions evident on Hwy 99W.  The methodology documented in ODOT's APM 
guidelines was followed in order to develop the adjusted volumes. The peak hour volumes 
shown on Figure 2 takes into account application of the seasonal adjustment factor (+1%). 
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Additionally ODOT has confirmed that it was necessary to apply a 1%/year traffic growth factor 
to obtain the year 2016 background traffic scenario. The City provided the future year 
background AM peak hour volumes on Handley Street. The year 2016 background traffic for 
Handley Street is shown on Figure 3a.  The year 2016 background traffic for Hwy 99W is shown 
on Figure 3b. The year 2035 background traffic is shown on Figure 4.   
 
The year 2016 total traffic associated with the AM peak hour on Handley Street is shown on 
Figure 6a and the year 2016 total traffic for Hwy 99W is shown on Figure 6b. The year 2035 
total traffic for Handley Street is illustrated on Figure 7.  The total traffic is the summation of 
background traffic volumes and site generated traffic. 
 
 
VEHICULAR TRIP GENERATION 
Trip rates presented in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 
8th Edition, were utilized to estimate the site’s trip generation.  Table 1 presents the number of 
trips projected to be generated by the proposed housing units (18 single-family homes & 50 
tonwhomes). The trip generation due to the Brownstone Development will total 463 daily trips, 
36 AM peak hour trips, and 44 PM peak hour trips. 
 
The trip generation was also calculated for comparison purposes under the current commercial 
zoning. A potential development plan for commercial could include 62,000 square feet of 
shopping center and a fast-food restaurant facility. For this scenario the trip generation is shown 
in Table 1a. After accounting for pass-by traffic the net trip generation for the commercial uses 
will total 3,736 trips per day with 96 AM peak hour trips and 171 PM peak hour trips. 
 
In comparing the two scenarios it has been verified that the residential development will generate 
only 12% of the daily commercial-related trips and 38% of the AM peak hour commercial trips 
and 26% of the PM peak hour commercial trips.  
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Table 1  Trip Generation Summary - Proposed Residential Use

Total Enter Exit Total Enter Exit
Single-Family (#210) 18

Generation Rate1 9.57 0.75 25% 75% 1.01 63% 37%
Site Trips 172 14 4 10 18 11 7
Residential Condo/Townh 50

Generation Rate1 5.81 0.44 17% 83% 0.52 67% 33%
Site Trips 291 22 4 18 26 17 9
Total 68 463 36 8 28 44 28 16
1  Source:  Trip Generation, 8th Edition, ITE, 2008, average rates.

Table 1a  Trip Generation Summary - Commercial Use (not proposed)

Total Enter Exit Total Enter Exit
Shopping Center (#820) 62,000
Generation Rate1 42.94 1.00 61% 39% 3.73 49% 51%
Total Driveway Trips 2,662 62 38 24 231 113 118

Pass-By Rate2 0% 34%

Pass-By Trips 0 0 0 79 39 40
Net New Trips 62 38 24 152 74 78
Fast-Food without Drive-T 1,500

Generation Rate1 716.0 43.87 60% 40% 26.15 51% 49%
Total Driveway Trips 1,074 66 40 26 39 20 19

Pass-By Rate2 49% 50%
Pass-By Trips 32 19 13 20 10 10
Net New Trips 34 21 13 19 10 9
Pass-By Total 32 19 13 99 49 50
Net New Site Total 63,500 3,736 96 59 37 171 84 87
1  Source:  Trip Generation, 8th Edition, ITE, 2008, average rates.

ITE Land Use Units
Weekday

ADT
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

ITE Land Use
Units    

(sq.ft.)

Weekday

ADT
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

 
 
 
Trip distribution is based on existing traffic patterns, count data, site access, and engineering 
judgment.  Figures 5a & 5b illustrate the trip distribution and assignments related to the AM & 
PM peak hours. Figure 5c shows the trip distribution & assignments associated under the current 
commercial zoning scenario. 
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CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
Capacity analyses were performed to determine the levels of service for the weekday peak hours. 
Traffix was used to determine the level of service and v/c ratios for the scenarios considered. The 
program is based on the Highway Capacity Manual methodology.  
 
ODOT uses the v/c ratio to measure performance of its highways. Sherwood’s Transportation 
System Plan (TSP) identifies ‘For statewide freight within the Metro area (i.e. ORE 99W through 
Sherwood), intersections are required to operate at a volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) of 0.95 or 
better (2040 Concept Area) and 0.90 or better (Non-Concept Area).  Additionally, alternate 
highway mobility standards have been defined for specifically designated areas within Metro’s 
boundaries.  Specifically, Corridors (as 99W is designated) have a maximum v/c ratio of 0.99 for 
both the first and second hours.’ 
 
Mitigation is required if the project traffic impacts cause the v/c to exceed this standard.  If the 
v/c is already exceeding the standard, the project would be required to mitigate its traffic impacts 
only if the v/c was worsened.  
 
Table 2 indicates that the study intersections will experience LOS 'D' or better during the AM 
and PM peak hours through the year 2016 and year 2035 total traffic scenarios. On Hwy 99W the 
intersection at Meinecke Parkway/Meinecke Road will operate with a v/c ratio of 0.75 through 
the year 2016 total traffic scenario and meets the required operational standard.  
 
Based on the results of the capacity analysis intersection improvements are not necessary. 
 
 
  
Table 2  Capacity Analysis Summary

Crit. 
Mov't

LOS Delay v/c
Crit. 
Mov't

LOS Delay v/c
Crit. 
Mov't

LOS Delay v/c
Crit. 
Mov't

LOS Delay v/c
Crit. 
Mov't

LOS Delay v/c

- -SB A 9.3 - - -

-

WB A 9.6 0.41

-

- - - -

EB A 8.9 0.34

C 15.2 -

B 18.3 0.75

D 26.0 -

B12.8 - WB WBWS 13.2 - WB B 14.9

Notes:  2000 Highway Capacity Manual  methodology used in analysis.  NB - Northbound,         Crit. Mov't - Critical movement or critical approach.

- - - -- - - -
Meinecke 
Rd/Site Access

Stop PM

AEBAM

B
Handley 
Street/Elwert 
Rd

Stop AM WB

Hwy 99/Cedar 
Brook Way

Stop

Stop 0.428.9 0.32 WB A 9.7
Handley 
Street/Copper 
Terrace

-- -24.3 - -EB-R - - -

-0.72 SB 18.3 0.74 - --SB

2016 Background 2035 ZC Total TrafficIntersection
Int 

Cont
Peak 
Hour

2013 Existing (30HV)

Traffic Scenario

2016 Total Traffic 2035 ZC Background

Hwy 
99/Meinecke 
Rd

Sig PM B

PM

SB B 16.0

EB-R C

0.34

EB-R -25.7D

- - -

8.9EB A

-

B 13.0 -
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Generally, LOS ‘A’, ‘B’, ‘C’, and ‘D’ are desirable service levels ranging from no vehicle delays 
to average or longer than average delays in the peak hours.  Level ‘E’ represents long delays 
indicating signalization warrants need to be reviewed and signals considered only if warrants are 
met.  Level ‘F’ indicates that intersection improvements, such as widening and signalization, 
may be considered.  According to the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), the following delay 
times are associated with the LOS at stop controlled unsignalized and signalized intersections. 
 
 
 

Level of Service criteria defined in the Highway Capacity Manual. 
Level of Service Unsignalized Control Signalized Control 

(LOS) Stopped Delay (sec/veh) Stopped Delay (sec/veh) 
A ≤ 10 ≤ 10 

B > 10 and ≤ 15 > 10 and ≤ 20 

C > 15 and ≤ 25 > 20 and ≤ 35 

D > 25 and ≤ 35 > 35 and ≤ 55 

E > 35 and ≤ 50 > 55 and ≤ 80 

F > 50 > 80 
 
 
 
 
SIGHT DISTANCE 
Sight distance at the proposed access location on Cedar Brook Way cannot physically be 
reviewed in the field as the remaining segment of Cedar Brook Way is not constructed. Using a 
speed of 25MPH corresponds to a sight distance requirement of 280 feet according to AASHTO. 
If the new extension of Cedar Brook Way is posted at 25MPH it will be necessary to maintain at 
least the minimum required sight distance (280 feet). Obstructions to the sightlines by signing, 
vegetation, building structures, parking, or other items that restrict the sight distance to less than 
the minimum standard will not be permitted.   
 
Sight distance at the south proposed access on Meinecke Road is currently unobstructed in both 
directions. The adjacent intersections to the southeast (Hwy 99W) and northwest (Cedar Brook 
Way - roundabout) are visible without any restrictions and must be maintained. 
 
 
TURN LANE WARRANTS 
The proposed access on Meinecke Road will be restricted to right turn movements due to the 
existing center raised median. As a result no left turn warrant was evaluated at this location. 
 
At the site's northerly access on Cedar Brook Way a left turn lane will not be required due to the 
low peak hour volumes (existing PM peak hour volume = 112) on Cedar Brook Way.  
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TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANTS 
The peak hour signal warrant described in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD) was reviewed in order to document the signal warrant conditions at the stop 
controlled intersections on Handley Street. The results indicate that for the AM peak hour the 
warrant is not met through the year 2035 total traffic scenario based on the low volume levels.  
Therefore, no signal improvements are recommended.   
 
 
ACCIDENT HISTORY 
Five years of crash data covering the period year 2007 through year 2011 for the study 
intersections on Hwy 99W and on Handley Street was requested from ODOT staff. A summary 
of the crash frequencies and rates is presented in Table 3. 
 
The resulting crash rates were less than 0.22 MEV (crashes per million entering vehicles per 
year) at each of the locations. These rates are less than 1.0 MEV or the critical rate at which 
further investigation and safety measures normally should be considered. As a result of the 
analysis no additional safety improvements are proposed. 
 
Table 3  Crash Rate Summary

Annual
Traffic

Entering
(veh/yr)

Hwy 99 and SW Meinecke Parkway 5 14 2.8 13437180 0.21

Hwy 99 and SW Cedar Brook Way 5 1 0.2 7841703 0.03

Handley Street at Elwert Road 5 0 0.0 258590 0.00

Handley Street at Copper Terrace 5 0 0.0 1219902 0.00

* M.E.V. - million entering vehicles.

Accident 
rate per 
M.E.V.*

Intersection
Accident 
History 
(Years)

Number of 
Accidents

Accidents 
per year

 
 
 
PEDESTRIANS, BICYCLES, & BUSES 
There are existing sidewalks along Meinecke Road on both sides adjacent to the Brownstone 
Development property. On the completed portions of Cedar Brook Way sidewalk is present on 
both sides of the street. Sidewalk will be constructed with the development on the Cedar Brook 
Way extension and on the streets constructed within the development site. 
 
Bike lanes are present on Meinecke Road between Hwy 99W and the roundabout at Cedar Brook 
Way and on Cedar Brook Way south of the roundabout. Bike lanes will be added on the 
extension of Cedar Brook Way constructed with the development. 
 
Transit service is provided by Tri-Met. Route #12 (Barbur Boulevard) and Route #94 
(Sherwood/Pacific Highway Express) travel along Barbur Boulevard, Pacific Highway (Highway 
99W), and Sherwood Boulevard, between Portland City Center and the Sherwood City Hall. 
Route #12 travels on weekdays and weekends; Route #94 travels on weekdays only. The nearest 

Ordinance 2014-013, Attachment to Staff Report, Exh's A-Q 
July 15, 2014, Page 211 of 397

296



 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
      Brownstone Development                                                   October 4, 2013 
                                                              Traffic Analysis Report                              SW Meinecke Road, Sherwood 

9 

 
Charbonneau 
Engineering LLC 

 

transit stop is more than ¾-mile to the northeast on Langer Drive near its intersection with 
Sherwood Boulevard. 
 
 
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The traffic study has documented the operational and safety conditions for the Brownstone 
Development site in Sherwood, Oregon.  The proposed development plan will include 
construction of 18 single-family housing units and 50 townhomes for a total of 68 residential 
units. The project development will occur on the northwest side of SW Pacific Highway (Hwy 
99W) between Cedar Brook Way and Meinecke Road. 
 
The trip generation for the residential development will total 463 daily trips, 36 AM peak hour 
trips, and 44 PM peak hour trips. The trip generation was also calculated for comparison 
purposes under the current zoning as commercial use. A potential commercial development plan 
may include up to 62,000 square feet of shopping center and a restaurant such as a fast-food 
establishment. For this scenario the trip generation would total 3,736 trips per day with 96 AM 
peak hour trips and 171 PM peak hour trips. A comparison of the two scenarios determined the 
proposed residential use will generate only 12% of the daily commercial number of trips. In the 
AM peak hour the residential use will generate 38% of the commercial trips and in the PM peak 
hour 26% of commercial trips. As a result the Brownstone Development will have only a 
marginal traffic impact on the transportation system compared to development built under the 
existing zoning.  
 
Sight distance at the proposed access location on Cedar Brook Way cannot physically be 
reviewed in the field as the remaining segment of Cedar Brook Way is not constructed. It will be 
necessary to maintain at least the minimum required sight distance (280 feet based on 25MPH, 
AASHTO standard). Obstructions to the sightlines by signing, vegetation, building structures, 
parking, or other items that restrict the sight distance to less than the minimum standard will not 
be permitted. Sight distance at the south proposed access on Meinecke Road is currently 
unobstructed in both directions. The adjacent intersections to the southeast (Hwy 99W) and 
northwest (Cedar Brook Way) are visible without any restrictions and must be maintained. 
 
Based on the peak hour signal warrant no additional signals are warranted.  
 
The capacity analysis determined that the study intersections will experience LOS 'D' or better 
during the AM and PM peak hours through the year 2016 and year 2035 total traffic scenarios. 
On Hwy 99W the intersection at Meinecke Parkway/Meinecke Road will operate with a v/c ratio 
of 0.75 through the year 2016 total traffic scenario and meets the required operational standard.  
Based on the results of the capacity analysis intersection improvements are not necessary. 
 
Five years of crash data covering the period year 2007 through year 2011 for the study 
intersections on Hwy 99W and on Handley Street was requested from ODOT staff. The resulting 
crash rates were less than 0.22 MEV (crashes per million entering vehicles per year) at each of 
the locations. These rates are less than 1.0 MEV or the critical rate at which further investigation 
and safety measures normally should be considered. As a result of the analysis no additional 
safety improvements are proposed. 
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DEVELOPMENT SITE

SHERWOOD, OREGON
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NOTES: FIGURE

PROJECT:

PLOT DATE: FILE:

b

SITE PLAN

BROWNSTONE DEVELOPMENT - SHERWOOD
13.19 - Brownstone Dev.

9/14/2013 Brownstone Dev Sherwood Figures 14SEP13.dwg
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STUDY AREA INTERSECTIONS

AND CONTROL DEVICES13.19 - Brownstone Dev.

WITH LANE CONFIGURATIONS

9
/1

4
/2

0
1
3

B
ro

w
n

s
to

n
e
 D

e
v
 S

h
e
rw

o
o
d

 F
ig

u
re

s
 1

4
S

E
P

1
3
.d

w
g

NOTES:

LEGEND

EXISTING/PROPOSED CHANNELIZATION

BICYCLE LANE

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION

STOP CONTROLLED APPROACH

YIELD CONTROLLED APPROACH

SIGN
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DEVELOPMENT

SITE
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2013 - AM (PM) PEAK HOUR

AT STUDY AREA INTERSECTIONS13.19 - Brownstone Dev.

EXISTING RAW TRAFFIC VOLUMES
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NOTES:

9/5/2013 (THU)

PK HR: 7:15-8:15 AM

2HR (7-9 AM)

VIDEO/MANUAL TURN

COUNT

BROWNSTONE
DEVELOPMENT

SITE

9/5/2013 (THU)

PK HR: 7:15-8:15 AM

2HR (7-9 AM)

VIDEO/MANUAL TURN

COUNT

8/27/2013 (TUE)

PK HR: 5:00-6:00 PM

2HR (4-6 PM)

VIDEO/MANUAL TURN COUNT

8/27/2013 (TUE)

PK HR: 4:45-5:45 AM

2HR (4-6 PM)

VIDEO/MANUAL

TURN COUNT
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2013 - ADJUSTED TO 30HV

AT STUDY AREA INTERSECTIONS13.19 - Brownstone Dev.
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3a

AM PEAK HOUR

AT STUDY AREA INTERSECTIONS13.19 - Brownstone Dev.

2016 BACKGROUND TRAFFIC
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NOTES:
2016 BACKGROUND TRAFFIC = 1%

GROWTH PER YEAR FOR 3 YEARS (3%)
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(PM) PEAK HOUR

AT STUDY AREA INTERSECTIONS13.19 - Brownstone Dev.
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NOTES:
2016 BACKGROUND TRAFFIC = 1%

GROWTH PER YEAR FOR 3 YEARS (3%)
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NOTES:
2035 BACKGROUND TRAFFIC = 1%

GROWTH PER YEAR FOR 22 YEARS (22%)
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AM PEAK HOUR

OF TRAFFIC FOR BROWNSTONE13.14 - Bonav. Tigard

DISTRIBUTION & ASSIGNMENTS
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NOTES:
Trip Generation based on standard ITE

rates for shopping center (code 210)

and fast-food restaurant (code 230).

Trip distribution percentages are based on existing

traffic patterns and engineering judgement.

BROWNSTONE
DEVELOPMENT

SITE

NET NEW SITE TRIPS

IN OUT *

AM PEAK HOUR  8 28
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Trip distribution percentages are based on existing

traffic patterns and engineering judgement.

BROWNSTONE
DEVELOPMENT

SITE

NET NEW SITE TRIPS

IN OUT *

PM PEAK HOUR 28 16

NOTES:
Trip Generation based on standard ITE

rates for single family home (code 210)

and condo/townhome (code 230).
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AM PEAK HOUR

OF TRAFFIC FOR ZONE CHANGE13.14 - Bonav. Tigard
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NOTES:
Trip Generation based on standard ITE

rates for shopping center (code 820)

and fast-food restaurant (code 933).

Trip distribution percentages are based on existing

traffic patterns and engineering judgement.
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NET NEW 59 37
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NOTES:
2016 AM PEAK HOUR TOTAL TRAFFIC =

2016 AM PEAK HOUR BACKGROUND

TRAFFIC + TRIP ASSIGNMENTS FROM

FIG 5a.
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NOTES:
2016 (PM) PEAK HOUR TOTAL TRAFFIC =

2016 (PM) PEAK HOUR BACKGROUND

TRAFFIC + TRIP ASSIGNMENTS FROM

FIG 5b.
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NOTES:
2035 AM PEAK HOUR TOTAL TRAFFIC =

2035 AM PEAK HOUR BACKGROUND

TRAFFIC + TRIP ASSIGNMENTS FROM

FIG 5c.
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Total Vehicle Summary

SW Elwert Rd & SW Handley St

7:00 AM   to   9:00 AM

15-Minute Interval Summary
7:00 AM   to   9:00 AM

Interval Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Pedestrians
Start SW Elwert Rd SW Elwert Rd SW Handley St SW Handley St Interval Crosswalk
Time T R Bikes L T Bikes Bikes L R Bikes Total North South East West

7:00 AM 67 2 0 2 36 0 0 2 3 0 112 0 0 0 0
7:15 AM 73 14 0 5 46 0 0 1 9 0 148 0 0 0 0
7:30 AM 81 30 0 20 71 0 0 5 6 0 213 0 0 0 0
7:45 AM 74 15 0 12 78 0 0 7 22 0 208 0 0 0 0
8:00 AM 64 4 0 0 39 0 0 3 9 0 119 0 0 0 0
8:15 AM 47 0 0 2 47 0 0 1 3 0 100 0 0 0 0
8:30 AM 46 3 0 0 36 0 0 1 4 0 90 0 0 0 0
8:45 AM 33 5 0 1 36 0 0 0 1 0 76 0 0 0 0

Total 
Survey

485 73 0 42 389 0 0 20 57 0 1,066 0 0 0 0

Peak Hour Summary
7:15 AM   to   8:15 AM

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Pedestrians
SW Elwert Rd SW Elwert Rd SW Handley St SW Handley St Total Crosswalk

In Out Total Bikes In Out Total Bikes In Out Total Bikes In Out Total Bikes North South East West
Volume 355 250 605 0 271 338 609 0 0 0 0 0 62 100 162 0 688 0 0 0 0

%HV 2.3% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3%
PHF 0.80 0.74 0.00 0.53 0.81

Thursday, September 05, 2013

By 
Approach

Clay Carney
(503) 833-2740
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Peak Hour Summary
7:15 AM   to   8:15 AM

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
SW Elwert Rd SW Elwert Rd SW Handley St SW Handley St Total

T R L T L R
Volume 292 63 37 234 16 46 688

%HV NA 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% NA NA NA NA 0.0% NA 0.0% 1.3%
PHF 0.90 0.53 0.46 0.75 0.57 0.52 0.81

Rolling Hour Summary
7:00 AM   to   9:00 AM

Interval Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Pedestrians
Start SW Elwert Rd SW Elwert Rd SW Handley St SW Handley St Interval Crosswalk
Time T R Bikes L T Bikes Bikes L R Bikes Total North South East West

7:00 AM 295 61 0 39 231 0 0 15 40 0 681 0 0 0 0
7:15 AM 292 63 0 37 234 0 0 16 46 0 688 0 0 0 0
7:30 AM 266 49 0 34 235 0 0 16 40 0 640 0 0 0 0
7:45 AM 231 22 0 14 200 0 0 12 38 0 517 0 0 0 0
8:00 AM 190 12 0 3 158 0 0 5 17 0 385 0 0 0 0

355

0.80 0.53

62

0.00

0

0.74

271
0.0%0.0%

By 
Movement

Total TotalTotalTotal

0.4%2.3%

Ordinance 2014-013, Attachment to Staff Report, Exh's A-Q 
July 15, 2014, Page 228 of 397

313



Heavy Vehicle Summary

SW Elwert Rd & SW Handley St

7:00 AM   to   9:00 AM

Heavy Vehicle   15-Minute Interval Summary
7:00 AM   to   9:00 AM

Interval Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Start SW Elwert Rd SW Elwert Rd SW Handley St SW Handley St Interval
Time T R Total L T Total Total L R Total Total

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 AM 3 0 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 4
7:30 AM 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
7:45 AM 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
8:00 AM 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
8:15 AM 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2
8:30 AM 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
8:45 AM 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2

Total 
Survey

11 0 11 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 14

Heavy Vehicle   Peak Hour Summary
7:15 AM   to   8:15 AM

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
SW Elwert Rd SW Elwert Rd SW Handley St SW Handley St

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total
Volume 8 1 9 1 8 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 9

PHF 0.33 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.32

Thursday, September 05, 2013

By 
Approach

Total

0

0

0

1 0

8

81
InOut

81
OutIn

0In 

0Out

Peak Hour Summary
7:15 AM   to   8:15 AM

Clay Carney
(503) 833-2740

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
SW Elwert Rd SW Elwert Rd SW Handley St SW Handley St

T R Total L T Total Total L R Total
Volume 8 0 8 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 9

PHF 0.33 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.32

Heavy Vehicle   Rolling Hour Summary
7:00 AM   to   9:00 AM

Interval
Start Interval
Time T R Total L T Total Total L R Total Total

7:00 AM 6 0 6 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 7
7:15 AM 8 0 8 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 9
7:30 AM 6 0 6 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 7
7:45 AM 6 0 6 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 7
8:00 AM 5 0 5 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 7

By 
Movement

Total

SW Elwert Rd SW Elwert Rd SW Handley St
Northbound Southbound Eastbound

SW Handley St
Westbound

0

0

0

1 0

8

81
InOut

81
OutIn

0In 

0Out

Peak Hour Summary
7:15 AM   to   8:15 AM

Clay Carney
(503) 833-2740
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     Peak Hour Summary

7:15 AM   to   8:15 AM
Thursday, September 05, 2013
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Total Vehicle Summary

SW Copper Terrace & SW Handley Rd

7:00 AM   to   9:00 AM

15-Minute Interval Summary
7:00 AM   to   9:00 AM

Interval Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Pedestrians
Start SW Copper Terrace SW Copper Terrace SW Handley Rd SW Handley Rd Interval Crosswalk
Time Bikes L R Bikes L T Bikes T R Bikes Total North South East West

7:00 AM 0 4 2 0 3 3 0 2 5 0 19 0 0 0 0
7:15 AM 0 16 2 0 16 3 0 6 14 0 57 0 0 1 0
7:30 AM 0 20 5 0 35 12 0 8 66 0 146 2 0 35 0
7:45 AM 0 5 7 0 10 15 0 9 43 0 89 0 0 16 0
8:00 AM 0 9 4 0 2 2 0 8 6 0 31 0 0 4 0
8:15 AM 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 4 3 0 13 0 0 1 0
8:30 AM 0 1 0 0 1 4 0 5 1 0 12 0 0 0 0
8:45 AM 0 2 1 0 3 2 0 1 0 0 9 0 0 0 0

Total 
Survey

0 58 23 0 71 43 0 43 138 0 376 2 0 57 0

Peak Hour Summary
7:15 AM   to   8:15 AM

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Pedestrians
SW Copper Terrace SW Copper Terrace SW Handley Rd SW Handley Rd Total Crosswalk

In Out Total Bikes In Out Total Bikes In Out Total Bikes In Out Total Bikes North South East West
Volume 0 0 0 0 68 192 260 0 95 49 144 0 160 82 242 0 323 2 0 56 0

%HV 0.0% 7.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5%
PHF 0.00 0.68 0.51 0.54 0.55

Thursday, September 05, 2013

By 
Approach

Clay Carney
(503) 833-2740
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Peak Hour Summary
7:15 AM   to   8:15 AM

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
SW Copper Terrace SW Copper Terrace SW Handley Rd SW Handley Rd Total

L R L T T R
Volume 50 18 63 32 31 129 323

%HV NA NA NA 10.0% NA 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 1.5%
PHF 0.63 0.64 0.45 0.53 0.86 0.49 0.55

Rolling Hour Summary
7:00 AM   to   9:00 AM

Interval Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Pedestrians
Start SW Copper Terrace SW Copper Terrace SW Handley Rd SW Handley Rd Interval Crosswalk
Time Bikes L R Bikes L T Bikes T R Bikes Total North South East West

7:00 AM 0 45 16 0 64 33 0 25 128 0 311 2 0 52 0
7:15 AM 0 50 18 0 63 32 0 31 129 0 323 2 0 56 0
7:30 AM 0 35 18 0 48 31 0 29 118 0 279 2 0 56 0
7:45 AM 0 16 13 0 14 23 0 26 53 0 145 0 0 21 0
8:00 AM 0 13 7 0 7 10 0 18 10 0 65 0 0 5 0

0

0.00 0.54

160
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95

0.68

68
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By 
Movement

Total TotalTotalTotal

7.4%0.0%
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Heavy Vehicle Summary

SW Copper Terrace & SW Handley Rd

7:00 AM   to   9:00 AM

Heavy Vehicle   15-Minute Interval Summary
7:00 AM   to   9:00 AM

Interval Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Start SW Copper Terrace SW Copper Terrace SW Handley Rd SW Handley Rd Interval
Time Total L R Total L T Total T R Total Total

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 AM 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
7:30 AM 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
7:45 AM 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 
Survey

0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

Heavy Vehicle   Peak Hour Summary
7:15 AM   to   8:15 AM

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
SW Copper Terrace SW Copper Terrace SW Handley Rd SW Handley Rd

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total
Volume 0 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 5 5

PHF 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.25

Thursday, September 05, 2013

By 
Approach

Total

0

0
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0

50

00
InOut

05
OutIn

0In 

0Out

Peak Hour Summary
7:15 AM   to   8:15 AM

Clay Carney
(503) 833-2740

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
SW Copper Terrace SW Copper Terrace SW Handley Rd SW Handley Rd

Total L R Total L T Total T R Total
Volume 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

PHF 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25

Heavy Vehicle   Rolling Hour Summary
7:00 AM   to   9:00 AM

Interval
Start Interval
Time Total L R Total L T Total T R Total Total

7:00 AM 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
7:15 AM 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
7:30 AM 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
7:45 AM 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

By 
Movement

Total

SW Copper Terrace SW Copper Terrace SW Handley Rd
Northbound Southbound Eastbound

SW Handley Rd
Westbound

0

0

0

0

50

00
InOut

05
OutIn

0In 

0Out

Peak Hour Summary
7:15 AM   to   8:15 AM

Clay Carney
(503) 833-2740
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     Peak Hour Summary

7:15 AM   to   8:15 AM
Thursday, September 05, 2013

  

  

 68 192  

  

 18 50  

 � �  

          

                      

  � 129

0 49   � 31 160 0

  

  

  

SW Handley Rd

0 0

SW Copper Terrace & SW Handley Rd

S
W

 C
o

p
p

er
 

T
er

ra
ce

0Bikes

0
Bikes

2Peds

ed
s

0

Clay Carney
(503) 833-2740

ed
s

56

  

63 �   

0 95 32 �   82 0

  

              

 

 
 

 

 

 

Count Period: 7:00 AM   to   9:00 AM

0

1.5%

68

323

SW Handley Rd

Approach HV%PHF Volume

NB 0.00 0.0% 0

SB 0.68 7.4%

Intersection 0.55

EB 0.51 0.0%

0

95

160WB 0.54 0.0%

0Bikes

0
Bikes

2Peds

P
ed

s
0

Clay Carney
(503) 833-2740

0

Bikes

0Peds

P
ed

s
56

0Bikes

Ordinance 2014-013, Attachment to Staff Report, Exh's A-Q 
July 15, 2014, Page 233 of 397

318



Total Vehicle Summary

Hwy 99 W & SW Meinecke Pkwy

4:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

15-Minute Interval Summary
4:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

Interval Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Pedestrians
Start Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Meinecke Pkwy SW Meinecke Pkwy Interval Crosswalk
Time L T R L T R L T R L T R Total North South East West

4:00 PM 4 291 12 49 429 10 13 13 6 9 6 31 873 0 2 0 0
4:15 PM 3 302 9 51 425 10 13 16 2 8 12 34 885 0 0 2 0
4:30 PM 5 302 12 59 426 13 19 11 4 11 12 40 914 0 1 1 0
4:45 PM 6 286 8 57 426 15 15 19 5 7 9 33 886 0 3 0 0
5:00 PM 3 269 12 62 432 12 20 13 1 5 14 44 887 0 2 0 0
5:15 PM 6 310 12 71 421 12 19 15 2 12 15 38 933 0 0 1 0
5:30 PM 7 255 10 64 483 18 16 18 6 12 12 34 935 0 0 2 0
5:45 PM 5 294 8 66 429 19 19 13 6 9 14 42 924 0 1 0 0

Total 
Survey

39 2,309 83 479 3,471 109 134 118 32 73 94 296 7,237 0 9 6 0

Peak Hour Summary
5:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Pedestrians
Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Meinecke Pkwy SW Meinecke Pkwy Total Crosswalk

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total North South East West
Volume 1,191 1,818 3,009 2,089 1,360 3,449 148 137 285 251 364 615 3,679 0 3 3 0

%HV 1.9% 1.1% 2.0% 2.8% 1.5%
PHF 0.91 0.92 0.93 0.97 0.98

Tuesday, August 27, 2013

By 
Approach
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Peak Hour Summary
5:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Meinecke Pkwy SW Meinecke Pkwy Total

L T R L T R L T R L T R
Volume 21 1,128 42 263 1,765 61 74 59 15 38 55 158 3,679

%HV 4.8% 1.9% 2.4% 0.8% 1.1% 1.6% 1.4% 1.7% 6.7% 7.9% 1.8% 1.9% 1.5%
PHF 0.75 0.91 0.88 0.93 0.91 0.80 0.93 0.82 0.63 0.79 0.92 0.90 0.98

Rolling Hour Summary
4:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

Interval Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Pedestrians
Start Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Meinecke Pkwy SW Meinecke Pkwy Interval Crosswalk
Time L T R L T R L T R L T R Total North South East West

4:00 PM 18 1,181 41 216 1,706 48 60 59 17 35 39 138 3,558 0 6 3 0
4:15 PM 17 1,159 41 229 1,709 50 67 59 12 31 47 151 3,572 0 6 3 0
4:30 PM 20 1,167 44 249 1,705 52 73 58 12 35 50 155 3,620 0 6 2 0
4:45 PM 22 1,120 42 254 1,762 57 70 65 14 36 50 149 3,641 0 5 3 0
5:00 PM 21 1,128 42 263 1,765 61 74 59 15 38 55 158 3,679 0 3 3 0

By 
Movement
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Heavy Vehicle Summary

Hwy 99 W & SW Meinecke Pkwy

4:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

Heavy Vehicle   15-Minute Interval Summary
4:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

Interval Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Start Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Meinecke Pkwy SW Meinecke Pkwy Interval
Time L T R Total L T R Total L T R Total L T R Total Total

4:00 PM 0 8 2 10 1 10 0 11 2 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 24
4:15 PM 1 9 0 10 0 10 1 11 0 1 0 1 0 2 2 4 26
4:30 PM 0 13 1 14 0 15 0 15 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 32
4:45 PM 0 5 0 5 2 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
5:00 PM 0 4 0 4 0 5 0 5 0 1 0 1 2 1 2 5 15
5:15 PM 1 3 1 5 1 2 1 4 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 10
5:30 PM 0 8 0 8 0 6 0 6 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 16
5:45 PM 0 6 0 6 1 6 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 14

Total 
Survey

2 56 4 62 5 57 2 64 4 2 1 7 4 4 6 14 147

Heavy Vehicle   Peak Hour Summary
5:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Meinecke Pkwy SW Meinecke Pkwy

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total
Volume 23 23 46 22 25 47 3 3 6 7 4 11 55

PHF 0.17 0.15 0.19 0.25 0.17

Tuesday, August 27, 2013

By 
Approach
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Peak Hour Summary
5:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

Clay Carney
(503) 833-2740

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Meinecke Pkwy SW Meinecke Pkwy

L T R Total L T R Total L T R Total L T R Total
Volume 1 21 1 23 2 19 1 22 1 1 1 3 3 1 3 7 55

PHF 0.25 0.18 0.08 0.17 0.17 0.14 0.25 0.15 0.08 0.25 0.25 0.19 0.25 0.08 0.25 0.25 0.17

Heavy Vehicle   Rolling Hour Summary
4:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

Interval
Start Interval
Time L T R Total L T R Total L T R Total L T R Total Total

4:00 PM 1 35 3 39 3 38 1 42 3 1 0 4 1 3 3 7 92
4:15 PM 1 31 1 33 2 33 1 36 1 2 0 3 3 4 4 11 83
4:30 PM 1 25 2 28 3 25 1 29 2 1 0 3 3 2 2 7 67
4:45 PM 1 20 1 22 3 16 1 20 1 1 1 3 3 1 2 6 51
5:00 PM 1 21 1 23 2 19 1 22 1 1 1 3 3 1 3 7 55

By 
Movement

Total

Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Meinecke Pkwy
Northbound Southbound Eastbound
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Westbound
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Peak Hour Summary
5:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

Clay Carney
(503) 833-2740
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     Peak Hour Summary

5:00 PM   to   6:00 PM
Tuesday, August 27, 2013
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Total Vehicle Summary

Hwy 99 W & SW Cedar Brook Way

4:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

15-Minute Interval Summary
4:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

Interval Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Pedestrians
Start Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Cedar Brook Way SW Cedar Brook Way Interval Crosswalk
Time L T T R L R Total North South East West

4:00 PM 0 352 489 16 0 11 868 0 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 353 476 21 0 16 866 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 333 485 11 0 4 833 0 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 353 505 15 0 6 879 0 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 341 482 15 0 12 850 0 0 0 0
5:15 PM 0 355 505 22 0 13 895 0 0 0 1
5:30 PM 0 302 548 12 0 12 874 0 0 0 1
5:45 PM 0 337 485 20 0 15 857 0 0 0 0

Total 
Survey

0 2,726 3,975 132 0 89 6,922 0 0 0 2

Peak Hour Summary
4:45 PM   to   5:45 PM

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Pedestrians
Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Cedar Brook Way SW Cedar Brook Way Total Crosswalk

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total North South East West
Volume 1,351 2,083 3,434 2,104 1,351 3,455 43 64 107 0 0 0 3,498 0 0 0 2

%HV 2.4% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5%
PHF 0.95 0.94 0.83 0.00 0.98

Tuesday, August 27, 2013

By 
Approach
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Peak Hour Summary
4:45 PM   to   5:45 PM

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Cedar Brook Way SW Cedar Brook Way Total

L T T R L R
Volume 0 1,351 2,040 64 0 43 3,498

%HV 0.0% 2.4% NA NA 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% NA 0.0% NA NA NA 1.5%
PHF 0.00 0.95 0.93 0.73 0.00 0.83 0.98

Rolling Hour Summary
4:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

Interval Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Pedestrians
Start Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Cedar Brook Way SW Cedar Brook Way Interval Crosswalk
Time L T T R L R Total North South East West

4:00 PM 0 1,391 1,955 63 0 37 3,446 0 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 1,380 1,948 62 0 38 3,428 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 1,382 1,977 63 0 35 3,457 0 0 0 1
4:45 PM 0 1,351 2,040 64 0 43 3,498 0 0 0 2
5:00 PM 0 1,335 2,020 69 0 52 3,476 0 0 0 2

By 
Movement
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Heavy Vehicle Summary

Hwy 99 W & SW Cedar Brook Way

4:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

Heavy Vehicle   15-Minute Interval Summary
4:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

Interval Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Start Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Cedar Brook Way SW Cedar Brook Way Interval
Time L T Total T R Total L R Total Total Total

4:00 PM 0 19 19 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 31
4:15 PM 0 9 9 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 19
4:30 PM 0 2 2 15 0 15 0 0 0 0 17
4:45 PM 0 10 10 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 14
5:00 PM 0 9 9 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 13
5:15 PM 0 4 4 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 9
5:30 PM 0 9 9 7 0 7 0 0 0 0 16
5:45 PM 0 7 7 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 13

Total 
Survey

0 69 69 63 0 63 0 0 0 0 132

Heavy Vehicle   Peak Hour Summary
4:45 PM   to   5:45 PM

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Cedar Brook Way SW Cedar Brook Way

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total
Volume 32 20 52 20 32 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 52

PHF 0.27 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.19

Tuesday, August 27, 2013

By 
Approach
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Peak Hour Summary
4:45 PM   to   5:45 PM

Clay Carney
(503) 833-2740

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Cedar Brook Way SW Cedar Brook Way

L T Total T R Total L R Total Total
Volume 0 32 32 20 0 20 0 0 0 0 52

PHF 0.00 0.27 0.27 0.14 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.19

Heavy Vehicle   Rolling Hour Summary
4:00 PM   to   6:00 PM

Interval
Start Interval
Time L T Total T R Total L R Total Total Total

4:00 PM 0 40 40 41 0 41 0 0 0 0 81
4:15 PM 0 30 30 33 0 33 0 0 0 0 63
4:30 PM 0 25 25 28 0 28 0 0 0 0 53
4:45 PM 0 32 32 20 0 20 0 0 0 0 52
5:00 PM 0 29 29 22 0 22 0 0 0 0 51

By 
Movement

Total
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     Peak Hour Summary

4:45 PM   to   5:45 PM
Tuesday, August 27, 2013
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Frank Charbonneau

From: BAUMGARTNER Douglas G [Douglas.G.BAUMGARTNER@odot.state.or.us]

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2013 2:42 PM

To: 'Frank Charbonneau'

Subject: RE: Brownstone Develp - Sherwood

Page 1 of 2

10/7/2013

Frank,

The 1% annual growth rate for this area will be appropriate since average annual traffic growth in this area over 

the past decade has been slightly less than 1%.  August counts would not need to be seasonally adjusted.

Thanks,

Doug

Douglas Baumgartner, P.E.

ODOT Region 1 Traffic Analyst
123 NW Flanders Street 
Portland, OR 97209-4012
503.731.8225

FAX 503.731.8259

From: Frank Charbonneau [mailto:Frank@CharbonneauEngineer.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2013 9:28 AM

To: BAUMGARTNER Douglas G

Subject: RE: Brownstone Develp - Sherwood

Thanks Doug.

Are you okay with the 1% annual growth rate and 0% seasonal adjustment factor if the counts are done this 
month?

Frank

-----Original Message-----

From: BAUMGARTNER Douglas G [mailto:Douglas.G.BAUMGARTNER@odot.state.or.us] 

Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2013 3:19 PM

To: 'Frank Charbonneau'

Subject: RE: Brownstone Develp - Sherwood

Hi Frank,

I have attached the traffic signal timing information for this intersection to this email.  If you have any 

further questions please feel free to contact me.

Thanks,

Doug

Douglas Baumgartner, P.E.

ODOT Region 1 Traffic Analyst
123 NW Flanders Street 
Portland, OR 97209-4012
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Sherwood Traffic Volumes

Intersection Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
North/South East/West NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR
Existing Counts
Copper Terrace Handley 0 0 0 50 0 18 63 32 0 0 31 129
Elwert Road Handley 0 292 63 37 234 0 0 0 0 16 0 46

2018  
Copper Terrace Handley 0 0 0 55 0 20 65 65 0 0 40 135
Elwert Road Handley 0 335 85 50 280 0 0 0 0 20 0 55

2035
Copper Terrace Handley 0 0 0 60 0 20 80 185 0 0 80 160
Elwert Road Handley 0 485 165 100 435 0 0 0 0 25 0 75
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Frank Charbonneau

From: WARD Kimberlee S [Kimberlee.S.WARD@odot.state.or.us]

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2013 1:16 PM

To: 'Frank Charbonneau'

Cc: VOGEL Sylvia M

Subject: RE: Hwy 99W Crash Data Request - Req #130286

Page 1 of 3

8/21/2013

Hello Frank,

I ran queries for both of these intersections and there were no crashes reported for either intersection
during the requested period of time.

Thank you Frank and hope you have a good afternoon,

Kim

Kim Ward

Crash Reporting Technician

Crash Analysis and Reporting Unit
Transportation Data Section 

555 13th Street NE, Suite 2

Salem, Oregon 97301-4178

ph: (503) 986-4237

fax: (503) 986-4249

mailto: kimberlee.s.ward@odot.state.or.us

From: Frank Charbonneau [mailto:Frank@CharbonneauEngineer.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2013 10:30 AM

To: WARD Kimberlee S

Cc: VOGEL Sylvia M

Subject: RE: Hwy 99W Crash Data Request - Req #130284

Kim -- Thank you for completing the request right away. This is really appreciated.

I forgot to put on yesterday's request two additional local city intersections. These are:

- SW Handley Street at Elwert Road
- SW Handley Street at Copper Terrace

Would you also prepare the crash summaries for these? Thanks.

Frank 

-----Original Message-----

From: WARD Kimberlee S [mailto:Kimberlee.S.WARD@odot.state.or.us] 

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2013 9:45 AM

To: 'Frank Charbonneau'

Cc: VOGEL Sylvia M

Subject: RE: Hwy 99W Crash Data Request - Req #130284
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OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

TRANSPORTATION DATA SECTION - CRASH ANALYSIS AND REPORTING UNIT

CRASH SUMMARIES BY YEAR BY COLLISION TYPE

PAGE: 1 

Pacific Highway West 99W (091) @ SW Cedarbrook Way

January 1, 2007 through December 31, 2011

COLLISION TYPE

FATAL 

CRASHES

NON- 

FATAL 

CRASHES

PROPERTY 

DAMAGE 

ONLY

 TOTAL

CRASHES

PEOPLE 

KILLED

PEOPLE 

INJURED

DRY 

SURF

WET 

SURF DAY DARK

INTER- 

SECTION

INTER- 

SECTION 

RELATED

OFF- 

ROADTRUCKS

CDS150  08/21/2013 

YEAR: 2009

 0  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  1  0  0 0  0  0TURNING MOVEMENTS

2009  TOTAL  0  0  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  1  0  0 0  0

FINAL TOTAL  0  0  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  1  0  0 0  0

Disclaimer:  A higher number of crashes are reported for the 2011 data file compared to previous years.  This does not reflect an increase in annual crashes. The higher numbers 

result from a change to an internal departmental process that allows the Crash Analysis and Reporting Unit to add previously unavailable, non-fatal crash reports to the annual 

data file.  Please be aware of this change when comparing pre-2011 crash statistics.
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OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

TRANSPORTATION DATA SECTION - CRASH ANALYSIS AND REPORTING UNIT

CRASH SUMMARIES BY YEAR BY COLLISION TYPE

PAGE: 1 

Pacific Highway West 99W (091) @ SW Meinecke Parkway/Road

January 1, 2007 through December 31, 2011

COLLISION TYPE

FATAL 

CRASHES

NON- 

FATAL 

CRASHES

PROPERTY 

DAMAGE 

ONLY

 TOTAL

CRASHES

PEOPLE 

KILLED

PEOPLE 

INJURED

DRY 

SURF

WET 

SURF DAY DARK

INTER- 

SECTION

INTER- 

SECTION 

RELATED

OFF- 

ROADTRUCKS

CDS150  08/21/2013 

YEAR: 2011

 0  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  1  0  0 0  0  0TURNING MOVEMENTS

2011  TOTAL  0  0  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  1  0  0 0  0

YEAR: 2010

 1  0  1  0  0  1  0  1  1  0  0 0  0  4ANGLE

 1  0  1  0  0  1  0  1  1  0  0 0  0  2REAR-END

 1  3  4  0  2  1  3  1  4  0  0 0  0  2TURNING MOVEMENTS

2010  TOTAL  0  3  3  6  0  2  3  3  3  6  0  0 0  8

YEAR: 2009

 1  0  1  0  1  0  1  0  1  0  1 0  0  1FIXED / OTHER OBJECT

 2  0  2  0  0  2  2  0  2  0  0 0  0  2REAR-END

 0  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  1  0  0 0  0  0TURNING MOVEMENTS

2009  TOTAL  0  3  1  4  0  2  2  4  0  4  0  1 0  3

YEAR: 2008

 1  0  1  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  0 0  0  2REAR-END

 0  1  1  0  1  0  1  0  1  0  0 0  0  0TURNING MOVEMENTS

2008  TOTAL  0  1  1  2  1  2  0  2  0  2  0  0 0  2

YEAR: 2007

 0  1  1  0  1  0  0  1  1  0  0 0  0  0REAR-END

2007  TOTAL  0  0  1  1  0  1  0  0  1  1  0  0 0  0

FINAL TOTAL  0  7  7  14  1  8  5  10  4  14  0  1 0  13

Disclaimer:  A higher number of crashes are reported for the 2011 data file compared to previous years.  This does not reflect an increase in annual crashes. The higher numbers 

result from a change to an internal departmental process that allows the Crash Analysis and Reporting Unit to add previously unavailable, non-fatal crash reports to the annual 

data file.  Please be aware of this change when comparing pre-2011 crash statistics.
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MITIG8 - AM Peak           Sun Sep 22, 2013 19:55:41                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                                EXISTING (30HV)                                 

                     2013 AM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                       

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              

********************************************************************************

Intersection #4 SW Handley St/SW Elwert Rd                                      

********************************************************************************

Average Delay (sec/veh):     12.8           Worst Case Level Of Service:       B

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  

Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include    

Lanes:        0  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Sep 2013 << AM Peak

Base Vol:       0  292    63    37  234     0     0    0     0    16    0    46 

Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Initial Bse:    0  292    63    37  234     0     0    0     0    16    0    46 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

PHF Adj:     0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.81 

PHF Volume:     0  360    78    46  289     0     0    0     0    20    0    57 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Final Vol.:     0  360    78    46  289     0     0    0     0    20    0    57 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Critical Gap Module:

Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4 xxxx   6.2 

FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5 xxxx   3.3 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   438 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   780 xxxx   399 

Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1132 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   367 xxxx   655 

Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1132 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   355 xxxx   655 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Level Of Service Module:

Stopped Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

LOS by Move:   *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  

Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  

Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  538 xxxxx 

Shrd StpDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.3 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 12.8 xxxxx 

Shared LOS:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *  

ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             12.8

ApproachLOS:        *                *                *                B        
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MITIG8 - PM Peak           Sun Sep 22, 2013 19:53:55                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                                EXISTING (30HV)                                 

                     2013 PM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                       

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

            2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)              

********************************************************************************

Intersection #13 Hwy 99/Cedar Brook Way                                         

********************************************************************************

Average Delay (sec/veh):     24.3           Worst Case Level Of Service:       C

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  

Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include    

Lanes:        0  0  2  0  0    0  0  2  0  1    0  0  0  0  1    0  0  0  0  0  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: >> Count Date: 27 Aug 2013 << PM Peak

Base Vol:       0 1351     0     0 2040    64     0    0    43     0    0     0 

Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Initial Bse:    0 1351     0     0 2040    64     0    0    43     0    0     0 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

PHF Adj:     0.98 0.98  0.98  0.98 0.98  0.98  0.98 0.98  0.98  0.98 0.98  0.98 

PHF Volume:     0 1379     0     0 2082    65     0    0    44     0    0     0 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Final Vol.:     0 1379     0     0 2082    65     0    0    44     0    0     0 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Critical Gap Module:

Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx  1041  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   230  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   230  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Level Of Service Module:

Stopped Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx  24.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     C     *    *     *  

Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  

Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

Shrd StpDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

Shared LOS:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  

ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             24.3           xxxxxx

ApproachLOS:        *                *                C                *        
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MITIG8 - PM Peak           Thu Sep 26, 2013 21:53:13                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                                EXISTING (30HV)                                 

                     2013 PM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                       

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

             2000 HCM Operations Method (Base Volume Alternative)               

********************************************************************************

Intersection #1 Hwy 99/SW Meinecke Rd                                           

********************************************************************************

Cycle (sec):         50                Critical Vol./Cap. (X):        0.722     

Loss Time (sec):     12 (Y+R =  0 sec) Average Crit Del (sec/veh):     16.0     

Optimal Cycle:       50                Level Of Service:                  B     

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:        Protected        Protected         Permitted        Permitted 

Rights:           Ignore           Include          Ignore           Include    

Min. Green:     4   10     0     4   10     0     0    6     0     0    6     0 

Lanes:        1  0  2  0  1    1  0  2  0  1    1  0  1  0  1    1  0  1  0  1  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: >> Count Date: 27 Aug 2013 << PM Peak

Base Vol:      21 1128    42   263 1765    61    74   59    15    38   55   158 

Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Initial Bse:   21 1128    42   263 1765    61    74   59    15    38   55   158 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  0.50  1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  0.50 

PHF Adj:     0.98 0.98  0.00  0.98 0.98  0.98  0.98 0.98  0.00  0.98 0.98  0.98 

PHF Volume:    21 1151     0   268 1801    31    76   60     0    39   56    81 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Reduced Vol:   21 1151     0   268 1801    31    76   60     0    39   56    81 

PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Final Vol.:    21 1151     0   268 1801    31    76   60     0    39   56    81 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900 

Adjustment:  0.93 0.93  1.00  0.94 0.94  0.84  0.71 0.98  1.00  0.70 0.97  0.82 

Lanes:       1.00 2.00  1.00  1.00 2.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Final Sat.:  1769 3538  1900  1787 3574  1599  1344 1862  1900  1326 1845  1565 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.33  0.00  0.15 0.50  0.02  0.06 0.03  0.00  0.03 0.03  0.05 

Crit Moves:  ****                  ****             ****                       

Green/Cycle: 0.08 0.44  0.00  0.20 0.56  0.56  0.12 0.12  0.00  0.12 0.12  0.12 

Volume/Cap:  0.15 0.74  0.00  0.74 0.90  0.03  0.47 0.27  0.00  0.24 0.25  0.43 

Delay/Veh:   21.9 13.7   0.0  26.8 15.7   5.0  22.7 20.7   0.0  20.7 20.6  22.0 

User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

AdjDel/Veh:  21.9 13.7   0.0  26.8 15.7   5.0  22.7 20.7   0.0  20.7 20.6  22.0 

BackOfQueue:    0   16     0     6   29     0     2    1     0     1    1     2 

********************************************************************************
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MITIG8 - AM Peak           Sun Sep 22, 2013 19:56:54                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                                EXISTING (30HV)                                 

                     2013 AM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                       

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

             2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Base Volume Alternative)               

********************************************************************************

Intersection #16 SW Handley St/SW Copper Terrace                                

********************************************************************************

Cycle (sec):        100                Critical Vol./Cap. (X):        0.324     

Loss Time (sec):      0 (Y+R =  0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh):         8.8     

Optimal Cycle:        0                Level Of Service:                  A     

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  

Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include    

Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Lanes:        0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Sep 2013 << AM Peak

Base Vol:       0    0     0    50    0    18    63   32     0     0   31   129 

Growth Adj:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Initial Bse:    0    0     0    50    0    18    63   32     0     0   31   129 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

PHF Adj:     0.55 0.55  0.55  0.55 0.55  0.55  0.55 0.55  0.55  0.55 0.55  0.55 

PHF Volume:     0    0     0    91    0    33   115   58     0     0   56   235 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Reduced Vol:    0    0     0    91    0    33   115   58     0     0   56   235 

PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Final Vol.:     0    0     0    91    0    33   115   58     0     0   56   235 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Saturation Flow Module:

Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Lanes:       0.00 0.00  0.00  0.74 0.00  0.26  0.66 0.34  0.00  0.00 0.19  0.81 

Final Sat.:     0    0     0   514    0   185   504  256     0     0  174   724 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat:     xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.18 xxxx  0.18  0.23 0.23  xxxx  xxxx 0.32  0.32 

Crit Moves:                   ****                  ****                   ****

Delay/Veh:    0.0  0.0   0.0   8.7  0.0   8.7   8.9  8.9   0.0   0.0  8.7   8.7 

Delay Adj:   1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

AdjDel/Veh:   0.0  0.0   0.0   8.7  0.0   8.7   8.9  8.9   0.0   0.0  8.7   8.7 

LOS by Move:   *    *     *     A    *     A     A    A     *     *    A     A  

ApproachDel:    xxxxxx              8.7              8.9              8.7

Delay Adj:       xxxxx             1.00             1.00             1.00

ApprAdjDel:     xxxxxx              8.7              8.9              8.7

LOS by Appr:        *                A                A                A        

********************************************************************************
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MITIG8 - AM Peak           Sun Sep 22, 2013 21:05:08                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                     BACKGROUND 2035 (ZONE CHANGE HORIZON)                      

                        AM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                         

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

            2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Future Volume Alternative)              

********************************************************************************

Intersection #16 SW Handley St/SW Copper Terrace                                

********************************************************************************

Cycle (sec):        100                Critical Vol./Cap. (X):        0.410     

Loss Time (sec):      0 (Y+R =  0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh):         9.6     

Optimal Cycle:        0                Level Of Service:                  A     

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  

Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include    

Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Lanes:        0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Sep 2013 << AM Peak

Base Vol:       0    0     0    50    0    18    63   32     0     0   31   129 

Growth Adj:  1.22 1.22  1.22  1.22 1.22  1.22  1.22 1.22  1.22  1.22 1.22  1.22 

Initial Bse:    0    0     0    61    0    22    77   39     0     0   38   157 

Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Initial Fut:    0    0     0    61    0    22    77   39     0     0   38   157 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

PHF Adj:     0.55 0.55  0.55  0.55 0.55  0.55  0.55 0.55  0.55  0.55 0.55  0.55 

PHF Volume:     0    0     0   111    0    40   140   71     0     0   69   286 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Reduced Vol:    0    0     0   111    0    40   140   71     0     0   69   286 

PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Final Vol.:     0    0     0   111    0    40   140   71     0     0   69   286 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Saturation Flow Module:

Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Lanes:       0.00 0.00  0.00  0.73 0.01  0.26  0.66 0.34  0.00  0.00 0.19  0.81 

Final Sat.:     0    0     0   488    0   176   485  246     0     0  168   698 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat:     xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.23 0.00  0.23  0.29 0.29  xxxx  xxxx 0.41  0.41 

Crit Moves:                   ****             ****                        ****

Delay/Veh:    0.0  0.0   0.0   9.4  9.4   9.4   9.6  9.6   0.0   0.0  9.7   9.7 

Delay Adj:   1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

AdjDel/Veh:   0.0  0.0   0.0   9.4  9.4   9.4   9.6  9.6   0.0   0.0  9.7   9.7 

LOS by Move:   *    *     *     A    A     A     A    A     *     *    A     A  

ApproachDel:    xxxxxx              9.4              9.6              9.7

Delay Adj:       xxxxx             1.00             1.00             1.00

ApprAdjDel:     xxxxxx              9.4              9.6              9.7

LOS by Appr:        *                A                A                A        

********************************************************************************
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MITIG8 - AM Peak           Sun Sep 22, 2013 21:04:04                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                     BACKGROUND 2035 (ZONE CHANGE HORIZON)                      

                        AM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                         

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)             

********************************************************************************

Intersection #4 SW Handley St/SW Elwert Rd                                      

********************************************************************************

Average Delay (sec/veh):     14.9           Worst Case Level Of Service:       B

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  

Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include    

Lanes:        0  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Sep 2013 << AM Peak

Base Vol:       0  292    63    37  234     0     0    0     0    16    0    46 

Growth Adj:  1.22 1.22  1.22  1.22 1.22  1.22  1.22 1.22  1.22  1.22 1.22  1.22 

Initial Bse:    0  356    77    45  285     0     0    0     0    20    0    56 

Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Initial Fut:    0  356    77    45  285     0     0    0     0    20    0    56 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

PHF Adj:     0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.81 

PHF Volume:     0  440    95    56  352     0     0    0     0    24    0    69 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Final Vol.:     0  440    95    56  352     0     0    0     0    24    0    69 

Critical Gap Module:

Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4 xxxx   6.2 

FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5 xxxx   3.3 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   535 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   951 xxxx   487 

Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1043 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   291 xxxx   584 

Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1043 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   278 xxxx   584 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Level Of Service Module:

Stopped Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.5 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

LOS by Move:   *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  

Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  

Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  455 xxxxx 

Shrd StpDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.6 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 14.9 xxxxx 

Shared LOS:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *  

ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             14.9

ApproachLOS:        *                *                *                B        
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MITIG8 - PM Peak           Sun Sep 22, 2013 20:02:15                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                              BACKGROUND TRAFFIC                                

                     2016 PM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                       

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)             

********************************************************************************

Intersection #13 Hwy 99/Cedar Brook Way                                         

********************************************************************************

Average Delay (sec/veh):     25.7           Worst Case Level Of Service:       D

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  

Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include    

Lanes:        0  0  2  0  0    0  0  2  0  1    0  0  0  0  1    0  0  0  0  0  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: >> Count Date: 27 Aug 2013 << PM Peak

Base Vol:       0 1351     0     0 2040    64     0    0    43     0    0     0 

Growth Adj:  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03 

Initial Bse:    0 1392     0     0 2101    66     0    0    44     0    0     0 

Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Initial Fut:    0 1392     0     0 2101    66     0    0    44     0    0     0 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

PHF Adj:     0.98 0.98  0.98  0.98 0.98  0.98  0.98 0.98  0.98  0.98 0.98  0.98 

PHF Volume:     0 1420     0     0 2144    67     0    0    45     0    0     0 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Final Vol.:     0 1420     0     0 2144    67     0    0    45     0    0     0 

Critical Gap Module:

Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx  1074  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   219  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   218  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Level Of Service Module:

Stopped Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx  25.7 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     D     *    *     *  

Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  

Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

Shrd StpDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

Shared LOS:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  

ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             25.7           xxxxxx

ApproachLOS:        *                *                D                *        
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MITIG8 - PM Peak           Thu Sep 26, 2013 21:48:26                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                              BACKGROUND TRAFFIC                                

                     2016 PM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                       

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)              

********************************************************************************

Intersection #1 Hwy 99/SW Meinecke Rd                                           

********************************************************************************

Cycle (sec):         50                Critical Vol./Cap. (X):        0.743     

Loss Time (sec):     12 (Y+R =  0 sec) Average Crit Del (sec/veh):     18.3     

Optimal Cycle:       52                Level Of Service:                  B     

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:        Protected        Protected         Permitted        Permitted 

Rights:           Ignore           Include          Ignore           Include    

Min. Green:     4   10     0     4   10     0     0    6     0     0    6     0 

Lanes:        1  0  2  0  1    1  0  2  0  1    1  0  1  0  1    1  0  1  0  1  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: >> Count Date: 27 Aug 2013 << PM Peak

Base Vol:      21 1128    42   263 1765    61    74   59    15    38   55   158 

Growth Adj:  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03 

Initial Bse:   22 1162    43   271 1818    63    76   61    15    39   57   163 

Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Initial Fut:   22 1162    43   271 1818    63    76   61    15    39   57   163 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  0.50  1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  0.50 

PHF Adj:     0.98 0.98  0.00  0.98 0.98  0.98  0.98 0.98  0.00  0.98 0.98  0.98 

PHF Volume:    22 1186     0   276 1855    32    78   62     0    40   58    83 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Reduced Vol:   22 1186     0   276 1855    32    78   62     0    40   58    83 

PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Final Vol.:    22 1186     0   276 1855    32    78   62     0    40   58    83 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900 

Adjustment:  0.93 0.93  1.00  0.94 0.94  0.84  0.71 0.98  1.00  0.70 0.97  0.82 

Lanes:       1.00 2.00  1.00  1.00 2.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Final Sat.:  1769 3538  1900  1787 3574  1599  1340 1862  1900  1325 1845  1565 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.34  0.00  0.15 0.52  0.02  0.06 0.03  0.00  0.03 0.03  0.05 

Crit Moves:  ****                  ****             ****                       

Green/Cycle: 0.08 0.44  0.00  0.20 0.56  0.56  0.12 0.12  0.00  0.12 0.12  0.12 

Volume/Cap:  0.16 0.77  0.00  0.77 0.93  0.04  0.48 0.28  0.00  0.25 0.26  0.44 

Delay/Veh:   21.9 14.2   0.0  28.2 18.1   5.0  22.8 20.7   0.0  20.8 20.6  22.1 

User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

AdjDel/Veh:  21.9 14.2   0.0  28.2 18.1   5.0  22.8 20.7   0.0  20.8 20.6  22.1 

BackOfQueue:    0   17     0     6   32     0     2    1     0     1    1     2 

********************************************************************************
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MITIG8 - AM Peak           Sun Sep 22, 2013 20:04:41                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                              BACKGROUND TRAFFIC                                

                     2016 AM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                       

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

            2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Future Volume Alternative)              

********************************************************************************

Intersection #16 SW Handley St/SW Copper Terrace                                

********************************************************************************

Cycle (sec):        100                Critical Vol./Cap. (X):        0.336     

Loss Time (sec):      0 (Y+R =  0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh):         8.9     

Optimal Cycle:        0                Level Of Service:                  A     

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  

Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include    

Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Lanes:        0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Sep 2013 << AM Peak

Base Vol:       0    0     0    50    0    18    63   32     0     0   31   129 

Growth Adj:  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03 

Initial Bse:    0    0     0    52    0    19    65   33     0     0   32   133 

Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Initial Fut:    0    0     0    52    0    19    65   33     0     0   32   133 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

PHF Adj:     0.55 0.55  0.55  0.55 0.55  0.55  0.55 0.55  0.55  0.55 0.55  0.55 

PHF Volume:     0    0     0    94    0    34   118   60     0     0   58   242 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Reduced Vol:    0    0     0    94    0    34   118   60     0     0   58   242 

PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Final Vol.:     0    0     0    94    0    34   118   60     0     0   58   242 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Saturation Flow Module:

Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Lanes:       0.00 0.00  0.00  0.74 0.00  0.26  0.66 0.34  0.00  0.00 0.19  0.81 

Final Sat.:     0    0     0   510    0   184   501  254     0     0  173   720 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat:     xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.18 xxxx  0.18  0.24 0.24  xxxx  xxxx 0.34  0.34 

Crit Moves:                              ****       ****                   ****

Delay/Veh:    0.0  0.0   0.0   8.8  0.0   8.8   9.0  9.0   0.0   0.0  8.8   8.8 

Delay Adj:   1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

AdjDel/Veh:   0.0  0.0   0.0   8.8  0.0   8.8   9.0  9.0   0.0   0.0  8.8   8.8 

LOS by Move:   *    *     *     A    *     A     A    A     *     *    A     A  

ApproachDel:    xxxxxx              8.8              9.0              8.8

Delay Adj:       xxxxx             1.00             1.00             1.00

ApprAdjDel:     xxxxxx              8.8              9.0              8.8

LOS by Appr:        *                A                A                A        

********************************************************************************
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MITIG8 - AM Peak           Sun Sep 22, 2013 20:05:26                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                              BACKGROUND TRAFFIC                                

                     2016 AM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                       

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)             

********************************************************************************

Intersection #4 SW Handley St/SW Elwert Rd                                      

********************************************************************************

Average Delay (sec/veh):     13.0           Worst Case Level Of Service:       B

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  

Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include    

Lanes:        0  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Sep 2013 << AM Peak

Base Vol:       0  292    63    37  234     0     0    0     0    16    0    46 

Growth Adj:  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03 

Initial Bse:    0  301    65    38  241     0     0    0     0    16    0    47 

Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

PasserByVol:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Initial Fut:    0  301    65    38  241     0     0    0     0    16    0    47 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

PHF Adj:     0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.81 

PHF Volume:     0  371    80    47  298     0     0    0     0    20    0    58 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Final Vol.:     0  371    80    47  298     0     0    0     0    20    0    58 

Critical Gap Module:

Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4 xxxx   6.2 

FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5 xxxx   3.3 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   451 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   803 xxxx   411 

Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1120 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   355 xxxx   645 

Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1120 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   344 xxxx   645 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Level Of Service Module:

Stopped Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

LOS by Move:   *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  

Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  

Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  526 xxxxx 

Shrd StpDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.4 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 13.0 xxxxx 

Shared LOS:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *  

ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             13.0

ApproachLOS:        *                *                *                B        
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MITIG8 - PM Peak           Sun Sep 22, 2013 20:12:37                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                                 TOTAL TRAFFIC                                  

                     2016 PM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                       

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)             

********************************************************************************

Intersection #13 Hwy 99/Cedar Brook Way                                         

********************************************************************************

Average Delay (sec/veh):     26.0           Worst Case Level Of Service:       D

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  

Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include    

Lanes:        0  0  2  0  0    0  0  2  0  1    0  0  0  0  1    0  0  0  0  0  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: >> Count Date: 27 Aug 2013 << PM Peak

Base Vol:       0 1351     0     0 2040    64     0    0    43     0    0     0 

Growth Adj:  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03 

Initial Bse:    0 1392     0     0 2101    66     0    0    44     0    0     0 

Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

SITE TRIPS:     0    9     0     0    8    10     0    0     1     0    0     0 

Initial Fut:    0 1401     0     0 2109    76     0    0    45     0    0     0 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

PHF Adj:     0.98 0.98  0.98  0.98 0.98  0.98  0.98 0.98  0.98  0.98 0.98  0.98 

PHF Volume:     0 1429     0     0 2152    77     0    0    46     0    0     0 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Final Vol.:     0 1429     0     0 2152    77     0    0    46     0    0     0 

Critical Gap Module:

Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   6.9 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx  1078  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   217  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   217  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Level Of Service Module:

Stopped Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx  26.0 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     D     *    *     *  

Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  

Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

Shrd StpDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

Shared LOS:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  

ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx             26.0           xxxxxx

ApproachLOS:        *                *                D                *        
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MITIG8 - PM Peak           Thu Sep 26, 2013 21:51:32                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                                 TOTAL TRAFFIC                                  

                     2016 PM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                       

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

            2000 HCM Operations Method (Future Volume Alternative)              

********************************************************************************

Intersection #1 Hwy 99/SW Meinecke Rd                                           

********************************************************************************

Cycle (sec):         50                Critical Vol./Cap. (X):        0.748     

Loss Time (sec):     12 (Y+R =  0 sec) Average Crit Del (sec/veh):     18.3     

Optimal Cycle:       53                Level Of Service:                  B     

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:        Protected        Protected         Permitted        Permitted 

Rights:           Ignore           Include          Ignore           Include    

Min. Green:     4   10     0     4   10     0     0    6     0     0    6     0 

Lanes:        1  0  2  0  1    1  0  2  0  1    1  0  1  0  1    1  0  1  0  1  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: >> Count Date: 27 Aug 2013 << PM Peak

Base Vol:      21 1128    42   263 1765    61    74   59    15    38   55   158 

Growth Adj:  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03 

Initial Bse:   22 1162    43   271 1818    63    76   61    15    39   57   163 

Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

SITE TRIPS:     4    0     0     0    1     8     9    2     2     0    4     0 

Initial Fut:   26 1162    43   271 1819    71    85   63    17    39   61   163 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  0.50  1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  0.50 

PHF Adj:     0.98 0.98  0.00  0.98 0.98  0.98  0.98 0.98  0.00  0.98 0.98  0.98 

PHF Volume:    26 1186     0   276 1856    36    87   64     0    40   62    83 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Reduced Vol:   26 1186     0   276 1856    36    87   64     0    40   62    83 

PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  0.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Final Vol.:    26 1186     0   276 1856    36    87   64     0    40   62    83 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Saturation Flow Module:

Sat/Lane:    1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900  1900 1900  1900 

Adjustment:  0.93 0.93  1.00  0.94 0.94  0.84  0.70 0.98  1.00  0.70 0.97  0.82 

Lanes:       1.00 2.00  1.00  1.00 2.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Final Sat.:  1769 3538  1900  1787 3574  1599  1334 1862  1900  1321 1845  1565 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat:     0.01 0.34  0.00  0.15 0.52  0.02  0.07 0.03  0.00  0.03 0.03  0.05 

Crit Moves:  ****                  ****             ****                       

Green/Cycle: 0.08 0.44  0.00  0.20 0.56  0.56  0.12 0.12  0.00  0.12 0.12  0.12 

Volume/Cap:  0.18 0.77  0.00  0.77 0.93  0.04  0.54 0.29  0.00  0.25 0.28  0.44 

Delay/Veh:   22.1 14.2   0.0  28.2 18.2   5.0  24.5 20.8   0.0  20.8 20.7  22.1 

User DelAdj: 1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

AdjDel/Veh:  22.1 14.2   0.0  28.2 18.2   5.0  24.5 20.8   0.0  20.8 20.7  22.1 

BackOfQueue:    1   17     0     6   32     0     2    1     0     1    1     2 

********************************************************************************
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MITIG8 - PM Peak           Thu Sep 26, 2013 21:58:34                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                                 TOTAL TRAFFIC                                  

                     2016 PM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                       

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)             

********************************************************************************

Intersection #2 SW Meinecke/E Site Access                                       

********************************************************************************

Average Delay (sec/veh):      9.3           Worst Case Level Of Service:       A

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled

Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include    

Lanes:        0  0  0  0  0    0  0  0  0  1    0  0  1  0  0    0  0  1  0  0  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: PM Peak

Base Vol:       0    0     0     0    0     0     0  167     0     0  148     0 

Growth Adj:  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03 

Initial Bse:    0    0     0     0    0     0     0  172     0     0  152     0 

Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

SITE TRIPS:     0    0     0     0    0     3     0    0     0     0    0    10 

Initial Fut:    0    0     0     0    0     3     0  172     0     0  152    10 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

PHF Adj:     0.80 0.80  0.80  0.80 0.80  0.80  0.80 0.80  0.80  0.80 0.80  0.80 

PHF Volume:     0    0     0     0    0     4     0  215     0     0  191    13 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Final Vol.:     0    0     0     0    0     4     0  215     0     0  191    13 

Critical Gap Module:

Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   6.2 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   3.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   197  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   850  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx   850  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Level Of Service Module:

Stopped Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx   9.3 xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

LOS by Move:   *    *     *     *    *     A     *    *     *     *    *     *  

Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  

Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx 

Shrd StpDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

Shared LOS:    *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  

ApproachDel:    xxxxxx              9.3           xxxxxx           xxxxxx

ApproachLOS:        *                A                *                *        
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MITIG8 - AM Peak           Sun Sep 22, 2013 20:09:58                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                                 TOTAL TRAFFIC                                  

                     2016 AM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                       

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

            2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Future Volume Alternative)              

********************************************************************************

Intersection #16 SW Handley St/SW Copper Terrace                                

********************************************************************************

Cycle (sec):        100                Critical Vol./Cap. (X):        0.340     

Loss Time (sec):      0 (Y+R =  0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh):         8.9     

Optimal Cycle:        0                Level Of Service:                  A     

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  

Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include    

Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Lanes:        0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Sep 2013 << AM Peak

Base Vol:       0    0     0    50    0    18    63   32     0     0   31   129 

Growth Adj:  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03 

Initial Bse:    0    0     0    52    0    19    65   33     0     0   32   133 

Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

SITE TRIPS:     0    0     0     1    0     0     0    1     0     0    1     1 

Initial Fut:    0    0     0    53    0    19    65   34     0     0   33   134 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

PHF Adj:     0.55 0.55  0.55  0.55 0.55  0.55  0.55 0.55  0.55  0.55 0.55  0.55 

PHF Volume:     0    0     0    95    0    34   118   62     0     0   60   243 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Reduced Vol:    0    0     0    95    0    34   118   62     0     0   60   243 

PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Final Vol.:     0    0     0    95    0    34   118   62     0     0   60   243 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Saturation Flow Module:

Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Lanes:       0.00 0.00  0.00  0.74 0.00  0.26  0.66 0.34  0.00  0.00 0.20  0.80 

Final Sat.:     0    0     0   511    0   180   495  259     0     0  176   715 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat:     xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.19 xxxx  0.19  0.24 0.24  xxxx  xxxx 0.34  0.34 

Crit Moves:                   ****                  ****                   ****

Delay/Veh:    0.0  0.0   0.0   8.9  0.0   8.9   9.0  9.0   0.0   0.0  8.9   8.9 

Delay Adj:   1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

AdjDel/Veh:   0.0  0.0   0.0   8.9  0.0   8.9   9.0  9.0   0.0   0.0  8.9   8.9 

LOS by Move:   *    *     *     A    *     A     A    A     *     *    A     A  

ApproachDel:    xxxxxx              8.9              9.0              8.9

Delay Adj:       xxxxx             1.00             1.00             1.00

ApprAdjDel:     xxxxxx              8.9              9.0              8.9

LOS by Appr:        *                A                A                A        

********************************************************************************
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MITIG8 - AM Peak           Sun Sep 22, 2013 20:08:12                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                                 TOTAL TRAFFIC                                  

                     2016 AM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                       

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)             

********************************************************************************

Intersection #4 SW Handley St/SW Elwert Rd                                      

********************************************************************************

Average Delay (sec/veh):     13.2           Worst Case Level Of Service:       B

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  

Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include    

Lanes:        0  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Sep 2013 << AM Peak

Base Vol:       0  292    63    37  234     0     0    0     0    16    0    46 

Growth Adj:  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03  1.03 1.03  1.03 

Initial Bse:    0  301    65    38  241     0     0    0     0    16    0    47 

Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

SITE TRIPS:     0    0     1     0    0     0     0    0     0     1    0     0 

Initial Fut:    0  301    66    38  241     0     0    0     0    17    0    47 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

PHF Adj:     0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.81 

PHF Volume:     0  371    81    47  298     0     0    0     0    22    0    58 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Final Vol.:     0  371    81    47  298     0     0    0     0    22    0    58 

Critical Gap Module:

Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4 xxxx   6.2 

FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5 xxxx   3.3 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   453 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   804 xxxx   412 

Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1119 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   355 xxxx   644 

Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1119 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   343 xxxx   644 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Level Of Service Module:

Stopped Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

LOS by Move:   *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  

Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  

Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  521 xxxxx 

Shrd StpDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.4 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 13.2 xxxxx 

Shared LOS:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    B     *  

ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             13.2

ApproachLOS:        *                *                *                B        
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MITIG8 - AM Peak           Sun Sep 22, 2013 21:01:28                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                   TOTAL TRAFFIC 2035 (ZONE CHANGE HORIZON)                     

                        AM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                         

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

            2000 HCM 4-Way Stop Method (Future Volume Alternative)              

********************************************************************************

Intersection #16 SW Handley St/SW Copper Terrace                                

********************************************************************************

Cycle (sec):        100                Critical Vol./Cap. (X):        0.421     

Loss Time (sec):      0 (Y+R =  0 sec) Average Delay (sec/veh):         9.7     

Optimal Cycle:        0                Level Of Service:                  A     

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign        Stop Sign  

Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include    

Min. Green:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Lanes:        0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0    0  1  0  0  0    0  0  0  1  0  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Sep 2013 << AM Peak

Base Vol:       0    0     0    50    0    18    63   32     0     0   31   129 

Growth Adj:  1.22 1.22  1.22  1.22 1.22  1.22  1.22 1.22  1.22  1.22 1.22  1.22 

Initial Bse:    0    0     0    61    0    22    77   39     0     0   38   157 

Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

SITE TRIPS:     0    0     0     3    0     0     0    3     0     0    2     2 

Initial Fut:    0    0     0    64    0    22    77   42     0     0   40   159 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

PHF Adj:     0.55 0.55  0.55  0.55 0.55  0.55  0.55 0.55  0.55  0.55 0.55  0.55 

PHF Volume:     0    0     0   116    0    40   140   76     0     0   72   290 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Reduced Vol:    0    0     0   116    0    40   140   76     0     0   72   290 

PCE Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

MLF Adj:     1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Final Vol.:     0    0     0   116    0    40   140   76     0     0   72   290 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Saturation Flow Module:

Adjustment:  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

Lanes:       0.00 0.00  0.00  0.74 0.00  0.26  0.65 0.35  0.00  0.00 0.20  0.80 

Final Sat.:     0    0     0   491    0   168   470  257     0     0  172   688 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Analysis Module:

Vol/Sat:     xxxx xxxx  xxxx  0.24 xxxx  0.24  0.30 0.30  xxxx  xxxx 0.42  0.42 

Crit Moves:                   ****                  ****                   ****

Delay/Veh:    0.0  0.0   0.0   9.5  0.0   9.5   9.7  9.7   0.0   0.0  9.9   9.9 

Delay Adj:   1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

AdjDel/Veh:   0.0  0.0   0.0   9.5  0.0   9.5   9.7  9.7   0.0   0.0  9.9   9.9 

LOS by Move:   *    *     *     A    *     A     A    A     *     *    A     A  

ApproachDel:    xxxxxx              9.5              9.7              9.9

Delay Adj:       xxxxx             1.00             1.00             1.00

ApprAdjDel:     xxxxxx              9.5              9.7              9.9

LOS by Appr:        *                A                A                A        

********************************************************************************
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MITIG8 - AM Peak           Sun Sep 22, 2013 20:59:59                 Page 1-1   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                       13.19 - BROWNSTONE DEV - SHERWOOD                        

                   TOTAL TRAFFIC 2035 (ZONE CHANGE HORIZON)                     

                        AM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC CONDITIONS                         

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

                      Level Of Service Computation Report                       

           2000 HCM Unsignalized Method (Future Volume Alternative)             

********************************************************************************

Intersection #4 SW Handley St/SW Elwert Rd                                      

********************************************************************************

Average Delay (sec/veh):     15.2           Worst Case Level Of Service:       C

********************************************************************************

Approach:      North Bound      South Bound       East Bound       West Bound   

Movement:     L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R    L  -  T  -  R  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Control:       Uncontrolled     Uncontrolled      Stop Sign        Stop Sign  

Rights:           Include          Include          Include          Include    

Lanes:        0  0  0  1  0    0  1  0  0  0    0  0  0  0  0    0  0  1! 0  0  

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Volume Module: >> Count Date: 5 Sep 2013 << AM Peak

Base Vol:       0  292    63    37  234     0     0    0     0    16    0    46 

Growth Adj:  1.22 1.22  1.22  1.22 1.22  1.22  1.22 1.22  1.22  1.22 1.22  1.22 

Initial Bse:    0  356    77    45  285     0     0    0     0    20    0    56 

Added Vol:      0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

SITE TRIPS:     0    0     3     0    0     0     0    0     0     2    0     0 

Initial Fut:    0  356    80    45  285     0     0    0     0    22    0    56 

User Adj:    1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00  1.00 1.00  1.00 

PHF Adj:     0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.81  0.81 0.81  0.81 

PHF Volume:     0  440    99    56  352     0     0    0     0    27    0    69 

Reduct Vol:     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0     0    0     0 

Final Vol.:     0  440    99    56  352     0     0    0     0    27    0    69 

Critical Gap Module:

Critical Gp:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   4.1 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   6.4 xxxx   6.2 

FollowUpTim:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   2.2 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   3.5 xxxx   3.3 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx   538 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   953 xxxx   489 

Potent Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1040 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   290 xxxx   583 

Move Cap.:   xxxx xxxx xxxxx  1040 xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx   278 xxxx   583 

------------|---------------||---------------||---------------||---------------|

Level Of Service Module:

Stopped Del:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.5 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx 

LOS by Move:   *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    *     *  

Movement:     LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT    LT - LTR - RT  

Shared Cap.: xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx xxxx xxxxx  xxxx  447 xxxxx 

Shrd StpDel:xxxxx xxxx xxxxx   8.7 xxxx xxxxx xxxxx xxxx xxxxx xxxxx 15.2 xxxxx 

Shared LOS:    *    *     *     A    *     *     *    *     *     *    C     *  

ApproachDel:    xxxxxx           xxxxxx           xxxxxx             15.2

ApproachLOS:        *                *                *                C        
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Water Quality 
Area 

Water Quality 
Flow 

Biofllter 
Swale 

Water Quality Swale 

Existing Subdivision 
Proposed Subdivision 
Total Impervious 

WQ Volume (cf) 

WQ Flow (cfs) 

w w, 

Water Quality Event 
Transverse Properties 

Q = 1.21 cfs 
s = 0.50% 
n = 0.240 
l = 127.0 LF 

v = 0.23 fps 
t = 9.06 min lllJ 

= 8.19 ac 
= 5.09 ac 
= 13.28 ac 

= 

= 

= 

= 

0.36 in x Impervious Area (sf) 
12 (in/ft) 

WQ Volume (cf) 
(4 hr)(60 min/hr)(60 sec/min) 

Impervious Area (sf) 

1.21 cfs 

480,000 seclft 

ac x 43,560 sf/ac 
480,000 seclft 

X-Sectional Properties 

w = 9.5' 
w, ~ 2.0' 
m1 = 4:1 
m2= 2 .5:1 

d = 0.46' lilt 
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Northwest GEO Consultants, LLC 

Northwest GEO Consultants, LLC – 1021 SE 33RD Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97214- (503) 702-8437 – www.ngc-llc.com 

December 9, 2013  

D R Horton, Inc.  
4380 SW Macadam Avenue, Suite 100 
Portland, Oregon 97239 
 
Subject: Geotechnical Investigation 
 Meinecke Park Subdivision 

Attn: Kati Gault 

Northwest GEO Consultants is pleased to submit our Geotechnical Investigation for the Meinecke 
Park Development in Sherwood, Oregon.  This report was prepared in accordance with Contract 
Number 200269 OF 71000/8000 dated October 30, 2013.  The report summarizes the work 
accomplished and provides our recommendations for site development. 

PROJECT INFORMATION 

We understand that D R Horton will develop the approximate 5.8 acre Meinecke Road site as a 
residential subdivision.  Plans call for site construction of about 18 single family and 15 attached 
multi-family homes along with a stormwater facility, underground utilities and roadways The site is 
currently undeveloped.  The site relative to surrounding features is shown in Figure 1. 

Homes on the project are expected to be up to three stories tall and will be supported on both 
continuous and isolated spread footings.  We expect that sustained dead loads on the  foundations 
will be on the order of 1,500 pounds per linear foot for continuous footings and 1,500 pounds per 
square foot for spread footings.  The preliminary site layout is shown in Figure 2.   

SCOPE OF WORK 

The purpose of our services was to explore the site and provide recommendations for design and 
construction. The following describes our specific scope of services: 

• Coordinate and manage the field investigation, including utility locates, authorization for 
site access, access preparation, scheduling of contractors and NGC staff.   

• Complete 8 test pits up to 9 feet below the existing ground surface. The test pits were 
generally located in street or driveway areas.   

• Maintain a log of soil, rock, and groundwater conditions encountered during the 
explorations.  We described the soil in general accordance with the Unified Soil classification 
System (USCS) using ASTM D2488 (Visual-Manual Procedure). 

• Obtain grab samples from the sides of the test pits and relatively undisturbed samples 
using thin wall (Shelby) tubes in general accordance with guidelines presented in ASTM 
D1587, the Standard for Thin-walled Tube Sampling of Soils.  We returned the samples to 
our laboratory for additional evaluation and testing.  

• Determine the moisture content of soil samples and the dry unit weight of samples obtained 
from the Shelby tubes in general accordance with guidelines provided in ASTM D-2216 and 
ASTM D1587 respectively.   
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D R Horton December 9, 2013 
Meinecke Park Subdivision 
Geotechnical Evaluation 
 

NGC, LLC page 2 of 12 

• Provide a written Geotechnical Investigation Report summarizing our explorations, 
geotechnical analysis, conclusions, and recommendations.  Our report will include figures 
showing the site location and the location of explorations on the site.  Our specific 
recommendations and opinions will include:       

 A professional opinion stating whether or not each lot meets Form HUD-92541 (4/2001) 
regarding Foreseeable Hazards and FHA Data Sheet 79G as it relates to Controlled 
Earthwork requirements.   

 A discussion on the regional geology and the seismic setting of the site that will include 
the general geologic features of the surface and underlying deposits and tectonic faulting 
in the area.   

 An evaluation of the seismic hazards that may be present at the site and provide seismic 
design criteria in accordance with the Oregon Structural Specialty Code.   

 Recommendations for site preparation, grading and drainage, use and reuse of onsite soil 
and imported material for structural fill, compaction criteria, cut-and-fill slope criteria, and 
wet-weather earthwork procedures. 

 Recommendations for utility trench excavation, backfill materials, and backfill 
compaction.  

 Recommendations for design and construction of shallow-spread foundations, including 
allowable design bearing pressures, minimum footing depth and width, lateral resistance 
to sliding, and estimates of settlement. 

 Geotechnical engineering recommendations for the design and construction of concrete 
floor slabs, including an anticipated value for subgrade modulus. 

 A discussion of groundwater conditions on the site and recommendations for subsurface 
drainage of foundations, floor slabs, and pavement.   

SITE CONDITIONS 

The project site is an approximate 5.8 acre area located on an upland plain on the southern margin 
of the Tualatin Valley in the City of Sherwood, Washington County, Oregon.  The site relative to 
surrounding features is shown in Figure 1.  The following paragraphs describe the area geology, 
surface, and subsurface features.  

SITE GEOLOGY 

The site is located in the Tualatin Basin, a structural basin filled with a thick sequence of sediment 
(Yeats et al., 1996)1.  The upper portion of the sediment is the Quaternary age (last 1.6 million years) 
Willamette Silt, a catastrophic flood deposit associated with repeated glacial outburst flooding of the 
Willamette Valley, the last of which occurred about 10, 000 years ago.   Regionally, these deposits 

                                                

1 Yeats, R.S., Graven, E.P., Werner, K.S., Goldfinger, T. and Popowski, 1996, Tectonics of the Willamette Valley, 
Oregon: in Assessing earthquake hazards and reducing risk in the Pacific Northwest, v. 1, U.S. Geological Survey 
Professional Paper 1560, p. 183-222, 5 plates, map scale 1:100,000.  
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consists of horizontally layered silt to coarse sand forming beds up to 3 feet thick 2.  Locally, the 
flood deposits are mantled by a thin layer of windblown silt (loess) that is difficult to distinguish from 
the water deposited silt.  Based on regional geologic mapping, the thickness of Willamette Silt in the 
vicinity of the subject site is on the order of 30 to 40 feet. 

The Willamette Silt is underlain by an unnamed sequence of continental, fine-grained strata including 
moderately- to poorly-lithified siltstone, sandstone, mudstone and claystone with wood fragments 
and minor amounts of volcanic ash and pumice (Yeats et al., 1996; Gannett and Caldwell, 1998).  
These rocks are tentatively correlated with the Sandy River Mudstone, and the Troutdale and Helvetia 
Formations.   

Underlying the unnamed sedimentary strata is Miocene (about 14.5 to 16.5 million year old) 
Columbia River Basalt Group (CRBG), a thick sequence of lava flows which forms the crystalline 
basement of the Tualatin Basin (Yeats et al., 1996).  These basalts are a dense, finely crystalline rock 
that is commonly fractured along blocky and columnar joints.  Where highly weathered, the upper 
surface of the basalt is altered to a distinctive, red-brown, clayey silt known as laterite or residual 
soil.  Structure contour mapping indicates that the top of the CRBG lies about 175 feet below the 
ground surface in the site area.   

SEISMIC SETTING 

Seismic Sources 

The Tualatin Basin is subject to seismic events stemming from three possible sources: the Cascadia 
Subduction Zone (CSZ) at the interface between the Juan de Fuca plate and the North American plate; 
intraslab faults within the Juan de Fuca plate; and crustal faults in the North American plate. 

Maximum magnitude for a CSZ event is expected to be in the range of Moment Magnitude (MW) 9.0.  
Intraslab events have occurred on a frequent basis in the Puget Sound, contributing small magnitude 
ground motions in Western Oregon.   

There are no mapped faults that pass directly through the site.  Quaternary faults within 10 miles of 
the site are the Canby-Molalla Fault about 4.7 miles to the northeast, Beaverton Fault about 7.2 miles 
to the north, and the Newberg Fault about 6.7 miles to the southwest.   

Seismic Design Factors 

The contribution of potential earthquake-induced ground motion from all known sources, including 
the fault described above, are included in the probabilistic ground motion maps developed by the 
USGS.  Seismic site characterization and design recommendations based on USGS mapping and 
analysis are implemented in the International Building Code/Oregon Structural Specialty Code.  
Seismic design parameters for the project site are provided in Figure 3.   

SURFACE CONDITIONS 

The project site is a relatively flat-lying area that lies at an approximate elevation of 200 feet above 
mean sea level.  The property is bordered on the north and west by a 20 to 30 feet deep gully shown 

                                                

2 Gannett and Caldwell, 1998, Geologic framework of the Willamette Lowland aquifer system, Oregon and 
Washington; U.S. Geological Society Professional Paper 1424-A, 32 pages, 8 plates. 
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on USGS mapping to be a tributary of Chicken Creek.  The property is bordered by residential 
development on the east and by Meinecke Road on the south.     

The majority of ground surface is currently vegetated with low grass with sparse dense brush and 
trees.  Aerial photos available from Google Earth© show the site was previously used in agriculture for 
production of grass seed or hay.  

SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS 

We explored subsurface conditions at the site by excavating 8 test pits (TP-1 through  
TP-9) to depths up to 9 feet below the existing ground surface.  The test pits were excavated on 
October 18, 2013 using a medium size tracked excavator owned and operated by Parker Concrete of 
Forest Grove, Oregon.  Descriptions of the field explorations, exploration logs, and laboratory 
procedures are included in Attachment A.  The approximate locations of the test pits are shown in 
Figure 2. 

Till Zone 

We encountered an 18- to 24- inch thick till zone at the ground surface consistent with prior 
agricultural activity on the site.  The till zone consists of soft silt with trace organics.  A 4-inch thick 
heavily rooted zone is present at the ground surface. 

Native Soil 

Native soil was encountered directly below the till zone in all 8 of the test pits excavated at the site.  
The native soil is medium stiff to very stiff silt.  Laboratory tests indicate an in-situ dry density of 
90.5 and 94.5 pcf.   Moisture content of the silt varied from 24.1 to 30.8 percent.   

Details of the soil layers encountered and the results of laboratory testing are provided in the test pit 
logs included in Attachment A.  

GROUNDWATER CONDITIONS 

We explored the site in October during the first third of the wet season.  No groundwater was 
encountered in the explorations to a depth of 9 feet below the ground surface.  Shallow perched 
groundwater should be expected near the ground surface in the winter and spring months. 

Regional groundwater studies report a groundwater table depth in the site vicinity of about 20 feet 
below the ground surface (Gannett and Caldwell, 1998).            

RECOMMENDATIONS  

Based on the results of our field explorations and our engineering analysis, it is our opinion that the 
site can be developed as proposed.  Expected building loads can be supported on the medium stiff 
to very stiff undisturbed native silt that underlies the site or on newly placed structural fill supported 
on undisturbed native silt.  

An approximate 18- to 24-inch-thick till zone overlies the entire site.  The zone consists of soft to 
medium stiff silt with a heavily rooted zone extending to approximately 4 inches below the ground 
surface.  We recommend that after stripping the heavily rooted zone, the site surface should be 
scarified to a depth of 24 inches and compacted as structural fill.   
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Specific recommendations for project design and construction are provided in the paragraphs that 
follow.  

SITE PREPARATION 

The existing heavily rooted zone of grass and organics should be stripped and removed from the 
site in all proposed building and pavement areas and for a 5-foot margin around such areas.  Based 
on our explorations, the depth of stripping will be about 4 inches although greater stripping depths 
may be required to remove localized zones of loose or organic soil.  The actual stripping depth 
should be based on field observations at the time of construction.  Stripped material should be 
transported off site for disposal or used in landscaped areas.  

An approximate 1-1/2 to 2- foot thick till zone was observed in the explorations.  We recommend 
removing or scarifying the stripped ground surface to the depth of the tilled zone within building 
and paved fill areas prior to placing structural fill.  The scarified soil should be compacted as 
recommended for structural fill.   

The on-site silt can be sensitive to small changes in moisture content and may be difficult to compact 
adequately during wet weather.  Accordingly, scarification and compaction of the subgrade may only 
be possible during extended dry periods and following moisture conditioning of the soil.   

After stripping, scarification and required site cutting have been completed, we recommend 
proofrolling the subgrade with a fully loaded dump truck or similar size, rubber-tire construction 
equipment to identify areas of excessive yielding.  The proofrolling should be observed by a member 
of our geotechnical staff, who will evaluate the subgrade.  If areas of excessive yielding are 
identified, the material should be excavated and replaced with compacted materials recommended 
for structural fill.  Areas that appear to be too wet and soft to support proofrolling equipment should 
be prepared in accordance with the recommendations for wet weather construction presented in the 
following section of this report. 

The test pits excavations were backfilled using relatively minimal compactive effort.  Therefore, soft 
spots can be expected at these locations.  We recommend that these relatively uncompacted soils be 
removed from the test pits located within the proposed building and paved areas to a depth of 3-feet 
below finished subgrade.  The resulting excavation should be brought back to grade with structural 
fill.   

WET WEATHER CONSTRUCTION 

Near surface soil on the site can become disturbed during the wet season.  Earthwork should be 
planned and executed to minimize subgrade disturbance.   

We recommend that a minimum of 2-inch thickness of granular material be placed at the base of 
footing excavations in wet weather conditions.  The granular material reduces water softening of 
subgrade soils, reduces subgrade disturbance during placement of forms and reinforcement, and 
provides a clean environment for reinforcing steel.  To be effective, the granular material should be 
compacted until well keyed using a small vibratory plate compactor.  

PERMANENT SLOPES 

Permanent cut and fill slopes constructed using on-site soil should not exceed a grade of 2H:1V 
(Horizontal to Vertical).  Slopes that will be maintained by mowing should not be constructed steeper 
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than 3H:1V.  Structures and paved surfaces should be located at least 5 feet from the slope face.  
The slopes should be planted with appropriate vegetation to provide protection against erosion.  
Surface water runoff should be collected and directed away from slopes steeper than 3H:1V to 
prevent water from running down the face of the slope.   

UTILITY TRENCH EXCAVATION AND BACKFILL 

Trench construction and maintenance of safe working conditions, including temporary excavation 
stability, is the responsibility of the contractor. All applicable local, state, and federal safety codes 
should be followed. Temporary excavations should either be shored or sloped in accordance with 
Safety Standards for Excavation, Oregon Administrative Rules (OARs) 1926.650. 

We did not encounter groundwater in our test pit explorations however groundwater could be 
encountered and dewatering of utility trenches could be required during construction. A sump 
located within the trench excavation likely will be sufficient to remove the accumulated water, 
depending on the amount and persistence of water seepage and the length of time the trench is left 
open. Flow rates for dewatering are likely to vary depending on location, and the season during 
which the excavation occurs. The dewatering systems should be capable of adapting to variable 
flows.  

If groundwater is present in the base of the excavation, we recommend over excavating the trench 
by 1-foot and placing trench stabilization material in the base. Trench stabilization material should 
consist of well-graded crushed rock or crushed gravel with a maximum particle size of 4 inches and 
with less than 5% fines (percent passing the U.S. Standard No. 200 Sieve). The contractor should be 
responsible for selecting the excavation and dewatering methods, monitoring the trench excavations 
for safety, and providing shoring as required to protect personnel and adjacent improvements. 

Trench backfill in structural areas should consist of well-graded granular material with a maximum 
particle size of ¾-inch and less than 8 percent by weight passing the U.S. Standard No. 200 Sieve.  
The material should be free of roots, organic matter, and other unsuitable materials.  

Trench backfill in the bedding zone and pipe zone should be placed and compacted in maximum 
lifts of 6 inches.  Trench backfill above the pipe zone should be placed and compacted with a 
minimum of two lifts.  A minimum cover of 3 feet over the top of the pipe should be placed before 
compacting with a hydraulic plate compactor (hoe-pack).   

Trench backfill should be compacted to at least 90 percent of the maximum dry density at depths 
greater than 4 feet below finished grade and to 95 percent of the maximum dry density within 4 feet 
of finished grade.  Compaction is based on ASTM D1557, the modified proctor test or as 
recommended by the pipe manufacturer. 

STRUCTURAL FILL 

The term “structural fill” refers to any material used for building pads, roadway embankments, 
detention pond berms, foundations, retaining walls, slab-on-grade floors, sidewalks, pavements, and 
other similar features.  The on-site silt is suitable for use as structural fill provided it can be moisture-
conditioned, separated from unsuitable material, and compacted to the specified density.  The on-
site silt should be placed in lifts with a maximum uncompacted thickness of 8 inches and compacted 
to not less than 92 percent of the maximum dry density as determined by ASTM D 1557.    
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We recommend using imported granular material for structural fill if the on-site material cannot be 
moisture conditioned.  Imported granular material for structural fill should be pit-run or quarry-run 
rock, crushed rock, crushed gravel, or sand.  It should be fairly well-graded between coarse and fine 
material and have less than 5 percent by weight passing the U.S. Standard No. 200 Sieve. The 
material should be placed in lifts with a maximum uncompacted thickness of 12 inches and 
compacted to not less than 95 percent of the maximum dry density as determined by ASTM D 1557.   

Regardless of material or location, structural fill should be placed over firm, unyielding subgrade 
prepared in accordance with the "Site Preparation" section of this report.  The condition of the 
subgrade should be verified by a NGC representative before filling or construction begins.  Fill soil 
compaction should be verified by in-place density tests performed during fill placement so that 
adequacy of soil compaction efforts may be evaluated as earthwork progresses.   

SHALLOW FOUNDATIONS 

In our opinion, the proposed structures can be supported on continuous or isolated column footings 
founded on existing compacted structural fill, new structural fill, or on undisturbed native soil.     

Continuous wall and spread footings should be proportioned for an allowable bearing pressure of 
1,500 pounds per square foot (psf).  For this allowable bearing pressure, foundations should be at 
least 12 inches wide or 12 inches in diameter.   The base of the foundations should be at least 12 
inches below the lowest adjacent final grade.    

The recommended allowable bearing pressure applies to the total of dead plus long-term live loads.  
The allowable bearing pressure may be increased by a factor of 1/3 for short-term wind or seismic 
loads.    

Differential and total settlement of footings is anticipated to be less than ½-inch and 1-inch under 
static conditions respectively.    

Lateral loads of the proposed buildings founded on undisturbed native soil or on structural fill can be 
resisted by passive earth pressure on the sides of footings and by friction on the base of the footings 
but not both.  We recommend using the Equivalent Fluid Pressures and Coefficients of Friction 
provided in Table 1.   

TABLE 1:  LATERAL RESISTANCE FACTORS 

SOIL TYPE 
EQUIVALENT FLUID 

PRESSURE 

(γA - PCF) 

FRICTION COEFFICIENT 
(µA - %) 

ON-SITE SILT/SAND 350 .41 

IMPORTED CRUSHED ROCK 820 .61 

The tabulated values above are ultimate values.  The project structural engineer should apply 
appropriate factors of safety for static and dynamic conditions.   Typical factors of safety values for 
static conditions are 2 to 3 for equivalent fluid pressure and 1.5 to 2 for friction coefficients.  Factors 
of safety for dynamic conditions are usually 1.1.   
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In order to develop the tabulated capacities concrete must be poured neatly in excavations, or the 
adjacent confining structural fill must consist of granular soil compacted to not less than 95% of the 
dry density as determined by ASTM D-1557.  Footing backfill should extend a minimum horizontal 
distance of two times the footing embedment from base of the footing to bottom of the slab.  
Adjacent floor slabs, pavements, or the upper 12-inch depth of adjacent, unpaved areas should not 
be considered when calculating passive resistance.   

SLAB-ON GRADE FLOORS 

Satisfactory subgrade support for lightly loaded building floor slabs can be obtained on the 
undisturbed native soil or on engineered structural fill.  A 6-inch-thick layer of imported granular 
material should be placed and compacted over the prepared subgrade to assist as a capillary break.  
A subgrade modulus of 100 pounds per cubic inch may be used to design the floor slab.   

Imported granular material should be crushed rock or crushed gravel and sand that is fairly well-
graded between coarse and fine, contain no deleterious materials, have a maximum particle size of 
1½ inches, and have less than 5 percent by weight passing the U.S. Standard No. 200 Sieve.  The 
imported granular material should be placed in one lift and compacted until well-keyed, about 
85percent of the maximum dry density as determined by ASTM D 1557.    

Vapor retarders are often required by flooring manufacturers to protect flooring and flooring 
adhesives.  Many flooring manufacturers will warrant their product only if a vapor retarder is installed 
according to their recommendations.  However, vapor barriers can trap and hold excess moisture 
when installed in rainy weather.  We recommend following ACI 302.1, Chapter 3 with regard to 
installing a vapor retarder in spaces with floor coverings or coatings.  

RETAINING WALLS AND EMBEDDED BUILDING WALLS 

The following recommendations assume that the walls consist of conventional, cantilevered retaining 
walls or embedded building walls, the walls are less than 10 feet in height, the backfill is drained, 
and the wall backfill consists of free-draining, imported angular crushed quarry rock.  Re-evaluation 
of our recommendations will be required if retaining walls vary from these assumptions. 

In general, cantilever retaining walls yield under lateral loads and should be designed with active 
lateral earth pressures.  Restrained walls, such as embedded building walls and vaults should be 
designed to withstand at-rest lateral earth pressures.  We recommend using the lateral earth 
pressures shown in Table 2.  The loads are provided as equivalent fluid density (G).  Diagrams 
showing use of the lateral earth pressures in design calculations are provided in Figure 4.   

TABLE 2:  EQUIVALENT FLUID DENSITY (G) ACTING ON RETAINING WALLS 

WALL TYPE 
BACKFILL 

COMPONENT (PCF) 
SURCHARGE 

COMPONENT (PSF) 
SEISMIC  

COMPONENT (PCF) 

YIELDING WALL 20 NA 18 

NON-YIELDING WALL 43 NA 12 
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Retaining wall drains should consist of a perforated drainpipe embedded in a minimum 1-foot-wide 
zone of drain rock that is wrapped 360 degrees around by a geotextile filter fabric.  The fabric 
should be overlapped a minimum of 6 inches.  The drain should outlet an approved outfall.   

The drain rock should consist of course sand or gravel containing not more than 3% fines (material 
by weight passing the U.S. Standard No. 200 Sieve by washed analysis).  The geotextile filter should 
be a non-woven fabric with an AOS between the U.S. Standard No. 70 and No. 100 Sieve size and a 
water permittivity of greater than 1.5 sec-1.   

Backfill for retaining walls should extend a horizontal distance of H, where H is the wall height, and 
should consist of medium sand, sand and gravel, or well-graded sand or gravel, with not more than 
5% fines.  Geotextile filter fabric should be placed between the granular materials and the native soil 
to prevent movement of fines into the clean granular material.   

Backfill should be placed and compacted as recommended for structural fill, with the exception of 
backfill placed immediately adjacent to walls.  To reduce pressure on the walls, backfill located 
within a horizontal distance of 3 feet from the retaining walls should be compacted to approximately 
90% of the maximum dry density, as determined by ASTM D 1557.  Backfill placed within 3 feet of 
the wall should be compacted in lifts less than 6 inches thick using hand-operated tamping 
equipment (such as a jumping jack or vibratory plate compactor).   

Static lateral earth pressures acting on a retaining wall should be increased to account for surcharge 
loadings resulting from any traffic, construction equipment, material stockpiles, or structures located 
within a horizontal distance equal to the wall height.   

BUILDING AND SITE DRAINAGE 

We recommend that all roof drains be connected to a tightline leading to storm drain facilities.  
Pavement surfaces and open space areas should be sloped such that surface water runoff is collected 
and routed to suitable discharge points.  Ground surfaces adjacent to buildings should be sloped to 
drain away from the buildings.   

French drains and or trench should be installed in slopes if groundwater seepage is encountered 
during construction.  The drains should consist of a 4-inch diameter perforated pipe within an 
envelope of uniformly graded drain rock with a maximum particle size of 3 inches, and less than 2 
percent passing the U.S. Standard No. 200 Sieve.  The drain rock should extend at least 4 inches on 
all sides of the pipe.   

The gravel envelope should extend upward to the top of the slope and should be wrapped with filter 
fabric to reduce the migration of fines from the surrounding soil.  The geotextile filter should be a 
non-woven fabric with an AOS between the U.S. Standard No. 70 and No. 100 Sieve size and a water 
permittivity of greater than 1.5 sec-1.  Design details for French /Trench Drains are provided in 
Figure 5.  

ASPHALT PAVEMENT 

The pavement subgrade should be prepared in accordance with the previously described 
recommendations described in the “Site Preparation,” “Wet Weather Construction,” and “Structural 
Fill” sections of this report.  
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Our pavement recommendations are based on a subgrade stiffness using a California Bearing Ratio 
value of 4.  We do not have specific information on the frequency and type of vehicles that will use 
the area; however, we have assumed that post construction traffic conditions will consist of no more 
than five heavy trucks per day. 

Our analysis shows that a pavement section consisting of a minimum of 4 inches of AC pavement 
underlain by a minimum of 10.0 inches of crushed rock base will be required to support anticipated 
traffic loads over a design life of 20 years.     

These thicknesses are intended to be the minimum acceptable and are based on the assumption that 
construction will be completed during an extended period of dry weather.  Construction of pavement 
when subgrade soils are wet will require an increased thickness of crushed rock base.   

The AC pavement should conform to Section 0074 of the Standard Specification for Highway 
Construction, Oregon Highway Specifications.  We recommend half inch dense graded Hot Mix 
Asphalt Concrete for Design Level 2 using Performance Grade Asphalt PG-70-22 for the Sherwood 
area.  The aggregate base should conform to Section 02630 of the specifications with the addition 
that no more than 5 percent of the material by dry weight passes a U.S. Standard No. 200 Sieve.   

Aggregate base should be placed in one lift and compacted to not less than 95% of the modified 
Proctor maximum dry density (ASTM D1557).  Aggregate base should be placed in one lift and 
compacted to not less than 95 percent of the maximum dry density as determined by ASTM D 1557.  
Aggregate base contaminated with soil during construction should be removed and replaced before 
paving.   

ADDITIONAL SERVICES 

Because the future performance and integrity of the structural elements will depend largely on 
proper site preparation, drainage, fill placement, and construction procedures, monitoring and 
testing (geotechnical special inspection) by experienced geotechnical personnel should be 
considered an integral part of the design process.  Consequently, we recommend that NGC be 
retained to provide the following post-investigation services:   

• Review construction plans and specifications to verify that our design criteria presented in 
this report have been properly integrated into the design.   

• Attend a pre-construction conference with the design team and contractor to discuss 
geotechnical related construction issues.  

• Observe footing and floor slab subgrade before granular fill material or concrete is placed, 
in order to verify the soil bearing capacity. 

• Prepare a post-construction letter-of-compliance summarizing our field observations, 
inspections, and test results. 

LIMITATIONS 

This report was prepared for the exclusive use of D R Horton and members of the design team for 
this specific project.   It should be made available to prospective contractors for information on the 
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factual data only, and not as a warranty of subsurface conditions such as those interpreted from the 
explorations and presented in the discussions of the subsurface conditions included in this report. 

The recommendations contained in this report are preliminary.  They are based on information 
derived through subsurface sampling.  No matter how effective subsurface sampling may be 
performed, variations between exploration location and the presence of unsuitable materials are 
possible and cannot be determined until exposed during construction.  Accordingly, NGC's 
recommendations can be finalized only through NGC's observation of the project's earthwork 
construction.  NGC accepts no responsibility or liability for any party's reliance on NGC's preliminary 
recommendations.   

During construction observation NGC will assign persons qualified to recognize unanticipated 
conditions and observe and report on the contractor's quality of work in order to reduce the risk of 
problems arising during construction.  Note however that construction observation is not insurance, 
nor does it constitute a warranty or guaranty of any type.  NGC’s professionals are represented on 
site solely to observe operations of the contractor identified, to form opinions about the adequacy of 
those operations, and to report those opinions to our client.   

It is our expectation that D R Horton will retain competent contractors who are knowledgeable and 
experienced in completing the work they are contracted to perform and that contractors will perform 
irrespective of the presence of our representative or any testing we may conduct.  In all cases 
contractors are assumed to be fully responsible for quality control and quality assurance.  Failure by 
NGC or our client to detect deficiencies in the work or to inform contractor of any deficiencies 
which may be discovered, shall not relieve any contractor from their responsibility for 
performance of the end product.  

Within the limitations of the scope, schedule and budget, the analyses, conclusions and 
recommendations presented in this report were prepared in accordance with generally accepted 
professional geotechnical engineering principles and practice in this area at the time this report was 
prepared.  We make no warranty, either express or implied.   
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We appreciate the opportunity to be of continued service to you.  Please call if you have questions 
concerning this report or if we can provide additional services. 

Sincerely, 
Northwest GEO Consultants, LLC 
 

 

 

 

 

  

 
Paul A. Crenna, CEG  Brad L. Hupy, PE, GE 
Engineering Geologist  Principal Engineer 

 

Attachments: Figure 1 – Site Location 
 Figure 2 – Site Layout 
 Figure 3 – Seismic Site Response 
 Figure 4 - Retaining Wall Pressures 
 Figure 5 - French/Trench Drains 
  
 A - Field Exploration and Laboratory Testing 
 Field Exploration Program 
 Laboratory Testing Program 
 Key to Boring and Test Pit Logs (4 pages) 
 Exploration Logs  
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TIME HISTORY PLOTS 

 
 
 
 

TP-1 

Northwest GEO 
Consultants, LLC 
 

1021 SE 33rd AVE 
Portland, OR 97214 

 
FIGURE 2 

SITE LAYOUT & 
EXPLORATIONS 

DEC 
2013 

Drawn 
By: 

TAC 
 

DR HORTON 
MEINECKE PARK 

 
 

 
APPROXIMATE TEST PIT LOCATIONS EXCAVATED ON 10/18/13  
 
BASE DRAWING FROM "BROWNSTONE PROPERTY - OPTION 2" PREPARED BY 
EMRIO DESIGN  
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Latitude  Longitude 
Seismic Site 

Class 
PGA 

Structural 
PGA  

Geotechnical 

45.363 N 122.858 W D 0.269 0.404 

Northwest GEO 
Consultants, LLC 
 

FIGURE 3 SEISMIC SITE RESPONSE  

DEC 
2013 

Drawn 
By: 
BLH 

 

STRUCTURAL PGA FROM NEHRP DESIGN SPECTRUM FOR STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS – GEOTECHNICAL PGA REQUIRES 
ADDITIONAL MODIFICATION – SEE NCHRP REPORT 611 (2008) 

DR HORTON 
MEINECKE PARK 
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FIGURE 4 

DR HORTON 
MEINECKE PARK 

 

RETAINING WALL 
LATERAL EARTH 

PRESSURES  

See report text for values of G.   
 
 

A: Active Pressure   O:  At Rest Pressure   S:  Surcharge Pressure    E:  Earthquake Pressure 

DEC 
2013 
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FIGURE 5 TIME HISTORY PLOTS 

12 in 

12 in 

12 in 

 
 
 
 

Northwest GEO 
Consultants, LLC 
 

FRENCH/TRENCH 
DRAIN DETAIL 

DEC 
2013 

 

Drawn 
By: 
BLH 

 

12 IN MIN 

1. Install geotextile filter fabric in trench to wrap drain rock with overlap at the top as 
shown.    

2. Drain rock shall be pea gravel or washed drain rock.  Extend to ground surface above 
geotextile to design subgrade elevation.  

3. Install non-woven geotextile filter fabric with an apparent opening size (AOS) equal 
to the U.S. Standard No. 70 Sieve and a water permittivity of greater than 1.5 sec-1.     
Fabric meeting ODOT 2008 Standard Specifications - Section 02320 is acceptable. 

 

GEOTEXTILE 

DRAIN ROCK 

12 IN MIN 

VARIES 

4 INCH DIAM 
PERFORATED PIPE 

DR HORTON 
MEINECKE PARK 

 

1021 SE 33rd Avenue 
Portland, OR 97214 
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D R Horton December 9, 2013 
Meinecke Park Subdivision  
Geotechnical Evaluation 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT A 

FIELD EXPLORATION PROGRAM 

LABORATORY TESTING PROGRAM 

KEY TO BORING AND TEST PIT LOGS 

TEST PIT  LOGS:  TP-1 TO TP- 8 
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D R Horton December 9, 2013 
Meinecke Park Subdivision  
Geotechnical Evaluation 

 

NGC, LLC A-1 

 FIELD EXPLORATION PROGRAM 

General  

NGC explored subsurface conditions at the site by observing 8 shallow test pits to depths up to 9 
feet below the ground surface (bgs) at the locations shown in Figure 2.  The test pits were excavated 
on October 18,  2013 using a medium size tracked excavator owned and operated by Parker 
Concrete of Forest Grove, Oregon. 

A member of NGC’s geotechnical staff was present during the explorations to record soil, rock, and 
groundwater conditions encountered in our boring and to obtain soil samples for laboratory testing.   

Soil Sampling 

Representative grab samples of the soil observed in the explorations were obtained from the test pit 
walls and/or base using the excavator bucket.  Relatively undisturbed samples were obtained using a 
standard 3-inch O.D. Shelby tube in general accordance with ASTM D 1587, the Standard Practice for 
Thin-walled Tube Sampling of Soils.  Samples obtained in the exploration were sealed to retain 
moisture and returned to our laboratory for additional examination and testing.  The test pits were 
loosely backfilled.  

Field Classification 

Soil samples were initially classified visually in the field.  Consistency, color, relative moisture, degree 
of plasticity, peculiar odors and other distinguishing characteristics of the soil samples were noted.  
The terminology used in the soil and rock classifications and other modifiers are defined in the 
General Notes in this Appendix. 

Field Testing 

We estimated the undrained shear strength of fine grained soil (silt and clay) using a Pocket 
Penetrometer (PP) applied to the sidewalls of the test pits.  The PP is a hand held device that indicates 
undrained compressive strength in tons per square foot.  The test method is approximate and 
applicable only to fine grained soil.  The results of the tests are presented in the logs included in this 
appendix. 

Exploration Log 

Summary exploration t logs follow in this attachment.  The left-hand portion of the log provides our 
interpretation of the soil encountered in the boring, sample depths, and groundwater information.  
The right-hand, graphic portion of the logs shows the results of laboratory testing.   

Soil descriptions and interfaces between soil types shown in the logs are interpretive, and actual 
changes may be gradual. 
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D R Horton December 9, 2013 
Meinecke Park Subdivision  
Geotechnical Evaluation 

 

NGC, LLC A-2 

 

 

LABORATORY TESTING PROGRAM 

General 

The soil samples obtained during the field explorations were examined in our laboratory.  The 
physical characteristics of the samples were noted and the field classifications were modified where 
necessary in accordance with terminology presented in the "Key to Boring and Test Pit Logs".    

Representative samples were selected during the course of the examination for further testing.  The 
testing program included visual-manual classification, moisture content, and dry unit weight 
determination.  The testing procedures and results of the tests are summarized in the following 
paragraphs.  The phrase “In general accordance with guidelines presented in…” means that certain 
local and common descriptive practices and methodologies have been followed. 

Visual-Manual Classification   

The soil samples were classified in general accordance with guidelines presented in ASTM D2488, 
Standard Practice for Description and Identification of Soils (Visual-Manual Procedure).  Certain 
terminology incorporating current local engineering practice may be used in lieu of ASTM 
terminology.  The term which best described the major portion of the sample was used in 
determining the soil type.  Terminology used is provided in the “Key to Test Pit and Boring Logs” that 
follows.     

Natural Moisture Content 

Natural moisture content of selected samples was determined in general accordance with guidelines 
presented in ASTM D 2216.  The natural moisture content is the ratio, expressed as a percentage, of 
the weight of water in a given amount of soil to the weight of solid particles.  The results of these 
tests are shown on the exploration logs.   

In-Situ Dry Density (Dry Unit Weight) 

We tested selected soil samples to determine the in-situ dry density (dry unit weight).  The tests were 
performed in general accordance with guidelines presented in ASTM D 2937.  The dry density is 
defined as the ratio of the dry weight of the soil sample to the volume of that sample.  The dry 
density typically is expressed in pounds per cubic foot.  The dry densities are presented in the logs 
included in this appendix. 
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1/4 GENERAL INFORMATION 
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KEY TO BORING AND TEST PIT LOGS 2013 

Drawn 
By: 
BLH 

1411 SE 130th Avenue-Suite 6 
Portland Oregon 97214  

BORING AND TEST PIT LOGS 

DISTINCTION BETWEEN FIELD LOGS AND FINAL LOGS 

A field log Is prepared for exploration by our field representative. The log contains information concerning soil and groundwatar 
encountered, sampling depths, sampler types used and Identification of samples selected for laboratory analysis. The final logs 
presented in this report represent our interpretation of subsurface conditions based on the contents of the field logs, observations 
made during explorations, and the results of laboratory tasting. Our recommendations are based on the contents of the final logs 
and the information contained therein and not on the field logs. 

SOIL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM 
Soil samples are classified in the field in general accordance with the Unified Soil Classification (USCS) presented In ASTM D 
2488 "Standard Practice for Description and Identification of Soils (Visual-Manual Procedure)." Final logs reftect field soil 
classifications and laboratory testing results. A summary of the uses Is provided on page 3. Classifications and sampling 
Intervals are shown In the logs. 

VARIATION OF SOIL BETWEEN EXPLORATIONS 

The fnallogs and related information depict subsurface conditions only at the specific location and on the date(s) Indicated. 
Those using the information contained herein should be aware that soil conditions at other locations or on other datas may differ. 

TRANSITION BETWEEN SOIL OR ROCK CLASSIFICATIONS 

The lines designating the interface between soil, fill, or rock on the final logs and on the subsurface profiles presented in the 
report are determined by interpolation and are therefore approximate. The transition between the materials may be abrupt or 
gradual. Only at specific exploration locations should profiles be considered as reasonably accurate and then only to the degree 
imptied by the notes. 

PORTION OF 
RECOVERED 
SAMPLE 
SUBMITIED FOR 
TESTING 

BORING LOG SAMPLES 

I TOP OF SAMPLE 
t INTERVAL 

BOTIOM OF __j 
SAMPLE INTERVAL 

-RECOVERED 
PORTION OF 
SAMPLE 
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2/4 SYMBOLS 

 
 
 
 

Northwest GEO 
Consultants, 

 
KEY TO BORING AND TEST PIT LOGS 2013 

Drawn 
By: 
BLH 

1411 SE 130th Avenue-Suite 6 
Portland Oregon 97214  

EXPLORATION LOG SYMBOLS 

I I Semple Loartion Using Thi,.Walled ~ Water Sample 

"San¥11& Location with 
. 

S<:reenecltrlteMII 

No Sample Reoovecy Tube Sampler (ASTM D 158'T) 

!2 Water Sample SubrNtled 
for Chemical Testing 

[) Seii"C)Ie Location Using Dlrec:t Push ] Roc"k Coni ln181Val ~ Water Sample Tested 

5a~r (ASTM 0 6282) In the FJeld 

Sl Groo~r Level 
Encountered While Drilll~g 

] ~ Location USing Ring.Uled 
Gr8b $1,U11ple location Sialic GtoYI)dwltter Barrel Sampler (ASTM D 3550) Y. Level 

l 
Soft Sample Submitted for y_ Petehed 

Sa~ loc.ttion Ualng Spllt-aarrel Chem~l Testing Gmundwaf.et 

Sarf4)1er (ASTM D 1586) 
(g) SQil Semple So,~bmlt!ed for - Groondwetlllr Level 

Physical Property TG&ting -=: •t r.,.,. of s.,..p~l"!l 

SOIL CHAMCTER 

Granular Soil ColleeMJ Soil 

Density Sland8.rd PenetntUon Test • Coneislency Standard Penetnslion Teat" Uneonfinea Corr4>1'8t18iw Slnlngth (tsl) 

Very loose 0·4 V.,ySoft LessTh1112 Less Than 025 
l.oatle <4-10 Sof\ 2 - ~ 0:25- 0.5 

Mectlum DeMe 10·30 MediumSilf <4 · 8 0.50-1.0 

Dense 30·50 Stllf 8 - 16 1.0 · 2.0 
Very Denae Greater Tnan 50 Very stiff 18 - 32 2.0·4.0 

BlOws Reqlllled to Drive a SpHt·Ban'el Sampler 12 inches Hard Gre&lerThan32 Greater Than 4.0 

DEANITINIONS AND AS8REV1ATIONS 

AT ATTERBERG UMITSTEST NO NON DETECT PPB PARTS PER BILUON 
BGS BELOW GROUND SURFACE NEG NEGATIVE RESULT PRM PARTS PER MILUON 
co CONSOLIDATION TEST NS NO VISIBLE SHEEN PSF POUNDS P.ER SQUARE FOOT 

OS DIRECT SHEAR TEST oc ORGANIC CONTEIIIT RS SOIL RESISTI\liTY TEST 
ow DRY UNIT WEIGHT p PUSHED SAMPLE S4 SUDAN IV SOIL TEST 
GS MECHANICAL GRAIN SI2E TEST P200 P200 FINES CONTENT TEST SG SPECIFIC GRAV1TY TEST 
HS HEAVY SHEEN PCF POliN OS PER CUBIC FOOT SPT STD. PENETRATION TEST 

HYD HYDROMETER TEST PH SOIL pH ss SliGt;T SHEEN 

MC MOISTURE COIIITENT PID PHOTOIONIZATION DETECTOR TO TOREVANE 
MGIKG MILUGRAMS PER KILOGRAM POS POSmVE RESULT TSF TONS PER SQUARE FOOT 

MS MODERATE SHEEJ\1 pp POCKET PENETROMETEJ{ uv ULTRAVIOLET LIGHT TEST 

G.RAJN S1Z.E QEFINroQNS MINOR FR.i\CTIONS IN FlNE GRAINED SOJL GROUN.DWATER SEEPAGE 

.SAND F!NE No. 200 to No. 40 No Mentlon (CLAY, SILT) < 15pertlGI'It Slow <1gpm 
MEDIUM No. 40'to No. 10 With Sand, With Glavel 15 to 30 peroent ModenJtie 1-3gpm 

COARSE No. 10 to No. 4 Sandy. Gravelly 30 1o 49 pe!Qint Rapid > 39PJ" 
GRAVEL FINE No. 4 lo 314-lnch FIELD ~OISTURE OBSERVATION CAV1NG 

COARSE 314- to 3-inch Dry Absence of moilltUre, dusty, d;y to touch Minor 
COBBLE J..lhcheos to 12-lnche& Moist Danp but no vlslble water. Moclera1s 

BOULDER > 12-inches Wet ~~;~ted, belowgroundWlltllr s-
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SOIL CLASSIFICATION 
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KEY TO BORING AND TEST PIT LOGS 2013 
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COARSE 

FINE 
GRAINED 

SOilS 

MAJOR DIVISIONS 

GRAVEl 
MID 

SAND 
AND 

SANDY 
SOILS 

SilTS 

ClAYS 

(UTilE OR NO FINES! 

GRAVElS WITH 
FINES 

ClEAN SANDS 

ILITilo 0¥! NO FINES) 

SANDS WITH 
FINES 

HIGHlY ORGANIC SOilS 

TYPICAL 
DESCRIPTIONS 

OF HIGH 
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4/4 ROCK CLASSIFICATION  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Northwest GEO 
Consultants, LLC KEY TO BORING AND TEST PIT LOGS 2013 

Drawn 
By: 
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1411 SE 130th Avenue-Suite 6 
Portland Oregon 97214  

HARDNESS 

Very soft 
Soft 
Moderate 
Hard 
Very hard 

STRENGTH 

Plastic 
Friable 
Weak 
Moderately Strong 
Strong 

Very Strong 

WEATHERING 

Severe 

Moderate 

Little 

Fresh 

FRACTURING 

Crushed 
Highly Fractured 
Closely Fractured 
Moderately fractured 
Little Fractured 
Massive 

JOINT SPACING 

Papery 
Shaley or Platey 
Very Close 
Close 
Blocky 
Massive 

ROCK CLASSIFICATION GUIDELINES 

(RH-O) 
(RH-1) 
(RH-2) 
(RH-3) 
(RH-4) 

DESCRIPTION 

For plastic material only 
Carved or gouged with a knife 
Scratched with a knife 
Difficult to scratch with a knife 
Rock scratches metal; rock cannot be scratched with a knife 

DESCRIPTION 

Easily deformable with finger pressure 
Crumbles by rubbing with fingers 
Crumbles only under light hammer blows 
Few heavy hammer blows before breaking 
Withstands few heavy hammer blows and yields large 
fragments 
Withstands many heavy hammer blows, yields dust and 
small fragments 

DESCRIPTION 

Rock decomposed; thorough discoloration; all fractures 
extensively coated with clay, oxides, or carbonates. 
Intense localized discoloration of rock; fracture surfaces 
coated with weathering minerals. 
Slight and intermittent discoloration of rock; few stains 
on fracture surfaces. 
Rock unaffected by weathering 

FRACTURE SPACING 

Less than 5/8 Inch to contains clay 
5/8 inch to 2 inches 
2 inches to 6 Inches 
6 Inches to 1 foot 
1 foot to 4 feet 
Greater than 4 feet 

DESCRIPTION 

Less than 1/8 inch 
1/8 inch to 5/8 inch 
5/8 inch to 3 inches 
3 inches to 2 feet 
2 to 4 feet 
Greater than 4 feet 
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PP=0.5

PP=2.0

PP=2.5

PP=3.5

Soft, brown SILT with trace organics (roots to 1/8 inch
diameter, 10%, carbonized wood fragments), abundant air
voids, (3- to 4-inch thick heavily rooted zone at the ground
surface); moist.

TILL ZONE

Stiff to very stiff, brown to light brown SILT with trace fine
sand; moist.

WILLAMETTE SILT

End at 9 feet in stiff native silt.

No caving and no groundwater observed to the depth
explored.
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Station: See Figure 2

Excavation Started:  10/18/13

Logged By:  Paul Crenna, CEG
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Northwest GEO Consultants
1021 SE 33rd Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97214
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PP=0.25

PP=2.5

PP=2.0

PP=3.5

Soft, brown SILT with trace fine organics, abundant air
voids, (3- to 4-inch thick heavily rooted zone at the ground
surface); moist.

TILL ZONE

Stiff to very stiff, brown to light brown SILT with trace fine
sand; moist.

WILLAMETTE SILT

End at 8 feet in stiff native silt.

No caving and no groundwater observed to the depth
explored
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Station: See Figure 2

Excavation Started:  10/18/13

Logged By:  Paul Crenna, CEG

SOIL DESCRIPTION TESTING AND
LABORATORY DATA

D
E

P
T

H
(f

ee
t 

b
g

s)

5

10

Ordinance 2014-013, Attachment to Staff Report, Exh's A-Q 
July 15, 2014, Page 292 of 397

377



PP=0.25

PP=2.0

PP=2.5

PP=3.0

Soft, brown SILT with trace fine organics, abundant air
voids, (3- to 4-inch thick heavily rooted zone at the ground
surface); moist.

TILL ZONE

Stiff to very stiff, brown to light brown SILT with trace fine
sand; moist.

WILLAMETTE SILT

End at 5 feet in very stiff silt.

No caving and no groundwater observed to the depth
explored
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Station: See Figure 2

Excavation Started:  10/18/13

Logged By:  Paul Crenna, CEG

SOIL DESCRIPTION TESTING AND
LABORATORY DATA
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PP=0.5

PP=2.0
PP=2.5

PP=3.5

Soft, brown SILT with trace fine organics, abundant air
voids, (3- to 4-inch thick heavily rooted zone at the ground
surface); moist.

TILL ZONE

Stiff to very stiff, brown to light brown SILT with trace fine
sand; moist.

WILLAMETTE SILT

End at 6 feet in very stiff silt.

No caving and no groundwater observed to the depth
explored

DD = 94.5 pcf29
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Station: See Figure 2

Excavation Started:  10/18/13

Logged By:  Paul Crenna, CEG
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PP=0.25

PP=2.0

PP=2.5

PP=3.0

Soft, brown SILT with trace fine organics, abundant air
voids, (3- to 4-inch thick heavily rooted zone at the ground
surface); moist.

TILL ZONE

Stiff to very stiff, brown to light brown SILT with trace fine
sand; moist.

WILLAMETTE SILT

End at 7 feet in stiff native silt.

No caving and no groundwater observed to the depth
explored

25

25

30

ML

ML

1

2

3

LOG OF TEST PIT
TP-5

U
S

C
S

S
Y

M
B

O
L

S
A

M
P

L
E

Excavation Completed:  10/18/13

Approximate Elevation:

G
R

A
P

H
IC

L
O

G

G
R

O
U

N
D

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R
C

O
N

T
E

N
T

(p
er

ce
n

t)

F
IE

L
D

T
E

S
T

IN
G

Station: See Figure 2

Excavation Started:  10/18/13

Logged By:  Paul Crenna, CEG

SOIL DESCRIPTION TESTING AND
LABORATORY DATA
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Northwest GEO Consultants
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PP=0.5

PP=2.0

PP=2.5

PP=3.0

Soft, brown SILT with trace fine organics, abundant air
voids, (3- to 4-inch thick heavily rooted zone at the ground
surface); moist.

TILL ZONE

Stiff to very stiff, brown to light brown SILT with trace fine
sand; moist.

WILLAMETTE SILT

End at 8 feet in very stiff silt.

No caving and no groundwater observed to the depth
explored

DD = 90.5 pcf

27

29

31

ML

ML

1

2

3

LOG OF TEST PIT
TP-6

U
S

C
S

S
Y

M
B

O
L

S
A

M
P

L
E

Excavation Completed:  10/18/13

Approximate Elevation:

G
R

A
P

H
IC

L
O

G

G
R

O
U

N
D

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R
C

O
N

T
E

N
T

(p
er

ce
n

t)

F
IE

L
D

T
E

S
T

IN
G

Station: See Figure 2

Excavation Started:  10/18/13

Logged By:  Paul Crenna, CEG
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PP=0.5

PP=1.5

PP=2.5

PP=3.5

Soft, brown SILT with trace fine organics, abundant air
voids, (3- to 4-inch thick heavily rooted zone at the ground
surface); moist.

TILL ZONE

Stiff to very stiff, brown to light brown SILT with trace fine
sand; moist.

WILLAMETTE SILT

End at 6 feet in stiff native silt.

No caving and no groundwater observed to the depth
explored
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Station: See Figure 2

Excavation Started:  10/18/13

Logged By:  Paul Crenna, CEG
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LABORATORY DATA

D
E

P
T

H
(f

ee
t 

b
g

s)

5

10

Northwest GEO Consultants
1021 SE 33rd Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97214
Tel   503-702 8437
Fax
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Meinecke Park
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PP=0.5

PP=1.5

PP=2.5

PP=3.5

Soft, brown SILT with trace fine organics, abundant air
voids, (3- to 4-inch thick heavily rooted zone at the ground
surface); moist.

TILL ZONE

Stiff to very stiff, brown to light brown SILT with trace fine
sand; moist.

WILLAMETTE SILT

End at 5 feet in very stiff native silt.

No caving and no groundwater observed to the depth
explored
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Excavation Completed:  10/18/13
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Station: See Figure 2

Excavation Started:  10/18/13

Logged By:  Paul Crenna, CEG
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Parker Paint® 
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CL2517N 
Ceasar 

CL 2557N 
Phantom 

CL2577N 
Fortress 

exterior color combinations 

CL 2587N 
Worn Wood 

Q2647N 
Fudge 

CL2877N 
Diesel 

as of October 2012 

accent paint colors 

CL 2987N 
Shadey 

CL2747N 
Rover 

CL 3127N 
Black Russian 

CL3137N 
Oil 

CL 3217N 
Topsoil 

CL3277N 
Bon Nuit 

CLC 1279N 
Bracken 

CLC 1283N 
Caffeine 

CLV 1159N 
Blade 

Colorlife· Parker Paint. 
Colors shown are as accurate as possi ble Finished appearances may vary slightly because of surfa ce texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint. size and shape of area painted and 
coordinating nearby colors IMPORT ANTI Shingles will be stained in a semi-transparent which will cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above 
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Color1 Trim and Accent only 
CLW 1034W 
Powderface 

Color2 
CL 3237N 
BlackTop 

Color3 
CL3236A 
Estate 

as of October 20 12 

exterior color combinations 
scheme200 

Color4 
CL3234D 
Shoal 

Roof- Charcoal, Barkwood 

Brick- Mutual- Clinker 

Stone- Bora I- Wolf Creek Country Ledgestone 

Stone- Bora I- San Francisco Cobblefield 

CL2577N 
Fortress 

Colorlife· Parker Paint. 
olors shown are as accurate as possible Finished appearances may vary slightly because of surface texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint, size and shape of area painted and 
Jordinating nearby colors. IMPORT ANTI Shingles will be stained in a semi-transparent which will cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above. 
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Color1 Trim and Accent only 
CLW 1010W 
Snow Valley 

Color2 
CL2914M 
Nettle 

Color3 
CLC 1215A 
Replanted 

as of October 20 12 

exterior color combinations 
scheme201 

Color4 
CL 2857N 
Stealth 

Roof- Barkwood, Weather Wood 

Brick- Mutual- Windsor 

Stone- Bora I- Eucalyptus Country Ledgestone 

Stone- Bora I -Bucks County Limestone 

ColorS 
CL2895A 
Teasle 

Colorlife· Parker Paint. 
Colors shown are as accurate as possible Finished appearances may vary slightly because of surface texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint, size and shape of area painted and 
coordinating nearby colors. IMPORTANT! Shingles will be stained in a semi-transparent which will cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above 
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__ j 
Color1 Trim and Accent only 
CLW1034W 
Powderface 

Color2 
CL 2877N 
Diesel 

Color3 
CLC 1275A 
Shinto 

as of October 20 7 2 

exterior color combinations 
scheme202 

Color4 
CLC 1274D 
Aurora 

Roof- Barkwood, Mission Brown 

Brick- Mutual- Windsor Brick 

Stone- Bora I- Eucalyptus Country Ledgestone 

Stone- Bora! -Hudson Bay Country Ledgestone 

ColorS 
CL2876N 
Dug Up 

Colorlife· Parker Paint. 
Colors shown are as accurate as possible. Finished appearances may vary slightly because of surface texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint, size and shape of area painted and 
coordinating nearby colors. IMPORTANT! Shingles will be stained in a semi-transparent which will cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above 
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Color1 Trim and Accent only 
CL2651W 
Bunting 

====== 

Color2 
CL2656N 
Bittersweet 

Color3 
CL268SA 
Logwood 

as of October 20 7 2 

exterior color combinations 
scheme203 

Color4 
CL2657N 
Asteroid 

Roof- Mission Brown, Barkwood 

Brick- Mutual- Covington 

Stone- Bora I- Wolf Creek Country Ledgestone 

Stone- Bora I- Chardonnay Southern Ledgestone 

ColorS 
<J2683D 
Smoked Trout 

Colorlife· Parker Paint. 
Colors shown are as accurate as possible Finished appearances may vary slightly because of surface texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint, size and shape of area painted and 
coordinating nearby colors. IMPORTANT! Shingles will be stained in a semi-transparent which will cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above. 
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Color1 Trim and Accent only 
CL 3182W 
_Windblown 

Color2 
CL3184M 
Iron Sand 

Color3 
CL 31850 
Black Pepper 

as of October 20 12 

exterior color combinations 
scheme204 

Color4 
CL3186A 
Soot 

Roof- Weather Wood 

Brick- Mutual - Sierra Mist 

Stone- Boral -Echo Ridge Country Ledgestone 

Stone- Boral - San Francisco Cobblefield 

ColorS 
CL 3066A 
Hebborn 

Colorlife· Parker Paint. 
Colors shown are as accurate as possible Finished appearances may vary slightly because of surface texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint, size and shape of area painted and 
coordinating nearby colors. IMPORTANT! Shingles will be stained in a semi-transparent which will cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above 
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L_ ____ _ 
Color1 Trim and Accent only 
CLW1032W 
Lorette 

Color2 
CL 2937N 
Barkchip 

Color3 
CL2935D 
Seaweed 

as of October 20 12 

exterior color combinations 
scheme205 

Color4 
CL2687N 
Sepia 

Roof- Barkwood 

Brick - Mutual - Sheffield 

Stone - Bora I - Eucalyptus Country Ledgestone 

Stone - Bora I -Wolf Creek Country Ledgestone 

ColorS 
CL2676A 
Tia Maria 

Color life· Parker Paint. 
Colors shown are as accurate as possible Finished appearances may vary slightly because of surface texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint, size and shape of area painted and 
coordinating nearby colors. IMPORTANT! Shingles will be stained in a semi-transparent which will cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above. 
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Colorl Trim and Accent only 
CLW1034W 

Color2 
CL 2866A 
Avante Garde 

Color3 
CL3026D 
Stigma 

'_j 

as of October 20 7 2 

exterior color combinations 
scheme206 

Color4 
CL 3027N 
Economy 

Roof - Barkwood, Mission Brown 

Brick- Mutual- Alpine Mist 

Stone- Bora I -Aspen Country Ledgestone 

Stone- Bora I -San Francisco Cobblefield 

ColorS 
CL2894D 
Roadside 

Color life· Parker Paint. 
Colors shown are as accurate as possible. Finished appearances may vary slightly because of surface texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint, size and shape of area painted and 
coordinating nearby colors. IMPORT ANTI Shingles will be sta ined in a semi-transparent which will cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above 

., 
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Colorl Trim and Accent only 
CLC 1273W 
Cartographic 

Color2 
CLC 12740 
Aurora 

Color3 
CL 31560 
Caserta 

as of October 20 I 2 

exterior color combinations 
scheme207 

Color4 
CL3157N 
Black Ladder 

Roof- Weather Wood 

Brick- Mutual- Alpine Mist 

Stone- Bora I - Hudson Bay Country Ledgestone 

Stone- Bora I - Echo Ridge Country Ledgestone 

ColorS 
CLC 1275A 
Shinto 

Colorlife· Parker Paint 
Colors shown are as accurate as possible. Finished appearances may vary slightly because of surface texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint, size and shape of area painted and 
coordinating nearby colors. IMPORTANT! Shingles will be stained in a semi-transparent which will cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above. 

Ordinance 2014-013, Attachment to Staff Report, Exh's A-Q 
July 15, 2014, Page 305 of 397

390



Colorl Trim and Accent only 
CL2802M 
Babouche 

Color2 
CLV 1135N 
Meteorite 

Color3 
CLV 1136N 
Crave 

as of October 20 12 

exterior color combinations 
scheme208 

Bon Nuit 

Roof - Barkwood 

Brick- Mutual- Westport Used 

Stone- Bora I - Aspen Country Ledgestone 

Stone- Bora I -Bucks County Limestone 

ColorS 
CL2804D 
Shogun 

Colorlife· Parker Paint 
Colors shown are as accurate as possible. Finished appearances may vary slightly because of surface texture, method of light ing, sheen of paint, size and shape of area painted and 
coordrnating nearby colors 111/rPORTANTI Shrngles will be stained in a semi-transparent which wil l cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above. 
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Colorl Trim and Accent only 
CL 3211W 
Washbasin 

Color2 
CL 2684D 
Deck Chair 

Color3 
CL2647N 
Fudge 

as of October 20 7 2 

exterior color combinations 
scheme209 

Color4 
CL 3274M 
Hurricane 

Roof- Mission Brown, Bark wood 

Brick- Mutual - Covington 

Stone- Bora I -Wolf Creek Country Ledgestone 

Stone- Bora I -Bucks County Limestone 

ColorS 
CL2681W 
Museum 

Colorlife· Parker Paint. 
Colors shown are as accurate as possible. Finished appeara nces may vary slightly because of surface texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint, size and shape of area pa inted and 
coord inating nearby colors IMPORTANT' Shingles will be stained in a semi-transparent which will cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above 
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Colorl Trim and Accent only 
CLW1035W 
Station Flat 

Color2 
CL 2937N 
Barkchip 

Color3 
CL2936A 
Grass Clipping 

as of October 2012 

exterior color combinations 
scheme210 

Color4 
CL2934D 
Wicket 

Roof- Barkwood, Weather Wood 

Brick- Mutual- Sheffield 

Stone- Bora I- Eucalyptus Country Ledgestone 

Stone- Bora I - Bucks County Limestone 

ColorS 
CL2835D 
Yanez 

Colorlife· Parker Paint. 
=olors shown are as accurate as possible. Finished appearances may vary slightly because of surface texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint, size and shape of area painted and 
:oordinating nearby colors. IMPORT ANTI Shingles will be stained in a semi-transparent which will cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above_ 
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Colorl Trim and Accent only 
CL2891W 

Color2 
CL 3176N 
Racoon 

Color3 
CL 3015D 
Employ 

! 
I 

as of October 20 7 2 

exterior color combinations 
scheme211 

Roof - Charcoal, Weather Wood 

Brick- Mutual - Sierra Mist 

Stone- Bora I -Wolf Creek Country Ledge stone 

Stone - Bora I - Gray Cobblefield 

Color4 ColorS 

CL 3013M Cb.C 1283N 

Artesan Caffeine 

Color life· Parker Paint. 
Colors shown are as accurate as possible. Finished appearances may vary slightly because of surface texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint, size and shape of area painted and 
coordinating nearby colors IMPORTANT! Shingles wi ll be stained in a semi-transparent which will cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above. 
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Colorl Trim and Accent only 
CLW1032W 

Color2 
CL 3277N 

Color3 
CL 3247N 
Cowboy 

as of October 2012 

exterior color combinations 
scheme212 

Color4 
CL 32750 
Rickshaw 

Roof- Barkwood, Mission Brown 

Brick- Mutual -Covington 

Stone- Bora I- Wolf Creek Country Ledgestone 

Stone- Bora I- Eucalyptus Country Ledgestone 

ColorS 
CL3273W 
Kazoo 

Colorlife Parker Paint. 
Colors shown are as accurate as possible. Finished appearances may vary slightly because of surface texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint size and shape of area painted and 
coordinating nearby colors IMPORT ANTI Shingles will be stained in a semi-transparent which will cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above. 
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Colorl Trim and Accent only 
CL 2882M 
Berg 

Color2 
CL2884D 

Color3 
CL2886N 
Sea Blite 

as of October 20 12 

exterior color combinations 
scheme213 

Color4 
CL2887N 
Mercury 

Roof- Barkwood 

Brick- Mutual- Westport Used 

Stone- Bora I -Wolf Creek Country Ledge stone 

Stone - Bora I- Eucalyptus Country Ledge stone 

ColorS 
!=LV1131N 
Bruno 

Colorlife· Parker Paint. 
Colors shown are as accurate as possible. Finished appeara nces may vary slightly because of surface texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint. size and sha pe of area pain ted and 
coordinating nearby colors IMPORTANT! Shingles will be stained in a semi-transparent which wi ll cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above. 
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Color1 Trim and Accent only 
CL 3244M 
Turbo 

Color2 
CL3245D 
Piper 

Color3 
CL3246A 
Angle 

as of October 20 12 

exterior color combinations 
scheme214 

Color4 
CL 3257N 
Eclipse 

Roof- Barkwood, Mission Brown 

Brick- Mutual -Windsor 

Stone - Bora I -Wolf Creek Country Ledgestbne 

ColorS 
CLC 1283N 
Caffeine 

Colorlife· Parker Paint. 
Colors shown are as accura te as possible, Finished appearances may vary slightly because of surface texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint, size and shape of area painted and 
coordinating nearby colors IMPORT ANTI Shingles will be stained in a semi-transparent which will cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above 
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Color1 Trim and Accent only 
CL2892W 

Color2 
CL 28940 
Roadside 

Color3 
CL 2885A 
Jack-in-the-Pulpit 

as of October 2012 

exterior color combinations 
scheme215 

Color4 
CL2867N 
Whisker 

Roof- Barkwood 

Brick- Mutual- Westport Used 

Stone- Bora I - Hudson Bay Country Ledgestone 

Stone- Bora I -San Francisco Cobblefield 

ColorS 
Ct2747N 
Rover 

Color life· Parker Paint. 
Colors shown are as accurate as possible. Fin ished appearances may vary slight ly because of surface texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint, size and shape of area painted and 
coordinating nearby colors_ IMPORT ANTI Shingles will be stained in a semi-transparent which will cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above. 
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Colorl Trim and Accent only 
CL3212W 
Carbon 

Color2 
CL 31740 
Aba lon 

Color3 
CL 3172W 
Charleston 

as of October 2012 

exterior color combinations 
scheme216 

Color4 
CL 3176N 
Racoon 

Roof- Charcoal, Weather Wood 

Brick- Mutual -Covington 

Stone- Bora I -Echo Ridge Country Ledgestone 

Stone- Bora I- Wolf Creek Country Ledgestone 

ColorS 
C.L 2737N 
Utopia 

Color life· Parker Paint. 
Colors shown are as accurate as possible. Finished appearances may vary slightly because of surface texture, method of lighting, sheen of paint, size and shape of area painted and 
coordinating nearby colors IMPORTANT! Shingles will be stained in a semi-transparent which will cause the appearance to vary from the solid color shown above. 
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Exhibit B

John A. Kitzhaber, MD, Governor 

March 14, 2014 

Randy Meyers 
Brownstone Real Estate 
P.O. Box 2375 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

Re: Wetland Delineation Report for the Proposed Kennedy Court 
Townhomes Site, Washington County; T2S R1W Sec. 30CD, 
Tax Lot 13400; WD #13-0369 

Dear Mr. Meyers: 

Department of State Lands 
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 100 

Salem, OR 97301-1279 

(503) 986-5200 

FllX(503)378-4844 

www.oregonstatelands.us 

State Land Board 

Jolm A. Kitzhaber, MD 

Governor 

Kate Brown 

Secretary of State 

Ted Wheeler 
The Department of State Lands has reviewed the wetland delineation report 
prepared by Schott and Associates for the site referenced above. Based upon 
our review, we concur with their conclusions that, within the study area, no 

State Treasurer 

wetlands or waterways were identified. Please replace all copies of the preliminary wetland 
map with the final Department-approved map, Revised Figure 4. 

This concurrence is for purposes of the state Removal-Fill Law only. Federal or local permit 
requirements may apply as well. This concurrence is based on information provided to the 
agency. The jurisdictional determination is valid for five years from the date of this letter, unless 
new information necessitates a revision. Circumstances under which the Department may 
change a determination are found in OAR 141-090-0045 (available on our web site or upon 
request). In addition, laws enacted by the legislature and/or rules adopted by the Department 
may result in a change in jurisdiction; individuals and applicants are subject to the regulations 
that are in effect at the time of the removal-fill activity, or complete permit application. The 
applicant, landowner, or agent may submit a request for reconsideration of this determination in 
writing within six months of the date of this letter. 

Thank you for having the site evaluated. Please phone me at 503-986-5232 if you have any 
questions. 

Approvedby ,~ 
KathY Vf} le, CPSS 

Enclosures 

ec: Martin Schott, Schott and Associates 
City of Sherwood Planning Department 
Mike Turaski, Corps of Engineers 
Amber Wierck, Clean Water Services 
Charles Redan, DSL 

Acting Wetlands Program Manager 
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Schott & Associates 
P.O. Box 589 

Aurora, OR. 97002 
503.678.6007 
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Relinquishment Deed 

Right of Way Files 6962001 - 6962011 Relinquishment No. 6962000A 
Jurisdictional Transfer Agreement No. 726 

Meinecke/Handley @ 99W Section 
Pacific Highway West 

Washington County, Oregon 

In order to complete the terms of Cooperative Improvement & Preliminary Engineering 
and Construction Finance & Abandonment and Retention Agreement No. 726, dated 
May 28, 2002, between the STATE OF OREGON, by and through its Department of 
Transportation, hereinafter called "State", and CITY OF SHERWOOD, by and through 
its Elected Officials, hereinafter called "City", State does hereby relinquish unto City its 
right, title and interest in relocated S. W. Handley Street, relocated Meinecke Road ·and 
relocated Smith Road, or portions thereof, as provided for in said agreement, BUT 
ONLY SO LONG AS USED FOR PUBLIC ROAD PURPOSES. IF SAID RIGHT OF 
WAY IS NO LONGER USED FOR PUBLIC ROAD PURPOSE$, IT SHALL 
AUTOMATICALLY REVERT TO ~TATE. The area being relinquished ·is described in 
the legal description and accompanying map, marked Exhibit "A" .and Exhibit "B" 
respectively, attached hereto and by this reference made a part hereof. 

The property above described is transferred subject to the rights of any utilities located 
within said property and further subject to the rights of the owners of said existing 
facilities if any there be, to operate, reconstruct, and maintain their utility facilities 
presently located within said property. 

The Oregon Transportation Commission, by a duly adopted Delegation Order No. 3, 
dated June 18, 2003, and Sub-delegation Order No. 4, dated July 7,' 2005, and Letter of 
Authority paragraph No. 13, dated February 22, 2002, au orize the S Right of Way 
Manager to sign this Relinquishment for an If .rvnrng,..~~~n 

By~~~~~--------~~~----
Ricliard R. Dunlap 
Acting State Right of Way Man 

Date:. __ ~+0,~t....,~',_yJ}_o_f _______ _ 
~I 

STATE OF OREGON, County of Marion 

Dated '7n M. cJ....J / ~ , 20 Cfi3. Personally appeared Richard R. Dunlap, who 
being sworn, stated that he is the Acting State Right of Way Manager for the State of 
Oregon, Department of Transportation, and that this document accurately reflects action 
taken by the Oregon Transportation Co~~ Qh. ~ 

Notary Public for Oregon /c / 
My Commission expires I I JJ I ~I I 

3/14/08 
Page 1 - Relinquishment 

RETURN TO 
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

RIGHT OF WAY SECTION 
355 CAPITOL STREET NE, ROOM 420 

SALEM OR 97301-3871 

OFPirAAL$EAI. 
· DALE R IHAPER 

- NOTARY PUBLIQ-OREOON 
'COMMISSION NO. 42!)177 

tJIYCOMMISSION.EXP.JAES'NOV. 01,.2011 
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Right of Way Files 6962001 - 6962011 Relinquishment No. 6962000A 
Jurisdictional Transfer Agreement No. 726 

Meinecke/Handley @ 99W Section 
Pacific Highway West 

Washington County, Oregon 

Title as hereinabove relinquished and as shown on accompanying legal description and 
map, Exhibit "A" and Exhibit "B", is hereby accepted by City of Sherwood as completion 
of said agreement between State and City dated May 28, 2002. 

Accepted on behalf of City of Sherwood 

Date i' .. 5o· f) ,f 
----------------~----------

3/14/08 
Page 2 - Relinquishment 
blr 
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EXHIBIT A - Page 1 of 2 

To Be Relinquished To City Of SheiWood 

File 6962000A 
Drawing 1A-23-7 

3/12/2008 

That certain real property consisting of 11 parts situated in Sections 30 and 31, Township 
2 South, Range 1 West, W.M., Washington County Oregon: 

Part 1 being that property designated as Parcels 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 and acquired by the State 
of Oregon, by and through its Department of Transportation, in that Stipulated Final 
Judgment dated October 17,2002, entered as Circuit Court Case No. C02t244CV, 
Washington County, Oregon. 

Part 2 being that property acquired by the State of Oregon, by and through its Department 
of Transportation, in that Final Judgment dated November 3, 2003, entered as Circuit 
Court Case No. C021312CV, Washington County, Oregon. 

Part 3 being that property described in that Deed to the State of Oregon, by and through its 
Department of Transportation, recorded May 21, 2002 as Microfilm Document No. 2002-
058710 of Washington County Book of Records; 

Part 4 being that property described in that Special Warranty Deed to the State of Oregon, 
by and through its Department of Transportation, recorded August 18, 2002 as Microfilm 
Document No. 2002;..094895 of Washington County Book of Records; 

Part 5 being that property described in that Warranty Deed to the State of Oregon, by and 
through its Department of Transportation, recorded April 29, 2002 as Microfilm Document 
No. 2002-050820 of Washington County Book of Records. 

Part 6 being that property acquired by the State of Oregon, by and through its Department 
of Tr-ansportation, in that Final Judgment dated March 18, 2003, entered as Circuit Court 
Case No. C021243CV, Washington County, Or~fJon; 

Part 7 being that property acquired by the State of Oregon, by and through its Department 
of Transportation, in that Stipulated ~inal Judgment dated April 29, 2003, entered as 
Circuit Court Case No. C021660-CV, Washington County, Oregon. 

Part 8 -being that property described in that Deed to the State of Oregon, by and through its 
Department of Transportation, recorded June 4, 2002 as Microfilm Document No. 2002-
063993 of Washington County Book of Records; 

Part 9 being that property designated as Parcel 1 and that permanent easement 
designated as Parcel 2, and acquired by the State of Oregon, by and through its 
Department of Transportation, in that Stipulated General Judgment dated January 4, 2005, 

I 

I-

I 
i 
I 
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EXHIBIT A - Page 2 of 2 File 6962000A 
Drawing 1A-23-7 

3/12/2008 

entered as Circuit Court Case No. C021659CV, Washington County Oregon; and recorded 
January 24, 2005 as Microfilm Document No. 2005-008029 of Washington County Book of 
Records. 

Part 10 being that property described in that Warranty Deed to the State of Oregon, by and 
through its Department of Transportation, recorded as Microfilm Document No. 2002-
21557 of Washington County Book of Records 

Part 11 being that property designated as Parcel 1 and those permanent easements 
designated as Parcels 2.and 3 and' described in that Warranty Deed to the State of 
Oregon, by and through its Department of Transportation, recorded December 6, 2002 as 
Microfilm Document No. 2002-148476 of Washington County Book of Records. 
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From: Allison Holden <allisonsholden@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Sunday, May 25, 2014 10:35 AM 

To: Michelle Miller 

Subject: Cedar Brook PUD 

 

Dear Ms. Miller: 

 

I recently received the public notice in the mail regarding the Cedar 

Brook PUD. As a resident of the Miller's Landing neighborhood, to 

which the proposed development would be directly adjacent, I have  

some concerns regarding the impact this new housing tract could have 

on our local school enrollments. As I'm sure you are well aware, the 

class sizes at Edy Ridge keep rising--the school is bulging at the 

seams. How would Edy and Laurel Ridge accommodate the hundreds more 

children that could accompany these additional 66 homes, on top of the 

35 homes that are already currently under construction across from the 

schools? It seems to me that this development could very well push 

class sizes up to the over enrollment levels of the Beaverton school 

district! I know that many families living in Sherwood reside here 

largely in part because of the excellent education available in the 

Sherwood schools. How will this level of quality be maintained if we 

keep pushing the student population up at this rapid rate?  I am not 

sure if you are the correct person to address these questions; if not, 

I would appreciate if you would point me in the right direction.   

 

Thank You, 

Allison Holden 

 

Exhibit C
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Engineering   
Land Use Application 
Comments  

 
To:  Michelle Miller, Senior Planner 
 
From: Craig Christensen, P.E., Engineering Associate II  
 
Project:  (PUD 14-01/SUB 14-01) Cedar Brook 
 
Date: May 12, 2014 
 

 
Engineering staff has reviewed the information provided for the above cited project.  Final 
construction plans will need to meet the standards established by the City of Sherwood 
and Clean Water Services (CWS), in addition to requirements established by other 
jurisdictional agencies providing land use comments.  City of Sherwood Engineering 
Department comments are as follows: 
 
Sanitary Sewer 
 
Sanitary sewer shall be installed to accommodate project development.  The 
surrounding properties are either open space or have already been developed and have 
sanitary sewer service, therefore sanitary sewer will not be required to be extended to 
property lines to accommodate adjacent parcels. 
 
Public sanitary sewer outside of the public right-of-way will be located within a dedicated 
public easement. 
 
Water 
 
Water lines shall be installed to accommodate project development. 
 
A 12-inch water line shall be installed along the frontage of SW Cedar Brook Way and 
SW Meineke Parkway. 
 
No public water line shall be installed within the Private Street.  Lots along the Private 
Street shall obtain water service from either SW “A” Street, SW Cedar Brook Way or 
SW Meineke Parkway. 
 
All water infrastructure shall meet the standards of the City of Sherwood and be 
reviewed and approved by the Sherwood Water Department (Public Works Department) 
prior to issuance of an Engineering Compliance Agreement. 
 
 Exhibit D
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Project: Cedar Brook (PUD 14-01/SUB 14-01) 
Date: May 12, 2014 
Page: 2 of 3 
 

 

 
Storm Sewer 
 
Water quality treatment is required meeting the approval of the City of Sherwood 
Engineering Department and Clean Water Services. 
 
Storm sewer shall be installed to accommodate project development.  Surrounding 
streets and parcels are already developed and have storm sewer service.  Therefore, 
storm sewer will not be required to be extended to property lines to accommodate 
adjacent parcels. 
 
The capacity of the existing storm sewer receiving runoff from the subject development 
shall be verified.  If undersized, the existing storm sewer shall be upsized to 
accommodate the subject property. 
 
Public storm sewer outside of the public right-of-way will be located within a dedicated 
public easement. 
 
Transportation 
 
Construct street improvements and dedicate right-of-way to extend SW Cedar Brook 
Way from the northeastern corner of the subject property to connect to the round-about 
at SW Meineke Parkway.  The proposed SW Cedar Brook Way extension 
(Neighborhood Street) shall have 36 feet of paved surface (curb face to curb face) with 
5-foot wide landscape strips and 8-foot wide sidewalks on each side within a 64-foot 
wide right-of-way unless a design modification request approved by the City Engineer 
allows otherwise. 
 
Adequate street, street lighting, street signage and sidewalk facilities shall be 
constructed to serve the subject development meeting the approval of the Sherwood 
Engineering Department. 
 
The City of Sherwood Transportation System Plan has identified a trail connection 
between the existing trail along the east line of “Wyndham Ridge” subdivision and SW 
Cedar Brook Way.  The proposed trail is located within the southwest corner of the 
subject property and within the City owned property to the west.  The developer shall 
construct the aforementioned trail meeting the approval of the City of Sherwood 
Engineering Department and Clean Water Services.  Upon request, City Transportation 
System Development Charges credits are available for required trail construction 
located outside of the subject property. 
 
Grading and Erosion Control: 
 
City policy requires that prior to any grading, a permit shall be obtained from the 
Building Department for all grading on the private portion of the site. In addition, an 
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Project: Cedar Brook (PUD 14-01/SUB 14-01) 
Date: May 12, 2014 
Page: 3 of 3 
 

 

approved grading and erosion control plan is also required prior to any grading and to 
obtain a Storm Water Connection Permit from Clean Water Services. 
  
Other Engineering Issues: 
 
Sensitive lands (wetlands, waterways and vegetation corridors) shall meet the standards 
of Clean Water Services and the requirements of the Service Provider Letter. 
 
The design of the private street shall meet the approval of Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue 
including turning movements to SW “A” Street. 
 
An 8-foot wide public utility easement (PUE) is required adjacent to the right-of-way of 
all street frontages.  
 
Tract ‘G’ containing the proposed private street shall have a private utility easement 
over its entirety. 
 
All easements (public or private) associated with the development shall be recorded 
with the County prior to City approval of the public improvements and transfer to a 2-
year maintenance bond. 
 
Developer shall obtain a NPDES 1200-C permit prior to any construction work. 
 
Developer shall obtain all required permits/approvals prior to construction of the 
proposed trail. 
 
Sherwood Broadband utilities shall be installed along SW Cedar Brook Way as per 
requirements set forth in City Ordinances 2005-017 and 2005-074. 
 
End of Engineering Land Use Review Comments. 
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Exhibit E

----~ 
~~. 

Clean Water Services 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: May 8, 2014 

To: Michelle Miller, Seni~ ~' City of Sherwood 

From: Jackie Sue HtiDJphrey:Clean Water Services (the District) 

Subject: Cedar Brook Planned Unit Development, PUD 14-01, 2S130CD13400 

Please include the following comments when writing your conditions of approval: 

PRIOR TO ANY WORK ON THE SITE AND PLAT RECORDING 

A Clean Water Services (the District) Storm Water Connection Permit Authorization must be 
obtained prior to plat approval and recordation. Application for the District's Permit 
Authorization must be in accordance with the requirements of the Design and Construction 
Standards, Resolution and Order No. 07-20, (or current R&O in effect at time of Engineering 
plan submittal), and is to include: 

a. Detailed plans prepared in accordance with Chapter 2, Section 2.04.2.b-l. 

b. Detailed grading and erosion control plan. An Erosion Control Permit will be required. 
Area of Disturbance must be clearly identified on submitted construction plans. If site 
area and any offsite improvements required for this development exceed one-acre of 
disturbance, project will require a 1200-CN Erosion Control Permit. If site area and any 
offsite improvements required for this development exceed five-acres of disturbance, 
project will require a 1200-C Erosion Control Permit. 

c. Detailed plans showing each lot within the development having direct access by gravity to 
public storm and sanitary sewer. 

d. Provisions for water quality in accordance with the requirements of the above named 
design standards. Water Quality is required for all new development and redevelopment 
areas per R&O 07-20, Section 4.05.5, Table 4-1. Access shall be provided for 
maintenance of facility per R&O 07-20, Section 4.02.4. 

2550 SW Hillsboro Highway • Hillsboro, Oregon 97123 
Phone: (503) 681-3600 • Fax: (503) 681-3603 • cleanwaterservices.org 
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e. If use of an existing offsite or regional Water Quality Facility is proposed, it must be 
clearly identified on plans, showing its location, condition, capacity to treat this site and, 
any additional improvements and/or upgrades that may be needed to utilize that facility. 

f. If private lot LIDA systems proposed, must comply with the current CWS Design and 
Construction Standards. A private maintenance agreement, for the proposed private lot 
LIDA systems, needs to be provided to the City for review and acceptance. 

g. Show all existing and proposed easements on plans. Any required storm sewer, sanitary 
sewer, and water quality related easements must be granted to the City. 

h. A "Sensitive Area" is in the vicinity of the site. Applicant shall comply with the 
conditions as set forth in the Service Provider Letter No. 13-002074, dated March 26, 
2014. 

1. Any proposed offsite construction activities will require an update or amendment to the 
current Service Provider Letter for this project. 

CONCLUSION 

This Land Use Review does not constitute the District's approval of storm or sanitary sewer 
compliance to the NPDES permit held by the District. The District, prior to issuance of any 
connection permits, must approve final construction plans and drainage calculations. 
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 www.tvfr.com 

Training Center 
12400 SW Tonquin Road 
Sherwood, Oregon 97140-9734 
503-259-1600 

North Operating Center 
20665 SW Blanton Street 
Aloha, Oregon 97007-1042 
503-259-1400 

Command & Business Operations Center 
and Central Operating Center 
11945 SW 70th Avenue 
Tigard, Oregon 97223-9196 
503-649-8577 
  

South Operating Center 
7401 SW Washo Court 
Tualatin, Oregon 97062-8350 
503-259-1500  

  

 
 
 
 
 
May 13, 2014 
 
 
City of Sherwood 
22560 SW Pine St 
Sherwood, OR 97140 
 
Re:  Cedar Brook PUD 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed site plan surrounding the above named development 
project.  Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue endorses this proposal predicated on the following criteria and conditions 
of approval:  
 

1)  FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROAD EXCEPTION FOR AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER PROTECTION:  When 
buildings are completely protected with an approved automatic fire sprinkler system, the requirements for 
fire apparatus access may be modified as approved by the fire code official. (OFC 503.1.1)  Note: If 
residential fire sprinklers are elected as an alternate means of protection and the system will be 
supported by a municipal water supply, please contact the local water purveyor for information 
surrounding water meter sizing.   

2)  AERIAL FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS:  Buildings or portions of buildings or facilities exceeding 30 feet in height 
above the lowest level of fire department vehicle access shall be provided with approved fire apparatus access 
roads capable of accommodating fire department aerial apparatus.  Overhead utility and power lines shall not be 
located within the aerial fire apparatus access roadway.  Fire apparatus access roads shall have a minimum 
unobstructed width of 26 feet in the immediate vicinity of any building or portion of building more than 30 feet in 
height.  At least one of the required access routes meeting this condition shall be located within a minimum of 15 
feet and a maximum of 30 feet from the building, and shall be positioned parallel to one entire side of the building. 
(OFC D105) Building heights are not shown at this phase of the plan. This condition is in place 
should buildings exceed 30 feet in height. 

3)  FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROAD WIDTH AND VERTICAL CLEARANCE:  Fire apparatus access roads 
shall have an unobstructed width of not less than 20 feet (12 feet for up to two dwelling units and accessory 
buildings), and an unobstructed vertical clearance of not less than 13 feet 6 inches.  Where fire apparatus 
roadways are less than 26 feet wide, “NO PARKING” signs shall be installed on both sides of the roadway 
and in turnarounds as needed.  Where fire apparatus roadways are more than 28 feet wide but less than 32 
feet wide, “NO PARKING” signs shall be installed on one side of the roadway and in turnarounds as 
needed.  Where fire apparatus roadways are 32 feet wide or more, parking is not restricted. (OFC 503.2.)  
The fire district does not endorse the design concept wherein twenty feet of unobstructed roadway 
width is not provided. The “private street” as shown does not meet this minimum standard. 

4)  FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROADS WITH FIRE HYDRANTS:  Where a fire hydrant is located on a fire 
apparatus access road, the minimum road width shall be 26 feet. (OFC D103.1) 

5)  NO PARKING SIGNS:  Where fire apparatus roadways are not of sufficient width to accommodate parked 
vehicles and 20 feet of unobstructed driving surface, “No Parking” signs shall be installed on one or both 
sides of the roadway and in turnarounds as needed.  Roads 26 feet wide or less shall be posted on both 
sides as a fire lane.  Roads more than 26 feet wide to 32 feet wide shall be posted on one side as a fire 
lane.  Signs shall read “NO PARKING - FIRE LANE” and shall be installed with a clear space above grade 

Exhibit F
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 www.tvfr.com 

level of 7 feet.  Signs shall be 12 inches wide by 18 inches high and shall have red letters on a white 
reflective background. (OFC D103.6) 

6)  SURFACE AND LOAD CAPACITIES:  Fire apparatus access roads shall be of an all-weather surface that 
is easily distinguishable from the surrounding area and is capable of supporting not less than 12,500 pounds 
point load (wheel load) and 60,000 pounds live load (gross vehicle weight). You may need to provide 
documentation from a registered engineer that the design will be capable of supporting such loading. (OFC 
D102.1) 

7)  TURNING RADIUS:  The inside turning radius and outside turning radius shall be not less than 28 feet and 
48 feet respectively, measured from the same center point. (OFC 503.2.4 & 103.3)The porkchop diversion 
on Meinecke Parkway and A Street as shown does not allow for minimum turning radius. The first 
parking place shown on A street and Cedar Brook Way would have to be eliminated to meet 
minimum turning radius.  

8)  PAINTED CURBS:  Where required, fire apparatus access roadway curbs shall be painted red and marked 
“NO PARKING FIRE LANE” at approved intervals.  Lettering shall have a stroke of not less than one inch 
wide by six inches high.  Lettering shall be white on red background. (OFC 503.3) 

9)  SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS - REQUIRED FIRE FLOW:  The minimum available fire flow for single 
family dwellings and duplexes served by a municipal water supply shall be 1,000 gallons per minute.  If the 
structure(s) is (are) 3,600 square feet or larger, the required fire flow shall be determined according to IFC 
Appendix B. (OFC B105.2)  Please provide a current fire flow test of the nearest fire hydrant 
demonstrating available flow at 20 psi residual pressure as well as fire flow calculation worksheets.  
Please forward copies to both TVF&R as well as your water purveyor.  Fire flow calculation 
worksheets as well as instructions are available on our web site at www.tvfr.com.   

10)  FIRE HYDRANTS – COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS:  Where a portion of the building is more than 400 feet 
from a hydrant on a fire apparatus access road, as measured in an approved route around the exterior of 
the building, on-site fire hydrants and mains shall be provided.   This distance may be increased to 600 feet 
for buildings equipped throughout with an approved automatic sprinkler system. (OFC 507.5.1) 

11)  FIRE HYDRANTS – ONE- AND TWO-FAMILY DWELLINGS & ACCESSORY STRUCTURES:  Where a 
portion of a structure is more than 600 feet from a hydrant on a fire apparatus access road, as measured in 
an approved route around the exterior of the structure(s), on-site fire hydrants and mains shall be provided. 
(OFC 507.5.1) 

12)  FIRE HYDRANT NUMBER AND DISTRIBUTION:  The minimum number and distribution of fire hydrants 
available to a building shall not be less than that listed in Appendix C, Table C 105.1. 

Considerations for placing fire hydrants may be as follows:  

• Existing hydrants in the area may be used to meet the required number of hydrants as approved.  
Hydrants that are up to 600 feet away from the nearest point of a subject building that is protected 
with fire sprinklers may contribute to the required number of hydrants. 

• Hydrants that are separated from the subject building by divided highways or freeways shall not 
contribute to the required number of hydrants.  Heavily traveled collector streets only as approved 
by the fire code official. 

• Hydrants that are accessible only by a bridge shall be acceptable to contribute to the required 
number of hydrants only if approved by the fire code official. 

13)  PRIVATE FIRE HYDRANTS:  To distinguish private fire hydrants from public fire hydrants, private fire 
hydrants shall be painted red.  (OFC 507.2.1, NFPA 24 & 291) 
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14)  FIRE HYDRANT DISTANCE FROM AN ACCESS ROAD:  Fire hydrants shall be located not more than 15 
feet from an approved fire apparatus access roadway. (OFC C102.1) The parking space shown at A 
street just north of Tract E would need to be eliminated to allow for NO PARKING at the fire hydrant 
shown. 

15)  REFLECTIVE HYDRANT MARKERS:  Fire hydrant locations shall be identified by the installation of 
reflective markers.  The markers shall be blue.  They shall be located adjacent and to the side of the 
centerline of the access road way that the fire hydrant is located on.  In case that there is no center line, 
then assume a centerline, and place the reflectors accordingly. (OFC 510.1) 

16)  PHYSICAL PROTECTION:  Where fire hydrants are subject to impact by a motor vehicle, guard posts, 
bollards or other approved means of protection shall be provided. (OFC 507.5.6)  

17)  CLEAR SPACE AROUND FIRE HYDRANTS:  A 3 foot clear space shall be provided around the 
circumference of fire hydrants. (OFC 507.5.5) 

18)  ACCESS AND FIRE FIGHTING WATER SUPPLY DURING CONSTRUCTION:  Approved fire apparatus 
access roadways and fire fighting water supplies shall be installed and operational prior to any combustible 
construction or storage of combustible materials on the site. (OFC 1410.1 & 1412.1) 

19)  PREMISES IDENTIFICATION:  Buildings shall have approved address numbers, building numbers or 
approved building identification placed in a position that is plainly legible and visible from the street or road 
fronting the property.  These numbers shall contrast with their background.  Address numbers shall be 
Arabic numerals or alphabet numbers.  Numbers shall be a minimum of 4 inches high with a ½ inch stroke. 
(OFC 505.1) 

20)  ANGLE OF APPROACH AND DEPARTURE:  The angles of approach and departure for fire apparatus 
roads shall not exceed 8 Degrees. (OFC 503.2.8, NFPA 1901) 

 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:  The above listed criteria are preliminary potential applicable conditions 
that MAY apply to this project. 

 

 
If you have questions or need further clarification, please feel free to contact me at 503-259-1504. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

John Wolff 
 
John Wolff 
Deputy Fire Marshal 
 
Copy: TVF&R File 
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Exhibit G

DISPOSAL COMPANY 
P.O. Box 820 Sherwood, OR 97140 

Phone: (503) 625-6177 Fax: (503) 625-6179 

May 12,2014 

Michelle Miller 
Senior Planner 
City of Sherwood 
22560 SW Pine St 
Sherwood, OR 97140 

Re: Cedar Brook Way & SW Meinecke Pkwy 

We have reviewed the site plan for the above mentioned development. With the following 
stipulations, Pride Disposal will be able to service this development and have signed off on the 
attached site plan. 

All residents on Street A (units #1-28) will be serviced in front of their home on the east side of 
A street. The site plan indicates there will be no parking on the east side of A street. This will 
need to be the case in order for us to access and collect on street A. This side of the road should 
have signage up to indicate no parking. 

All residents on the east and northeast side of Private Street (units #54-66) will need to have their 
receptacles on the private street for collection. 

It is unclear if the residents on the west and southwest side of the Private Street (units #29-53) 
are intended to have collection on the Private Street or on Meinecke Pkwy and Cedar Brook 
Way. Either option will work for us. 

Any and all units serviced on the Private Street will need to have addresses posted on and visible 
from the private street. The site plan indicates there will be no parking curbside on the private 
street. This will need to be the case in order for us to access and collect on the Private Street. 
This road should have signage up to indicate no parking. 

If you have any additional questions, feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Kristin Leichner 
Pride Disposal Company 
kristinl@pridedisposal.com 
(503) 625-6177 *124 
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SUB 14-01/ 
Case No .. fUD I~ -0\ 

F~e lO(Z\~
Receipt #S$1 (p9 \p 

n.· .··.·.a. te. : ·\t~·- ·\ t~ TYPE · .. · 

City of Sherwood 
Application for Land Use Action 

T.y. pe ofLa.nd U.se Action Requested: (check all that~pp.·bl······~··.·.·· ... ···· .... · . 
0Anncxation · lL.lGMdJti~h~Use 
~O~lblJ.Ata~~~m~ti ~JP:S~tiZQ,'ie . . . ) []Partition(# oflots __ __J 

•O\Ijrif!fiC¢(l{$f" .. :~);t:o'bevaned in description Osubdivision (#of lots ) 
0Site Plan (Sq. footage of building and parking area) []Other: ....... --------
[]Planned Unit Development 

.... ;.·· ... 

By submitting thisjorm the Owner, or Owner's authorized agent/ representative, acknowledges 
and agrees that City of Sherwood employees, and appointed or elected City Officials, have 

authority to enter the project site at all reasonable times for the pwpose of inspecting project 
site conditions and gathering information related ~peciflcally to the project site. ......... .• . . ... .. 

.. . .. 

Note: See City of Sherwood current Fcc Schedule, which includes the "Publication/Distribution of 
Notice" fee, at www.sherwoodoregon.gov. Click on Departments/Planning/Fee Schedule. 

········· ·Prop-erty-Information·:·-· · .. , .· . .. .. . ; 
Street Location:, ...•.. · .. . . • ? W. 6b:o()/8:f*'~~ •Ltj't!Y~. -~ '5 (v . f:i\£tti{:~k~<?tfi~ y 
Tax Lot and Map No:, m TL-. J34e c;, t t'lAf?tr? z s .1. ~.-o OC"~D 
Existing Structures/Use:. :~ •. N-·: / .·.... .. . .. 
Existing Plan/Zone Desig11~tion: 
Size ofProperty(ies) ... ' ' '1''7 

Proposed Action: .. 
Purpose and Description of Proposed Action: . PL-A-N N 

, ~"ld) 6·ctf> Ql vitf) ~- o f:J 

Proposed No. ofPhases (one year eachW ... ON£. . , T:c;Tf±~c::. 

Continued on Reverse 
Updated November 2010 
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LAND USE APPLICATION FORM SUB 14-01/ 

Authorizing Sig11~turc!i: 

I am the owner/authorized agent of the owner empowered to submit this application and affinn 
that the infonnation submitted with this application is correct to the best of my knowledge. 

I further acknowledge that I have read the applicable standards for review of the land use action I 
am requesting and underst~nd that I must demonstrate to the City review authorities compliance 
with th~se standards·pti · .approval of my request. 

Date 

3-'3-14 
Date 

· h¢::f()ll()\\( 'g materials must be submitted with your application or it will not 
blf· ted. at the counter. Once taken at the counter, the City has up to 30 days 
to review the materials submitted to determine if we have everything we need to 
complete the review. 

·~.. : .. ·~~.·;~.·;·*···· c~pies of Application For~ completely filled out and signed by the property owner (or 
~QP. With authonty to make dectstons on the property. 

~Copy of Deed to verify ownership, easements, etc. 

~At least 3 *folded sets of plans 

'¢ At least 3 * sets of narrative addressing application criteria 

¢Fee (along with calculations utilized to detetmine fee if applicable) 

~Neighborhood Meeting Verification including affidavit, sign~ in sheet and meeting summary . 
(required for Type ill, IV and V projects) 

'ltlsigned checklist verifying submittal includes specific materials necessary for the application 
(' process 

* Note that the required numbers of copies identified on the checklist are required for 
completeness; however, upon initial submittal applicants are encouraged to submit only 3 copies 
for completeness review. Prior to completeness, the required number of copies identified on the 
checklist and one full electronic copy will be required to be submitted. 

Land Use Application Form 
Updated November 2010 
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CEDAR BROOK 
66-LOT SUBDIVISION AND PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

PROJECT CONTACTS 

O'M'IER: O.R.HORTON 
4380 SW. t.iACAOAM A'o£NUE, SUITE 100 
PORTLAND, OREGON 
CONTACT: ANDY TIEI.INAN 
503-222-4151 EXT. (P) 
866-641-8295 (F) 

PLANNING/ENGINEER: Et.~ERIO DESIGN 
6101 SW MURRAY BLW, SUITE H-7 
8£AVERTON, OREGON 97008 
CONTACT: RYAN O"SRIEN 
{503) 780-4061 (C) 
OR NSL FERNANDO 
(503) 746-8812 (P) 

CLEAN WATER SER'w1CES: 2550 SCX.l1W•\£ST Hlll.SBffiO HWY 
HILLSBORO. OOEGON 97123 
(SOJ) 681-5101 (P) 

CL[ANWATFR SERVICES PROJECT INFO 

PROJECT I 
QUARTER SEC 
OO'r\NSTREAM t.iH 

SHERWOOD, OREGON 

~ 

/ _.,__, 
-®---o 
-=-<> 

[~~~-
-l(W----!Xl 

:11: 

_, 

"' B 

( )()( 
ll lJ500 e 0 

2 -
-----l 

~ -- ----l 
-1 

-x-___,,...._ --
UTIUlY CONTACTS 

PO~: PORTlAND GENERAL ELECTRIC GAS! 
9480 SW BCECKMAN ROAD 
'MLSONVIUE, OREGON 97070 

WATER: QTY Of" SHERWOOD CABLE: 
22560 SW PINE STREET 
SHERWOOD, OR 97140 
(503) 625-5522 

FIRE: 

PR(ft]ID/ROW LINE 
AOJACENT/A.OJONING LOT UNE 

CBHER UNE CF ROW 
EASDeiT LINE 

EXISnHC OJRB 

EXISllHC STCRI SOlER 6:: tu.NHOl£ 

OlsnNC SltBI saER k INl£l 

EX15nNG SANITARY SE'ER 6:: WANHIJ..E 

EXI5nNC WA TERUNE 6:: SERW:E 

EXISllHC WATER VAl'-£ a: SOX 

EXISTINC ARE H'I'Of!ANT 

EXISTING O'ofRHEAO UTIUTY UN( 

EXISTINGUTIUTYPOI..E 

EXlSTlNG GUYWRE 

051JtG~.lltiCllCW90X 

EXISllNGWAiti!OX 
EXISTING !' CONTOUR UNE 

EX!SllHG 5' CONltliR UHE 

DlSllHGrn«:E 

""""""'" 
EXISTJ<IC 'IRE£ TO 8E REMOVED 

EXISTIHC 'lREE TO IIDIAIN 

PROPOSED S~ SEllER I: WANHCl.E 

PROPOSED STOOW SEllER a: CA TOi BASIN 

PROPOSED STCRI.I LATERAL 

PRCPOSffi SANITARY SEIER It w.HHQ.E 

PROPOSED SANITARY t.AlffiAl 

PROPOSED WATER loi£TER 
PROPOSED Sffllt.IENT FENCE 
PRCf'OSE!J 1' CCWTOUR l.lN£ 

f'Ra>oSED 5' CQi:TOUR UNE 

NOR1HWEST NATURAL GAS COMPANY 
220 NW 2ND AVE. 
PORTLAND, CREGG~ 97209 

FROOTIER/COMCAST 
14200 SW BRJGAOOON CT. 
BEAVERTON, OREGOO 97005 

1UALATIN VAllEY FIR£ & RESCUE 
7401 WASHO COURT, SUITE 101 
TUALATIN, OREGON 97062 
{503) 612-7010 (P) 

1. COVFR SHEET 
2. EXISTING CONDITIONS 
3. AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH AND N£/CHBORHOOD QRCULA TlON 
4. SITE PLAN 'MTH HOUSES AND PARKING 
5. PRWMINARY PLAT 
6. PREUA.tiNARY UTIUTY PLAN 
7. PRELIMINARY GRADING It [ROSJON CONTROL PLAN 
8. DENSITY CALCIJLA TlON MAP 
9. STREET TR££ PLAN 

10. LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR CENTER PARK 
11. LANOSCAP£ PLAN FOR !+E"STERt. Y PARK 

BENCH MARK INFORMATION 

WASHINGTON COUNTY BENCH MARK #101 
ELEVATION: 158.238 

DESCRIPTION: SET IN CONCRE1E ALI..EO WITH STEEL SOUTHEAST 
CORNER Of THE !NlERSECTION OF EL~T ROAD AND EOY ROAD 

AREA: s.n k. 

ZONING; HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 

TAX NAP: 

TAX LOT: 

ti:i 
w 
::r: 
(/) 

a: 
w 

8 

r 

l 
bl'i! ------l; 

11 
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6107 SW loiURRAY BLVD. SUITE 147 
BEAVERTON. OREGON 97008 

PH: (503)-746-8812 

NO.'"' 
R£\ISIONS 

"""""" PRELIMINARY PLAT 

! ! ! ! I§ 
! I I I ~ 

CEDAR BROOK 
66-LOT SUBDIVISION & PUD 

TAX MAP T2S R1W 30CD 
TAX LOT 13400 

SHERWOOD, OREGON 
t.IERlO PRQ.£CT NO. 150-
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CEDAR BROOK 
66-LOT SUBDIVISION & PUD 
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SHERWOOD, OREGON 
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Exhibit H
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------------------------

NO COVER (8,461 Sf) LA\\1'1 & GROU 

TRAIL (531 Sf) EASMENT fOR 

WOOD CHIPS 

-------------------------------------
SW CEDER BROOK WAY 

.............................. 

......................... 

.................... 
.......... 

............... ..... 

.................... 
.......... 

.................... 
.................... 

TREES 
(OPTIONAL) 

......................... __ _ 

OR SLOPES, 
EASEMENT F ELECTRIC AND 
WATER, GAASTION SERVICE I 
COMMUNIC RES AND 
LINES, FIXT~ER DOC. NO. FACILITIES 
2002-21 157 

I 
I 

I 

I 

---------------- I - _______,____ - - ---- -

0, 1o' 20' ,...... __ 
I 

SCALE IN fEET 

Of 
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Cedar Brook (PARK ESTIMATE FOR SOC CALCULATIONS) 
Engineer's Estimate of Land & Construction Costs E1V1_ERIC) April 28, 2014 
Sherwood , Oregon ~, 

Date 5/2/14 ~ 
Does NOT Includes 5' wide trail in park. 

ESTIMATED 
ITEM DESCRIPTION QTY. UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL PRICE 

Cost of Land 

1 Tract " K" (8,461 sf.)- Park area less the easemnt for the Tra il 1 EA $55,715.69 ~ 55,715.69 
SUBTOTAL $ 55,715.69 

Erosion Control 

1 Silt Fence 300 LF $ 2.25 $ 675.00 
2 Inlet Protection 1 EA $ 150.00 $ 150.00 
3 Construction Entrance 1 EA $ 1,200.00 $ 1,200.00 

SUBTOTAL $ 2,025.00 
Site Pregaration 

1 Mobilization 1 LS $ 2,500.00 $ 2,500. 00 
2 Clear & Grubb Park 1 LS $ 3,500.00 $ 3,500.00 
3 Grading 1 LS $ 3,200 .00 $ 3,200.00 

SUBTOTAL $ 9,200.00 
Landscage 

1 Irrigation including Backflow Device (Service by others) 1 LS $ 6,000 .00 $ 6,000.00 
2 Soil Preparation 7,650 SF $ 0.30 $ 2,295.00 
3 Import & Place Topsoil & Amendments 6" Depth 150 CY $ 25 .00 $ 3,750.00 
4 Sod Lawn 6,432 SF $ 1.30 $ 8,361.60 
5 Groundcover 1gal Plants 610 EA $ 8.50 $ 5, 185.00 
7 90-Days Maintenance 1 LS $ 1,800.00 $ 1,800.00 

SUBTOTAL $ 27,391.60 

LAND COSTS & CONSTRUCTION TOTAL ESTIMATE $ 94,332.29 

Engineering {150/g of total construction costs} 

1 Engineering Design Costs 1 LS $ 14,149.84 $ 14,149.84 

LAND COSTS, CONSTRUCTION & ENGINEERING TOTAL ESTIMATE I $ 108,482.13 

A!;!!;!jtional Items {Path, Benchers and Si!;e Furoisbings} 

1 Benches on Concrete Pad 4 EA $ 1,850.00 $ 7,400.00 
2 Trash Receptacles on Concrete Pad 2 EA $ 1,350.00 $ 2,700.00 
3 Trees 3" cal (Park Only) 7 EA $ 325 .00 $ 2,275.00 
8 60' x 8'w Unit Paver Path on Base rock 480 SF $ 8.75 $ 4,200.00 

SUBTOTAL $ 16,575.00 
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Exhibit I
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Exhibit J
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Exhibit K
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CEDAR BROOK PUD 
SUPPLEMENTARY RESPONSE TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
Michelle Miller, Senior Planner 
City of Sherwood Planning Commission: Chair, Jean Simson 
City of Sherwood 
22560 SW Pine Street 
Sherwood, OR  97140 
 
RE:  Cedar Brook PUD (i.e. City File #’s PUD 14-01 and SUB 14-01). 
 
Dear City of Sherwood Planning Commission, 
 
DR Horton, Inc. has a long standing tradition of developing high quality master planned neighborhoods in 
the City of Sherwood and throughout the greater Metro area and we would like to continue that tradition 
within the City of Shrewood by developing the approximately 5.77-acre parcel that is the subject of City 
File #’s PUD 14-01 and SUB 14-01.  As such, please accept this short letter expressing our position and 
thoughts as they relate to the issues/concerns raised at the June 10th Public Hearing for our proposed 
Cedar Brook PUD.  The following issues/concerns will be addressed by this letter: 
 

1. On-Street and Off-Street Parking – Exhibit “M” 
2. Proposed Setbacks – Exhibit “N”  
3. CC&Rs – Exhibit “O” 
4. City of Sherwood Parking District – Exhibit “P” 

 
16.94.020 - Off-Street Parking Standards 

 
A. Single and two family homes - 1 parking space per dwelling 

 Multi-family - 1.5 for 2 bedrooms and 1.75 for 3 bedrooms 

If the street on which the house has direct access is less than twenty-eight (28) feet wide, two 

(2) off-street parking spaces are required per single-family residential unit (includes single-

family detached or attached, two-family dwelling or a manufactured home on an individual 

lot). If the abutting street is twenty-eight (28) feet or wider, one (1) standard (9 ft. × 20 ft.) 

parking space is required. 
4
 Visitor parking in residential developments: Multi-family dwelling units with more than ten 

(10) required parking spaces shall provide an additional fifteen (15) percent of the required 

number of parking spaces for the use of guests of the residents of the development. The spaces 

shall be centrally located or distributed throughout the development. Required bicycle parking 

facilities shall also be centrally located within or evenly distributed throughout the 

development. 

 

B.   Dimensional and General Configuration Standards 

 

1.   Dimensions For the purpose of this Chapter, a "parking space" means a stall nine 

(9) feet in width and twenty (20) feet in length. 

 

5.   Credit for On-Street Parking 

 

a.   On-Street Parking Credit. The amount of off-street parking required shall 

be reduced by one (1) off-street parking space for every on-street parking space 

Exhibit L 
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adjacent to the development. On-street parking shall follow the established 

configuration of existing on-street parking, except that angled parking may be 

allowed for some streets, where permitted by City standards. 

 

b.   The following constitutes an on-street parking space: 

 

(1)  Parallel parking, each twenty-four (24) feet of uninterrupted curb; 

 
RESPONSE: The proposed PUD includes fifteen (15) single-family detached dwelling units, twelve (12) 
rear loaded townhome units, and thirty-eight (38) front loaded townhome units, for a total of sixty-five 
(65) dwelling units.  Twenty-seven (27) of the units will have two (2) car garages with an additional two 
(2) off-street parking spaces provided in front of the garage in the driveway for a total of fifty-four (54) 
off-street parking spaces.  The off-street parking for these units exceeds the requirement of one (1) 
parking space per single-family dwelling unit.  The remaining thirty-eight (38) front loaded townhome 
units will have a one (1) car garage and one (1) parking space provided in front of the garage for a total of 
seventy-six (76) off-street parking spaces.  However, per City Code, the garage is not allowed to be 
considered as part of the off-street parking requirement, therefore, these units technically only have thirty-
eight (38) off-street parking spaces per code requirements.  Nevertheless, as discussed during the hearing, 
the applicant will create CC&Rs for the development that require the garage on each Lot shall be used to 
park the occupant’s primary passenger vehicle, and for no other purpose.  As such, seventy-six off-street 
parking spaces will be available for these units.    
 
The amount of on-street parking spaces provided for the proposed PUD will be seventy-nine (79) parking 
spaces along both SW Cedar Brook Way and proposed SW “A” Street.  Of these parking spaces, thirty-
four (34) on-street parking spaces will be located immediately adjacent to the front loaded townhome 
units.  The remaining forty-five (45) spaces will be located along SW Cedar Brook Way and be available 
for all dwelling units.  Therefore, the proposed sixty-five (65) unit PUD will have a combination of on-
street and off-street parking spaces totaling 267 parking spaces. The Applicant believes that the 
combination of on-street and off-street parking spaces provided for the proposed PUD will be more than 
adequate to serve the needs of the future residences and is in compliance with the above criteria.  
Nevertheless, as discussed during the hearing, the Applicant will work with the City Police Department to 
establish a “Parking District” for the proposed PUD to help with the existing parking issues in the 
surrounding area. 
 

 Cedar Brook PUD Proposed Setbacks 
 

CEDAR BROOK 
DEVELOPMENT DESIGN STANDARDS 

  

REAR-LOAD 

TOWNHOM

E LOTS 

FRONT-LOAD 

TOWNHOME 

LOTS 

SINGLE-

FAMILY 

LOTS 

NOTES 

LOT AREA 1,600 SF 1,600 SF 2,500 SF 
Creates a variety in lot sizes, 

house types and price ranges. 

TYPICAL 

MIN. LOT 

WIDTH 

20' 20' 27.9' 

All proposed single-family 

detached lots within the PUD 

will either meet or exceed the 
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minimum lot width standard 

at the front property line along 

Cedar Brook Way. All 

proposed Townhouse lots 

within the PUD will either 

meet or exceed the minimum 

lot width standard of 20-feet.  

MINIMUM 

FRONT YARD 

SETBACKS 

The minimum 

interior front 

yard setback 

will be 4’ to 

the porches, 

which abut 

open space. 

Garage: 

20' 

Front porch of 

house: 

8' 
 

MINIMUM 

SIDE YARD 

SETBACKS 

4’ 4' 4' 
 

MINIMUM 

REAR YARD 

SETBACKS 

20' 15' 20' Meets HDR standard. 

MAX HEIGHT 40' 40' 30' 
Meets or exceeds HDR 

standard. 

 
Response: In order to achieve the desired densities, open space, pedestrian friendly streets, and overall 
appearance of the PUD, deviations to the HDR zone front, side, and rear yard setbacks are requested.  The 
setbacks proposed by the Applicant are the minimum necessary to achieve the density requirements of the 
HDR zoning district, as well as to provide quality opens space areas for the development.   
 

 Cedar Brook PUD Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions (CC&Rs) 
 
The proposed private street, common areas, and community facilities, will be maintained by a 
Home Owners’ Association (HOA) created in accordance with all applicable requirements, 
including the Oregon Planned Communities Act.  The Applicant has submitted a draft version of the 
CC&R’s for the Cedar Brook PUD (Exhibit “O”), which includes language requiring property owners to 
keep their garages clear of storage items so the garage is available for the parking of their vehicle(s).  By 
including this language in the CC&Rs, it will make all future homeowners aware of the parking issues 
prior to purchasing a home within the subdivision.  Furthermore, reserve funds will be created and 
maintained which will ensure future improvements and maintenance activities are adequately 
funded.  These documents will be subject to City staff review and approval prior to recording. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
Even though the site is an undeveloped parcel, it is important to understand that the property is severely 
limited due to its irregular shape and by existing street patterns.  We have spent a substantial amount of 
resources in the planning and designing of the proposed Cedar Brook PUD and we strongly believe it is a 
high quality proposal that will contribute significantly to the orderly development of the surrounding area.  
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The master planning approach taken for the Cedar Brook PUD ensures an efficient and well planned use 
of the land, planned and timely infrastructure improvements, and a respectful relationship between open 
space and the built environment.  As we hope you recognize from our presentation at the public hearing 
on June 10th, we are more concerned about the bigger picture of the City of Sherwood and helping to 
achieve the City’s goals for this region of the City than of just our own individual PUD.  Our proposed 
street locations and ownership pattern is consistent with the City of Sherwood Land Division Ordinance, 
as well as with City Standards and Specifications.   
 
Thus, we respectfully request approval of the proposed PUD as revised and submitted during the hearing. 
 
 
Kind Regards, 
 

Steve Miller 
 
Steve Miller 
Project Manager, DR Horton, Inc. – Portland Division 
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Exhibit N
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DRAFT 

Ordinance 2014 
July 15, 2014 
Page 1 of 2 with Exhibit –1 Planning Commission Recommendation (48 pgs)  

 

 
 

ORDINANCE 2014-013 
 

APPROVING A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) TO BE KNOWN AS CEDAR BROOK 

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT INCLUDING APPLICATION OF A PLANNED UNIT 

DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY ON THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND ZONE MAP AND APPROVING 

THE SIXTY-FIVE LOT SUBDIVISION 
 

WHEREAS, the applicant, DR Horton, requested a planned unit development and subdivision approval 
with the ultimate goal of developing an sixty-five lot residential development near the intersection of SW 
Meinecke and SW Cedar Brook Way in Sherwood; and  

 
WHEREAS, the subdivision would dedicate right of way, provide a needed housing type, have areas of 
open space, and new trails that connect with the existing trail system benefiting the neighborhood and 
Sherwood as a whole; and  

 
WHEREAS, the planned unit development approval would allow the applicant some flexibility in 
standards; and 
 
WHEREAS, the decision is a quasi-judicial land use decision subject to the following criteria: Zoning and 
Community Development Code Sections: 16.12 (High Density Residential), 16.40 (PUD), 16.44 
(Townhomes); 16.92 (Landscaping); 16.94 (Off Street Parking), 16.96 (On-site Circulation), Division VI 
(Public Improvements), 16.122 (Subdivisions), 16.126 (Land Division Design Standards), 16.142 (Parks 
and Open Space)  

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held two public hearings on June 10, 2014 and June 24, 2014 to 
take testimony and consider the proposed planned unit development and subdivision and made a 
recommendation of approval with conditions on June 24, 2014; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on July 15, 2014 to take public testimony and 
deliberate; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Sherwood City Council has received the proposal materials, the Planning Commission 
recommendation including all exhibits entered into the record (PUD 14-01/SUB 14-01), and after 
considering the applicable criteria, the Planning Commission recommendation, applicant testimony, 
public testimony and all documents in the land use record, the City Council determined that the PUD as 
conditioned meets the applicable criteria.  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF SHERWOOD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 
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Ordinance 2014 
July 15, 2014 
Page 2 of 2 with Exhibit –1 Planning Commission Recommendation (48 pgs)  

Section 1.  Commission Review & Public Hearings.  The application for a planned unit development 
and subdivision of one parcel specifically identified as Tax Map 2S130CD13400. was subject to full and 
proper review and public hearings were held before the Planning Commission on June 10 and June 24, 
2014 and the City Council on July 15, 2014. 
 
Section 2.  Findings. After full and due consideration of the proposal, the Planning Commission 
recommendation, applicant testimony, public testimony, applicant rebuttal and all documents included in 
the land use record, the City Council finds that the proposed PUD as conditioned meets the applicable 
criteria including all local, regional and state requirements.  The findings of fact relied upon by the City 
are attached to this Ordinance as Exhibit 1.  The full and complete record, including Exhibits A-Q is 
attached to the staff report for reference. 
 
Section 3.  Approval.  

 

A. The Planned Unit Development and subdivision is approved as described and conditioned in 
the Planning Commission Recommendation attached as Exhibit 1.   
 

B. The Plan and Zone Map shall be updated to reflect the approved PUD overlay applied to the 
parcels identified as Tax Map 2S130CD13400. 

 
Section 4.  Manager Authorized.  The Planning Manager is hereby directed to take such action as may 
be necessary to document and implement this ordinance. 
 
Section 5.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall become effective the 30th day after its final adoption by 
the City Council and signature of the Mayor.  Duly approved by the City Council and signed by the Mayor 
this 15th day of July 2014. 
 
 
        __________________________ 
        Bill Middleton, Mayor 
 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Sylvia Murphy, MMC, City Recorder 
 
           AYE NAY 

Clark  ____ ____ 
Butterfield ____ ____ 
Langer  ____ ____ 
Folsom ____ ____ 
Grant   ____ ____ 
Henderson ____ ____ 
Middleton ____ ____ 
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CITY OF SHERWOOD  

Date: July 3, 2014 

 
Planning Commission Recommendation to the City Council  
Cedar Brook Planned Unit Development 
PUD 14-01 and SUB 14-01 

 

 
 
 
      Pre App. Meeting: December 16, 2013 

 Application Submitted: March 6, 2014 
     Application Complete: April 21, 2014  

  120-Day Deadline: August 21, 2014 
Public Hearings: June 10 and 24, 2014 

     
Recommendation of the Planning Commission 
 
The Planning Commission held two public hearings on June 10, and June 24, 2014 to take testimony and 
consider the proposed planned unit development and subdivision. After considering the staff report, 
applicant testimony and public comments, the Commission recommends approval of the plan with 
conditions. The Planning Commission considered the areas of open space, the adequacy of parking and 
the site layout in their recommendation to approve the sixty-five lot planned unit development.  The 
Commission found that the applicant adequately addressed the parking needs for the development, 
provided areas of open space, and supplied a unique housing type for Sherwood. The applicant is in 
agreement with this recommendation to Council. 

             
 
Proposal:  The applicant proposes to subdivide a 5.77-acre parcel into sixty-six lots just northwest of 
Highway 99W and north of SW Meinecke in the High Density Residential (HDR) zone. The applicant 
proposes the following housing types with corresponding lot size.  
 
NOTE: Since the initial submittal, the applicant amended the site layout causing a reduction of one lot 
in the proposal for an amended total of sixty-five lots and staff has incorporated the amended number 
of lots in this recommendation to Council. 
Lot Numbers Housing Type 

Description 
Number 
of Units 

Dwelling Unit 
Size  

(square feet) 

Lot size  
range 

(square 
feet) 

Number of Onsite 
Parking spaces 

including Garages 
per unit 

1-38 Two-story 
townhome with 
one car garage 
in front 

38 1,500 1,610 – 
2,552 

38 garage and  
38 driveway 

spaces 

39-53 Two-story single 
family detached 
with rear loaded 
garage  

15 1,304-1,392 2,374 - 3,245 30 garage and  
30 driveway 

spaces  

54-65 Two-story 
townhome with 
two car alley-
loaded garage 

12 1,400 1,600-1,974 24 garage and  
24 driveway 

spaces 
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The applicant proposes a planned unit development (PUD) in order to develop an alternative housing 
type within this zone and meet the minimum high-density residential requirements of 16.8-24 dwelling 
units per acre. The applicant proposes single-family attached homes on individual lots that would be 
less than 5,000 square feet. The applicant proposes 21% of the site for open space in order to comply 
with the planned unit development requirements. The applicant proposes full street improvements, 
extending SW Cedar Brook Way, an additional street (Street A) through the development north/south 
and a private alley. Along with the onsite parking spaces, the applicant provides for 79 on street 
parking spaces for 263 parking spaces within the development or four parking spaces per unit.  
 
In order to develop the site in this manner, the applicant proposes deviation from multiple Sherwood 
Zoning and Development Code provisions as considered within this application including setbacks, 
minimum lot size, lot dimensions, and street design and configurations.   
 

I. APPLICATION INFORMATION 

 
A. Applicant 
 

DR Horton Inc.-Portland Division 
4380 SW Macadam Avenue, Suite 100 
Portland OR 97239 
Contact: Steven Miller  
 

     Applicant’s Engineer Emerio Design 
6900 SW 105th Avenue 
Beaverton OR 97008 
 

  
 
B. Location:  Washington County Tax Map 2S130CD13400. The property is at the northeastern 
  intersection of SW Cedar Brook Road and Meinecke Parkway  
 
C.  Parcel Sizes: 5.77 acres total including area for the Cedar Brook Way extension 
 
D. Existing Development and Site Characteristics:  The site is vacant with a vegetated corridor 
  along the western and northern edges of the property line. The vegetated corridor is  
  approximately fifty feet in most places and slopes to the western edge of the site into the 
  vegetated corridor. Nine trees are to remain within this corridor. The rest of the site is vacant 
  and level. SW Meinecke Parkway, a fully developed roadway extends to the roundabout at the 
  intersection of SW Meinecke Parkway and SW Cedar Brook Way with sidewalks to  
  the roundabout.  
 
E. Site History: Historically, the site was farmed until approximately 2000. It sat vacant for a 
  number of years when the site was initially part of a three-lot minor land partition, Cedar  
  Brook Way MLP (05-05), which was approved in 2005. When the Oregon Department of  
  Transportation (ODOT), in cooperation with the City constructed the western extension of SW 
  Meinecke Parkway terminating in a traffic roundabout at SW Cedar Brook Way, tax lots 100 
  and 101 were physically created with the road separating them. Those three lots were zoned 
  General Commercial (GC). Two of those lots have office buildings currently constructed on 
  their property. In 2013, the applicant received approval of a zone change of this property from
  General Commercial to High Density Residential. (PA 13-04 Brownstone Text Amendment) 
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F. Zoning Classification and Comprehensive Plan Designation:  The site has been recently 
  rezoned to High Density Residential (HDR), suitable for residential development. 
 
G. Adjacent Zoning and Land Use:  Land to the east is zoned High Density Residential (HDR) 
  and developed with multifamily housing. Land to the south and across SW Meinecke is 
  zoned GC, and developed with two separate office buildings. To the west and across the 
  vegetated corridor buffer, is a residential subdivision with single-family homes zoned low-
  density residential, planned unit development (LDR-PUD). The subdivision is Wyndham Ridge.  
  
H.  Land Use Review:  The Planned Unit Development Conceptual Plan is a Type V decision with 
  the City Council as the approval authority after recommendation by the Planning Commission.  
  A sixty-five-lot subdivision is generally a Type IV review; however it is being processed  
  concurrent with the PUD.  An appeal of the City Council decision would go to the  Land Use 
  Board of Appeals (LUBA). 
 
  After PUD conceptual plan approval, the development of individual phases must receive  
  detailed final development plan approval.  The detailed final development plan requires  
  Planning Commission review and approval and ensures compliance with any conditions of 
  conceptual approval as well as applicable community design standards, etc.  The code is not 
  clear regarding the process and past practice dictates that the final plan and site plan are 
  processed concurrently and heard by the Planning Commission (regardless of development 
  size) with no additional fee beyond the site plan fee.   
 
I.  Neighborhood Meeting: The applicant held a neighborhood meeting on February 6, 2014. No 
  citizens attended this meeting. (Exhibit A, Applicant’s submittal) 
 
J.  Public Notice:  Notice of this land use application was posted at the site on May 17, 2014 and 

in five public locations throughout the City on May 21, 2014.  Notice was also mailed to 
property owners within 1,000 feet of  the site and any other party who expressed an interest in 
receiving mailed notice on May 21, 2014 in accordance with § 16.72.020 of the Sherwood 
Zoning and Community Development Code (SZCDC).  Notice was also published in the 
Sherwood Gazette newspaper on June 1, 2014 and scheduled for publication in The Times on 
June 5, 2014. 

 
K.  Review Criteria: Zoning and Community Development Code Sections 16.12 (HDR), 16.40 
  (PUD), 16.44 (Townhomes);16.92 (Landscaping) 16.94 (Off-Street Parking), 16.96 (On-Site 
  Circulation), Division VI (Public Improvements), 16.120 (Subdivisions), 16.128 (Land Division 
  Design Standards), 16.142 (Parks and Open Space) 
   

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 

After notice was sent to property owners within 1,000 feet of the proposal on May 21, 2014, staff 
received the following comment. 
 
Allison Holden submitted comments via email on May 25, 2014 expressing concern about increasing 
class size at Edy Ridge and the number of new students that this development could generate. Her 
comments are attached as Exhibit B. 
 
Staff Response: As discussed when the zone change was approved, Oregon law does not allow 
potential increases in school population to be grounds for approval or denial of an application. The City 
works with the Sherwood School District in order to assist in forecasting potential school growth within 
the city limits. Instead, developers pay a tax on their new development to the school district so that 
they can plan for that growth and the Sherwood School District receives money for each new dwelling 
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unit that is constructed. On each development proposal, staff sends notice to the Sherwood School 
District of the project. 
 
 

III. AGENCY/DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS 
 

The City requested comments from affected agencies.  All original documents are contained in the 
planning file and are a part of the official record on this case. The following information briefly 
summarizes those comments: 
 
Sherwood Engineering Department has reviewed the proposal and provided comments which have 
been incorporated into this report and decision.  The City Engineer provided a letter of concurrence 
with the proposed street design modifications which is included as Exhibit C.  
 
Sherwood Broadband: Brad Crawford, IT Director indicated that the applicant install conduit and vaults 
from the vault on Cedar Brook Way through the extension of Cedar Brook Way.   
 
Clean Water Services provided comments and recommended preliminary conditions which are 
included as Exhibit D to this report. 
 
Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue (TVF&R) provided comments which are included as Exhibit E to this 
report.  
 
Pride Disposal provided comments which are included as Exhibit F.  
According to Pride, all of the residents of Street A will be serviced at the front of their home. No 
parking will be allowed on the east side of the Street A as proposed in order for Pride to access the 
receptacles. Residents of the alley, (lots 54-65) will need to place the receptacles in the alley.  The 
residents of lots 29-53 may use Meinecke, Cedar Brook Way or the private street, but addresses need 
to be visible from the street that is proposed. 
 

 
 

IV. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
 

The Commission shall review the application pursuant to Chapter 16.72 and may act to recommend to 
the Council approval, approval with conditions or denial. The Commission shall make their 
recommendation based on the following criteria: 
 
A. Chapter 16.40 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD)  

 
16.40.010 Purpose 
 
A.  PUDs integrate buildings, land use, transportation facilities, utility systems and open 
space through an overall site design on a single parcel of land or multiple properties under 
one or more ownerships. The PUD process allows creativity and flexibility in site design 
and review which cannot be achieved through a strict adherence to existing zoning and 
subdivision standards. 
 
B.  The PUD district is intended to achieve the following objectives: 
 
  1. Encourage efficient use of land and resources that can result in savings to the 

 community, consumers and developers. 
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STAFF ANALYSIS This lot has remained undeveloped since annexation in 2000. The PUD 
development, if approved will result in sixty-five single-family lots on a 5.77-acre parcel within the 
City. It is adjacent to existing services and the infrastructure is available to serve this number of 
units within the City. The applicant proposes to connect Cedar Brook Way in keeping with the 
intention of the Transportation System Plan. Additionally, the site will be easily accessible to 
infrastructure connections due to its proximity to existing development.  
 
Currently, there are relatively few buildable residential lots remaining within the City and a limited 
number of lots with smaller lot sizes, thus providing a unique lot size and housing type for 
residential development within the City boundaries. The site is surrounded by development on all 
sides with the infrastructure available to serve this site. The specifications of the infrastructure will 
be discussed further within this report. 
 
 2. Preserve valuable landscape, terrain and other environmental features and 

 amenities as described in the Comprehensive Plan or through site investigations. 
 
STAFF ANALYSIS The developable portion of the site is relative flat with no trees. There is a 
sloped area off site that is within the vegetated corridor buffer.  The roadway will be in between the 
development and the vegetated corridor buffer thus preserving the environmental features to the 
fullest extent possible. 
 
  3. Provide diversified and innovative living, working or neighborhood shopping 

 environments that take into consideration community needs and activity 
 patterns. 

 
STAFF ANALYSIS The proposed smaller individual lots with reduced setbacks are not as 
common within Sherwood because the Sherwood Zoning and Development Code provides for a 
minimum lot size in all zones of at least 5,000 square feet. These homes will provide a more 
affordable entry level housing type and ownership than may be otherwise available in the 
competitive Sherwood market. 
 
There are commercial areas directly to the south and across Highway 99W and within walking 
distance of this proposal. As proposed, the development will have access to several areas of 
usable open space near and around the site. The applicant has discussed in the narrative the 
connection to the proposed Cedar Creek Trail and possible future feeder trail connections which 
would offer the neighborhood a direct connection to the school and parks nearby.  
 
  4. Achieve maximum energy efficiency in land uses.  
 
STAFF ANALYSIS: The applicant proposes to extend where needed and connect with the existing 
main lines and utilize the existing services such as roadway infrastructure and water, sanitary and 
sewer lines.  This promotes energy efficiency in land uses as it is nearby already developed 
properties. The site is near Highway 99W, a principal arterial and will have access to Highway 99W 
at the intersection of SW Meinecke and Highway 99W.  
 
  5. Promote innovative, pedestrian-friendly, and human scale design in architecture 

 and/or other site features that enhance the community or natural environment. 
 (Ord. 2001-1119 § 1)  

  
STAFF ANALYSIS The applicant has proposed a development that connects with the surrounding 
neighborhood with sidewalks and pathways. The applicant shows that the neighborhood will 
connect on a human scale by extending sidewalks on SW Cedar Brook Way between the 
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neighborhoods. The houses will front Street A, SW Meinecke or Cedar Brook Way with rear alley 
loaded garages and frontage that will include porches, windows instead of garages in most of the 
homes. This will provide a seamless pedestrian walkway along the street without curb cuts and 
driveways intersecting the sidewalks on SW Cedar Brook and SW Meinecke. Cedar Brook Way 
will abut the open space area with sidewalks on both sides of the street offering unobstructed 
views of the Cedar Creek corridor and preserving the natural areas for the public. 
 
The applicant includes an architectural pattern book that is comprised of multiple housing type and 
colors that will be compatible with the existing neighborhood. The applicant includes architectural 
detail guidelines with dwellings that reflect, “A traditional northwest architectural vernacular best 
described as simplified interpretation of turn of the century Northwest Craftsman, European or 
English Cottage styles.” These concepts could be further described through the final development 
plan process.  
 
The applicant is required to provide open space of at least 15 % of the developable area. Overall, 
the applicant proposes 21% of the area to be open space with two larger areas of approximately 
8,992 square feet (Tract K) and 9,749, square feet (Tract E). The remainder is smaller pockets and 
corners of areas that will be landscaped offering visual amenities to the site. However, it will be 
difficult to discern the separation from the public realm and private lots with the remaining tracts of 
open space. The applicant also proposes to serve the overall community with a trail connection 
from Tract K to the existing trail system to connect with Lady Fern Park north of the Cedar Creek 
corridor in that subdivision. 
 
 
16.40.020 Preliminary Development Plan 
A.  Generally  
A PUD Preliminary Development Plan shall be submitted for the review and approval in 
accordance with Chapter 16.72. PUDs shall be considered: a.) on sites that are unusually 
constrained or limited in development potential, as compared to other land with the same 
underlying zoning designation, because of: natural features such as floodplains, wetlands, 
and extreme topography, or man-made features, such as parcel configuration and 
surrounding development; b.) on parcels of land within the Urban Renewal District where 
flexibility and creativity in design may result in greater public benefit than strict adherence 
to the code; or c.) in other areas deemed appropriated by Council during the adoption of a 
concept plan required by a Metro UGB expansion.  
 
The applicant proposes a PUD in order to capitalize on the minimum lot size exemption for HDR 
Code provisions for this zone that were granted with the zone change and text amendment of PA 
13-04 in 2013. The site is constrained due to the wetland nearby, the design of the existing 
roadway network and the steep slope on the northern boundary of the site. The applicant proposes 
to integrate the buildings within this development with the surrounding commercial and residential 
buildings nearby.  The property directly to the east, is similarly zoned and used for multifamily 
residential while the areas to the west are larger lot single family residences. This neighborhood 
will be a transition from more intensive multifamily to the single family homes to the west. 
 
FINDING:  Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion. 
 
B. Content 
The Preliminary Development Plan application shall include the following documentation:  
Existing conditions map(s) showing: All properties, existing uses, and zoning districts 
within three hundred (300) feet, topography at five (5) foot intervals, floodplain, significant 
natural vegetation and features, private and public facilities including but not limited to 
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utilities, streets, parks, and buildings, historic and cultural resources, property boundaries, 
lot lines, and lot dimensions and area.  
 
2. Listing of all property owners adjacent to the PUD as per Section 16.72.020, including 
names and addresses, and a listing of all persons, including names and addresses, with an 
interest in the property subject to the PUD application.  
 
3. Proposal map(s) showing: Alterations to topography, floodplain, natural vegetation, trees 
and woodlands, and other natural features, all streets, utility alignments and easements, 
parks and open space, historic and cultural resources, other public and utility structures, 
and any other dedicated land features or structures, the parceling, lot consolidation, 
adjustments, or subdivision of land including basic parcel dimensions and areas, the 
phasing of the PUD, siting and orientation of proposed new structures, including an 
identification of their intended use.  
 
4. Narrative describing: the intent of the PUD and how general PUD standards as per this 
Chapter are met, details of the particular uses, densities, building types and architectural 
controls proposed, form of ownership, occupancy and responsibility for maintenance for all 
uses and facilities, trees and woodlands, public facilities to be provided, specific variations 
from the standards of any underlying zoning district or other provisions of this Code, and a 
schedule of development.  
If the PUD involves the subdivision of land, the proposal shall also include a preliminary 
subdivision plat and meet all requirements of Chapter 16.122. The preliminary subdivision 
shall be processed concurrently with the PUD.  
Architectural Pattern Book: A compendium of architectural elevations, details, and colors of 
each building type shall be submitted with any PUD application. The designs shall conform 
to the site plan urban design criteria in Section 16.90.020(G) or any other applicable 
standards in this Code. A pattern book shall act as the architectural control for the 
homeowner's association or the commercial owner. An Architectural Pattern Book shall 
address the following:  
a. Illustrative areas within the development application covered by the pattern book. 
b. An explanation of how the pattern book is organized, and how it is to be used. 
c. Define specific standards for architecture, color, texture, materials, and other design 
elements.  
d. Include a measurement or checklist system to facilitate review of the development for 
conformity with the pattern book.  
e. Include the following information for each building type permitted outright or 
conditionally proposed in the PUD:  
Massing, facades, elevations, roof forms, proportions, materials, and color palette. 
(2) Architectural relevance or vernacular to the Pacific Northwest. 
(3) Doors, windows, siding, and entrances, including sash and trim details. 
(4) Porches, chimneys, light fixtures, and any other unique details, ornamentation, or 
accents.  
(5) A fencing plan with details that addresses the relationship between public space and 
maintaining individual privacy subject to Section 16.58.020.  
 
The applicant has submitted materials that comply in general with this criterion. They are attached 
to the staff report as Exhibit A. During the course of the final development plan approval phase, 
should this application be approved, the applicant will need to submit a more comprehensive 
architectural pattern book describing the building type in greater detail to fully comply with this 
standard.  
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FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant has not satisfied this criterion, but can do 
so with the following condition.  
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to final development plan approval, submit an architectural 
pattern book that provides an illustrative guide for the development including a measurement or 
checklist system to facilitate review, include information for each building type that describes 
massing, facades, elevations, roof forms, proportions, materials and color palette, doors, windows, 
siding, entrances, porches, light fixtures and other ornamentation, or accents, and a fencing plan 
that addresses the relationship between public space and maintaining individual privacy subject to 
§ 16.58.020. 
 
 C.  Commission Review  
 
The Commission shall review the application pursuant to Chapter 16.72 and may act to 
recommend to the Council approval, approval with conditions or denial. The Commission 
shall make their decision based on the following criteria: 
 

1. The proposed development is in substantial conformance with the Comprehensive 
Plan and is eligible for PUD consideration per 16.40.020. A. 

 
As discussed above, the property was recently rezoned from General Commercial to HDR. During 
that decision making process, Chapter 3 (Growth Management), Chapter 4 (Residential Land Use 
and Economic Development) were reviewed in order to determine if the property should be 
rezoned and in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan. As determined through that process, 
the high-density residential zoning designation, and in particular the housing types contemplated 
by the developer within that zone would be compatible with these comprehensive plan policies. 
The rezone to residential use was adjacent to other residential areas, rather than an independent 
piece of commercial property would be a beneficial designation for the area. Also, there was 
limited availability of vacant properties five acre or more zoned high density residential as 
compared to lower density housing found in greater proportion throughout the City. The policies 
within the comprehensive plan show the “need for a balance in housing densities, styles, prices 
and tenures” (Chapter 4, Policy 6 Residential Land Uses) and this housing type satisfies the 
intention and goal to achieve a variety of type and density in the City’s residential housing stock. 
 
FINDING:  Based on the above discussion the applicant can meet this criterion or is able to meet 
the criterion as conditioned further within this report based on the applicable code provisions. 
  

2. The preliminary development plans include dedication of at least 15 percent of the 
buildable portion of the site to the public in the form of usable open space, park or 
other public space, (subject to the review of the Parks & Recreation Board) or to a 
private entity managed by a homeowners association. Alternatively, if the project is 
located within close proximity to existing public spaces such as parks, libraries or 
plazas the development plan may propose no less than 5% on-site public space 
with a detailed explanation of how the proposed development and existing public 
spaces will together equally or better meet community needs. 
 

The applicant proposal includes a developable area of 3.87 acres after deducting rights of way, 
environmentally constrained areas, etc. The applicant’s proposal calculates the individual 
buildable lots at approximately 3.04 acres in total leaving .83 acres of the area as planned open 
space. This is approximately 21 % of the total net buildable area. The applicant has identified ten 
separate areas of open space scattered around the site, with Tract E in the center of the 
development to be the largest tract at 9,749 square feet. Some of the individual tracts are so small 
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that they will be indistinguishable from the private property, such as those tracts that abut SW 
Meinecke or are on the corners of the street intersections.  
 
Staff is concerned that even though the site goes beyond the amount of open space required that 
some of the smaller areas of open space are so indiscriminately placed in proximity to the private 
properties that they will not seem like open space areas for the development, but under the 
private property’s control and ownership. This is especially apparent concerning Tract A, B, H, I, 
and D.   
 
The applicant proposes that Tract K located on the western edge of the development and across 
SW Cedar Brook way be dedicated to the City in order to connect with the trail system and 
provide a public open space amenity to the neighborhood. The applicant’s narrative addresses 
the reasoning for this tract to be dedicated to the City and included the fact that it was separated 
from the primary development, could serve as a mini-neighborhood park for the entire area, and 
the City was interested in obtaining more parkland.  
 
The applicant proposes to construct to the Parks Board standards as part of the PUD 
development. Once completed, the applicant proposes to transfer ownership to the City. The park 
would then be eligible for Parks System Development Charge (SDC) credits in the amount of the 
construction costs of developing the park and any amount of land value in excess of the 15 % of 
open space. If approved, each dwelling unit would pay Parks SDCs in the amount of $7,668.78 for 
a total of $506,139.48. Any construction of amenities on Tract K would allow the developer to 
recoup the portion constructed on the open space tract. 
 
The applicant addressed the Parks Board regarding this request at the April and May 2014 Parks 
Board meetings. The Parks Board was supportive of the trail connection proposed by the 
applicant but was reluctant to recommend acceptance of the public area as a neighborhood park.  
 
At the May meeting, staff recommended that the Parks Board consider four options concerning 
whether to accept the dedication of this park.  
 
Option 1: Dedication of the property to the City including installation of public amenities such as 
athletic facilities, benches, etc. This would include the extension of a public pathway to the 
existing pathway adjacent to the Vineyards Subdivision.  This would result in a reduction of Parks 
SDC revenue generated from the development of about 20-25 % and a permanent long-term 
maintenance cost anticipated to be approximately $4000 per year. 
 
Option 2: The developer retains the property, installs the public amenities and installs the pathway 
as noted in Alternative 1. The impacts to the Parks SDC would be the construction of the 
amenities. The long term maintenance costs would be retained by the developer. 
 
Option 3: The property is dedicated to the City and based on a negotiated public amenities 
design; a fee in lieu of construction is paid. The fee in lieu of amount would be approximately 
125% of the estimated construction costs. The impacts of the dedication will result in a reduction 
of the Parks SDC revenue generated by the development by approximately 20-25 %.  
 
Option 4: The developer retains the property, a public facility easement is created and a fee in lieu 
of construction is paid to the City for the construction of the pathway. The fee would be 
approximately 125% of the construction costs and the City would construct the trail. With this 
alternative, there would be no impact to the Parks SDC revenue, a reduction in the expected 
amount of Transportation SDC revenue and the long-term commitment by the City to construct 
the pathway.  
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The Parks Board recommended that the best utilization of the City’s resources would be Option 4 
and for the developer to continue to own the tract and maintain it in the future. They believed that 
it was too small an area for it to appear anything other than a local neighborhood park and did not 
want to use Parks System Development Charges to make improvements to the area as it is an 
area not part of the Parks Master Plan and the Parks Board had prioritized other projects within 
the City. 
 
Staff takes no position on the determination of whether the Tract K should be transferred to the 
City or whether amenities to the open space should be designed and conditioned during the final 
development phase of the project as that is a community decision. It seems that Tract K is not as 
proximate to the development making more of a public open space than the other tracts of open 
space found closer to the development.  

 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant has not met this standard but may so 
with a condition imposed later within this report concerning the construction of the trail connection 
in Tract K. 
 

3. That exceptions from the standards of the underlying zoning district are 
warranted by the unique design and amenities incorporated in the development 
plan. 
 

The HDR zone is unique from the other residential zones in that it allows no minimum lot size if 
developed as a PUD. The applicant proposes to utilize this standard in order to provide a unique 
housing type as well as offer individual homes on individual lots with a varied lot size between 
1,600- 3,245 square feet. This would not be available under the standards of the HDR zone 
because the minimum lot size is 5,000 square feet on individual lots. Coupled with that standard is 
the provision that housing density of 16.8-24 units per acre is required. If this development were 
not part of a PUD, the individual townhomes could not be on separate lots or the site may have 
been constructed for multifamily development and the uniqueness of this design would not be 
available. If developed as a standard subdivision with minimum lot areas and dimensions, the 
applicant would be required to provide only 5 % open space, a much smaller amenity to the site 
and the applicant clearly would not be able to meet the density requirements.  
 
Ultimately, the PUD process allows the Planning Commission and City Council to have design 
oversight of the open space areas, and housing design of the project that would be unavailable 
using the standard Code provisions for a subdivision.  
 
The applicant contends that the housing type is part of the unique design warranting exception 
and flexibility to the standards. The other amenities offered by the applicant are the extension of 
Cedar Brook Way, the open space areas and trail connectivity proposed with this development. 
The applicant believes that these adjustments in lot size, width and street standards are proposed 
in order to meet various price points in the market and the divergent needs of the public but still 
providing common open space to maintain an attractive appearance. The applicant’s narrative 
identifies that the benefits of a planned unit development such as this to the community include 
the HOA’s control of the front landscaped areas, a trail system connection, new street 
connections to other neighborhoods, and common open spaces areas with visual appeal and 
interest to the community.  These are all factors the decision maker could consider making 
findings that satisfy this criterion. 
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion the applicant meets this criterion.  
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 4. That the proposal is in harmony with the surrounding area or its potential future 
use, and incorporates unified or internally compatible architectural treatments, 
vernacular, and scale subject to review and approval in Subsection (B)(6). 

 
The smaller lot sizes are compatible with the HDR zoned multifamily development to the east. The 
applicant has identified in the architectural pattern book that they will use Pacific Northwest design 
that is also compatible with the surrounding development. There will be three different general 
housing types and a variety of materials and colors that will be in harmony with the surrounding 
development. The applicant through their own independent market analysis determined the 
desired housing type and layout for the site. The narrative identifies the that architectural style 
proposed presents an aesthetic  and quality of materials of a larger home, just using a smaller 
building footprint similar to the single family homes to the west of this development. During final 
development plan approval, the Planning Commission reviews the specifications of the project. 
 
FINDING:  Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion. 
 

 5. That the system of ownership and the means of developing, preserving and 
maintaining parks and open spaces are acceptable. 

 
The applicant proposes that the majority of the open space is owned and maintained through a 
homeowner’s association and rules adopted in the CC & R’s. The applicant proposed that Tract K, 
which is on the other side of the Cedar Brook Way from the development be dedicated to the City. 
As discussed above, the Parks Board did not recommend approval of that proposal as the area 
was too small to be used by the general public, the cost of maintenance too high, and any 
improvements would cause a reduction in the Park System Development Charges that would be 
collected with this development at the time of building permit approval. This is a suitable resolution, 
but a condition is required in order to fully comply with the standard. 
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant does not meet this criterion, but can do so 
with the following condition.  
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to the final development plan approval, provide CC & Rs that 
document how the open space will be maintained by the neighborhood homeowner’s association. 
 

 6. That the PUD will have a beneficial effect on the area which could not be achieved 
using the underlying zoning district. 

 
The proposed development serves as a transition between the more intense multifamily 
development, Creekview Crossing found to the east of the site with the lower density single-family 
development located on the north and west of this development proposal. Standard usage of the 
HDR zone lot dimension requirements would not allow for the housing type proposed with reduced 
lot sizes on individual lots. Using the flexibility of a PUD, allows the developer to create a more 
unique housing type with both attached and detached housing within a singular development and 
still achieve the required densities for the HDR zone of 16.8-24 units per acre. The community 
benefits with this variety and provides a housing type that is underrepresented within the area that 
has not been developed in the community for over ten years. 
 
Modifications to the street design afford more flexibility by allowing the house frontages to face the 
street with alley-loaded garages in some cases and frees up space for individual lots as well as 
more greenscape than streetscape. The amount of open space goes beyond a standard 
development that will have a beneficial effect on the area as a whole.  
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With a PUD, the Planning Commission and Council have oversight as to the design aesthetic and 
amenities provided to the site unlike a standard subdivision. The Planning Commission can review 
the design and ensure that it will effectively meet the community’s standards during the final 
development phase of the project. 
 
FINDING:  Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion. 
 

7. That the proposed development, or an independent phase of the development, can 
be substantially completed within one (1) year from date of approval. 

 
The applicant proposes to complete the development within one year and thus is able to satisfy 
this criterion. In the alternative, if the applicant is unable to complete the project, safeguards are in 
place including creating a phasing plan or lapsing of the land use approval in order to meet this 
criterion. 
 
FINDING:  Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion. 

 
8. That adequate public facilities and services are available or are made available by 

the construction of the project. 
 

The City Engineer has reviewed the preliminary plat and determined that the site is serviceable or 
able to be served with conditions outlined further within this report. 
 
FINDING:  Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion or may be conditioned 
to meet this criterion further within this report. 
 

 
9. That the general objectives of the PUD concept and the specific objectives of the 

various categories of the PUDs described in this Chapter have been met. (Ord. 2001-
1119 § 1; 98-1053; 86-851) 

 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion earlier within this report, the applicant meets this 
criterion.  

 
10. The minimum area for a Residential PUD shall be five (5) acres, unless the 

Commission finds that a specific property of lesser area is suitable as a PUD 
because it is unusually constrained by topography, landscape features, location, or 
surrounding development, or qualifies as "infill" as defined in Section 
16.40.050(C)(3). (Ord. 2001-1119 § 1) 

 

The site is 5.77 gross acres, which qualifies it for a PUD outright.  
 

FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion. 
 
 E.  Effect of Decision  
 
Approval of the Preliminary Development Plan shall not constitute final acceptance of the 
PUD. Approval shall, however, be binding upon the City for the purpose of preparation of 
the Final Development Plan, and the City may require only such changes in the plan as are 
necessary for compliance with the terms of preliminary approvals.  
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FINDING: The applicant is aware that a final development plan will be required upon approval of 
the preliminary development plan. This criterion cannot be met at this time, but can be met with the 
final development phase submittal that is in substantial compliance with the approval of the PUD. 
 
16.40.050 Residential PUD 
 
 A.  Permitted Uses  
 
The following uses are permitted outright in Residential PUD when approved as part of a 
Final Development Plan: 
 
  1. Varied housing types, including but not limited to single-family attached  
  dwellings, zero-lot line housing, row houses, duplexes, cluster units, and multi-
  family dwellings. 
 
  2. Related NC uses which are designed and located so as to serve the PUD district 
  and neighborhood. 
 

3.  All other uses permitted within the underlying zoning district in which the PUD is 
 located. 

 
FINDING: The applicant proposes residential uses and all lots will be for single family homes, a 
permitted housing type within this zone. 
 
 B.  Conditional Uses  
 
A conditional use permitted in the underlying zone in which the PUD is located may be 
allowed as a part of the PUD upon payment of the required application fee and approval by 
the Commission as per Chapter 16.82. (Ord. 86-851 § 3) 
 
FINDING: The applicant does not propose a conditional use, and thus this criterion is not 
applicable. 
 
 C.  Development Standards 
 
  1. Density  
The number of dwelling units permitted in a Residential PUD shall be the same as that 
allowed in the underlying zoning district, except as provided in Subsection (C)(2), below or 
16.40.040.C above. 
 
The SZDC § 16.12 defines density as “(t)he intensity of residential land uses per acre, stated as 
the number of dwelling units per net buildable acre. Net acre means an area measuring 43,560 sq. 
feet after excluding present and future rights of way, environmentally constrained areas, public 
parks and other public uses. The density requirements for HDR are 16.8-24 units per acre. This 
project includes a buildable area is 3.85 acres with a minimum density of 65 units and a maximum 
number of units at 92 units. The applicant proposes 65 dwelling units which equals 17.1 dwelling 
units per acre thus satisfying this criterion. 

 
FINDING:  Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion. 
 

2.  Density Transfer 
Where the proposed PUD site includes lands within the base floodplain, wetlands and 
buffers, or steeply sloped areas which are proposed for public dedication, and such 
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dedication is approved as a part of the preliminary development plan, then a density 
transfer may be allowed adding a maximum of 20% to the overall density of the land to be 
developed.  
 
FINDING: The applicant has not applied for a density transfer and therefore this criterion is not 
applicable. 

 
3.     Minimum Lot Size 

The minimum lot size required for single-family, detached dwellings is 5,000 square feet, 
unless the subject property is either:  
a. Located within the High Density Residential zone (HDR). In that case, there is no 

minimum lot size provided the applicant demonstrates that the proposal meets the 
purpose and intent of the Zoning and Development Code and the Sherwood 
Comprehensive Plan until February 4, 2015.  

 
This proposal is within the HDR zone and the applicant proposes lot sizes between 1,600- 3,245 
square feet. When the zone change was approved under PA 13-04, Brownstone Text Amendment, 
Council approved for a limited time to allow no minimum lot size requirement within this zone, 
should a development be approved as a PUD within the HDR zone. 
 
To that end, the applicant must adequately show that the PUD meets the objectives as identified 
under the PUD provisions discussed above. If met, the applicant has the ability to request flexibility 
in the Code provisions and the decision maker reviews the request. 
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion. 

 
 

V. PRELIMINARY PLAT – REQUIRED FINDINGS 
 
A.  Division VII LAND DIVISIONS, SUBDIVISIONS, PARTITIONS, LOT LINE ADJUSTMENTS 
AND MODFICATIONS 
Chapter 16.120 Subdivisions 
16.120.040 Approval Criteria: Preliminary Plat 
No preliminary plat shall be approved unless: 

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

 
The applicant proposes to construct a public street (SW Cedar Brook Way) through the development 
to connect with the existing street at the SW Meinecke roundabout. The applicant requested a street 
modification in order to address the confines of the site and achieve the density requirements, which 
will be discussed under the Public Improvement section of this report. 
 
FINDING:  Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion or can be conditioned 
further within this report under the public improvement section. 
 
 B. Streets and roads held for private use are clearly indicated on the plat and all 

reservations or restrictions relating to such private roads and streets are set forth thereon. 
 
The applicant proposes a private alley to access the rear loaded townhomes and is identified as Tract 
G. This will be discussed further within this report.  
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FINDING:  The applicant proposes a private alley that will be discussed further within this report. This 
is a deviation from the standards as it is a private right of way and reviewed as part of the PUD 
approval process.   
 
 C. The plat complies with Comprehensive Plan and applicable zoning district 
 regulations. 
 
FINDING:  This standard is satisfied through compliance with the applicable criteria discussed 
throughout this report.  If necessary, conditions are imposed to ensure compliance. 
 
 D. Adequate water, sanitary sewer, and other public facilities exist to support the use 

of land proposed in the plat. 
 
FINDING:  As discussed further within this report, (Public Improvements), adequate water, sanitary 
sewer and other public facilities exist or will be constructed to support the lots proposed in this plat.  In 
addition, the applicant will be required to come in for detailed PUD approval at which time additional 
review will be provided. 
 
 E. Development of additional, contiguous property under the same ownership can be 
 accomplished in accordance with this Code. 
 
FINDING:  There are no adjacent properties under the same ownership and the surrounding 
properties are fully developed. Therefore, this criterion is met. 
 
   F.  Adjoining land can either be developed independently or is provided access that 
   will allow development in accordance with this Code. 
 
FINDING:  All adjoining properties have existing access to public streets. Approval of this 
subdivision and PUD will not prohibit any adjoining properties from being developed.  
 
 G. Tree and Woodland inventories have been submitted and approved per Section 
 16.142.060. 
 
The applicant submitted a preliminary inventory of the trees on site with the type and size of the 
trees on the existing conditions plan. (Sheet 2 of the applicant’s materials Exhibit A). The plan 
shows that two trees will be removed, but the narrative has indicated uncertainty as to whether 
additional trees will be removed during the course of the development of the open space areas. 
Since there are no trees within the buildable area, it is unlikely that more trees will be removed as 
a result of this development. 
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant has not prepared a complete or final tree 
inventory or planting plan for the street trees or open space and therefore has not fully complied 
with this criterion. However, the following condition can ensure full compliance. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to final plat approval, submit a tree inventory and planting 
plan for the street trees and trees within the open space areas in order to be fully compliant with 
§16.142.060. 
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B. Chapter 16.128 LAND DIVISION DESIGN STANDARDS 
 
16.128 Design Standards- Blocks- Connectivity    

1. Block Size.  The length, width, and shape of blocks shall be designed to provide 
adequate building sites for the uses proposed, and for convenient access, circulation, 
traffic control and safety. 
 

According to the submitted preliminary plat and conceptual PUD plan, each lot has access to either a 
public street or a private alley. The conceptual plan calls for units to abut the streets with a central 
block with 13 townhomes surrounded by the alley. The access is convenient for all lots and maintains 
circulation. The layout has been reviewed by the Engineering Department for safety, traffic control and 
circulation. There are two entrances to the development on the north and on the south side of the 
development. Any additional entrances were found to have been too close to the roundabout or with 
limited visibility to be safe. Where feasible, pedestrian connections are made throughout the site to 
improve connectivity. 
  
FINDING: Based on the above discussion the applicant meets this criterion. 
 
 2.  Block Length.  Blocks shall not exceed five-hundred thirty (530) feet in length, except 

blocks adjacent to principal arterial, which shall not exceed one thousand eight hundred 
(1,800) feet.  

 
The site is irregularly shaped and the street network is a continuation of already designed and 
constructed roadways. The extension of Cedar Brook Way will complete a block by connecting with 
the Meinecke roundabout north of Highway 99W.  The proposal includes a circular private alleyway, 
interior to the site that connects with Street A, creating a block. The development to the east and west 
prohibits an additional east/west street connection in this area. Additionally, the site is constrained by 
the established roadway, the Cedar Creek corridor, proximity to the intersection at Highway 99W and 
the density requirements of HDR. 
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion. 
 
 3.  Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity.  Paved bike and pedestrian accessways shall be 
 provided on public easements or right-of-way consistent with Figure 7.4-1.  
 
The applicant proposes full street improvements for Cedar Brook Way and has included an interior 
sidewalk network adjacent to the streets and the townhome blocks. The City of Sherwood 
Transportation System Plan has identified a trail connection between the existing trail along the 
east line of “Wyndham Ridge” subdivision and SW Cedar Brook Way.  The proposed trail is 
located within the southwest corner of the subject property and within the City owned property to 
the west.  The developer is required to construct the aforementioned trail meeting the approval of 
the City of Sherwood Engineering Department and Clean Water Services.  Upon request, City 
Transportation System Development Charges credits are available for required trail construction 
located outside of the subject property. 
 
The trail will provide an improved connection to both the nearby schools and parks located in the 
adjacent development. The City has an interest in providing amenities such as trails and pedestrian 
connections to nearby areas of interest. This PUD has a reduction in private yard space due to the 
reduced setbacks for most of the lots and therefore providing easy access to open space and larger 
park areas are critical to the livability of this neighborhood. By creating the trail connection, this 
neighborhood will enjoy the benefits of this proximity to the public amenities. (See applicant’s 
materials Exhibit A) 
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At the Planning Commission hearing on June 24, 2014, the applicant discussed that the required 
permitting and approval of the design for the trail may take longer to complete than the other public 
improvements. The applicant requested that they could be conditioned to construct the trail segment 
prior to final occupancy of the last home rather than at the time of the initial occupancy permit. The 
Planning Commission after consulting with staff suggested that the construction of the trail segment 
needed to be completed prior to the occupancy permit of either the last townhome building or the last 
three single-family dwelling units. This portion of the public improvements would be considered Phase 
2 of the project and follow a different timeline than the other public improvements of Phase 1.  Phase 
2 consists of design and construction of the trail extension from Cedar Brook Way through Tract K 
connecting to the existing trail at Wyndam Ridge.  
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant has not met this criterion, but can do so with 
the following condition. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION:   Prior to issuance of the final occupancy  permit for either the last 
townhome building or the last three (3) single-family homes (at the applicant’s choice) construct the 
trail extension from Cedar Brook Way, through Tract K connecting with the existing trail at Wyndam 
Ridge (Phase 2). The City Engineer must accept Phase 2. An Approval letter from the Engineering 
Department accepting all public improvement shall be issued prior to the applicant receiving final 
occupancy for the buildings delineated under Phase 2.  . 
 
 
16.128.010  
B. Easements-Utilities 
Easements for sewers, drainage, water mains, electric lines, or other utilities shall be 
dedicated or provided for by deed.  Easements shall be a minimum of ten (10) feet in width and 
centered on rear or side lot lines; except for tie-back easements, which shall be six (6) feet 
wide by twenty (20) feet long on side lot lines at the change of direction. 

 
An 8-foot wide public utility easement (PUE) is required adjacent to the right-of-way of all street 
frontages.  Tract ‘G’ containing the proposed private alley shall have a private utility easement over 
its entirety. All easements (public or private) associated with the development shall be recorded 
with the County prior to City approval of the public improvements and transfer to a 2-year 
maintenance bond. 
 
FINDING: As discussed above, this standard has not been fully met but can be as conditioned 
below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION:  Prior to approval of the public improvement plans, provide an 8-foot 
wide public utility easement over the right of way of all street frontages.  Tract ‘G’ containing the 
proposed private alley shall have a private utility easement over its entirety.  
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to building permit approval, all easements (public or private) 
associated with the development shall be recorded with the County and transfer to a 2-year 
maintenance bond. 
 
16.128.020    Pedestrian and Bicycle Ways 
Pedestrian or bicycle ways may be required to connect cul-de-sacs, divide through an 
unusually long or oddly shaped block, or to otherwise provide adequate circulation. 
 
There are no cul-de sacs within this development and the applicant has provided sidewalks and 
additional pathways throughout the development. 
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FINDING: Based on the above discussion the applicant meets this criterion. 
 
16.128.030       Lots 
A. - Lot size, width, shape, and orientation shall be appropriate for the location and 
topography of the subdivision, and shall comply with applicable zoning district requirement. 
 
As discussed further in this report, the lot sizes are appropriate for the zoning district except as 
modified for the PUD.  The shape and orientation are appropriate when considering the conceptual 
development and building locations and orientations. The applicant proposes to orient the front yards 
to the street or a private alleyway and have requested modified standards to allow reduced setbacks 
with a focus on providing human scale and pedestrian friendly design through the PUD process. 
 
FINDING: As discussed above, this standard is satisfied. 
 
B - Access - All lots in a subdivision shall abut a public street, except as allowed for infill 
development under Chapter 16.68. 
 
The applicant proposed that some of the townhomes do not abut a public street due to the 
configuration of the lot and the nature of the PUD development process. The developer requested 
private street access for lots 54-65, with lots 29-65 all using the private street to access the garages. 
Lots 29-53 abut SW Cedar Brook Way and lot 65 abuts Street A, both public streets. The deviation 
from this standard is proposed in order to achieve the minimum density requirements, improve 
internal circulation, as well as achieve limited driveways on SW Cedar Brook Way with narrower, rear-
loaded townhomes. The specific street modifications have been reviewed for safety and approved by 
the Engineering Department. The exact specifications and requirements approved by the Engineering 
Department are discussed under the “Street Modification” section on page 29-30 of this report.  
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion the applicant does not meet this criterion, but has applied 
for a street modification that will be discussed further within this report. 
 
C. Double Frontage and reversed frontage lots are prohibited except where essential to 
provide separation of residential development from railroads, traffic arteries, adjacent 
nonresidential uses, or to overcome specific topographical or orientation problems.  
 
FINDING: None of the lots have double frontage.  Therefore, the applicant meets this criterion. 
 
E. Grading -Grading of building sites shall conform to the following standards, except when 
topography of physical conditions warrant special exceptions: 

A.  Cut slopes shall not exceed one and one-half (1 1/2) feet horizontally to one (1) foot 
vertically. 

 B.  Fill slopes shall not exceed two (2) feet horizontally to one (1) foot vertically. 
 
City policy requires that before any grading is done on site, a permit should be obtained from the 
Building Department on the private portion of the site. Additionally before grading can begin, the 
applicant needs an approved grading and erosion control plan along with a Storm Water Connection 
Permit from Clean Water Services (CWS) as identified in the comments from CWS Exhibit D. 
 
FINDING: Based on the discussion the applicant has not met this criterion, but can do so with the 
following conditions. 

 
  RECOMMENDED CONDITION:  Prior to approval of the Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC) 
  plans, submit detailed grading and erosion control plans to the Engineering Department. An  
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  Erosion Control Permit will be required. Areas of Disturbance must be clearly identified on  
  submitted construction plans.  
   

 
VI. APPLICABLE ADDITIONAL CODE PROVISIONS 

 
A.  Division II - Land Use and Development 

 
The subject site is zoned High Density Residential (HDR).  Compliance with this section is 
discussed below. The following table identifies the standard dimensional requirements and the 
deviation as proposed through the PUD process. 
 
16.12.010  Purpose 
High Density Residential (HDR) Standards     Standard  Requested Deviation 

 
The HDR zoning district provides for higher density multi-family housing and other related 
uses with density of 16.8 to 24 dwelling units per acre. Minor land partitions shall be exempt 
from the minimum density requirement. 
 
The applicant proposes high-density housing by subdividing the property into sixty-five lots. The 
applicant proposes a density of 16.9 dwelling units per acre within the density parameters of the 
zone. 
 
FINDING:  Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion. 
 
16.12.040 Dimensional Standards 
a. Lot dimensions 
 
The applicant proposes lots for single-family attached and detached dwelling units ranging in size 
from 1,600 to 3,245 square feet under the PUD standard of no minimum lot size requirements. Due 
the size of the lots, the applicant proposes to deviate from the standards that are considered part 
of the PUD exception process. The applicant proposes the following deviations from the standards. 
 

 

b. Setbacks 

 
Standard 

Requested Deviation 

1.    Front yard:    
Garage: 20 ft. 

 

20 ft. to front loaded garages 
(1-38) 

  1.    Lot areas    
 

 

    a. Single-Family Detached :    5,000 sq. ft. 2,374 sq. ft. 

    
b. Single-Family Attached  

Townhome 
1,800 sq. ft. 

1,585 sq. ft. 

2.    Lot width at front property line:    25 ft.    27.9 

3.    Lot width at building line:    50 ft. 26 ft. 

4.    Lot depth:    80 ft. 71 ft. minimum  
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Porches: 14 ft. Porches: 8 ft. (lots 39-53) 
               4 feet ( lots 54-65) 

2.    Side yard:         

    
a. Single-Family 
Detached:    

5 feet    
4 ft. 
 

    
Corner Lot (street 
side):    

15 feet    
Min 6 ft. to homes on corner 
lots 

    
b. Single-Family 
Attached (one side):    

5 feet    
 4 ft.  

3.    

Rear yard:    

 

Garage Setback 

20 feet 

 

20 feet   

15 ft. for front loaded 
townhomes (lots 1-28) 

4. Height 
3 stories or 
forty (40) feet 

30 ft. maximum 

 
The above table describes the applicant’s proposed deviation from the standards of the HDR 
dimensional requirements. The applicant proposes that the single-family detached homes (lots 39-
53) with rear-loaded garages will have an 8-foot front yard setback for the porch. The applicant is 
requesting a deviation for lots 54-65 for the setback to be 4 feet from the front property line as the 
front porches will abut open space. The townhome setbacks will be discussed in the townhome 
standards of § 16.44.010. 
 
FINDING: The applicant does not meet this criterion but has requested a deviation of the standard 
through the PUD process. 
 
16.44.010 Townhome Standards  
 
A. Generally 
 
A townhome may be located on property zoned MDRH or HDR, or in other zones as specified 
in an approved Planned Unit Development, provided that the townhome meets the standards 
contained below, and other applicable standards of Division V - Community Design. Such 
developments that propose townhomes can do so as condominiums on one parent lot, or in a 
subdivision, but shall do so in groups known as "townhome blocks," which consist of groups 
no less than two attached single-family dwellings and no more than six in a block, that meet 
the general criteria of Subsection B below, and specific design and development criteria of 
this Chapter.  
 
The applicant proposes two different styles of townhomes within the HDR: townhomes with rear 
loaded two car garages (lots 59-65) and townhomes with front loaded single car garages (lots 1-38). 
The townhomes as proposed will be attached with three or five units in a townhome block. 

 
  FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion. 

 
B. Standards 
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1. Each townhome shall have a minimum dwelling area of twelve-hundred (1,200) square feet 
in the MDRH zone, and one-thousand (1,000) square feet in the HDR zone. Garage area is not 
included within the minimum dwelling area.  
 
The site is zoned HDR and therefore the minimum dwelling unit size is 1,000 sq. ft. The applicant 
proposes townhomes of at least 1,400 square feet. 
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion. 
 
2. Lot sizes shall average a minimum of two-thousand five-hundred (2,500) square feet in the 
MDRH zone, and one-thousand eight-hundred (1,800) square feet in the HDR zone, unless the 
property qualifies as "infill," and meets the criteria of Subsection D below. If proposed as a 
subdivision, lots shall be platted with a width of no less than twenty (20) feet, and depth no 
less than seventy (70) feet.  
 
FINDING: The applicant proposes the total building area for townhomes to be 92,221 square feet with 
an average size of 1,808 square feet for the 50 townhomes. The lot width is at least 20 feet. This 
proposal meets the criterion.  
 
3. The townhome shall be placed on a perimeter foundation, the units must meet the front 
yard, street-side yard, and rear yard setbacks of the underlying zone, if abutting a residential 
zone designated for, or built as, single-family detached housing.  
 
FINDING: The property does not directly abut a residential zone for detached single-family homes but 
is part of the PUD where there are fifteen single family detached homes also with reduced setbacks. 
The units do not meet the standard setbacks within the zone, but as discussed above, the applicant is 
proposing a deviation from the standards as described in the table above. 
 
4. All townhomes shall include at least two (2) off-street parking spaces in the HDR zone, and 
two and one-half (2-½) spaces in the MDRH zone; garages and/or designated shared parking 
spaces may be included in this calculation. The City Engineer may permit diagonal or angle-in 
parking on public streets within a townhome development, provided that adequate lane width 
is maintained. All townhome developments shall include a parking plan, to be reviewed and 
approved with the Site Plan application.  
 
FINDING: Lots 1-38 include one driveway space and one garage parking space. There is no shared 
off street parking space included within this designation, but on street parking spaces are provided on 
SW Cedar Brook Way and Street A. Lots 59-65 are proposed to include two driveway spaces and two 
garage spaces. Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion where garages can 
be used in the calculation of parking. 
 
5. All townhomes shall have exterior siding and roofing which is similar in color, material and 
appearance to siding and roofing commonly used on residential dwellings within the City, or 
otherwise consistent with the design criteria of Subsection E, Design Standards.  
 
The applicant’s proposal includes an architectural pattern book that describes the colors and styles 
proposed for the townhomes.  Found to be insufficient, a condition has been recommended previously 
to ensure that the architectural pattern book is more thorough and detailed. The Planning Commission 
through the final development plan approval process will be able to review the plans to ensure its 
compatibility with other residential housing within the City. 
  
FINDING: Based on the discussion, the applicant meets this criterion. 
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6.  All townhomes in the MDRH zone shall have an attached or detached garage. 
 
FINDING: The townhomes are not within the MDRH zone, and thus this criterion is not applicable.  
 
7. All other community design standards contained in Divisions V, VIII and IX relating to off-
street parking and loading, energy conservation, historic resources, environmental resources, 
landscaping, access and egress, signs, parks and open space, on-site storage, and site 
design that are not specifically varied by this Chapter, shall apply to townhome blocks.  
 
FINDING: The community design standards will be discussed under the appropriate Code Sections 
found further within this report.  
 
8. All townhome developments shall accommodate an open space or park area no less than 
five percent (5%) of the total subject parcel (prior to exclusion of public right-of-way and 
environmentally constrained areas). Parking areas may not be counted toward this five 
percent (5%) requirement.  
 
FINDING:  This criterion has been discussed earlier within the report as the applicant proposes at 
least 21% of the area within the development as open space. The PUD requires at least 15 % open 
space exceeding the 5% open space townhome criterion. 
 
9. Side yard setbacks shall be based on the length of the townhome block; a minimum setback 
to the property line* on the end of each "townhome block" shall be provided relative to the 
size of the block, as follows:  
   
a. 100 feet to 150 feet 6 feet minimum  
b. Less than 100 feet 5 feet minimum  
 
The maximum length of the proposed townhome block is 110 feet. The minimum proposed side yard 
setback to the property line for the townhome block is four feet. This is a standard that requires 
deviation through the PUD process.  
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant does not meet this standard unless the City 
Council finds that the proposal warrants such a deviation through the PUD process. 
 
*  In the case of condominium projects where no property line may exist at the end of each 
townhome block, the setback shall be applied as a minimum area of separation, as applied to 
each townhome block.  
 
C. Occupancy 
 
1. No occupancy permit for any townhome shall be issued by the City until the requirements of 
site plan review and the conditions of the approved final site plan are met. Substantial 
alteration from the approved plan must be resubmitted to the City for review and approval, and 
may require additional site plan review before the original hearing authority.  
 
2. The owner(s) of the townhomes, or duly authorized management agent, shall be held 
responsible for all alterations and additions to a townhome block or to individual homes within 
the block, and shall ensure that all necessary permits and inspections are obtained from the 
City or other applicable authority prior to the alterations or additions being made.  
 
The applicant proposes townhomes through the PUD process and should the project be approved, 
the applicant would then be required to follow the process for a final development plan review by the 
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Planning Commission. The Building Department generally approves building permits and occupancy 
permits.  
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant will be able to meet this criterion at the time 
of building permit application and review. 
 
D. Infill Standard 
 
The minimum lot size required for single-family, attached dwellings (townhomes) may be 
reduced by a maximum of 15% if the subject property is 1.5 acres or less, and the subject 
property is surrounded by properties developed at or in excess of minimum density for the 
underlying zone.  
 
FINDING: The applicant is not applying for application of the infill standard and this criterion is not 
applicable.  
 
E. Design Standards 
 
Each townhome block development shall require the approval of a site plan, under the 
provisions of Section 16.90.020, and in compliance with the standards listed below. The site 
plan shall indicate all areas of townhome units, landscaping, off-street parking, street and 
driveway or alley locations, and utility access easements. The site plan shall also include a 
building elevation plan, which show building design, materials, and architectural profiles of all 
structures proposed for the site.  
 
1. Building Mass: The maximum number and width of consecutively attached townhomes 
shall not exceed six (6) units or one-hundred fifty (150) feet from end-wall to end-wall.  
 
The applicant proposes no more than five attached townhomes in one block and in no case do the 
townhomes exceed 150 feet from wall to wall. 
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this standard. 
 
2. Designation of Access/Alleys: Townhomes shall receive vehicle access only from the front 
or rear lot line exclusively, not both. If alleys are used for access they shall be created at the 
time of subdivision approval and built to City standards as illustrated in the Transportation 
System Plan.  
 
FINDING: The applicant proposes either vehicle access in the front or rear yard of the townhomes. 
This complies with this standard. 
 
3. Street Access: Townhomes fronting on a neighborhood route, collector, or arterial shall use 
alley access, either public or private, and comply with all of the following standards, in order 
to minimize interruption of adjacent sidewalks by driveway entrances and conflicts with other 
transportation users, slow traffic, improve appearance of the streets, and minimize paved 
surfaces for better stormwater management. Direct access to local streets shall only be used 
if it can be demonstrated that due to topography or other unique site conditions precludes the 
use of alleys.  
 
a. Alley loaded garages shall be set back a minimum five feet to allow a turning radius for 
vehicles and provide a service area for utilities.  
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b. If garages face the street, the garage doors shall be recessed behind the front elevation 
(living area, covered porch, or other architectural feature) by a minimum of one (1) foot.  
 
c. The maximum allowable driveway width facing the street is two (2) feet greater than the 
width of the garage door. The maximum garage door width per unit is sixty percent (60%) of 
the total building width. For example, a twenty (20) foot wide unit may have one 12-foot wide 
recessed garage door and a fourteen (14) foot wide driveway. A 24-foot wide unit may have a 
14-foot, 4-inch wide garage door with a 16-foot, 4-inch wide driveway.  
 
The proposed townhome units will take access from an alley or a local street. The applicant has 
proposed no direct access to SW Meinecke and SW Cedar Brook Way. The applicant proposes to 
construct Street A in order to provide access to the subject property and have limited access to the 
other nearby developments. Street A provides access to the private alley. The twenty-eight 
townhomes to be located on Street A will have garages facing the street but recessed from the front 
porch at least one foot. 
 
The townhomes are proposed to be 20 feet wide, with the garages proposed to be 8 feet which result 
in the garage width to be 40% of the street facing frontage. The alley-loaded garages will be set back 
a minimum of 18 feet in order to allow a turning radius for vehicles.  
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion. 
 
4. Building Design: The intent of the following standards is to make each housing unit 
distinctive and to prevent garages and blank walls from being a dominant visual feature.  
 
a. The front facade of a townhome may not include more than forty percent (40%) of garage 
door area.  
 
FINDING: As discussed above, the single car garages will be 8 feet wide and the driveways will be at 
least 10 feet wide. The applicant has not submitted elevations at this time, but it is feasible that they 
can be constructed in this manner and reviewed at the time of final development review by the 
Planning Commission for compliance with this standard. Based on the discussion, the applicant has 
not met this criterion but can do so with the following condition.  
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to final development plan approval, submit plans that show that 
the front façade of the townhomes do not include more than forty percent (40%) of garage door area.  
 
b. The roofs of each attached townhome must be distinct from the other through either 
separation of roof pitches or direction, variation in roof design, or architectural feature. 
Hipped, gambrel, gabled, or curved (i.e. barrel) roofs are required. Flat roofs are not permitted.  
 
The applicant proposes that the style of roof be moderately or steeply pitched, gabled or hipped and 
articulated with intersecting roofs, dormers and sheds. Additionally the applicant describes that the 
roofs will be typical to those found in the Northwest, with the primary roofs be either gabled or hipped. 
The slope of the roof will be a minimum of 7/12 with secondary roofs a minimum of 4/12. The offsets 
or breaks in roof elevation will be at least two or more feet in height. Both the gabled and hipped roofs 
will provide overhang eaves on all sides that extend a minimum of 8” beyond the building wall. As 
described in the architectural pattern book and Exhibit 2 of the applicant’s materials, (Exhibit A) flat 
roofs are not proposed and there is a distinction and variety proposed within the development.  
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion the applicant meets this criterion. 
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c. A minimum of fifty percent (50%) of the residential units within a block's frontage shall have 
a front porch in the MDRH zone. Front porches may encroach six (6) feet beyond the perimeter 
foundation into front yard, street-side yard, and landscape corridor setbacks for neighborhood 
routes and collectors, and ten (10) feet for arterials, and are not subject to lot coverage 
limitations, in both the MDRH and HDR zones. Porches may not encroach into the clear vision 
area, as defined in Section 16.58.010.  
 
Even though the property is zoned HDR, the applicant proposes porches which will encroach into the 
front yard setback as discussed earlier within this report. The applicant does not foresee encroaching 
into the clear vision area.  

 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant does not meet this criterion at this time, but 
can meet the criterion with the following condition. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to final development approval, submit plans that show that the 
porches do not encroach into any of the clear vision areas. 
 
d. Window trim shall not be flush with exterior wall treatment for all windows facing public 
right-of-ways. Windows shall be provided with architectural surround at the jamb, head and 
sill.  
 
e. All building elevations visible from the street shall provide doors, porches, balconies, 
windows, or architectural features to provide variety in facade. All front street-facing 
elevations, and a minimum of fifty percent (50%) of side and rear street-facing building 
elevations, as applicable, shall meet this standard. The standard applies to each full and 
partial building story. Alternatively, in lieu of these standards, the Old Town Design Standards 
in Chapter 16.162 may be applied.  
 
The examples of elevations of the proposed townhomes found within the applicant’s materials show 
that there are articulations and windows, porches, all visible from the street. The exact specification of 
the particular development will be reviewed during the final development plan approval process. 
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant has no yet met this standard, but can do so 
with the following condition.  
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to final development plan approval, submit plans and 
elevations of the townhomes that provide for doors, porches, balconies, windows or architectural 
features to provide variety in the façade.   
 
f. The maximum height of all townhomes shall be that of the underlying zoning district 
standard, except that: twenty-five percent (25%) of townhomes in the MDRH zone may be 3-
stories, or a maximum of forty (40) feet in height if located more than one-hundred fifty (150) 
feet from adjacent properties in single-family (detached) residential use.  
 
The site is zoned HDR and the maximum height allowed is 40 feet. The applicant does not propose to 
exceed the height requirement within this zone. 
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this standard. 
 

16.58.020 Fences, Walls and Hedges 

D. Location—Residential Zone: 
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1.Fences up to forty-two (42) inches high are allowed in required front building 

 setbacks. 

2. Fences up to six (6) feet high are allowed in required side or rear building 

setbacks, except fences adjacent to public pedestrian access ways and alleys 

shall not exceed forty-two (42) inches in height unless there is a landscaped buffer 

at least three (3) feet wide between the fence and the access way or alley.  

3. Fences on corner lots may not be placed closer than eight (8) feet back from the 

 sidewalk along the corner-side yard.  

 
The applicant proposes that Tract B near the eastern boundary of the site and adjacent to the 
Creekview Crossing development be 5 feet wide-the exact width of the sidewalk. Any fences 
constructed on lots 6-7, adjacent to this sidewalk could not exceed 42 inches tall. The applicant 
does not include landscape buffers adjacent to the pathway as required with this provision. 
This does not appear to be a suitable resolution for this pedestrian connection and does not 
comply with the traditional width for pedestrian pathways with landscaped buffers found in the 
TSP cross sections for paved pathways. 
 
FINDING: Based on above discussion the applicant does not meet this criterion but can do so 
with the following condition. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to final development approval, design the pedestrian 
pathway within Tract B to include landscaped buffers between the properties with at least three 
feet of width on each side. 

 
B.  Division V. Community Design 
Chapter 16.92 Landscaping 
16.92.030 Site Area Landscaping and Perimeter Screening Standards 
 
A. Perimeter Screening and Buffering 
1. Perimeter Screening Separating Residential Zones: 
A minimum six-foot high sight-obscuring wooden fence, decorative masonry wall, or 
evergreen screen, shall be required along property lines separating single and two-family 
uses from multi- family uses, and along property lines separating residential zones from 
commercial, institutional/public or industrial zones subject to the provisions of Chapter 
16.48.020 (Fences, Walls and Hedges).  

   
The applicant proposes that the site will be landscaped to ensure compatibility and privacy for the 
surrounding uses. The applicant has not described how the development plans to provide 
perimeter screening between the multi-family uses on the eastern edge of the site.  
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant has not met this standard but can do so 
with the following criterion. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to final development plan approval, provide a site plan that 
shows the perimeter screening separating the residential zones.  
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RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to certificate of final occupancy, install the perimeter 
screening separating the residential zones. 
 
16.94.020 Off-Street Parking Standards 

 
  A. Generally 

Where square feet are specified, the area measured shall be the gross building floor area 
primary to the functioning of the proposed use. Where employees are specified, persons 
counted shall be those working on the premises, including proprietors, during the largest 
shift at peak season. Fractional space requirements shall be counted as a whole space. The 
Review Authority may determine alternate off - street parking and loading requirements for 
a use not specifically listed in this Section based upon the requirements of comparable 
uses.  

Minimum and Maximum Parking Standards  
(Metro spaces are based on 1 per 1,000 sq. ft. of gross leasable area) 

 Minimum Parking 
Standard 

Maximum Permitted 
Parking Zone A

1
  

Maximum Permitted 
Parking Zone B

2
  

Single, two-family and manufactured 
home on lot

3
  

1 per dwelling unit None None 

Footnote 3:  If the street on which the house has direct access is less than twenty-eight (28) feet wide, two (2) off-street 
parking spaces are required per single-family residential unit. (includes single-family detached or attached, two-family 
dwelling or a manufactured home on an individual lot) If the abutting street is twenty-eight (28) feet or wider, one (1) standard 
(9 ft. × 20 ft.) parking space is required. 

 
The applicant proposes the following parking spaces in relation to the housing type. 

Lot Number Housing Type 
Description 

Number 
of Units 

Dwelling Unit 
Size  

(square feet) 

Lot size  
range 

(square feet) 

Number of Onsite 
Parking spaces 

including Garages 
per unit 

1-38 Two-story 
townhome with 
one car garage in 
front 

38 1,500 1,610 – 2,552 38 garage and  
38 driveway spaces 

39-53 Two-story single 
family with rear 
loaded garage  

15 1,304-1,392 2,374 - 3,245 30 garage and  
30 driveway spaces 

54-65 Two-story 
townhome with 
two car alley-
loaded garage 

12 1,400 1,600-1,974 24 garage and  
24 driveway spaces 

 
As the table indicates, there is at least one onsite parking space for each unit. Garages although 
generally used for parking vehicles cannot be considered in the calculation per SZDC in this 
section but are allowed in the calculation under the townhome provisions. Therefore, under this 
section, the proposal includes 15 single-family detached dwelling units with two driveway spaces 
per unit, 13 rear-loaded townhomes with two driveway spaces per unit and 38 front loaded 
townhome units with one driveway space per unit. Therefore, this standard is not met for lots 1-38 
and the applicant requests a deviation for this standard.  
 
The applicant contends that there will be 79 on street parking spaces along both SW Cedar Brook 
Way and on one side of the street on proposed Street A that will be available to the general public. 
Historically, the multifamily development to the east has not enough onsite parking and the City 
has been advised that there has been spillover into the adjoining neighborhoods. With the 
extension of SW Cedar Brook Way, this situation may improve with the addition of 57 spaces on 
SW Cedar Brook Way alone. Street A will have 19 spaces on the west side of the street opposite 
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lots 1-28. Staff has a concern about parking availability for lots 29-38 for those homes front SW 
Meinecke Parkway and have no proximate on street parking available for visitors should the need 
arise. This is likely to be intermittent and there may be additional parking on Street A, but many 
homes in this development along with the adjoining development will likely use this as an option 
considering that parking has also been a problem in the multifamily development. Staff 
recommends that the applicant consider adding additional parking to the nine townhomes (lot 29-
38) located adjacent to SW Meinecke.  
 
The applicant proposed that through the CC&Rs lots 29-38 include a restriction that the garages in 
those dwellings must be used for parking. The Planning Commission agreed with this result but will 
further review the CC&Rs at the time of final development plan approval. 
 
Additionally, the applicant has not identified whether they are considering a reduction in the 
dimensional parking standard stall of 9 x 20 feet. Twenty five percent of the required spaces are 
allowed to be reduced and marked as compact for a reduction to 8 x 18 ft. The applicant has also 
not identified as to whether they are requesting a deviation of the standard should the house plans 
not meet the standard parking dimensional requirements. 
 
FINDING: Base on the above discussion, the applicant has not met this standard, but the PUD 
process allows for a deviation from the standard should the decision makers agree to the project.  
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to final development approval, submit a parking plan that 
details and describe the dimensions of the parking spaces and any deviation from the parking 
space standards. 
 
C. Division VI - Public Improvements 
 
16.106.010 Generally 
A. Creation 
Public streets shall be created in accordance with provisions of this Chapter. Except as 
otherwise provided, all street improvements and rights-of-way shall conform to standards for 
the City's functional street classification, as shown on the TSP Map and in Figure 1, of Chapter 
6 of the Community Development Plan, and other applicable City standards. The following 
table depicts the guidelines for the street characteristics.  
 

Type of 
Street 

Right of 
Way 
Width 

Number 
of Lanes 

Minimum 
Lane 
Width 

On Street 
Parking 
Width 

Bike 
Lane 
Width 

Sidewalk 
Width 

Landscape 
Strip (exclusive 
of Curb) 

Median Width 

Neighborhood  
1,000 vehicles 
 per day 

64' 2 18' 8' None 8' 5' with 1' buffer none 

Local 52' 2 14' 8' on 
one 
side 
only 

None 6' 5' with 1' 
buffer 

none 

Alley 16-
25' 

1-2 10-12' One 
side if 
20' 

none none none none 

   
16.106.020 Required Improvements 
A. Generally 
Except as otherwise provided, all developments containing or abutting an existing or proposed 
street, that is either unimproved or substandard in right-of-way width or improvement, shall 
dedicate the necessary right-of-way prior to the issuance of building permits and/or complete 
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acceptable improvements prior to issuance of occupancy permits. The following figure provides 
the depiction of the functional classification of the street network as found in the Transportation 
System Plan, Figure 8-1.  
 
  C. Proposed Streets 
1. Except as otherwise provided, when a development includes or abuts a proposed street, in no 
event shall the required street improvement exceed a pavement width of forty (40) feet.  
 
  D. Extent of Improvements 
1. Streets required pursuant to this Chapter shall be dedicated and improved consistent with 
Chapter 6 of the Community Development Plan, the TSP and applicable City specifications 
included in the City of Sherwood Construction Standards. Streets shall include curbs, sidewalks, 
catch basins, street lights, and street trees. Improvements shall also include any bikeways 
designated on the Transportation System Plan map. Applicant may be required to dedicate land 
for required public improvements only when the exaction is directly related to and roughly 
proportional to the impact of the development.  

 
The applicant proposes to construct street improvements and dedicate right-of-way to extend SW 
Cedar Brook Way from the northeastern corner of the subject property to connect to the round-about 
at SW Meinecke Parkway.  The City Engineer recommends that the proposed SW Cedar Brook Way 
extension have 36 feet of paved surface (curb face to curb face) with 5-foot wide landscape strips and 
8-foot wide sidewalks on each side within a 64-foot wide right-of-way unless a design modification 
request approved by the City Engineer allows otherwise. 
 
The applicant has proposed Street A to extend north-south through the development. The applicant 
requests a street modification for the design of Street A that will be discussed in the street modification 
section below. The applicant requests that the alley be private and that also requires a street 
modification that will be discussed below. 
 
Adequate street lighting, street signage and sidewalk facilities are required to be constructed to serve 
the subject development meeting the approval of the Sherwood Engineering Department. 
 
The City of Sherwood Transportation System Plan has identified a trail connection between the 
existing trail along the east line of “Wyndham Ridge” subdivision and SW Cedar Brook Way.  The 
proposed trail is located within the southwest corner of the subject property and within the City owned 
property to the west.  The developer should be required to construct the aforementioned trail meeting 
the approval of the City of Sherwood Engineering Department and Clean Water Services.  Upon 
request, City Transportation System Development Charges credits are available for required trail 
construction located outside of the subject property. 
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant has not fully complied with this provision but 
can do so with the following condition.  
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to approval of the public improvement plans, design the proposed 
SW Cedar Brook Way extension to have 36 feet of paved surface (curb face to curb face) with 5-foot 
wide landscape strips and 8-foot wide sidewalks on each side within a 64-foot wide right-of-way unless 
a design modification request is approved by the City Engineer. 
   
  E. Transportation Facilities Modifications 

1. A modification to a standard contained within this Chapter and Section 16.58.010 and the 
standard cross sections contained in Chapter 8 of the adopted TSP may be granted in 
accordance with the procedures and criteria set out in this section.  
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2. A modification request concerns a deviation from the general design standards for public 
facilities, in this Chapter, Section 16.58.010, or Chapter 8 in the adopted Transportation 
System Plan. The standards that may be modified include but are not limited to:  
a. Reduced sight distances. 
b. Vertical alignment. 
c. Horizontal alignment. 
d. Geometric design (length, width, bulb radius, etc.). 
e. Design speed. 
f. Crossroads. 
g. Access policy. 
h. A proposed alternative design which provides a plan superior to these standards. 
i. Low impact development. 
j. Access Management Plans 
 
3. Modification Procedure 
a. A modification shall be proposed with the application for land use approval. 
b. A modification is processed as a Type II application. Modification requests shall be 
processed in conjunction with the underlying development proposal.  
c. When a modification is requested to provide a green street element that is not included in 
the Engineering Design Manual, the modification process will apply, but the modification fee 
will be waived.  
4. Criteria for Modification: Modifications may be granted when criterion 4a and any one of 
criteria 4b through 4e are met:  
a. Consideration shall be given to public safety, durability, cost of maintenance, function, 
appearance, and other appropriate factors to advance the goals of the adopted Sherwood 
Comprehensive Plan and Transportation System Plan as a whole. Any modification shall be 
the minimum necessary to alleviate the hardship or disproportional impact.  
b. Topography, right-of-way, existing construction or physical conditions, or other geographic 
conditions impose an unusual hardship on the applicant, and an equivalent alternative which 
can accomplish the same design purpose is available.  
c. A minor change to a specification or standard is required to address a specific design or 
construction problem which, if not enacted, will result in an unusual hardship. Self- imposed 
hardships shall not be used as a reason to grant a modification request.  
d. An alternative design is proposed which will provide a plan equal to or superior to the 
existing street standards.  
e. Application of the standards of this chapter to the development would be grossly 
disproportional to the impacts created.  
 
The applicant proposes several street modifications with this application. (See Applicant’s Street 
Modification Request and Engineering Response, Exhibit J).   
 
Item 1: Private Street: 
The developer has requested a twenty foot wide private roadway within a 21 foot wide private tract 
(Tract G) due to the issues with the geometric layout of the property it was determined during the 
preliminary phase that a private street serving the western side of the development was appropriate to 
reach the required zoning density. However the layout shown on the  plan shows a centerline curve 
radii of approximately fifty feet (15 mph), 100 feet (20 mph) and 38 feet at bulb out. The 50 ft. radius 
curve occurs near the private street intersection with Street A. The developer has proposed a rolled 
curb that would provide 18 feet gutter to gutter and 20 ft. between back of rolled curbs. The rolled curb 
is proposed to have a height of 3” over one foot. The Engineering Department finds this acceptable 
subject to the following conditions.  
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 “No Parking” signs, speed limit signs and “Stop” signs should be posted for the private alley. 
 Since there is not enough room within the Tract ‘G’ for the required street signs, a sign 

easement will be needed along the frontage of Tract ‘G’ for signs. 
 The private street shall meet the approval of Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue. 
 The driveway apron and private street width will be widened as necessary to allow for 

emergency vehicular and truck movement into and out of the private street. 
 There are 38 lots that will access the proposed private street.  Visibility at the intersections of 

the private street with SW “A” Street is a concern, especially with parking near the 
intersections.  The developer shall provide data showing that vehicles stopped on the private 
street waiting to turn onto SW “A” street have adequate visibility to turn onto SW “A” Street 
without incident. 

 Since the proposed rolled curbs will be driven on regularly, the thickness of the curb and gutter 
shall be a minimum of 8-inches in thickness. 

 Street trees shall meet the approval of the Sherwood Planning Department. 
 The pavement structure shall be in accordance with that of a Local Street Classification on 

Sherwood Standard Drawing RD-20. 
 A Maintenance Agreement meeting the approval of the Sherwood Engineering Department 

shall be recorded with the county with a copy being sent to the Sherwood Engineering 
Department. 

  
 Item #2 – Nonstandard Bulb Out 
 
The developer has proposed a bulb out within the private street that will meet emergency access in 
place of the standard city bulb out (detail RD-12 found in the Engineering Design Manual).  Since this 
is a PUD with higher density the standard bulb out would make it considerably difficult to obtain 
densities since it is beyond the width of the standard right-of-way.  The standard bulb out is meant 
more for standard single-family home subdivisions in corner areas of the property to obtain access to 
the corner.  The bulb out proposed appears to give adequate width for a vehicle to pull over for an 
emergency vehicle.  Since the standard bulb out is impractical for use in this situation, the Engineering 
Department recommends acceptance of the request with the following conditions: 
 

 The inside radius to the back of the rolled curb shall be 28-feet minimum. 
 Advanced warning signage be installed due to the sharpness of the curve and potential lack of 

sight distance due to vehicular parking in the driveway of lot 63. 
 The bulb out shall meet the approval of Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue. 

 
Item #3 – SW “A” Street/SW Meinecke Parkway Intersection 
 
The developer is proposing a right in/right out intersection between SW “A” Street and SW Meinecke 
Parkway due to SW Meinecke Parkway being a divided street.  Due to the spacing of Highway 99 in 
relation to SW Cedar Brook Way, the 400-foot spacing between intersections cannot be obtained for 
SW “A” Street to connect to SW Meinecke Parkway.  The proposed intersection does appear to give 
adequate sight distance for a vehicle stopped on SW “A” Street to see vehicles within the right turn 
lane of Highway 99W that are turning onto this section of SW Meinecke Parkway.  The intersection 
would have better sight distance looking east if it were further to the west; however, due to the layout 
of the developing parcel, it would be impractical.  Based on this analysis the Engineering Department 
recommends approval of the intersection with the following conditions: 
 

 The engineering plans shall show signage to direct that vehicles on SW “A” Street can only turn 
right onto SW Meinecke Parkway. 

 Any island within the intersection shall allow for emergency vehicle and truck turning 
movements (either by being outside of turning movements, being mountable, etc.). 
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 The curb return radii shall be in accordance with the Sherwood Engineering Design Manual (25 
feet minimum). 

  The intersection shall meet the approval of Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue. 
 
 

Item #4 – Curb Tight Sidewalk and Reduced Right-Of-Way on SW “A” Street 
 
The developer is proposing eliminating the landscape strip on the east side of SW “A” Street and 
reducing the right-of-way accordingly.  The developer is also proposing using rolled curb on the east 
side of SW “A” Street and reducing the amount of right-of-way behind the sidewalks on SW “A” Street 
from 1 foot to 0.5 foot.  The requested right-of-way reduction is from 52 feet (city standard) to 47.5 feet 
(proposed).  The Engineering Department recommends approval of the requested design 
modifications to SW “A” Street with the following conditions. 
 

 The landscape strip shown in the preliminary plan is 5.5 feet in width.  The landscape strip shall 
be 5.0 feet in width. 

 The buffer strip shall be 1.0 feet in width behind the sidewalk per standards.  When combined 
with the change in the landscape strip, this condition will only widen the right-of-way from the 
47.5 feet proposed by the developer to 48 feet.  It appears that this can be accommodated 
without significant impact to the development. 

 The thickness of the rolled curb and gutter should be a minimum of 8-inches in thickness.  
 Since the sidewalk on the east side of SW “A” Street is abutting rolled (mountable) curb, the 

sidewalk shall have a minimum thickness of 6 inches. 
 “No Parking” signs shall be located within the buffer strip behind the sidewalk. 
 Street trees shall meet the approval of the Sherwood Planning Department. 
 The preliminary plan currently shows the sidewalk at the southeastern corner of SW “A” Street 

and SW Cedar Brook Way with too narrow of a clear sidewalk distance to obstructions.  
Sidewalk shall have a minimum of 6 feet clear around “Stop” sign and sidewalk ramp. 

 
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion the applicant has not met this criterion, but can do so with 
the following condition. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to approval of the public improvement plans, comply with the 
recommended conditions as found in the Street Modification Approval memo submitted by the 
Engineering Department, Exhibit J. 

 
  16.106.030 Location 
  A. Generally 

The location, width and grade of streets shall be considered in their relation to existing and 
planned streets, topographical conditions, and proposed land uses. The proposed street 
system shall provide adequate, convenient and safe traffic and pedestrian circulation, and 
intersection angles, grades, tangents, and curves shall be adequate for expected traffic 
volumes. Street alignments shall be consistent with solar access requirements as per Chapter 
16.156, and topographical considerations.  
 
B. Street Connectivity and Future Street Systems 
1. Future Street Systems. The arrangement of public streets shall provide for the continuation 
and establishment of future street systems as shown on the Local Street Connectivity Map 
contained in the adopted Transportation System Plan (Figure 8-8).  
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FINDING:  As discussed above the applicant proposes to extend SW Cedar Brook Way thus meeting 
this criterion. 
 
2. Connectivity Map Required. New residential, commercial, and mixed use development 
involving the construction of new streets shall be submitted with a site plan that implements, 
responds to and expands on the Local Street Connectivity map contained in the TSP.  
a. A project is deemed to be consistent with the Local Street Connectivity map when it 
provides a street connection in the general vicinity of the connection(s) shown on the map, or 
where such connection is not practicable due to topography or other physical constraints; it 
shall provide an alternate connection approved by the decision-maker.  
 
The applicant has proposed with this development plan to have an interconnected subdivision with an 
internal street network and an alley configuration. Adequate pedestrian access is provided with a 
series of internal sidewalks connecting the areas of open space and midblock pedestrian crossings 
where applicable. 
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion.  
 
b. Where a developer does not control all of the land that is necessary to complete a planned 
street connection, the development shall provide for as much of the designated connection as 
practicable and not prevent the street from continuing in the future.  
 
c. Where a development is disproportionately impacted by a required street connection, or it 
provides more than its proportionate share of street improvements along property line (i.e., by 
building more than 3/4 width street), the developer shall be entitled to System Development 
charge credits, as determined by the City Engineer.  
 
3. Block Length. For new streets except arterials, block length shall not exceed 530 feet. The 
length of blocks adjacent to arterials shall not exceed 1,800 feet.  
 
The applicant proposes a block length of approximately 1,400 feet. The 530 foot access spacing 
requirement is not practicable for this site due to the preexisting constraints of SW Meinecke and SW 
Cedar Brook Way. As discussed above the applicant provided a mid-block crossing on Street A in 
order to have access to the open space tract in the center of the development. Also, there is a 
proposed connection to the adjoining multi-family development (Tract B.) 
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant has not met this criterion, but has mitigated 
the block length requirement with pedestrian crossings and access points to the adjoining properties 
where practicable.  
 
6. Pedestrian and Bicycle Connectivity. Paved bike and pedestrian accessways consistent 
with cross section standards in Figure 8-6 of the TSP shall be provided on public easements 
or right- of-way when full street connections are not possible, with spacing between 
connections of no more than 300 feet. Multi-use paths shall be built according to the 
Pedestrian and Bike Master Plans in the adopted TSP.  
 
The applicant proposes sidewalks and internal pathways to connect the subdivision and open space 
to the surrounding neighborhoods. As discussed earlier the applicant proposes to build the pathways 
according to the Pedestrian and Bike Master Plans in the adopted TSP. 
 
The applicant proposed Tract B connect this development with the Creekview Crossing development.  
The pathway as proposed is five feet wide with no buffer between the property lines. This is not 
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compatible with the cross sections for pedestrian access ways as discussed and conditioned earlier 
within this report. 
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion or has been conditioned 
earlier within this report to meet this condition. 
 

1.  Roadway Access 
No use will be permitted to have direct access to a street or road except as specified below. 
Access spacing shall be measured from existing or approved accesses on either side of a 
street or road. The lowest functional classification street available to the legal lot, including 
alleys within a public easement, shall take precedence for new access points.  
 

a. Local Streets: 
Minimum right-of-way radius is fifteen (15) feet. Access will not be permitted within ten (10) 
feet of Point "B," if no radius exists, access will not be permitted within twenty-five (25) feet of 
Point "A." Access points near an intersection with a Neighborhood Route, Collector or Arterial 
shall be located beyond the influence of standing queues of the intersection in accordance 
with AASHTO standards. This requirement may result in access spacing greater than ten (10) 
feet.  
  
As reviewed by the Engineering Department, all streets are properly aligned. The streets are designed 
to comply with City standards unless deviated through the street modification process as identified 
above (p.28-30). The center line radius of Street A, a local street is 185 feet and the tangent length is 
25 feet at the intersections. The center line angle of SW Cedar Brook Way and SW Meinecke is 80 
degrees which satisfies the Engineering standard. The extension of Cedar Brook Way complies with 
the local connectivity map as discussed above. 
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant meets this criterion. 
 
N. Private Streets 
1. The construction of a private street serving a single-family residential development is 
prohibited unless it provides principal access to two or fewer residential lots or parcels (i.e. 
flag lots).  
 
2. Provisions shall be made to assure private responsibility for future access and 

maintenance through recorded easements. Unless otherwise specifically authorized, a 
private street shall comply with the same standards as a public street identified in the 
Community Development Code and the Transportation System Plan.  

 
3. A private street shall be distinguished from public streets and reservations or restrictions 
relating to the private street shall be described in land division documents and deed records.  
 
4.  A private street shall also be signed differently from public streets and include the words 
"Private Street".  
 
FINDING: The applicant is proposing a private alley that has been discussed earlier in this report 
under the street modification section (p. 28-29). The Engineering Department has reviewed this 
proposal and recommended approval with conditions outlined in Exhibit J attached to this staff report. 
Therefore, the applicant does not meet this standard outright and has requested a modification as 
discussed above with conditions to mitigate for the private street or alley. 
 
16.106.060 Sidewalks 
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A. Required Improvements 
1. Except as otherwise provided, sidewalks shall be installed on both sides of a public street 
and in any special pedestrian way within new development.  
 

  B. Design Standards 
1. Arterial and Collector Streets 
Arterial and collector streets shall have minimum eight (8) foot wide sidewalks/multi- use path, 
located as required by this Code.  
 
2. Local Streets 
Local streets shall have minimum five (5) foot wide sidewalks, located as required by this 
Code.  
 
3. Handicapped Ramps 
Sidewalk handicapped ramps shall be provided at all intersections.  
 
C. Pedestrian and Bicycle Paths 
Provide bike and pedestrian connections on public easements or right-of-way when full street 
connections are not possible, with spacing between connections of no more than 330 feet 
except where prevented by topography, barriers such as railroads or highways, or 
environmental constraints such as rivers and streams.  
 
The applicant proposes to construct 8-foot sidewalks on SW Cedar Brook Way and 6 foot sidewalks 
along Street A. The sidewalks interior to the site are five feet wide. Mid-block crossings are also 
proposed on Street J. 
 
FINDING: As discussed and conditioned earlier in this report, the applicant proposes and the City 
concurs that sidewalks should be provided and should comply with the existing standards as reviewed 
by the engineering department. 
   
16.110 Sanitary Sewers - Required Improvements 
Sanitary sewers are required be installed to serve all new developments and shall connect 
to existing sanitary sewer mains.  Sanitary sewers shall be constructed, located, sized and 
installed at standards consistent with the Code, applicable Clean Water Services standards 
and City standards to adequately serve the proposed development and allow for future 
extensions.  
 

 Sanitary sewer is recommended to be installed to accommodate project development.  The 
 surrounding properties are either open space or have existing sanitary sewer service; 
 therefore, sanitary sewer will not be required to be extended to property lines to 
 accommodate adjacent parcels. 
 
 Public sanitary sewer outside of the public right-of-way will be located within a dedicated public 
 easement. 

 
FINDING: The applicant has not met this standard but can do so with the following conditions. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION:  Prior to approval of the public improvement plans, the sanitary 
sewer system design and installation shall be in conformance with City design and construction 
standards in order to be accepted by the City. 
 
16.112 Water Supply - Required Improvements 
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Water lines and fire hydrants conforming to City and Fire District standards shall be 
installed to serve all building sites in a proposed development. All waterlines shall be 
connected to existing water mains. 
 

Water lines should be installed to accommodate project development. The applicant proposes a 12-
inch water line be installed along the frontage of SW Cedar Brook Way and SW Meinecke Parkway. 
The Engineering Department recommends that no public water line shall be installed within the Private 
Street and lots along the private alley shall obtain water service from either SW “A” Street, SW Cedar 
Brook Way or SW Meinecke Parkway. 
 
All water infrastructure needs to meet the standards of the City of Sherwood and be reviewed and 
approved by the Sherwood Water Department (Public Works Department) prior to issuance of an 
Engineering Compliance Agreement. 
 
FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant has not met this criterion but can do so with 
the following condition. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to public improvement plan approval, submit plans so that all 
water infrastructure will meet City standards and be approved by the Sherwood Water Department. 
 

 
16.114 Storm Water - Required Improvements 
Storm water facilities, including appropriate source control and conveyance facilities, shall 
be installed in new developments and shall connect to the existing downstream drainage 
systems consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the requirements of Clean Water 
Services water quality regulations contained in their Design and Construction Standards 
R&O 04-9 or its replacement. 
 
Water quality treatment is required meeting the approval of the City of Sherwood Engineering 
Department and Clean Water Services. The storm sewer is required to be installed to 
accommodate project development.  The surrounding streets and parcels are already developed 
and have storm sewer service.  Therefore, storm sewer will not be required to be extended to 
property lines to accommodate adjacent parcels. 
 
The Engineering Department recommends that the capacity of the existing storm sewer receiving 
runoff from the subject development shall be verified.  If undersized, the existing storm sewer shall 
be upsized to accommodate the subject property. Public storm sewer outside of the public right-of-
way will be located within a dedicated public easement. 
 
Clean Water Services has reviewed this proposal and provided comments that include requiring a 
CWS Storm Water Connection Permit be obtained prior to plat approval and recordation. As part of 
that Permit the applicant will be required to submit the materials outlined in the CWS Memo dated 
May 8, 2014(Exhibit D). The memo outlines conditions that will need to be followed in order to fully 
comply with this criterion. A “Sensitive Area” is near the site. The applicant should comply with the 
conditions as set forth in the Service Provider Letter No. 13-002074.  
 
FINDING:  As discussed above, staff cannot confirm at this time that the standard has been met.  
If the applicant submits a revised plan that complies with the following conditions, this standard will 
be met. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to approval of the final plat, receive a Clean Water Services 
Storm Water Connection Permit Authorization that meets the requirements of the CWS 
Memorandum dated May 8, 2014, Exhibit D.  
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RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to approval of the public improvement plans, submit to the 
Engineering Department for review and approval a stormwater report identifying adequate space in 
the facility. The public improvement plans must include detention and treatment of all stormwater 
on the site in compliance with Clean Water Services standards. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to approval of the public improvement plans, show all 
existing and proposed easements on the plans. Any required storm sewer, sanitary sewer and 
water quality related easements must be granted to the City. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to approval of the final plat, comply with the conditions as 
set forth in the Service Provider Letter No. 13-002074. (Exhibit A, applicant’s materials Exhibit 10) 
 
 
16.116 Fire Protection Required Improvements 
When land is developed so that any commercial or industrial structure is further than two 
hundred and fifty (250) feet or any residential structure is further than five hundred (500) 
feet from an adequate water supply for fire protection, as determined by the Fire District, 
the developer shall provide fire protection facilities necessary to provide adequate water 
supply and fire safety. 
 
John Wolff of Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue provided general comments on May 12, 2014 (Exhibit 
F). Compliance with TVF&R will be required at time of detailed development plan review. The 
applicant concurs.  
 
FINDING: This standard is satisfied for this stage of the development. However, the applicant cannot 
fully comply without the following condition. 
 

  RECOMMENDED CONDITON: Prior to approval of the public improvement plans, submit revised 
plans that provide adequate turning radius, hydrant location, fire flow, and adherence in 
compliance with TVF&R standards as verified by an acceptance letter from TVF&R.   

16.118 Public and Private Utilities 

A. requires that installation of utilities be provided in public utility easements and shall be 
sized, constructed, located and installed consistent with this Code, Chapter 7 of the 
Community Development Code, and applicable utility company and City standards.   
 
B. Requires that public utility easements shall be a minimum of eight feet in width unless a 
reduced width is specifically exempted by the City Engineer.  An eight (8) foot wide public 
utility easement (PUE) shall be provided on private property along all public street 
frontages.  This standard does not apply to developments within the Old Town Overlay. 
 
C. Indicates that where necessary, in the judgment of the City Manager or his designee, to 
provide for orderly development of adjacent properties, public and franchise utilities shall 
be extended through the site to the edge of adjacent property(ies). 
 
D. Requires franchise utility conduits to be installed per the utility design and specification 
standards of the utility agency. 
 
E. Requires Public Telecommunication conduits and appurtenances to be installed per the 
City of Sherwood telecommunication design standards. 
 

Ordinance 2014-013, Exhibit 1 
July 15, 2014, Page 37 of 48

521



 

 
Cedar Brook PUD (PUD 14-01 AND SUB 14-01)  Page 38 of 48 
 

The City of Sherwood Broadband manager has submitted comments that conduit is necessary as part 
of this development.  As part of the public improvement plan review and approval, the applicant will be 
required to show conduits for all public and private utilities.  
 
FINDING: As discussed above, this standard is not met but can be conditioned below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to building permit approval, install conduit and vaults per the 
City of Sherwood telecommunication design standards.  
 
16.118.030 Underground Facilities 
Except as otherwise provided, all utility facilities, including but not limited to, electric power, 
telephone, natural gas, lighting, cable television, and telecommunication cable, shall be placed 
underground, unless specifically authorized for above ground installation, because the points 
of connection to existing utilities make underground installation impractical, or for other 
reasons deemed acceptable by the City. 
 
FINDING:   All existing and proposed utilities are proposed to be underground, therefore this 
standard is met.  
 
D. Division VIII, ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 
16.142 – Parks and Open Space 
16.142.030 Single-Family or Duplex Residential Subdivisions 
A.  A minimum of five percent (5%) of the net buildable site (after exclusion of public right-
of-way and environmentally constrained areas) shall be maintained as "open space". Open 
space must include usable areas such as public parks, swimming and wading pools, grass 
areas for picnics and recreational play, walking paths, and other like space. The following 
may not be used to calculate open space: 

  1. Required yards or setbacks. 
  2. Required visual corridors. 
  3. Required sensitive areas and buffers. 

4. Any area required to meet a standard found elsewhere in this code. 
 
C.  The open space shall be conveyed in accordance with one of the following 
methods: 
1. By dedication to the City as public open space (if acceptable to the City). Open 
space proposed for dedication to the City must be acceptable to the City Manager or the 
Manager's designee with regard to the size, shape, location, improvement, 
environmental condition, and budgetary and maintenance abilities; 
2. By leasing or conveying title (including beneficial ownership) to a corporation, 
homeowners' association or other legal entity, with the City retaining the development 
rights to the open space. The terms of such lease or other instrument of conveyance 
must include provisions (e.g., maintenance, property tax payment, etc.) suitable to the 
City. 
D.  The density of a single-family residential subdivision shall be calculated based 
on the net buildable site prior to exclusion of open space per this Section. 
 
 As indicated previously in this narrative, the applicant is proposing to provide a combination of 
public and private open space that complies with the PUD standard for at least 15 % open 
space which is greater than the five percent open space requirement of this provision.  

 
FINDING: As discussed above, this standard can be met as conditioned below.  
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RECOMMENDED CONDITION:  Prior to final plat approval, provide documentation, to be 
recorded with the plat, dedicating the tracts of open space to either the Homeowner’s Association, 
or to the City as open space unless another acceptable alternative for open space is provided.  

 
16.142.040 Visual Corridors 
New developments located outside of the Old Town Overlay with frontage on Highway 99W, 
or arterial or collector streets designated on the Transportation Plan Map, attached as 
Appendix C, or in Section VI of the Community Development Plan, shall be required to 
establish a landscaped visual corridor.  The required width along a collector is 10 feet and 
15 feet along an arterial.  In residential developments where fences are typically desired 
adjoining the above described major street the corridor may be placed in the road right-of-
way between the property line and the sidewalk. 
 
B. Landscape Materials 
The required visual corridor areas shall be planted as specified by the review authority to 
provide a continuous visual and/or acoustical buffer between major streets and developed 
uses. Except as provided for above, fences and walls shall not be substituted for 
landscaping within the visual corridor. Uniformly planted, drought resistant street trees and 
ground cover, as specified in Section 16.142.060, shall be planted in the corridor by the 
developer. The improvements shall be included in the compliance agreement. In no case 
shall trees be removed from the required visual corridor.  
 
C. Establishment and Maintenance 
 
Designated visual corridors shall be established as a portion of landscaping requirements 
pursuant to Chapter 16.92. To assure continuous maintenance of the visual corridors, the 
review authority may require that the development rights to the corridor areas be dedicated 
to the City or that restrictive covenants be recorded prior to the issuance of a building 
permit.  
 
D. Required Yard 
 
Visual corridors may be established in required yards, except that where the required visual 
corridor width exceeds the required yard width, the visual corridor requirement shall take 
precedence. In no case shall buildings be sited within the required visual corridor, with the 
exception of front porches on townhomes, as permitted in Section 16.44.010(E)(4)(c). 
The streets proposed with this development abut SW Meinecke, and a 10 ft. visual corridor 
is necessary. 
 
FINDING: As discussed above, this standard is not met but can be met with the following 
condition. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to final development approval, submit landscape plans that 
include the visual corridors required along SW Meinecke. 
 
16.142.050- Trees Along Public Streets or on Other Public Property 

A. Trees Along Public Streets 
Trees are required to be planted by the land use applicant to the following specifications 
along public streets abutting or within any new development. Planting of such trees shall 
be a condition of development approval. The City shall be subject to the same standards 
for any developments involving City-owned property, or when constructing or 
reconstructing City streets. 
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1. Tree location: Trees shall be planted within the planter strip along newly created or 
improved streets. In the event that a planter strip is not required or available, the trees 
shall be planted on private property within the front yard setback area or within public 
street right-of-way between front property lines and street curb lines. 

 
FINDING: The applicant’s proposal shows the street trees on the plans but not the species 
of tree and thus the number cannot be verified. The applicant proposes that they will be from 
City’s Recommended Street Trees list. The trees are shown in the planter strip separating the 
street from the sidewalk.  This standard has not been met, but can be conditioned below in 
order to fully comply. 

  
2. Tree size: A minimum trunk diameter of two (2) inches DBH and minimum height of 

six (6) feet. 
 

FINDING:  The applicant’s proposal does not show the size of proposed street trees.  While it 
cannot be verified that this standard is met, it could be met as conditioned below. 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION:  Prior to public improvement plan approval, submit a street tree 
planting plan as part of the public improvements that show the variety of trees that are proposed 
to be planted, and ensure that the trees being planted will be a minimum of 2 inches DBH and 6 
feet high.   
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION: Prior to final occupancy, plant the required street tree(s) for 
each of the individual lots.  
 

16.142.070 Trees on Property Subject to Certain Land Use Applications 

A. Generally 

The purpose of this Section is to establish processes and standards which will minimize 

cutting or destruction of trees and woodlands within the City. This Section is intended 

to help protect the scenic beauty of the City; to retain a livable environment through the 

beneficial effect of trees on air pollution, heat and glare, sound, water quality, and 

surface water and erosion control; to encourage the retention and planting of tree 

species native to the Willamette Valley and Western Oregon; to provide an attractive 

visual contrast to the urban environment, and to sustain a wide variety and distribution 

of viable trees and woodlands in the community over time.  

B. Applicability 

All applications including a Type II - IV land use review, shall be required to 

preserve trees or woodlands, as defined by this Section to the maximum extent feasible 

within the context of the proposed land use plan and relative to other codes, policies, 

and standards of the City Comprehensive Plan.  

D. Retention requirements 

1. Trees may be considered for removal to accommodate the development 

including buildings, parking, walkways, grading etc., provided the development 

satisfies of D.2 or D.3, below.  
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2. Required Tree Canopy - Residential Developments (Single Family Attached, 

Single Family Detached and Two - Family)  

Each net development site shall provide a variety of trees to achieve a minimum 

total tree canopy of 40 percent. The canopy percentage is based on the expected 

mature canopy of each tree by using the equation πr2 to calculate the expected 

square footage of canopy for each tree. The expected mature canopy is counted 

for each tree regardless of an overlap of multiple tree canopies.  

The canopy requirement can be achieved by retaining existing trees or planting 

new trees. Required street trees can be used toward the total on site canopy 

required to meet this standard. The expected mature canopy spread of the new 

trees will be counted toward the needed canopy cover. A certified arborist or 

other qualified professional shall provide the estimated tree canopy of the 

proposed trees to the planning department for review. 

The site does not have many existing trees. The applicant proposes to retain several of 
the trees that are located on the undevelopable portions of the site with the exception of 
two trees that the applicant requests removal due to the location of the storm sewer 
easement. The applicant proposes street trees in order to comply with the canopy 
requirement and any other trees as identified or planted within the open space areas. 
The applicant has done some preliminary calculations and believes that there is more 
than enough tree canopy with the street trees to meet this standard. 
 

FINDING: Based on the above discussion, the applicant has not yet met this condition, 
but can do so with the following condition. 
 
RECOMMEND CONDITION: Prior to final development plan approval, submit a 
landscape plan that identifies a tree canopy of at least 40% on the site.  

 
 
VII. RECOMMENDATION 
 
Based on a review of the applicable code provisions, agency comments and staff review, the Planning 
Commission finds that the Planned Unit Development and Subdivision do not fully meet the applicable 
review criteria.  However, the applicable criteria can be satisfied if specific conditions are met.  
Therefore, the Planning Commission forwards a recommendation of APPROVAL with 
conditions of Cedar Brook PUD (PUD 14-01, and SUB 14-01).  Recommended conditions are as 
follows: 
 
A. General Conditions 
1. Compliance with the Conditions of Approval is the responsibility of the developer or its 

successor in interest.  
 
2. Approval of this Preliminary PUD does not constitute approval of a final development plan for 
  the PUD or approved phases of the PUD. 
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3. Final Development plans for the PUD or phases of the PUD shall substantially comply with the 
  preliminary plan dated March 6, 2014 and revised June 16, 2014 and prepared by Emerio 
  Design, and must comply with the conditions in this approval in addition to any other  
  condition deemed necessary to ensure compliance with the development code and this  
  approval. 
 
4. Development and construction on the site shall conform substantially to the preliminary plat 

development plans submitted by Emerio Design except as modified in the conditions below, 
(and shall conform specifically to final construction plans reviewed and approved by the City 
Engineer, the Building Official, Clean Water Services, Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue, 
Tualatin Valley Water District and Washington County).  All plans shall comply with the 
applicable building, planning, engineering and fire protection codes of the City of Sherwood.  

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

improvements and shall assure the construction of all public streets and utilities within and 
adjacent to the plat as required by these conditions of approval, to the plans, standards, and 
specifications of the City of Sherwood. The developer shall also provide to the City financial 
guarantees for construction of all public streets and utilities within and adjacent to the plat, as 
required by the engineering compliance agreement. 

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

Extensions may be granted by the City as afforded by the Sherwood Zoning and Community 
Development Code. 

 
7.   The continual operation of the property shall comply with the applicable requirements of the 

Sherwood Zoning and Community Development Code and Municipal Code. 
 
8.  Placement of construction trailers on the subject property shall require a Temporary Use Permit 

per Section 16.86 of the SZCDC.   
 
9.  This approval does not negate the need to obtain permits, as appropriate from other local, state 

or federal agencies, even if not specifically required by this decision. 
 
10. Retaining walls within public easements or the public right-of-way shall require engineering 

approval.  Retaining walls with a height of 4 feet or higher located on private property will 
require a permit from the building department. 

 
11. Retaining walls great than four (4) feet in height shall have a geotechnical engineer provide 

stamped design calculations and details drawings required for retaining wall construction.  The 
retaining wall details shall include at a minimum; wall profile, wall cross section at highest point 
of wall, wall reinforcing geotextile requirements, wall drainage system, and wall backfill 
requirements.  Retaining wall drainage systems shall either discharge to a public storm 
drainage system, or discharge on-site in such a manner as to not negatively impact adjacent 
downslope properties. 

 
B.  General  and Specific PUD Detailed Final Development Plan requirements: 
1. A detailed final development plan shall be submitted for review and approval within 1 year of 

the preliminary PUD approval. 
 

2. Submit an architectural pattern book that provides an illustrative guide for the development 
  including a measurement or checklist system to facilitate review, include information for each 
  building type that describes massing, facades, elevations, roof forms, proportions, materials 
  and color palette, doors, windows, siding, entrances, porches, light fixtures and other  
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  ornamentation, or accents, and a fencing plan that addresses the relationship between public 
   space and maintaining individual privacy subject to § 16.58.020. 
 
3.  Provide the CC & Rs that document how the areas of open space, common areas and onsite 
  parking will be monitored and maintained by the Home Owner’s Association. 
 
4. Submit plans that show that the porches do not encroach on any of the clear vision area. 
 
5. Submit plans and elevations of the townhomes that provide for doors, porches, balconies,  
  windows or architectural features to provide variety in the façade and comply with the townhome 
  design  standards.   
 
6. Submit plans that show the design of the pedestrian pathway within Tract B to include  
  landscaped buffers between the properties of at least three feet on each side. 
 
7.  Submit plans that show the perimeter screening separating the single-family residential zones 
  from the multi-family residential zones. 
 
8. Submit a parking plan that details and describes the dimensions of the parking spaces and any 
  deviation from the parking space standards. 
 
9. Submit landscape plans that include the visual corridor located on SW Meinecke. 
 
10. Submit a landscape plan that identifies a tree canopy of at least 40% on the site.  
 
11.  Submit plans that show that the front façade of the townhomes do not include more than forty 
 percent (40%) of garage door area. 
 
C. Prior to issuance of grading or erosion control permits from the Building Department: 
1.  Submit detailed grading and erosion control plans. An Erosion Control Permit will be required. 

Areas of Disturbance must be clearly identified on submitted construction plans. 
 
2. The Developer’s engineer is required to provide a site specific drainage plan to temporarily 

collect, route, and treat surface water and ground water during each construction phase.  The 
construction plans shall specifically identify how the storm drainage system and erosion 
sediment control measures will be phased during construction, such that at any time during 
construction the approved plans shall be capable of providing full erosion and sediment control, 
collection, routing and treatment of storm water runoff and ground water.  No site construction 
will be allowed to take place if the storm drainage system and erosion sediment control 
measures are not installed per plan and functioning properly. 

 
3.  Obtain a 1200C Erosion Control Permit through the Building Department for all the disturbed 

ground, both on and off site that is in excess of one acre in addition to meeting all CWS Design 
and Construction Standards. The applicant shall follow the latest requirements from DEQ and 
CWS for NPDES 1200-C Permit submittals.  A copy of the approved and signed permit shall be 
provided to the City prior to holding a pre-construction meeting or commencing any 
construction activity. 

 
4. Submit a tree protection plan showing how the trees to be retained will be protected throughout 

the construction of the site.  
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5.  Install tree protection fencing around trees to be retained on site. The tree protection fencing 
shall be inspected and deemed appropriate by the arborist to be reviewed by the Planning 
Department.   

 
6.  Any existing wells, septic systems and underground storage tanks shall be abandoned in 

accordance with Oregon state law, inspected by the City Plumbing Inspector and provide 
verification of such to the City Engineer.  

 
7.  A demolition permit shall be obtained from the Sherwood Building Department prior to 

demolishing or moving any structures. 
 
8. In the event there is engineered fill on any public roads or lots, the applicants’ soils engineer 

and testing lab shall obtain and record compaction tests and submit results for the review and 
approval of the City Engineer. 

 
D.   Prior to approval of the public improvement plans:  
 
1.  Submit engineering plans for all public improvements and/or connections to public utilities 

(water, sewer, storm water, and streets) to the Sherwood Engineering Department. The 
engineering plans shall conform to the design standards of the City of Sherwood’s Engineering 
Department, Clean Water Services, Tualatin Valley Water District, Tualatin Valley Fire & 
Rescue and other applicable requirements and standards. The plans shall be in substantial 
conformance with the utility plans dated March 6, 2014 and as amended and prepared by 
Emerio Design with the following modifications: 

 
  a. Design the proposed SW Cedar Brook Way extension to have 36 feet of paved surface (curb 
  face to curb face) with 5-foot wide landscape strips and 8-foot wide sidewalks on each side 
  within a 64-foot wide right-of-way unless a design modification request is approved by the City 
  Engineer. 
 

 b. Comply with the recommended conditions as found in the Street Modification Approval memo 
 submitted by the Engineering Department, Exhibit J. 

 
2.   Submit to the Engineering Department for review and approval a stormwater report meeting 

design standards of both the City of Sherwood and Clean Water Services and the Clean Water 
Service Provider letter dated March 14, 2014, (Exhibit A, Applicant’s Materials).  

 
3.  Provide an 8-foot wide public utility easement over the right of way of all street frontages.  Tract 

 ‘G’ containing the proposed private alley shall have a private utility easement over its entirety.  
 

4.  All easements (public or private) associated with the development shall be recorded with the 
County and transfer to a 2-year maintenance bond. 

 
5. A cross section for each type of street improvement shall be prepared that illustrates utility 

locations, street improvements including grade and elevation, and sidewalk location including 
grade and elevation per current construction standards.  Cross sections shall be included in the 
plan set and submitted to the City Engineer for review and approval. 

 
6.  Submit public improvement plans that demonstrate the placement of all existing and proposed 

utilities underground. 
 
7. Submit public improvement plans to the Engineering Department, with a copy of the 

landscaping plan to the Planning Department, for review and approval.  
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8.  All public easement dedication documents must be submitted to the City for review, signed by 

the City and the applicant, and recorded by the applicant with the original or a certified copy of 
the recorded easements on file at the City prior to release of the public improvement plans.  

 
9. Submit the final plat for review to the Planning Department. 
 
10.  Submit plans so that all water infrastructure will meet City standards and be approved by the 

Sherwood Water Department. 
 
11.  The sanitary sewer system design and installation shall be in conformance with City design and 

construction standards in order to be accepted by the City. 
 

12. Submit to the Engineering Department for review and approval a stormwater report identifying 
  adequate space in the facility. The public improvement plans must include detention and 
  treatment of all stormwater on the site in compliance with Clean Water Services standards. 

 
13.  Show all existing and proposed easements on the plans. Any required storm sewer, sanitary 
  sewer and water quality related easements must be granted to the City. 
 
14.  Submit revised plans that provide adequate turning radius, hydrant location, fire flow, and 

adherence in compliance with TVF&R standards as verified by an acceptance letter from 
TVF&R.   

 
15. Submit a street tree-planting plan as part of the public improvements that show the variety of 
 trees that will be a minimum of 2 inches DBH and 6 feet high.   
 
E. Prior to Approval of the Final Plat:  
 
1.  The submittal by the applicant for final plat review and approval shall include but not be limited 

to the following: a final plat application; final plat review fee; narrative identifying how the 
required conditions of approval have or will be met; three copies of the final plat; and any other 
materials required to demonstrate compliance with the conditions of approval.   

 
2. Approval of the public improvement plans by the Engineering Department, and signature of a 

compliance agreement must be complete prior to release of the plat to the County for review.  
In addition, prior to final plat approval, either all on-site work must be complete or the 
improvements bonded or guaranteed with a cash deposit.   

 
3.  Receive a Clean Water Connection Permit Authorization that meets the requirements of the 

CWS Memorandum dated May 8, 2014 (Exhibit D). 
 
4.  The final plat shall show the following: 
  a. The Community Development Director as the City’s approving authority within the 

 signature block of the final plat. 
 
 b.   Private access easements, utility easements and/or special use easements as required 

 for the development of the site.  A plat note shall reference an easement and 
 maintenance agreement or similar document, to be recorded with the plat, for the joint 
 maintenance of any common private utility lines, common driveway improvements, or 
 other common amenity or perimeter fencing.  The language of such plat note and 
 associated document shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department. 

 

Ordinance 2014-013, Exhibit 1 
July 15, 2014, Page 45 of 48

529



 

 
Cedar Brook PUD (PUD 14-01 AND SUB 14-01)  Page 46 of 48 
 

 c.  Provide documentation to be recorded with the plat, dedicating the tracts of open space  
 to either to the Homeowner’s Association, or to the City as open space unless another 
 acceptable alternative for open space is provided. 

 
5. Submit a tree inventory and planting plan for the street trees and trees within the open space 

areas in order to be fully compliant with §16.142.060. 
 
6.  Submit revised plans that provide adequate turning radius, hydrant location, fire flow, and 
 adherence in compliance with TVF&R standards as verified by an acceptance letter from 
 TVF&R. 
 
7.   The public improvement plans must be approved and bonded for prior to the City’s approval of 

the final plat.  
 
8.   Design the public street intersections to meet sight distance requirements. Provide certification 

by a registered Oregon Professional Engineer that the constructed public street intersections 
meet sight distance requirements.  

 
F. Prior to Issuance of a Building Permit:  
1.   For the Phase 1 portion of the project which consists of all buildings excluding either one 

townhome building or the last three single family homes (applicant’s choice), all public 
improvements delineated under Phase 1 must be completed and accepted by the City 
Engineer, and the final plat(s) must be recorded.  An approval letter from the Engineering 
Department accepting all public improvements constructed under Phase 1, shall be issued 
prior to issuance of building permits for buildings delineated under Phase 1.  

 
2.     Prior to issuance of any building permits, the developer shall provide a geotechnical 

investigation report if required by the Building Official. 
 
3. Prior to issuance of building permits, an electronic version of the final plat must be submitted to 

the Planning Department. 
 
4. Submit a recorded copy of the CC & Rs. 
 
5.   All easements (public or private) associated with the development shall be recorded with the 

County and transfer to a 2-year maintenance bond. 
 
6. Install conduit and vaults per the City of Sherwood telecommunication design standards.  
 
G.  Prior to Final Occupancy of the Subdivision:  
1.  All public improvements shall be competed, inspected and approved, as applicable, by  
  the City, CWS, and TVF & R, and other applicable agencies.  
 
2.  All agreements required as conditions of this approval must be signed and recorded. 
 
3. Plant the required street trees for each lot prior to a certificate of occupancy for the  
  home on the lot. 
 
4. Install the landscaping according to the landscape plan prior to the issuance of the  
  occupancy permits or pay a security bond for 125% of the cost of the landscaping  
  payable to the City. If the landscaping is not completed within six months, the   
  security may be used by the City to complete the installation. 
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5. Construct and install the pathway and other open space amenities described in the  
  final development plan, excluding the trail connection as identified under Condition G.7. 
 
6.  Install the perimeter screening separating the residential zones of the single family homes with 
  the multifamily development to the east.  
 
7.  Phase 2 portion of the project consists of design and construction of the trail extension from 
 SW Cedar Brook Way through Tract K, connecting to the existing trail at Wyndam Ridge. 
 Final occupancy for either the last townhome building or last three  single-family homes 
 (applicant’s choice) shall be granted once the trail extension has been constructed and 
 accepted by the City Engineer. An approval letter from the Engineering Department 
 accepting all the public improvements under Phase 2 shall be issued prior to granting final 
 occupancy for the buildings delineated under Phase 2.  
 
 
H.  On-going Conditions 
 
1. All rain, storm, and other surface water runoff from roofs, exposed stairways, light wells, courts, 

courtyards, and exterior paved areas shall be disposed of in compliance with local ordinances 
and state rules and regulations, in a manner that will not increase runoff to adjacent properties.  
The approved points of disposal include storm sewer laterals to a public system or other storm 
sewer system as approved by the City Engineer. 

 
2. Joint mailbox facilities shall be installed prior to the City signing the Letter of Acceptance for the 

development.  Joint mailbox facilities must be installed per U.S. Postal Service’s “Developers’ 
Guide to Centralized Box Units”.  The Developer shall provide a signed copy of the U.S. Postal 
Services “Mode of Delivery Agreement”.  Submittal of this agreement shall be required prior to 
a pre-construction meeting taking place. 

 
3. The developer shall coordinate location of garbage and recycling receptacles with Pride 

Disposal. 
 
4. The continual operation of the property shall comply with the applicable requirements of the 

Sherwood Zoning and Community Development Code. 
 
5. Decks, fences, sheds, building additions and other site improvements shall not be located 

within any easement unless otherwise authorized in writing by the City Engineer. 
 
6. Fences separating lots from adjacent pedestrian access way may not exceed 42” in height 

unless the fences are setback with at least three (3) feet of landscaping from the pedestrian 
easement.   

 
7.     Comply with the Clean Water Services Service Provider Letter throughout the development of 

the site. 
 
8.  Restrict and maintain on-site landscaping, utilities, and any other obstructions in the sight 

 distance triangles to provide adequate sight distance at access locations to SW Street A and 
 SW Cedar Brook Way and Tract G, the private alley. 

 
9.  Dust shall be controlled within the development during construction and shall not be permitted 

to drift onto adjacent properties. 
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10.  Noise shall be kept at the minimum level possible during construction.  The developer shall 
agree to aggressively ensure that all vehicles working in the development shall have adequate 
and fully functioning sound suppression devices installed and maintained at all times. 

 
11.   All construction sites shall be maintained in a clean and sanitary condition at all times.  

Construction debris, including food and drink waste, shall be restricted from leaving the 
construction site through proper disposal containers or construction fencing enclosures.  
Failure to comply with this condition may result in a “Stop Work” order until deficiencies have 
been corrected to the satisfaction of the Community Development. 

 
 
 
 
 

VIII.  EXHIBITS 
 

A. Applicant’s materials submitted on March 6, 2014, and revised on April 14, 2014 
B. Allison Holden comments submitted via email on May 25, 2014 
C. City of Sherwood Engineering comments dated May 12, 2014 
D. Clean Water Services letter submitted on May 8, 2014 
E. Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue letter submitted May 13, 2014 
F. Pride Disposal comments submitted May 12, 2014 
G. Applicant’s submittal to the Parks Board concerning Tract K dated May 5, 2015 
H. Bicycle Master Plan Figure 6-1 from the City of Sherwood Transportation System Plan 
I. Street Design Modification request by the applicant dated April 29, 2014 
K.   Staff Memo to the Planning Commission dated June 10, 2014 
L.   Supplementary Response memo from the applicant for the June 24, 2014 hearing 
M.  Revised Site Plan, submitted by the applicant including “On and Off Street Parking” 
N. Revised Site Plan, submitted by the applicant that includes the proposed setback 
 deviation from the Development Code 
O. Example of CC&Rs that include the garage restriction 
P. Example of the City Parking District Policy 
Q. Citizen Comments from Mara Broadhurst dated June 23, 2014 
 

 
 
    

End of Report 
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June-14 Jun-14 YTD Jun-13

Est.
Usage People People People 

Count Served* Count Served* Served*
Leagues 4 350 27 6350 338
Rentals 29 580 799 13359 1064
Other (Classes)
[1]  Day Use 4 9 74 551 5
Total Usage 939 20260 1407

Income Jun-14 YTD

Rentals $1,775 $47,366
League fees (indoor) $3,735 $81,941
Card fees (indoor) $130 $3,689
Day Use $15 $1,674
Advertising $1,500
Snacks $100 $4,847
Classes
Total $5,755 $141,017

FY 12 13

Income Jun-13 YTD

Rentals $4,770 $55,352
League fees (indoor) $5,800 $67,128
Card fees (indoor) $150 $3,620
Day Use $25 $1,735
Advertising $1,500 $1,500
Snacks $179 $5,286
Classes
Total $12,424 $134,621

This end the fiscil year 2013 2014

*Estimated number of people served
based on all rentals have a different # of

people. Along with each team will carry

a different # of people on their roster.
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Spots Field and Gyms 

Youth track is winding down and should be finished up by the end of the Month. 

Youth soccer has their completive teams practicing at Snyder and Middleton already. 

Youth softball held the last of their league games and some makeup games in June. They also held their 

Under 10 open that brought 15 teams to town. Teams came from Eugene, Corvallis, Bend and Central 

Oregon as well as all over the Portland Metro area. 

Youth lacrosse has finished up their season. 

Youth baseball held 72 league games in town during the month. They also held their American 

tournament and brought 26 teams to town. Some as far away as Washougal, Banks and Camas the rest 

from the Portland metro area.  

We had 650 participants and volunteers here on June 22 for the Special Olympics Oregon. They played 

Softball on all four fields at the high school and had 20 bocce ball courts on the football field.  

Greater Portland Soccer District played 12 games at Snyder in June. 

Field House 

We had all the dasher boards and hall way walls cleaned in June.  

With the good weather in June rental s were down. 

We are planning on resurfacing / staining the front desk and wooden benches in July. 

We are still running four nights of adult leagues. 

 

 

Respectfully Submitted  

June 30, 2014 

Lance Gilgan 

534


	01 City Council Packet Cover
	02  City Council Agenda 07.15.14
	03  06.17.14 City Council Minutes-DRAFT
	04  Resolution 2014-047 Canvass May 2014 election results-STAFF REPORT
	05  Resolution 2014-047 Canvass May 2014 election results-DRAFT
	06  Resolution 2014-047 Canvass May 2014 Election Results-EXH A
	06.0 Resolution 2014-051 thru 053 Appointing Belov, Claus & Jensen to Budget Comm-STAFF REPORT
	06.1 Resolution 2014-051 Appointing Naomi Belov to Budget Comm-DRAFT 07.15.14
	06.2 Resolution 2014-052 Appointing Susan Claus to Budget Comm-DRAFT 07.15.14
	06.3 Resolution 2014-053 Appointing Andy Jensen to Budget Comm-DRAFT 07.15.14
	07  Resolution 2014-048 Adopt Amended City Charter-STAFF REPORT
	07.1 Resolution 2014-048 Adopt Amended City Charter-EXH to Staff Report
	08 Resoluttion 2014-048 Adopt Amended City Charter-DRAFT
	09  Resolution 2014-048 Adopt Amended City Charter, EXH A
	10  Resolution 2014-049 Auth. IGA with Metro, Sherwood West CET Grant-STAFF REPORT
	11  Resolution 2014-049 Auth. IGA with Metro, Sherwood West CET Grant-DRAFT
	12  Resolution 2014-049 Auth. IGA with Metro, Sherwood West CET Grant-EXH 1
	13  Resolution 2014-050 Award Contract for Columbia St Stormwtr Facility-STAFF REPORT
	14  Resolution 2014-050 Award Contract for Columbia St Stormwtr Facility-DRAFT
	15  Ordinance 2014-013 Approve Cedar Brook PUD 14-01-STAFF REPORT
	16  Ordinance 2014-013 Approve Cedar Brook PUD 14-01-Exhs A-Q REDUCED
	Exhibit A Applicant's submittal
	Exhibit B Wetlland Delineation Report
	Exhibit C PUD 14-01 Cedar Brook PUD Allison Holder comments
	Exhibit D Cedar Brook PUD_Notice of Decision_Engineering Comments
	Exhibit E-Clean Water Services comments
	Exhibit F TVFR  PUD  comments May 2014
	Exhibit G Pride Disposal
	Exhibit H-Applicant's information to Parks Board concerning Tract K
	Exhibit I. Bicycle Master Plan
	Exhibit J Street Design Modification request
	Exhibit K Staff Memo to PC 
	Exhibit L Applicant's response to PC
	Exhibit M Parking Plan 
	Exhibit N Requested Setback Reductions 
	Exhibit O Draft CCR's
	Exhibit P Residential Parking District Information
	Exhibit Q Mara Broadhurst Comments

	17  Ordinance 2014-013 Approve Cedar Brook PUD 14-01-DRAFT
	18  Ordinance 2014-013 Approve Cedar Brook PUD 14-01 PC Recomm-EXH 1
	19  Field House Report June 2014
	20  Recreation Report June 2014



