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Sherwood City Council
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Sherwood, Oregon 97t4O

RE: Comments for the Record on Sherwood Cannery Square PUD

Sherwood Land Use Files 09-01, PA 09-05 and SUB 09-02

5.8 acres Old Cannery site,220 SE Willamette Street, Sherwood

File 09-000783 Clean Water Services- Service Provider letter
Site lD #4624 Department of Environmental Quality

Dear City Council and Planning Commission Members:

Once in a while when I write a letter, my primary response is "please tell me it ain't so." Jim Patterson in

an interview with the Oregonian through his staff apparently (it's in print) has told Mr. Brad Schmidt

that cleaning up and putting the roads on the cannery site will cost $5.4 million. I could not understand

why we would be paying that kind of cost for a relatively small amount of roads and public

infrastructure.

It appears we paid Sg Vt¡llion for the Cannery site. lt does not include the demo of the building,
preparatory clean up or staff time of the planning and any monies that may have been paid to Capstone

and their consultants. My guess is if the truth is known we are in to that site close to 58 Million and we
are now going to add another S5.4 Million to the tab. For the investment, we are going to get a S10
Million vanilla 101 unit apartment project with a strange unit mix that is under parked. 20,000 sf of the
Retail Commercial on 40,000 sf will be improved if only half of the RC parking ratio is required. Please

tellme I am wrong.

The City Of Sherwood is going to spend St+ Vl¡l¡ion for land, clean up, and infrastructure just to get

Capstone to build back S14 Million in assessed property values. Oh, did I forget that Sherwood will have

a new "living room?" And if we add together Sherwood citizens' St¿ m¡ll¡on (a gift to Capstone) and

Capstone's possible, maybe $14 Million in future improvements-we would have a S28 Million urban
project with only 5t+ tvt¡llion in assessed tax value.

We are not sure what we are going to have developed, but oh never mind, the staff will have a new
project in which to "back bill" the Urban Renewal Agency for their wages and overhead. I have included
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information for a potential EPA Brownfield grant-maybe we can recoup up to 5200,000 to add a drop

back into the bucket.

What troubled me when reading through the submitted information was the 201.2 date for building-
why the delay? I then looked at the DEQ report and the Service Provider letter from CWS and became

alarmed. I hope I am completely wrong. lf these figures are correct, I may be understating the cost for
the city to acquire the land to build, just to give an excessive amount of dollars from the citizens to a
developer.

The required soils plan and monitoring that was suggested/required by DEA/EPA has not yet begun.

This presents an interesting dilemma. Why is Capstone our hired guns? Why have we not hired a top
notch environmental consulting firm? Perhaps Capstone has some environmental help that we can use

to protect us from Patterson's staff.

lf this is a Brownfield site, and the DEQ report calls it that, the Urban Renewal Agency and Manager

must come up with a remediation and clean up plan, monitor it for whatever time period DEQ and EPA

requires, and give the entire site signed off by the DEQ/EPA folks. Auto repair cannot be cleaned it up in

the same fashion than less "pollutive" uses. I am told by some competent attorneys that those types of
clean up are tricky.

Let's stop any further Land Use zoning proposals until the ENTIRE Cannery property is cleaned up. The

cart doesn't need to go before the horse and we definitely don't need to "Ready, Fire, Aim." I hope the
documents are not a part of a "cover up" that they appear to be. Maybe we can just attribute it to

incompet€hGê-whopps, whopps, whopps-l mean "inexperience."

This site drains toward City Well No. 3- our most productive well. That well produces almost 39% of the
total gallons per minute from all Sherwood wells. Well No. 3 was constructed in 1946 and has 890
gallons per minute at a depth of approximately 319 ft. The casing diameter is 12 inches. (See page ES-3

of the Sherwood Water Master Plan August 2005.)

890 gpm x 60 minutes x 24 hours = L,28L,6OO gallons per day production

=--=====

Not only do we appear to have a Brownfield property problem, we have the Brownfield property located

next to and draining toward our MOST productive city well. I would not want my children drinking the
contaminants listed in the DEQ report (See attached DEQ Full Summary Report). Our staff has been

hired to promote and protect the health and safety of our citizens. Are we continuously testing for
those contaminants to make sure our water supply is protected? That water is likely not being

monitored for those contaminants because they are unexpected. Susceptible citizens with health issues

are usually the ones who are impacted first by contaminants. I find this particularly ironic that recently
our city manager talked about possible cancer clusters in some of our subdivisions. ls there any
possibility that this site is contributing to the problems? What we don't know can hurt us all.

Of course I am sure that City-County Insurance Services will pay for the clean up-to get our 52,500
contribution and Jim Patterson will ask the sellers to pay for this clean up. Hopefully Schultz, Patterson

and the city attorneys were experienced enough to get indemnifications for the city/citizens on the
original purchase from the Cannery owners. The clean up already is 53 to $4 Million more than we paid
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for it. Special legal counsel should be brought ¡n to estimate our future legal expenses-obviously the
present attorneys/staff have flubbed the dub. lf this monitoring and scope were not known prior to the

purchase we must look to the process and ask how this happened. This cannot be a situation where we

lurch from one action to another. lf you will excuse me, these are not plays or vignettes-the system is

interconnected. lf the City manager cannot direct the public works manager and associated

departments to keep the containments away from our citizens, we need a different city manager-
Now-not later.

I am assuming that there is nothing here that you are not surprised at hearing and that you are

effectively handling this environmental disaster. ls this letter giving information that was not given to
the planning commission as part of this proposed land use process? | am somewhat at a loss forwords
and draw this to your attention today because the window to add info to the record on the Cannery

PUD ends today. We have been told the finances are none of our business. But, the situation goes far

beyond mere questions of money. One of the blessings Sherwood has had it that we owned and

operated water wells. Those wells must be protected for health and safety as well as financial reasons.

Mr. Patterson should share his Brownfield remediation plan and let us know that DEQ has accepted the

same. Of course, this assumes the Mayor will allow an open and fair public hearing with accurate

information. Staff also must investigate the Machine Works Building and find out ¡f that building and

its history of uses will also be required to do separate DEQ and Brownfield clean up. CAN WE EVEN

USE THAT BUIID¡NG FOR OUR PERFORMING /VlSUAt ARTS CENTER? Or will this be another one of
those "1000 cuts" that will kill our hopes for our community Arts Center?

I thank you in advance for your attention to this matter. I consider it significant enough to draw it to

both the Council's and the Commission's attention. Our children are our legacy. lt is this kind of

issue that is can garner national scrutiny, (please see "Erin Brockovich" or ',A Civil Action" movies).

Frank Wiley, one of the great water treatment experts in California, was adamant in saying that the
moment a municipality loses water point source control there are health risks. Because we control our

water system and now are in charge of maintenance , we have to maintain the highest standards in
protecting our citizens and our water.

What is troubling is that there are only two kinds of people who fool around with environmental

contamination-damn fools and gamblers. We need to get rid of both and get serious about protecting

our town, our resources, and our future.

ü
Jim Claus

P.S. Of course, this potential environmental and health hazard may be much ado about nothing. Since

Mayor Keith Mays has used an armed police officer to enforce his information control system. SURPAC,

the Planning commission, and Finance Committees may know all about this situation and I was merely

caught off base. There is also the possibility there may not be a clean up plan or even a monitoring
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system. After all, the staff rules in Sherwood for Pattersonville and Mays wrl use police actions on

citizens who ask questions.

P.S.S. lncidentally, why was the appraiser, Craig Zell, not informed about the Cannery sales price? The

Urban Renewal Manager, Tom Nelson knew the information and willfully withheld it from Zell. (He has

learned from Mays' actions of creating a world where pertinent information is rarely disclosed to the
public.) Tom Nelson's behavior is outrageous.

Now that we know that the whole Cannery area is contaminated, Tom Nelson's Big talk on the record

about selling the Machine Works Building if the Planning Commission doesn't pass this PUD proposal is

little more than an empty threat-it is almost as vapid as his knowledge of managing Urban Renewal-
unless we can find and corner a pigeon or two.

Enclosures

2005 Sherwood Water Plan Executive Summary, Murray Smith and Associates

File 09-000783 Clean Water Services- Service Provider letter
Site lD #4624 Department of Environmental Quality
EPA Brownfield Clean Up Grants- Interested in Applying for Funding?

Cc: Mr. Bob Cruz, Clean Water Services

Mr. Chuck Harmon, Department of Environmental Quality
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EXECUTWE SUMMARY

Authorization

In February 2004, the firm of Murray, Smith & Associates, Inc. (MSA) was authorized by the
City of Sherwood to prepare this Water System Master Plan.

Purpose

The purpose of this study is to perform a comprehensive analysis of the City of Sherwood's
water distribution system, to identiff system deficiencies, to determine future water
distribution system supply requirements, and to recommend water system facility
improvements that correct existing deficiencies and that provide for future system expansion.
The planning and analysis efforts include consideration of the ultimate integration of
recommended distribution system improvements with the City's long-term water source and
supply decision.

Planning Period

The planning period for this master plan is approximately 20 years. Certain planning and
facility sizing efforts will use estimated water demands at saturation development. Saturation
development occurs when all existing developable land within the planningareahas been
developed. The planning period for transmission and distribution facilities is to saturation
development of the City's water system planning area. This assumption allows a
determination of the ultimate size of facilities. Typically, if substantial improvements are

required beyond the planning period in order to accommodate water demands at saturation
development, staging is often recommended for certain facilities where incremental
expansion is feasible and practical. Unless otherwise noted, recommended improvements
identified in this plan are sized for saturation development within the water system planning
aÍea.

Background and Study Area

The City of Sherwood's cunent water service area includes all areas wrthin the current City
limits. The City provides potable water to approximately 15,772 people through
approximately 4,967 residential, commercial and industrial service connections. The study
area of this planning effort is the entire area within the urban growth boundary (JGB), which
cunently encompasses a total of approximately 2,994 Acres.

In October 2000, the City of Sherwood entered into an intergovernmental agreement with the
Tualatin Valley Water District (TVWD). Under the terms of the agfeement, included in
Appendix B of this report, the TWID will provide a water supply and manage the City's
water system, The agreement ends in September 2005 and may be renewed for two terms of

Water System Master Plan
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five years each. The City and District recently approved renewal of the agreement for the
first of the tr¡¡o additional five year terms provided for in the agreement.

Currently, the City's primary water supply is from four groundwater wells owned by the City
and operated by TVWD. The City also supplements supply from the groundwater wells
through a24-inch diameter connection to the City of Tualatin's 36-inch diameter Tualatin-
Portland supply main.

The City's water distribution system consists of three service zones supplied by two storage
facilities and two pumping stations. One of the service zones is supplied through a
continuous operation pump station.

Plate I of Appendix C illustrates the Sherwood water service area limits, supply connections,
water system facilities, distribution system piping, and system interties. Plate 1 is also a
digital representation of the computerized distribution system hydraulic model used for
system analysis efforts.

Supply Sources

Groundwater Wells

Sherwood operates four groundwater wells within the City's water system service area limits.
The wells are used year round and serve as the City's primary water supply. Well Nos. 3, 4,
5 and 6 have an existing combined production capacrty of approximately 3.3 million gallons
per day (mgd). The groundwater supplies are disinfected through the addition of sodium
hypochlorite at each well. Table ES-l lists the location, purnp type, horsepower, year
constructed, approximate depth, approximate production capacity and casing diameter for
each of the City's groundwater wells. An evaluation of the hydrogeological conditions in the
study area is included in Appendix D of this report.

The actual production capacity of the City's groundwater well supply system is limited to
approximately 1.2 mgd due to aquifer and pumping limitations.

Portland Supply Connectíon

The City of Sherwood is supplied with water from the City of Portland via the City of
Tualatin under an agreement with TVVID. This supply is transmitted through an
approximately 4-mile long,24-inch diameter City-owned transmission main from the City of
Tualatin's system. This connection is located in the Tualatin Community Park where the
Tualatin-Portland supply main connects to the City of Tualatin's distribution system. The
amount of flow through the City's connection is regulated by a control valve operated by the
City of Tualatin. The transmission main runs west along SW Tualatin Road and SW Herman
Road and south on SW Cipole Road, SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road and SW Oregon Street to
a connection to the City's distribution system at the intersection SW Oregon Street and SW
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Table ES-l
Groundwater Well Summarry

Notes: l. Production capacity is limited by available water rights.

Murdock Street. A pressure reducing valve eRÐ at this connection reduces the hydraulic
grade of the supply to approximately 385 feet above mean sea level (msl).

The City of Tualatin currently wheels, or transmits, up to 3 mgd of water from the City of
Portland to Sherwood through its distribution system from the Tualatin-Portland supply line.
This supply is a portion of the Washington County Supply Line capacity owned by the
TVWD. The primary water source originates in the City of Portland's Bull Run Watershed
and Columbia South Shore Wellfield. The water source is disinfected through the addition of
chloramines, a combination of chlorine and ammoni4 by the City of Portland. The City of
Portland also adjusts the pH of its water supply. The water wheeling agreement between the
City of Tualatin and TVWD is included as Appendix E. This supply is not aguaranteed,
firm, supply for the City, but is existing unused capacity cunently available in the
Washington County Supply Line system. When the owners of the supply line system require
additional supply capacity then the excess capacity cunently delivered to the City is likely to
be reduced or completely unavailable.

Existing Water System

The City of Sherwood's existing distribution system is divided into three major service
levels, or pressure zones that are usually defined by ground topography and designated by
overflow elevations of water storage facilities or outlet settings of pressure reducing facilities
serving the zone. The City's water system contains two reservoirs with atotal combined
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Well
No.

Location Pump Type Hp
Year

Constructed

Production
Capacity

(snm)

Appqox.
Depth
lfeetl

Casing
I)ia¡

linches)

I Well Abandoned

2 Well Abandoned

J
Intersection of Pine
and Willarnette SÍeet

Vertical Line
Shaft Turbine

75 1946 890 319 t2

4
r7191
Smith Road

Vertical Line
Shaft Turbine

60 t969 250 458 T4

5
r6491
Strnset Boulevard

Vertical Line
Shaft Turbine

150 t984 600 800 t6

6
1 830
Rov Sheet

Vertical Line
Shaft Turbrne

75 1997 550r 889 t6

Total Production Capacity (gpm):
(mgd):

22e0
3.29



storage capacity of approximately 5.0 million gallons (mg). The system also contains two
pump stations.

The water service areawater distribution system is composed of various pipe types in sizes
up to 24 inches in diameter. The total length of piping in the service area is approximately
66.6 miles. The pipe types include cast iron, ductile iron, PVC, and copper. The majority of
the piping in the system is cast and ductile iron piping. Table ES-2 presents a summary of
pipe lengfhs by diameter.

Table ES-2
Distribution System Pipe Summary

4-inch or Less 1.4

6-inch r.9

8-inch 34.8

l0-inch 8.3

12-inch 13.8

14-inch 1.0

16-inch 0.3

18-inch 1.0

24-inch 4.1

Total Length 66.6

Existing Water Demands

Based on the most recent historical water usage patterns and historical population, the water
service area's average daily demand is approximately 1.6 mgd with an average day per capita
consumption ranging from approximately 100 to 120 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) since
1996. Recent maximum daily water demand usage has ranged from 2.0 times to2.5 times the
average day demand. This is equivalentto amaximum per capita usage ranging from 230 to
270 gpcd.

Water Demand Projections

Estimates of future water demands were developed from the City's present per capita water
usage data, population forecasts and water demand forecasts prepared for the City through
previous work. For the purposes of this plan, estimated average daily water usage is assumed
to be approximately 120 gpcd. As conservation plays an increasing role in water usage
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pattems, it is anticipated that Sherwood's average daily per capita usage can ultimately be
reduced to and maintained at 110 gpcd.

For the purposes of this study, cunent maximum daily per capitausage is estimated at
approximately 250 gpcd. As conservation plays an increasing role in water usage pattems, it
is anticipated that Sherwood's maximum daily per capitause can ultimately be reduced to
and maintained at approximately 240 gpcd, even in drought years. Estimated average and
maximum daily water demands are developed by multiplying the estimated per capita water
usage by the anticipated population for that year. To provide an estimate of peak hourly
usage, afactor of approximately 1.5 was applied to estimated maximumday demands. This
is consistent with water demand patterns of similar communities in the region. Population
projections and anticipated water demand, in five year increments through 2025 andfor
saturation development, are summarized in Table ES-3.

Table ES-3
Population Forecasts and

Estimated Water Demand Summary

Water Supply Source

As previously described, the City's primary water supply is from City-owned groundwater
wells. Based on the water demand estimates and the historical decline in aquifer levels the
City's existing supply sources will not be adequate to meet future water demands, so the City
is exploring several long-term water supply alternatives. In order to be considered a feasible
option for the City, along-term water supply source must meet several criteria. The criteria
were developed in coordination with City staff, integrating criteria being used by other
communities in the region. The criteria that will be used to evaluate the supply source options
afe:

Abihty to meet all, or a substantial portion, of the City's long-term water supply needs

Potential for joint development with a partner or parbrers

a

a
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2005 15,800 r.9 4.O 6.0

2010 18.970 2.2 47 7.0

2015 22,130 2.6 5.4 8.1

2020 25,290 2.9 6.2 9.3

2025 28,450 J.Z 6.9 r0.4

Saturation Development 37,940 4.2 9.1 13.7



Ability to cost-effectively integrate source options into current distribution system

Supply source development cost

Estimated cost of water

Groundwater Supply Evaluation

The purpose of the hydrogeological evaluation is to assess the potential capacity and
limitations of the City's groundwater supply source. Historical groundwater production rates
and water level trend data were compiled and analyzed for each of the City's groundwater
wells to evaluate the hydraulic response of the Columbia River Basalt Group aquifer
underlying the City relative to historical and current groundwater pumping rates. From this
evaluation it was observed that a distinct overall declining trend in water levels is occurring
and increases in the rate of water level decline has occuned during periods of peak
groundwater production by the City. From the analysis, it was determined that continued
gtoundwater production at the current rate will soon require capital investment to maintain
pumping rates and will likely result in significant loss of production capacity as groundwater
levels continue to decline. Development of additional groundwater production facilities,
such as the Spada well, is feasible, but additional groundwater production will result in an
increased rate of water level decline and the ultimate loss of production capacity will occur
sooner than under existing conditions. The rate of decline is dependant upon actual
groundwater production. At the current rate of decline it is anticipated that without
addittonal supplies the City will experience potential water shortages within the next five
years. A technical memorandum documenting the complete groundwater supply evaluation
is included in this report as Appendix D.

Supply Source Technical Analysis

Seven supply alternatives are considered for evaluation as long-term water supply sources for
the City of Sherwood. The alternatives include the following:

l. Supply from the City's existing groundwater production facilities and the Spada well

2. Prospective use of Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) using Sherwood's existing
connection to the City of Tualatinthat supplies City of Portland water to Sherwood

3. Supply from the City of Portland Bull Run Watershed and Columbia South Shore
Wellfield (CSSWF) through the Washin$on County Supply Line and the City of
Tualatin

4. Supply from the Joint Water Commission

5. Supply from the City of Newberg

6. Supply from the Clackamas River

7. Supply from the Willamette River Water Treatment Plant at Wilsonville.

04-0665.109
August 2005

a

a

a

Page ES-6
Executive Summarv

Water System Master Plan
City of Sherwood



A brief description of each supply alternative is presented below, including a discussion of
existing supply facilities and capacities. Six planning level criteria were developed to
evaluate the source of supply options. These criteria are:

. Supply performance - Water supply source options were evaluated based on their
ability to provide aportion of the City's long-term water supply needs. The City's
long-term water supply need is estimated to be 10 million gallons per day (mgd) for
the purpose of this analysis.

o Potential for¡oint development with a partner or partners - Development of proposed
water supply sources with local or regional partners may present significant
opportunity for cost savings to the City. Each supply source was evaluated for
potential opportunities for j oint development.

. Supply integration into existing distribution system - Each supply source w¿rs

evaluated for ability to integrate the supply option into curent distribution system
operations without the need for additional significant improvements.

o Estimated costfor supply source development and cost of water-Estimated capiøl
costs of supply development were evaluated based on existing available information.
Costs for development of new facilities and/or expansion of existing facilities were
compiled and used to develop estimated cost for each supply source. Cost estimates
were developed assuming that raw water, treatment and pumping facilities will be
developed for 5 mgd capacity with provisions for expansion to 10 mgd capacity, and
transmission facilities will be developed for 10 mgd capacity. Estimated cost of water
data for each source was developed from existing available information, including
current wholesale water rates and previous evaluations of proposed supply sources
completed for the City and others. The cost of water estimates presented are for
comparative uses only, that actual cost of water may vary and will depend on a
number of factors outside the scope and control of this planning work.

c Other Factors - Supply option development may involve other factors that will
directþ impact the City's ability to fully develop the option. These unique factors
will be described as they apply to each option.

Supply Source Anølysis Summnry

Table ES-4 presents a summary of the analysis of the long-term water supply options
available to the City that can meet the City's long-term water supply needs. The City's
existing groundwater wells, ASR, and the City of Newberg supply option are not shown as
these options cannot meet the City's long-term needs. Based on the evaluation presented
above, other options may also be removed from further consideration based on on-going
evaluations.
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Table ES-4
Water Supply Source Option Summary

Supply Source Development Strategt

The hydrogeologic evaluation found that the aquifers serving as the City's current supply
source are experiencing apatternof water level declines that appear to be correlated to the
historic use of these aquifers for water supply purposes. The analysis also found that these
aquifers do not have the capacity to serve the City's expanding water supply needs. It is
anticipated that the City will need to develop a new long-term water supply within the next 3
to 5 years.

While a number of the City's long-term water supply options presented above offer the City a
reliable long-term water supply source, it is anticipatedthatfor the near term the City's
existing groundwater wells will continue to supply water as the City selects, evaluatès and
develops other water supply options. This need for continued reliance on groundwater in the
near term and the declining aquifer levels suggests the need to develop a water supply source
strategy that allows for the ultimate transition to a new source while maximizing the use of
the existing groundwater wells. Under current conditions it is anticipated that tñe City's
existing groundwater wells can consistently produce a firm production capacity of
approximately 1.2 mgd. With the anticipated addition of the Spada Well and the

04-0665.109
August 2005

Page ES-8
Executive Summarv

Water System Master Plan
City of Sherwood

Supply Source
Options

Capacity
(mgd)

Abitity to
Integrate
into City's

Svstem

Cost
Savings

with
Partners

Project
Cost

Range

Estimated
Cost of
Water

l$ ner ccfl

Key
Issues/Comments

City of Portland
Water System

10 Yes Yes $31 - 51

million $1.05

Size, scope and
cost oflong-term
supply system
improvement
uncertain

Joint Water
Commission

t0 Yes Yes
s58.5

million $0.07 to 0.90

System reliability
and certainty of
supply for the City
of Sherwood is
uncertain

Clackarnas
RiverWater
Supply System

10 Yes Yes
$29 - 3l
million $0.55 to 0.65

System reliability
and certainty of
supply for the City
of Sherwood is
uncertain

Willamette
River Water
Supply System

t0 Yes Yes
s24.s -

2r.6
million

$0.64 to 1.00

Political and
public perception
key issue. Will
require a vote of
approval from
City residents



implementation of certain water rights recommendations it is anticipated that this firm
groundwater production capacity can be increased to approximately 2 mgd. Developing and
maintaining this capacity will require capital investment in the City wells thatmay range
from approximately $3.0 to 5,0 million.

The current available supply capacity from Sherwood's City of Portland supply through the
City of Tualatin is 3.0 mgd. The water supply agreement supporting this supply with the
Tualatin Valley Water District is currently set to expire in the year 2010. The source
development strategy anticipates that the supply from the City of Portland system, as

supplied by the existing transmission and supply facilities will reach capacity by the year
2010 and that this supply will not be available to the City beyond the year 2010. It is
therefore anticipated thatanew supply, with an initial supply increment of 5 mgd will be
brought on line by the year 2010. At this point the new supply source will be relied on to
serve the City's average day needs throughout most of the year and the existing ground water
wells will be used to provide peak supply during the summer months. Additional source
supply increments are added in the year 2025 and2035 to meet the City's additional water
supply needs.

Aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) may provide the City additional flexibility and time to
develop and implement a long-term water supply source, however, as cunently understood
ASR will not provide the City the needed long-term water supply capasity needed to meet all
of its water supply needs.

Water Quality Review

As part of the system analysis process a water quality workshop was held with City staff
Tualatin Valley Water District staff and members of the master plan development team. The
workshop focused on the water quality characteristics of the City's existing groundwater
supplies and of all of the City's long-term water supply options. The City's current
regulatory compliance process was reviewed as were anticipated upcoming near-term and
long-term water quality regulations.

The City's long-term water supply options were also reviewed for their water qualrty
characteristics. In light of the City Council's direction to narrow the long-term water supply
options to the City of Portland Bull Run Watershed/CSSWF and the Willamette River at
Wilsonville, water quality discussions will focus on these sources. A brief discussion of
water quality characteristics of these two source options is presented below.

Ciry of Portland Bull Run Wøtershed/CSSlltF Supply Optíon

The City of Portland is supplied water from the Bull Run Watershed and the Columbia South
Shore Wellfield. The Bull Run watershed is a protected watershed west of Mt. Hood the City
of Portland has historically provided finished water that meets all drinking water quality
standards. The Columbia South Shore Wellfield consists of multiple wells south of the
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Columbia River near and adjacent to northeast Portland. A copy of the City's 2004Wafer
Quality Report is presented as Appendix K.

Willømette Rive¡ Supply Option

The City of Wilsonville has been supplied heated Willamette River water since April 2002.
The Willamette River watershed is the largest in the state and includes a mix of forest
agricultural and urban uses. Since the water treatment plant at Wilsonville began producing
drinking water the finished water supply has met all dnnking water standards.
A copy of the City of Wilsonville's 2004Water Quality Report is provided in Appendix L.

In May 2005 the Tualatin Valley Water District completed a water quality comparison of
three of the region's water sources: the City of Portland supply, the Joint Water Commission
supply and the Willamette River supply. The comparison tabulated a side by side
comparison of all currently regulated water quality parameters and a number of cunentþ
unregulated parameters. A copy of this comparison is provided in Appendix M.

As part of the master planning work, a water quatity workshop was conducted to review current
water quality concerns of the City's existing wells and the long-term water supply options. An
agenda and summary of this workshop session is presented in Appendix N.

Cost Estimating Data

An estimated project cost has been developed for each improvement project recommendation
presented in this section. Itemized project cost estimate summaries are presented in
Appendix H. This appendix also includes a cost data summary for recommended water main
improvements developed on a unit cost basis. Project costs include construction costs and an
allowance for administrative, engineering and other project related costs.

The estimated costs included in this plan are planning level budget estimates presented in
2005 dollars. Since construction costs change periodically, an indexing method to adjust
present estimates in the future is useful. The Engineering News Record @l.IR) Construction
Cost Index (CCÐ is a commonly used index for this purpose. For future reference, the
January 2005 ENR CCI of 8,165 for the Seattle area construction market (the nearest market
ENR monitors) was used for construction cost estimates in this report.

Recommended Improvements

Generøl

Presented below are recommended water distribution system improvements for reservoirs,
pump stations, disfribution system water lines and other facilities. Also presented is a
discussion of other recommended improvements and programs. Project cost estimates are
presented for all recommended improvements and annual budgets are presented for
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recommended programs. The recoÍrmendations are presented by project type and discussed
in order of need. As presented late in this section the City's long-term water supply source
options have been narrowed to two alternatives and the City is developing an independent
process for the evaluation and selection of a final option. As such, the CIP program
recommendations presented as part of this master plan will include distribution system
facility only. Supply source development funding and capital needs will be determined
outside of this master plan.

A summary of all the recommended improvements is presented in Table ES-5. The table
provides for prioritized project sequencing by illustrating fiscal year (FY) project needs for
each facilify or improvement category. Those improvements recommended for consfiuction
beyond FY 2025 are indicated as such. It is recommended that the City's capital
improvement program (CIP) be funded at approximately $920,000 annually for storage,
pumping and distribution system piping improvements. While the funding needs for certain
water system improvements may exceed this amount, the proposed improvements listed in
Table ES-5 are phased and sequenced so that the ultimate 2}-year average annual capital
requirement is approximately $920,000.

S upply S ourc e Improvemenß

The seven supply source options and improvement alternatives identified in Section 5 were
reviewed with City staff, City of Sherwood Planning Commission and with City Council as
part of a public works session on April 5,2005. At the conclusion of this process the City
Council directed that two options be carried forward for further consideration. A copy of the
City Council presentation of April 5,2005 is provided in Appendix O. Based on this
direction it is recommended that the City of Portland supply option and the Willamette River
supply option be evaluated outside the scope of this master plan as part of a comprehensive
source evaluation and selection program. As part of this evaluation it is recommended tha|a
wide range of information and data be compiled for consideration and review by City policy
makers and the citizens of Sherwood. Included in this information should be water quality
data cost dataand a long-term financial analysis of comparative capital costs and cost of
water estimates.

Financial Evaluation Overview

The purpose of the financial evaluation is to provide reasonable assurance that the City of
Sherwood's W'ater Fund has and will have the financial ability to maintain and operate the
water system on an ongoing basis, plus have the flrnancial capacity to obtain sufficient funds
to construct the water system improvements identified in Section 6.
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Table E$5
Water System Master Plsn

D¡stribution System Capltal ImproveEert Program Summary

04-w5.lw
AWú 2005

P¡ge ES{2
Eedive SMmry

W6hSyûñ MærPlm
City of Shwood



As discussed in Section 5, the City has explored the feasibility of several long-term water
supply alternatives to meet the City's future water demands. At this point, two water supply
options have been selected for further evaluation:

. Supply from the City of Portland (four capital cost scenarios, with varying treafinent
processes, are under evaluation) - Preliminnry capital cost estimates rangefrom
83 L0 to 851.0 million, depending upon the ultimate use and selection of a treatment
process and other factors.

. Supply from the Willamette River Water Treatment Plant in the City of Wilsonville
(two capital cost scenarios, with varyingtransmission routing alternatives, are under
evaluation) - Preliminøry capital cost estimates rangefrom 821.6 to 824.5 million,
depending upon the transmission routing.

The ultimate cost of capital and/or water costs under each supply alternative is not currently
known, as additional project details and negotiations are ongoing. The cost of water to the
City may also be impacted by how needed supply capacity improvements are funded and
constructed. For purposes of providing a potential range of impacts within this Section,
capital costs for each alternative are anofüzedover a 2}-year period.

As part of this effort, the City planned to have arate study conducted to include a revenue
requirement analysis, cost of service analysis, rate design, and system development charge
(SDC) analysis. Since the supply alternatives are currently under evaluation, the cost of
service/rate design portions of the study have been deferred until after selection of the supply
source. The revenue requirement and SDC analyses have been completed to include the
impacts of current operations and the water distribution system improvements identified in
Section 6. Potential cost impacts integrating the City' long-term water source and supply
decision will be briefly discussed.

It is anticipatedthat rate increases will be needed as the City implements the selected long-
term water supply option. The financial evaluation did find that the water fund for
recommended distribution system capital improvements is adequate. The actual need for and
extent of water rate increases will vary depending on the ultimate selection and timing of a
long-term water supply source.

Study Recommendations

It is recommended that the City take following actions:

1. Formally adopt this study as the City of Sherwood's Water System Master Plan.

2. Adopt the prioritized recommended system improvements described in Section 6
and specifically listed on Table ES-5 as the capital improvement plan (CfP) for the
water service area.
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3. Proceed with the evaluation and selection of a long-term water supply option as

recommended in Section 6 and follow the recommendations generated through
this process.

4. Review and update this plan within five to seven years to accommodate changed
or new conditions.

Summary

Sherwood continues to experience steady population and water demand g¡owth. This water
system master plan evaluated the City water system's ability to adequately meet existing and
future water needs. The ultimæe completion of recommended improvement to the
distribution system will ensure that the water system has adequate storage, pumping and
distribution system piping capacity to meet these needs well into the future. The City faces a
major decision in the selection of its long-term water supply option. Both options
recoÍrmended for further study as part of this master planning effort can ultimately be
developed to adequately meet the City's long-term needs. The financial evaluation found
that for the recommended distribution system improvement the City cunently has adequate
frrnding resources. This financial evaluation further found that the development and
implementation of a long-term water supply option must include a financial planning and
analysis element to determine the ultimate impact on City rate payers and to determine
overall capital funding needs.
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Profiler Site Summary Reporf

Facility/Site Name:

Address:
City State Zip:

Aliases

OLD SHERWOOD CANNERY

220 SE WLLAMETTE ST

SHERWOOD OR 97140

Congress Dist:
OR Senate Dist:
OR House Disf:
N/A

Latitude:
Longitude:
Location Accuracy:
Last Updated:

Graves Cannery

'1 Forest Type:
13 Vegetation:
26 Agr¡cultural Land:

45' 21', 21.6"

-122" 50',17.9"

HIGH

712112006 9:54:00 AM

N/A

Urban and industrial

N/A

Page I of2

Oregon DEQ Facility ProfTler 2.0

Facility Summary Report

F_acjlity Pr._ofjler Plintj-egort

Maps

Facility / Site Information for Location 95186

FORMER SHERWOOD CANNERY/REINHARDT
TRUST

Old Sherwood Cannery

Geographic Features
Township: T2S-R1W-S32

LUST

IUùì

Count¡r: WASHINGTON

Watershed: TUALATIN

Drinking Water Source:

i'erDr rürose vvrnoowr 

Ê

Oregon DEQ Program lnformation

Log
Number

Sleanup
nitiated
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3omplete

lype
'leating
)il Tank

JST
-acility lD

itatus
letail
nformationl

34-97-
0179 )3t10t1997 ìEGULATED 1 1690 ]LEANUP COMPLETET JJSI-QIe

Jannrt

1 L¡nked reports may be unavailable from 9:00pm to 7:00am PST due to system maintenance.
2 DEQ does not maintain air discharge permit information for Lane County.
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Profiler Site Summary Report

Facility/Site Name:

Address:
City State Zip;

Page I of2

Oregon DEQ Facility Profiler 2.0

Facility Summary Report

Façjllty Pfqfll_e¡ Pdn!8-e-po-rt

Maps

Facility / Site lnformatíon for Location 95186

fHerp] [crose wíndow] 
Ê

County: WASH¡NGTON

Watershed: TUALATIN

Drinking Water Source:

OLD SHERWOOD CANNERY

220 SE WLTAMET-TE ST

SHERWOOD OR 97140

LUST

ECSI

Congress Dist:
OR Senate Dist:
OR House Dist:
NiA

Lat¡tude:
Longitude:
Location Accuracy:
Last Updated:

Graves Cannery

I Forest Type:
13 Vegetation:
26 Agricultural Land:

45" 21' 21.6"

-122'50'17.9"
HIGH

712112006 9:54:00 AM

N/A

Urban and industrial

N/A

Aliases
FORMER SHERWOOD CANNERY/REINHARDT
TRUST

Old She¡wood Cannery

Geographic Features
Township: ï2S-R1W-S32

ECSI

IÛ
>ì

iç{
È¡
a!

å:--
sl
t4.

Oregon DEQ Program fnformation

EANUP-COMPLETED

1 L¡nked reports may be unavailable from 9:00pm to 7:00am PST due to system matntenance
2 DEQ does not maintain air díscharge permit information for Lane County.
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Profiler Site Summary Repo .t

More lnformation on this location
Oregon DEQ Neighborhood Info (by region/county)
See_Wellgl¡ lhe_same_Tsw¡ç_hjp,Re¡Se.9eçtisc'flgmlh_e--QrçSaqlry-Aler R-qqoUçqs--D-ep41m,erìl-Wellloga Ap.p-liçêlen
geJ_qQunlyþ_ççA-r_rne_dass__e_aqor_,nap_gthrsuSh.qBMÁP,

LD_E!þP-nv_a_cyNetrce_][Ç,9¡tactDEQ]LAp-p]jqalrs¡,F_e-e_d-þa_çll

Disclaimer:Ihis product is for informat¡onal purposes, and may not be suitable for legal, engineering or surveying purposes.
This information or data is provided w¡th the understanding that conclus¡ons drawn from such information are the responsibility
of the user.

Page2 of 2
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Profiler Site Summary Repo¡f Page2 of 2

More lnformation on this location
Oregon DEQ Neighborhood Info (by regíon/couniy)
9ee-wcllq-!-il1ì-e-çamelqwnqþrsRa¡geSe-strqn f[-om-th-e Qiçspl]ry-alelBçsourcçs--Qep.admç-nt Welllsss¿pplrsalrln
ge_e__qa_rlnlLs_-s-AA¡ne.dass€ssornaps_tbrsuSh_QBil¿AP,

LD-E-Q5P-nvacJ]\þtiaeltç-sntast-DEQitAp+jicalislF-e*ed-ÞacKl

D¡scf a¡mer: Ih ¡s product ¡s for informational purposes, and may not be suitable for legal, engineer¡ng or survey¡ng purposes.
This ¡nformat¡on or data is provided with the understanding that conclus¡ons drawn from such ¡nformation are the responsibility
of the user.
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Oregon DEQ: Full Details Eny;,"onrnental Cleanup Site Information (ECSI) Database Page I of3

Protecting Oregon 5 En v¡ron ment About DEQ I Contact DEQ I Search I S¡temap I Feedback

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

Publications and Forms Laws and Requlations Public Not¡ces Perm¡ts and Licenses Databases

DEQ Home I Divis¡ons I Regions I Commission

Land Quality

Environmental Cleanup

DEQ Home > Land Quality > Environmental Cleanup > ECSI > Site Summary Full Report

Environmental Cleanup Site Informat¡on (ECSI) Database
Site Summary Full Report - Details for Site ID 4624t Old Sherwood Cannery

This report shows data entered as of December L4,2009 at 8:23:21 AM

This report contains site details, organized into the following sections: 1) Site Photos (appears
only if the site has photos); 2) General Site Information; 3) Site Characteristics; 4) Substance
Contamination Information; 5) Investigative, Remedial and Administrative Actions; and 6) Site
Environmental Controls (i.e., institutional or engineering controls; appears only if DEQ has
applied one or more such controls to the site). A key to certain acronyms and terms used in the
report appears at the bottom of the page.

Go to DEQ's Facility Profiler to see a site map as well is information on what other DEQ programs
may be active at this site.

General Site Information
Site Name: Old Sherwood Cannery CERCLIS No:

220 SE Willamette St. Sherwood 97L4O

County: Washington Region: Northwest

Suspect site requiring further investigation
Brownfield Site: NPL Site: No
Yes

Twnshp/Range/Sect: 25 ,7W ,32
Latitude: Longitude:
45.356 deg. -122.8383 deg.

Graves Cannery

Site Characteristics
General Síte Description: This is a flat, 5.85 acre site located just south of old town Sherwood,

Oregon. The site is bordered to the north/northwest by a railroad
grade, to the south and southeast by residential properties and the
northeast by commercial/light industrial properties.

Site History: Former cannery (1918 to 1971) and other small warehousing. Brake
parts business operated on the site for a brief period, nominally
between late 1980s to late 1990s. Near building two area - Tualatin

Site ID: 4624
Address:

Other location
information:
Investigation Status:

Property:

Other Site Names:

Orphan Site: Study Area:
No NO

Tax Lots: 00100
Site Size: 5.85 acres

Projects and Programs
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Oregon DEQ: Full Details Eny'-rnmental Cleanup Site Information (ECSI) Database Page I of3

Protecting Oreqon s Environment About DEQ I Contact DEQ I Search I Sitemap I Feedback

Oregon Departrnent of Environmental Quality

Publications and Forms Laws and Requlat¡ons Public Notices Permits and Licenses Databases

DEQ Home I Divis¡ons I Regions I Commission

Land Quality

Environmental Cleanup

DEQ Home > Land Quality > Environmental Cleanup > ECSI > Site Summary Full Report

Environmental Cleanup Site Informat¡on (ECSI) Database
Site Summary Full Report - Details for Site ID 4624, Old Sherwood Cannery

This report shows data entered as of December 74,2009 at B:23:21 AM

This report contains site details, organized into the following sections: 1) Site Photos (appears
only if the site has photos); 2) General Site Information; 3) Site Characteristics;4) Substance
Contamination Information; 5) Investigative, Remedial and Administrative Actions; and 6) Site
Environmental Controls (i.e., institutional or engineering controls; appears only if DEQ has
applied one or more such controls to the site). A key to certain acronyms and terms used in the
report appears at the bottom of the page.

Go to DEQ's Facility Profiler to see a site map as well is information on what other DEQ programs
may be active at this site.

Site ID: 4624
Address:

Other location
information:
Investigation Status:

Property:

Other Site Names:

Latitude:
45.356 deg.

Longitude:
-122.8383 deg.

General Site Information
Site Name: Old Sherwood Cannery
22O SE Willamette St. Sherwood 97740
County: Washington

Suspect site requiring further investigation
Brownfield Site: NPL Site: No
Yes

Twnshp/Range/Sect: 25 , tW ,32

CERCLIS No:

Region: Northwest

Orphan Site: Study Area:
No No

Tax Lots: 00100
Site Size: 5.85 acres

Graves Cannery

Site Characteristics
General Site Description: This is a flat, 5.85 acre site located just south of old town Sherwood,

Oregon. The site is bordered to the north/northwest by a railroad
grade, to the south and southeast by residential properties and the
northeast by commercial/light industrial properties.

Site History: Former cannery (1918 to 1971) and other small warehousing. Brake
parts business operated on the site for a brief period, nominally
between late 1980s to late 1990s. Near building two area - Tualatin

Projects and Programs
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Oregon DEQ: Full Details En,'-enmental Cleanup Site Information (ECSI) Database Page2 of3

Electric Company Pump House and Sub-Station was present in 1929.

Contamination
Information:
Manner and Time of One known release from former UST removal. Cleanup completed in
Release: September of 1997 (LUST log #34-97-0779), but a pocket of

contam¡nation was left in place so as not to disturb the building's
foundation.
(10/n/06 CWH/SAP) The 2006 Site Specific Assessment (aka
Targeted Brownfield Assessment) fou nd concentrations of chlorinated
pesticides (dieldrin, DDT, DDE) in sediments of moribund wastewater
treatment system solids settling ponds (concrete) that pose an
unacceptable risk to ecological receptors and potentially to humans.

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were detected in one sample, in a
location below a wooden floor board inside Building #3, at a
concentration that is above risk-based protective criterion for human
health exposure in a residential setting.

Some low levels of petroleum hydrocarbons were also measured, but
not above any risk-based concentrations. Lead was detected in several
shallow soil samples at concentrations above established background
concentrations.

Pathways:
Environmental/Health
Threats:
Status of Investigative or (L0/LL|O6 CWH/SAP) The 2006 Site Specific Assessment results show
Remedial Action: that there are unacceptable concentrations of legacy chlorinated

pesticides (dieldrin, DDT, DDE) in sediments of moribund wastewater
treatment system solids settling cells (concrete). These sediments will
need to be removed and properly disposed.

DEQ has recommended that a soil management plan be developed to
address several known areas of soil contamination and to plan for
unanticipated discoveries of localized contamination during future site
development.

Groundwater sampling showed non-detect for petroleum
hydrocarbons.

Data Sources:
Substance Contamination Information

Substance Media Contaminated Concentration Level Date Recorded
No information is available

fnvestigative, Remedial and Administrative Actions
Start Date Compl. Resp. Staff Lead

Date Pgm

Hazardous
Substances/Waste
Types:

Action

Site added to database
TARGETED BROWN FIELD ASSESSM ENT

Remedial Action recommended (RA)
(Primary ActÍon)

04/ 26/2006 04/ 26/2006 Aaron Dennis
05/ 0U 2006 09 / 29/ 2006 Charles

Harman
10/7L/20O6 LO/tL/2O06 Charles SAS

Harman
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Oregon DEQ: Full Details En¡".onmental Cleanup Site Information (ECSI) Database Page 2 of 3

Electric Company Pump House and Sub-Station was present in 1929.

Contamination
Information:
Manner and Time of One known release from former UST removal. Cleanup completed in
Release: September of 1997 (LUST log #34-97-0779), but a pocket of

contamination was left in place so as not to disturb the building's
fou ndation.

Hazardous (LO/tI/O6 CWH/SAP) The 2006 Site Specific Assessment (aka
Substances/Waste Targeted Brownfield Assessment) found concentrations of chlorinated
Types: pesticides (dieldrin, DDT, DDE) in sediments of moribund wastewater

treatment system solids settling ponds (concrete) that pose an
unacceptable risk to ecological receptors and potentially to humans.

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were detected in one sample, in a
location below a wooden floor board inside Building #3, ata
concentration that is above risk-based protective criterion for human
health exposure in a residential setting.

Some low levels of petroleum hydrocarbons were also measured, but
not above any risk-based concentrations. Lead was detected in several
shallow soil samples at concentrations above established background
concentrations.

Pathways:
Environmental/Health
Threats:
Status of Investigative or (lO/77/06 CWH/SAP) The 2006 Site Specific Assessment results show
Remedial Action: that there are unacceptable concentrations of legacy chlorinated

pesticides (dieldrin, DDT, DDE) in sediments of moribund wastewater
treatment system solids settling cells (concrete). These sediments will
need to be removed and properly disposed.

DEQ has recommended that a soil management plan be developed to
address several known areas of soil contamination and to plan for
unanticipated discoveries of localized contamination during future site
development.

Groundwater sampling showed non-detect for petroleum
hydrocarbons.

Data Sources:
Substance Contamination Information

Substance Media Contaminated Concentration Level Date Recorded
No information is available

Investigative, Remedial and Administrative Actions
Action Start Date Compl. Resp. Staff Lead

Date Pgm
Site added to database 04/26/200604/26/2006 Aaron Dennis

TARGETED BROWNFIELD ASSESSMENT O5/OL/20O609/29/2006 Charles
Harman

Remedial Action recommended (RA) 1O/IL/2OO6IO/11/2006 Charles SAS
(Primary Action) Harman
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Oregon DEQ: Full Details En 'i-onmental Cleanup Site Information (ECSI) Database Page 3 of3

Key to Ceftain Acronyms and Terms in this Report:

CERCLIS No.: The U.S. EPA's HazardousWasteSite identification number, shown only if
EPA has been involved at the site.

Region: DEQ divides the state into three regions, Eastern, Northwest, and Western; the
regional office Shown is responsible for site investigation/cleanup'

NpL Site: Is this site on EPA's National Priority List (i.e., a federal Superfund site)? (Y/N).

Orphan Site: Has DEQ's Orphan Program been active at this site? (Y/N). The Orphan
program uses state funds to clean up high-priority sites where owners and operators
responsible for the contamination are absent, or are unable or unwilling to use their own

resources for cleanuP.

Study Area: Is this site a Study Area? (Y/N). Study Areas are groupings of individual ECSI

s¡tes ihat may be contributing to a larger, area-wide problem. ECSI assigns unique Site ID
numbers to both individual sites and to Study Areas.

pathways: A description of human or environmental resources that site contamination
could affect.

Lead pgm: This column refers to the Cleanup Program affiliation of the DEQ employee
responsible for the action shown. SAS or SAP = Site Assessment; VCS or VCP = Voluntary
Cleanup; ICP = Independent Cleanup; SRS or SRP = Site Response (enforcement
cleanup); ORP = OrPhan Program. n \

(22 cf-15&ç)
you may be able to obtain more information about this site by contacting Charles.Harmañ ãt the
Northwest regional office or via email at harman.charles@deq.state.or.us. If this does not work,
you may contact Gil Wistar at (503) 229-5512, or via email at wistar.gil@deq.state'or.us or
contact the Northwest regional office.

Iprint version]

For more information about ECSI call G¡l wistar at 503-229-5512 0r email.

For more ¡nformation about DEQ'S Land Quality Division and its programs, see the contact page.

Oregon DePartment of Environmental Quality
Headquarters: 811 Síxth Ave., Portland, OR 97204-1390

Phone: 503-229-5696 or toll free in Oregon 1-800-452-4OLt
Oregon Telecommu nications Relay Service : 1 -800-73 5-2900 FAX: 5O3 -229 -6124

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality ¡s a regulatory agency authorized to protect Oregon's environment by

the State of Oregon and the Environmental Protection Agency.

DEQ Web s¡te Privacy not¡ce

projects and programs publ¡cations and Forms Laws and Regulations Public Notices Permits and Licenses Databases

About DEQ I Contact DEQ I Search I Sitemap I Feedback
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Oregon DEQ: Full Details Eni''-cnmental Cleanup Site Information (ECSI) Database Page 3 of3

Key to CeÉain Acronyms and Terms in this Report:

CERCLIS No.: The U.S. EPA's HazardousWaste Site identification number, shown only if
EPA has been involved at the site.

Region: DEQ divides the state into three regions, Eastern, Northwest, and Western; the
regional office shown is responsible for site investigation/cleanup.

NPL Site: Is this site on EPA's National Priority List (i.e., a federal Superfund site)? (Y/N).

Orphan Site: Has DEQ's Orphan Program been active at this site? (Y/N). The Orphan
Program uses state funds to clean up high-priority sites where owners and operators
responsible for the contamination are absent, or are unable or unwilling to use their own
resources for cleanup.

Study Area: Is this site a Study Area? (Y/N). Study Areas are groupings of individual ECSI

sites that may be contributing to a larger, area-wide problem. ECSi assigns unique Site ID
numbers to both individual sites and to Study Areas.

Pathways: A description of human or environmental resources that site contamination
could affect.

Lead Pgm: This column refers to the Cleanup Program affiliation of the DEQ employee
responsible for the action shown. SAS or SAP = Site Assessment; VCS or VCP = Voluntary
Cleanup; ICP = Independent Cleanup; SRS or SRP = Site Response (enforcement
cteanup); oRp = orphan program. 

O,7-fggg)\,
You may be able to obtain more information about this site by contacting Charles Harman at the
Northwest regional office or via email at harman.charles@deq.state.or.us. If this does not work,
you may contact Gil Wistar at (503) 229-55L2, or via email at wistar.gil@deq.state.or.us or
contact the Northwest regional office.

Iprint version]

For more information about ECSI call Gil Wistar at 503-229-5512 or email.

For more ¡nformation about DEQ'S Land Quality Division and its programs, see the contact page.

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Headquarters: 811 Sixth Ave., Portland , OR 97204-1390

Phone: 503-229-5696 or toll free in Oregon 1-800-452-4011
Oregon Telecommu nicatíons Relay Service : 1 -800 -735 -2900 FAX: 503 -229 -6L24

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality is a regulatory agency authorized to protect Oregon's environment by
the State of Oregon and the Environmental Protection Agency.

DEQ Web s¡te Privacy notice

Projects and Programs Publications and Forms Laws and Regulat¡ons Public Notices Permits and Licenses Dâtabases

About DEQ I Contact DEQ I Search I Sitemap I Feedback
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iþ"Þ"v!¡Apin eitt,sitã cqn¿ttio ftr: ,:, p651: p¡úêþþ.m-ênt,s ite ÇÞh.'düig hs:

sensi{ive;Aieâ,Pieseni; l¡J on-site l¡J on-siteSensilive Are:à Ffgseili
vegétate-diööfliö"çir:Vùrdth:

Vegþts-ted-..C¡tm'íi-oicö¡ditîróri:, Meis¡inallD-êEiàded,

F rl-1 f.-1-l
lX I on-Site l_)!l off-Site

-&IÊW vesetât€d;çoÏitdloiiwid"thr V,a.':iäÞlê;íoll,E-rèet

Eh hanoemênùöf Rei¡aiuìiq
Ve g äraied, CöïÍJ.çþ'i iteqüiiãù I s--qu a.¡þ, F.(þfa$ê,:f il É{i é"n h ã nè ed: 9r009

pnc.¡oachriè¡ts,tÍito Fre-DeveloÞmént Vëgë. tálpd:CôÍiídor:

T, yp.e a n d,þ-çfliCIiÍ: el,Eq rtrii achm gnt: Sgqa¡e¡FçgþgqÍ

v.a|4

-Miíi 
gaf Ìpn Req q ì¡e rnenfs,¡1

T:yp.elloçeJiþn. gq, F.rlRati.l'osl

9fr:qtte-.Miqg.a $,Si+,1Þ.1?,91.a^1o,Bgr.qqÐ , !rig!1¿i;,¡,

ilXl con¿it¡ons,Afiachçd E n"velqp*entFîsuresAttached,(B) Eptanülig;iPrannüaçhed l--leeqteuhnep-ortRequired

This S-érviGe,Provider Letter does NOT êliminate the neé-d to evatuate anci pr.otect wafer quality
sensitive ArêAg if thgy are subsequenfly dlscovere_d oA y€t{i property.
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Cle a nWâte¡ \\''Sen'Íces

.() u¡ cuuriÌr,ilrhre.rt.il,s'!êl tr cW$,File Nunrbet ,@
This form and the,Attached: conditions will sêrve as yjut! Ser,vicg Frovide.r, Letúer,in accordance
with Clean Water.ServiCes,,pes ig n an d Gons t¡uctio n Sta ndàrds {R&O 0Z;lS),

tervioe Provider Letter

Jurisdiction: Sh:È.rVeq{: Revíew Typel T,ier'rz Alternalive Aria lysis

Síte Ad¡diess
/ Locatlón:

SBL lssue, Dâtê:j

Ç P, L E¡ p i.iáf io n-,:D;ie;

Junq.Asì ?099,

Ju-ne 08i,201:,!'-
Appliêant.lniqrmation¡,,

Nqrne

Çompany

Address

f,none/hax

Ë-maii:

sHEBI,Vjtbq,,,e,f ;r-Y{tF

Ovri h e r. !þfó ryir"atiþ n;:

Name 'SttfRWOOe;ielIJ,On

G,ompan11

Afld¡ê-ss.

P'hqne/Fax

E:mat¡:

Tax foi iD
zsrezeooot5o, ooiSji;
00200, 00800. ãndo0900

vegetated.Co,rç{Oi'eo¡U¡¡66¡, "MFr,sinall.pJsiàoçd

nñelopme¡i,.Aifivifv

(

En ha ncenjênt 
-cf Remainìng,

Vesetated cótidqr Heqù'rtft I S.Ct¡ãrè Feöfag ê'f ô;É ê;e.n fìiiirç e"di 8,009

Erió-i,tiq .èfiníé¡ús,lnto Pre-Developrh.ént VeSetateE,C'6i¡¡4¡¡¡

Type ahd þçatio¡ of.Enc[o.a-chr-n,e. nti:
ROW

Souar:e Fooiagç:

v:îii

Typq/Lqqatiöt1 Sq, Ft:/Ratiöicost
Off-sile Miügp!¡o-n Crax tot ZS1 A'l DE*0í0OO) 4;A14i I .ZS,:1

fXl cond¡rions,Attached H'beyplo,p¡nent:FigrrresAttacbed,(B) [Klplantîng'ptan,Attaafied fieeôtect,,nuportRequir.ed

This SenrÍce Provider t-éfrér does NOT eliminate the,ñeed'to evâfuatê anti,prtotect wafer quaf ify
sensitíve arê49 if th:-ey,,are,.sub5eqr¡ently dlgeovere,d o¡ ltoui propêry.

'Miiigafio¡ neqqirements;
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cws Frre Numbe¡ [rs¡---,, 
"-l

ln,or.der to compfy with Glean Wafer,Ser,v,iGes,water guality prótêction
req:uirem e nts the p,roject m u st co,m pf y,:with. th e fÞ [bwin g, cond itipns:

1 . Ng structures, developme¡t, co¡5t¡qclo¡,a'clivítjes, gafdens; lawns, app-lication of chemícals,
unconiained areas of 'hazardous ma!ërlEfs a¡'dgfined by Oçgon DeparÍnent of Envifonmenþl:
Quality, pet wastes; d¡¡mping of mate¡iålS ofrany kind, or othJr activiiies shati:,Oe permiúåO' '
within the sensitíve area orVe-geþle{,Cór'rídtirwhich may negatively impactwatèrquality,
except those ällowed ¡n R&O.02-Z0i Gij,a.þteFg:

2.. PrÍor.to pny site glea¡i¡g; g¡ading o¡.ConslIqçiion the Vegetated Corridor and watêr qualit¡¿
sensitive afeas shalf be surveyed, s!â!iè{;¡and temporariiy fgnced:per apprweo'pl"n. pu?no

9o^n:tt_1.tj9n,!he Veggtated Co¡ridor:shgll.rémain'fenced,and undistì¡¡,bed èxCeþt as,ailowed:b¡
R&O 07-20, Sectiön 3:06.1 ano p¿¡,àÉäip.l/éfl,ptahs.

3. P¡ior- to any activíty within the, sehgi(i¡19.:a¡êê,lhe a.Þptiçent shalt saln a.uthori¿ation forthe
project from the Oregon Department;oi¡StaTê,,Lands'(DS:L):3¡¿ gg,Armv Oorós,sf,Ènoineers
(USACEJ- The,apÞlicant shalf proùiij.e¡GlêáhllWaier Seryiies;or its desþne.éliappropi-iàte.city..¡,
with copies of allpsl and UsAGE prgjêöf.êüÍhör'izátion permils: No ActivityiAuihôiized;

4' An approved Oregqn Deparfment öf F,o.fes!ry ruojificâtion'is requiiêd for öiIe o-r,mcre treeg
harvested for sale, trade, or barter, on ân¡¡'noh-federal iands withín the Stâie of Oregon.

5. Prior to grou4d dístgr.þancg a¡ Erosjq¡ Gònfi-,Of ,permii thfo-ugh:the City,or Cleqn ,Wêter Seryices.
is requiréd. Appropria{e E}est Managê¡r¡en't Þi?¡cliceg (BrytÞé) ro¡,trroslon Çontrol;,ln
aceordance wi[h olçan w.ater sç¡vìçesl E"¡95iö¡ F¡.qvent[on and sediment Oontol Þfanning,and
Design Manual; shall be used pr:ioi',to; dcríinþ, ano iolíowing.éarlh:diêfurding:aótivitiei.

6. Friof to construction, a Slormwate¡',G.önneoti'ôh Permif from Glean'Wâter Sërvioes,or its
dêsignee is requiied pursuant io Ordinantê,27, Section 4.8.

7 ' Activities located within the 1 O0.year flo-ôdBl4in shall.cornply wilh R&O 01{0; Sêotíon.5;10.

8. Removal of:natíve; woody vegetation shalf be,limii¿U to ihe greatesf extenù:practicable:

9. rlg ¡topwajgr ry]anters'shall 
be plqnted wiihlClean Water Services ap-proved,plant speöies,

and designed to blend inlo üie hatÚrål:s.lr¡fJ:i)rllldin.Es,

10. should finql development plans diffsr,s¡gniiicdnfly from those sr¡bm¡tted for revler¡rr bv
Glean Water ServÍces. ttrganglicallshäli proviUe:updafed drawingi, and if nuc"ssar,¡í,
obtaln a rev¡sed,S'eryice próúider l-éttê?.

SPECIAL CONDIiIONS

11. For Vegetated Corridors up to 50 feet wlde: ¡the applicant shall enhance the entire, Veoetated
Corridor to mee[ or exceed good eouridor'¿ðnd¡tìoh'as dèfined ih R&O 67.1þ; Sêction =g.,,14-2,

Table 3-3.

1i2. Prior.to any site clearing, grading ol,ÇonF-trqctiön, !he ap-plícant:shall ptsvide,clean water
Services with a Vegetated Coridor: enhancement/restoratÍon plan. Enhaneement/resioration of
fhe Vegetated Coi:iidot- shall Oe providêfl,,Ìn âiiöô¡:danc_e wjth.R&.O. 0,7.20,:AppeRdix:,A,.,and shall ,,

include planting specificaUons for allVçgêtätëd Goriidor, incjuding any oleàredareas-lafqer
than 25 squaæ feet in Vegetatgd Cqnid0lfated.rlgood.n,A g-ene¡al enhancemenúrestöiatíqn
plan has been provided for the on:slte,Veggtated Corrídor and off-s¡te fVtjt¡gat¡on áièa.
Please see SPL attachments 5 and 7; ies¡¡ectÍvel¡¡ for the locations ót enharhcément,

13. Prior to installatÍon of plant materials,.qjl inVasive vegetatîon withín the Vegdtateo G,oiridor shall
be removed per methods described in Oþg¡:{a!er Serviçes' Intggrated Vegetationland Animal
Management Guidance; 20.03. DurÌng¡rernovâf of invasive vegetation care.shall be taken to
minimize impacis{o exístÌng native tiéé áúd;ìihiuþ speciês.

14. Clean Water Seryice¡ ghal! be notifiêd 7?hQr,tfs prior to the sta.rt and cqmpleticin of
enhancernent/reStoratioñ actívities. Enþ4¡cemenfrestoratiqn activitieS shalL comþly With the-
guidelines provided in Landscape Req,uirernents (R&0 0Z-20, AppendixA).

15. ivìaintenance and moniioring requirements,for both the on-site Vegetate.d Cori:idor and off-site:
Vegetated Corridor Mitigation area sha,ll co¡T¡ply with R&O 07-20, Section 2.11.2. lf at any t'ru, 

,runu', u,,,
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CWs Ftle Numbgl

!n orde-r to comply with clean wafa-r ser.vices watei q:uatity, protècti,on
re-qiu irem e nts the p rojec t m u st com pty. ryith th e fqlf.cwi¡ g : bon d ítiç ns:

1. Np structu¡:es, development, construction,a'ctiyitjgs, gälderis; lawnq; application of chernicals,
uaconiained areas of 'hazardous materiäfÈ ås def¡ned þy Or:egon Oepártment öf Enviionmenlat
Qüality, pet wasfes; dumping of materiais ofi4ny,¡¡¡d, or other activities shali be permitted
within the sensitive a.r9a ol VeggtatediC.orridor which rnay'negatively impaci water quålit¡4,
e-XéeÞtthöse allowed in R&O Ò?-ZO; Ctiap.te¡:S: 1' ' a :

2:. Þ¡iqr to any site clea[ing; grading or cg¡¡s.tt_qqiion the Veget;áted Corridor and watef qualifV
sensitive,areas shall be surveyed, s!âked;,and.lemporarily.fghceð pe¡approved'pfan, Ou'rÍng
go¡¡tr,t4t]9n the Vesetated Corri{orshaii remain fence¿,ãird un¿isturUeä eiceptläiattoWeai,y
R&O 07-20, Sectiön 3,06.1 and'pei äppreVÇlJþtans:

3, P-.¡!o¡ to äny activity within the se¡sitive.ãreê iha appliqant,çhgJl gai¡ a-qthori¿ation fsr the
project from the Oregon Departrnent:of .Statê l-ands,(ÞS[)ì,and úSArr¡v Corps,of Ènoineers
(USACE). The appticant shall pio-úide Glë:ániW¿¡tei,.s¿riviëeórorr¡tsid¿srönee:iäpproþiiate citv)

,withrcopies of all DgL and USACE projQct.ãirthorization Bé'irhÌfsr No,ActiyÌtyiAuttrôi¡z'eU;

4i fl-Riapprloy e--d OrgCqn Deparl-me¡tlof,F:öiêsiry.N9.tífiÇ,?!1ôn,1q,tçr,rired fu¡,ö.r.t,e.,9r,¡r-r.o¡e !qè,.ee
harvested fòr sale, tr¿de, or barter,.o¡ afi¡¡.non-federaFianciG wiihin tne,Stâie of,õrregon,

5. Piior to grou¡d dísturbancg an Erosioh Çoqtrol Pennif tfif.srJgh the C,ity o¡ Çlean Wâter Seruices
is r.ÇquÍrêd- Appropriate Best Manage¡r¡ent Þ1.ä-ctices, (BMF'ë-)'foï Ercisiôn Gonirol; ín
acçqidänce with clean wafer servicesi Er.g.-sjen Pteven!ìpn ahd:gediment eonfol Þlannins and
Design Manual; shall be used pr:ioi,tò; duringr,and foÍiowi4g,iearlh,Oibturbing: act¡üiiies-

6. Prlör;tg construction, a Stormwater Çonneotiqh:Fermit fiom;GJèan Water,Seryioes ol its
deSjghee is:requiied pursuant to Ordinance,2Ti Sec-tion 4.8';,,

7. Activities located wjthin the 10O:year floodplqih sþafl,compli:Wilh R&O 0Z+O; Sectjon,5,.10.

8. Removal of natíve, woody vegetation shalf be iimíted to the,greatesf extent practicable.

e 
_Tllr:l"rywajgr qþntç1s¡tr,1u ne planjed wirih,,Ç,!9gn W¿ité'i$e,rí¡ices apþr'öved ptanrsp_eciês;
anld des¡gned to blend into fte natüral,Sury.pqndifi.tjs.

l0- Slötlld final development plans differ gþnificantly üom'thgsegubmitted fôr revlew by
Glean Water Servíces, the applicantrshaft.provide.updatedlirawingS, and,lf necesCar¡¡,
obtalh a ¡.evised Sen¡íce próV¡Oe¡ l-étter.

SP"EGIAL G-oNDiÍroHs

1'1. For Vegetated Corridors up to 50 feet wlde, the aÞplicant shall enhance the enilre Veoetated
Go¡r,iflorto meet or exceed good corridor condiiion'as deiin¿ä:¡nnAO 07-20; Section.B.14.2,
Table 3.3.

'!2, Frrio-¡'!o any.site.clearing, grading or const¡uötio-n, the ap-pfic¡qtshallþrovide,clêan wäter
'Services with a Vegetated Corids¡: enhancernent/restoretion,:plan, EnhaneemenU¡estbrafio.n,of
the,Vegetated Corrìdor shall be piwidêd ih irêêordAncêi!!ÍfhiReìO.97-20,,AþpendixA, ahö sh-âll
ihçlqOe planting specificaUons forallVegeta!ëd Oor¡idqr,,fncltrdinþ,any:cleâied are?s,laiger
th"ar! 25 squarc feet in Vegetated. Cor¡.idoi rate-d ]good;",fl g.g¡tpfâi.enhancgmëhúresfo,i:atío.n
plar¡: [ias been provided for the on.sife.Veqêtated.Corridot and off.site Mitisation areã.
Pleäse see SPL attachments 5 and7, respãciÍvety:fór:the,lOcafions of enhá:ncément.

13. P¡ior to installatíon of plant materialq, atl invasiye vegetation *È'i.thío ihe vegeitated Goi¡idor shall
p,e,rer4oved per methods described in Clean Waler Serv,içg¡j [ntç5i¡atqd Végetation and Animal
Management Guidance; 2ô03. Durîng:reÍnovâi of invasive.vègeiation care.shall be iaken'to
minirnlze irnpactsto exísting native kee and shiub speoiês. -

14: Gleân Water Services shall be notified 72 hours pdor to the,sta.rt a¡ld compìetio¡ of
enhanoement/restoration activities. Enhancemenflrestorätiön ãctivities shall comply with the
guidelines provided in Landscape Requirements (R&0 0Zr0í Appendix A).

15. Maintenance and moniioring requirements for both the on-siteVegetate.d Coruidor and off-site
vegetated corridor Miiigatíon area shall comply with R&o 07¿0; section 2.11.2. lf a! qny tir¡e 
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during the warlanty'þêiiod theländscaping rális belowthe B0Yo sufvival leüel¡tfieöwrÍel: shatl
reinstall all defiiient p!êE.[i¡g af 't¡'e ne-xt ap.proÞriatê planting,j_o.pportunify an{;fþ,Ç;.tiv.o yeaT
maintenanceperi.od$l'ie!|..begin'.ägainfi'o0:theda'têoftepiàntin$

16. Performance qs,g\tlq¡=if.,g .1¡e Veg,eif,!.ef coridor shali conrply witn Rao 0Trl,20i section
2. 06. 2, Ta bf e 2:1 ¿¡fl l$geiíö n 2.:ll A; Tàble : 2.2.,

17- Glean Water,sêrvfcêÈi:s.liäll fe-qul¡e a'n e4sem-eiit oVgr:the. on,site VêgetãtédrG-oriidor and
off-site Mitlgatip¡,ãi¡ü:_c.,onVeVing,sformälld,sqrf"e-c,eiWabf ma¡ìagemçnt tô-:g!9Fn,W¡ter
Servicès tnaT wo.uld,l'tg,y ffie owner of.the,Ve-geta{ep ioirido¡ fìom actiiiitie*Aiìo uses,
inconsistent wíth'theiþgiposeiof the corriìJor and anyr:easements therein. -::

FINAL PLANS ,',,'r,liì',

-c.lv, Ê¡iie r,rrmop¿ 
f . ï¡lr,,,f 

-_]l

18,

(

. :.tr.. ..

F' léase c a | | ( 5 Q3 ) 68 I -3 653'wi';ç¡¡ y,: q g es fiotr.s.i
j

,.-*.-f=l , )
C ...' \ ,"- Ìv/ '--+-:';1
Aúher Wierck :

Environmental :Plan Review¡

,Attachmenfs {S)
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during thëwarranty þëriöd ihè landscàpih$ Íal{s,þlowlhêA07o,s.ufvivat:'léVêlirth,e,,owijerShall
reinstall all deficient:p1â{ìtitg at'the, next añp¡oiitiate,plainting,'qpBortûnty,andithe,.Wo yqar
maintenance period Siìalì.begin.aEain ffottl,ih-e daie ôf replanting:

16 ferfoJmance assu.r,gnqe.,9 for {þe Vegefqled,Cor.ridqr shalloonrply witfr Rao 071;20ì section
2.06.2:, T able 2' tr and' Sëctíon 2. 1 A, T iàble' 2-2.

17 Cleah Water SèrvlöeSishâll reqùlre an ea5-êdiç[tr.over,fhe on,site Vegêtãfé:if ,Go-rrridor and
off-site Mitigatiö-¡,iiieà ö-ónVeVing,storrn,qgii.sqrfþpp,W-atbr ¡na¡iager_nent to, Çleefl,W-âter
Services that:wouþ, pje¡çnt the owner ofrihe,'V.eg9jatø ôorri{or, fro¡¡r acllviiiesø¡1d uses
inconsistent wiih ihe pqr.pose,of the corr.idor and,,ãny eásementb therein,

FINAL PLANS

'u5'åå1,",e,,ï,:iî?11.'J#iîffi.d:i#i#'å*îålïffi 5iåï#il[î,ffi1î*:ffi f*,,ïue 
.'.

condition and sizerofjp-länüngs, eiiiiing: plânliliå.ä,iÏjtiêeS:toibe.þresêrùéd, ãhd:iiiblãllätion
mgflrods for plantrmaièiiãits-,iS rêqulied. 'Pþpg.i1g"S^j,Fh.ãli,þ.ê;,tagged,för dqimànt s,easpn
identification and shältÌi,emain :on Þlant mätêr,4Aftér,þlaj¡¡gfo,f nOnrtöijng:p|Jr¡.qs.cs.

19. A Maintelançe FIAn S¡a1¡¡be lnciudedrq¡ f¡na.fÐlens includlhg:methÕdstrespons¡bls
party contact informãtiön;, and dates (irtihünütig'fiù_o.tìriiés Þeryeai, by,Junè T;räntJ
Septêrnber 30).

20. Finai çenqtrgc.tio.4'niäns qhail çtea¡ly çigpi"çt,ftloc¡fipn:?nd di.rngnsj.o,¡s,:"o..f;thg,qensifive
area and theivegetAtgd Côrr¡dor,(indícatinglgood;.maçinal; or degraded GoncÍitiôn),
sensitive area bouhtÍäilés:shall "hê 

marked:ldi:ilìë-iRefd,

21 . protection of fhé v€;étãted Gorrideç anU; ii¡af-e.d,sç¡sifive..d¡9qs;sllstt.þ-e.ip¡ov.tded

/ bv-the insfqtlllj.gn. p¡pe.ryänent.fgne¡ns'¡q¡q.EiÛnai¡ç'þefwee! 
1ftg¡,g.gv$örp$.e.'¡.! 3nd.the.

( :;j:iJiåï ll¡tJ:ît-u*rte-d 
Gorridors= fë¡gi¡i$,,andsþnåse,detdlsifs¡be.incluiied;onfinar

' ,'r¡i: .1 "
' :.'.: ':.,,-

Ihissèrvice PiöviiJêr'l-éttei isiñof,vàlid r,rú:téss GWi5li'äÞoròvêd.siterplAn ¡b:áitäéhéd,

Þ...léas"cal|(503)6Bl-365.3,with'án¡|qqes[|94.s¡

1^
C,'1rñ .^- )-/.-l-----+' 
þrif,"r Wierck
Environmental plan Revie¡¿.

ç-¡vþei¡9, ¡rq¡nne.

rAffaehmenfs (8)
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F{¿ibltat,SenûìaeS,

4-408
qt the Connery Sìte PUD ìn Sh'er,wood, Woshington County, s/5/as



Site p:lon ond propo5ed buffer impocts ot
O,reEon,

Pacific Habitat Serr¡ices. Ine-.

the Oqnnery Site PUD in She,nwood, Wos,hington County, 
"Ë;:,



(



P.ro p o se d,o,Rsite,b tlf,fe,r é.n h.q nce m en*
Count¡r,, .O,negon'.

Patlfie Hå.bit¿t ;S ervicqs,, I|c_

Sh-e-rwoo:d,
+40a

5/s./os



Fun c ti o n : Supp oø of Cltatn ct'eris ti c Ve ge t ali o n.

The native pl,ant contmuniff and. specìes djVersity rates 1ow for: tlre

table,5; S.u. g-gestêd € U, $ i:te VClEhIian C e¡ll e. ¡t t Pl an tin gs,

' Bdt-tär¡¡äliñäfl.ê.i;,i,1, -,, ¡' .;, ::.r,,,,,.:' ;-- .68ffi1ñãnê

Àcgr,ei¡Òí:tid!ùnV
)4 e e r n z øc t o pltyllun t,

gr çt a.eßw dipa g!.4|í i

yinern¡,pJe

BTg.ilqf,,Sbp'le
D,o¡¡g-1.arSlhe. jq{thgrn

?, galLan

2 gaJlon

2'paltan

Agl'o;fis exøfø|a
Broittus caríjia:ltls
Elwttus, glaucus_Ë-

S.1rike b,ç4!gJa,q.i

Califordíá biome

Bir+o,wit6rye

åt.
ð-lbs per âcre

l 0, lb..s,per,aoire

Lt, lÞS per aor'e

Erihancement'újtrl be consistent with CJeanrTV.ater Services? standards (R.&O 07',2e. The.
ovelall goal,ofthe enlianc'ement is to testôra,fhe corriclot to 'Goocl' co:rifi'ficÍl, as leeluiled,.

5.6 Off Site Yegetâted Corridor iffitigation
Mitigation forimpacts to ,the \rC æe Propesgd at ü/oodhaven pa¡k located approximalely l.Z
miles southeast of the'proposed project,(Figul.ç 1)- The 7-aarcpark is owned'ánd. oper atedby
the Cily of Shetrvood located at 17375 Su¡set Eoulevard (Towrìship 2 South, Ranfe i West,
Section 3l Tax lots 18CI0, iD00,2000). Theprop'òsed rnitigation site rvili be íocateã on tax iát
1900 (FigLu es 104 and B). The rnitigation site was selecred because it is, witliili parli propçrt¡¡

Pacific Habitât Services, Inc.
lrR-A for thç Çar;lç¡y FUD i PHS # 4408
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wetland and buffer æ-9'{o.mip¿jefl by,rron native and 4oxfoug,p-l.an-ts. Suppo{ of chaqactç¡1giio ¡ c a
vegetation ftnctions will be improved by piantíng native trees'and, shtuijs and relnovirrg,the [p of ö
i nv a si ve I{i malâyan b I agko- enl' and, non-nátive gras s es i ll, the buf,fer,

5.5 On SÍte Vegetatêd CorridoT,Enhancement
The,area,of L,.,egqla.ter1,qn;gjleVC fo he enh¿¡ced is%,009 squ419,fþet10,{4 acue (Figure 9):
The o¡r-site ûCsrwill be eïlhanced by rernoving noxioris/inVas,ive species and plantilgriativê'
ilee1, sh¡ulis, herüaceouSicover, ânú,an,heio'a*ous seed lmx; The åxisting.vegetatioi;will
need !o bo f*ell ultO,oonsidçration when.pr_epäring:a larlrlsc.4p.e:p'lan,

Tabte 5 lists,native,pl¡nts,recommended, fot'instailati,on tirougho4! the vegeta-ted corridori ithe
p-lant spëcies'vlete ehosen fot their suitabilityto the soiis and hVdrlölogy of the site, and their,n_atrrr,al
occulTence in the ar:eä

(



Natiye P.IanúrCo¡rrurunjties an.d Speqies Diver sitT
Functiott: Suppot:t of Cltaraatet istíc VegeÍation

Thq uatiye'pLa1t cqnlmuuity 41rd, qpecies diversity rates lo v., folltleeffi."ar:ã'iroff.r, flieJ,PL A¡üfu.!þlrrtt
wetland 4.r¡$þuffer are dgAriq¿ted by lron natir¡e and no4iBr¡.g,pj,e+ts, Supporl of ch¡qacteiistio ¡ r. ii
vegetation'fünotions'will be inpto$¿A b,y planting natíve t¡éédiâäd, shrubs and rernoving the 19 ol ö
inVasíve lliriÍatrâyan biackbeny and n"o-oàtivr gtu*r", iri ffie.büfrer;

5.5 OU,SÍt,e Vegetated Cor:ridor Enha4qemeilf

The alea,of'I=ergillateci,on'site'vc fo be enhanced isl,009',$gÐ.?fpifeef 0.14 aue(Figure 9).
The on sitè VCs:will o-e enhanoêd by reinoving noxious/jnüasiyç çpecies and pianting riativê
tlees, sh¡u6 hér'baceous cove4 and'an.hrtb;";";;-- 

--- 
'"i:the'existing vegetafion will

need to bo:táke,n är-tq egnsidçration'whenpre¡aring,a laatls.cgþ.eiþ_lan.

(

Table,,5:

EnhancenieåT,'will be consistent wiür ele¿n Water,services,r s,tanitlards (R-&O 07.ZQÐ. The
ovelali gø ,öftlie e¡rhancement is tb restole the corri<lot to '.ftipd" condilíon, as requiied.

5.6 Off'Site Vegetated Corrirlor. Mitigation
Mìtigation f-or impacts to lhe \{C are proposed at ü/oodhave¡ Par,k located approxir:nateiy 1.2
miles souüheas,1,'of,'the proposed project (Figüre 1), The 7'aeïep 

',is'owned-and 
operated by

tlre Cily ofshei:rrüood located, at 17375 SuriseiBoulevard (Tow-nshry 2 Soutir, Range i West,
Section 3.t Ta* lots 1800, iDO},zOAq, The proposed mitÍgatioú sifã r+ill l¡e located oir tax loi
t 900 (Flg¡pes 10,A' a:rd B). T'he mitigarion sjre trvas selecred beoâuse it is within parli proper:ry

Pacific Habitat Sei-vices, Inc.
NR.A for the CarureiylUD i PFIS # 4408
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Proposed offsite bu,ffer
Bose rnop provided by

P46ific IIabitât Services¡ Tnc.

,miti,gqtion_ plontìng plon, of Woodhqve,n po,rk
Westjoke Consultqnts, 2001.

S.herwood,, Oregon
4.408

5/slas



Proposed :offsi'te buffei
Base rna:p provided by

Pacífic I{zlbítar Services. Inc.

mitigction plontinç plon ct Woodhcve,n pork
Westlqke Consultonts, 2001.

Sherwood, Oregon.



EPA Ørow nfr elds Cleanup G r ant s:
Jntereøfed in AVplying for Funàing?
Here's what you need to lcnow to get størted...

Wat is EPA'I Brownfields Program?
The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency's

@PA) Brownfields
Program is designed
to empower states,

communitics, and
other stakeholders
to work together in

a timely manner to prevent, assess, safely clean up,

and sustainably reuse brownfrelds. EPA provides
techrucal and financial assistance for bro'¡,nfields
activities through an approach based on four main
goals: protecting human health and the environment,
sustaining reuse, promoting partnerships, and
strengthening the markeþlace. Brownfi elds grants

serve as the foundation of the Brownfields Program and

support rcvítalizalion efforts by fiurding environmental
assessment, cleanup,
and job training
activities. Thousands

ofproperties have been

assessed and cleaned up
through tïe Brownfields
Program, clearing the
wav for their reuse.

Abrownfield is defined as: real property,
the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse

of which may be complicated by the
presence or potential presence of a

hazardous substance, pollutant or
csntaminãrt. The 2002Brownfi eldsLaw
further defines the term to include a site
that is: "contaminated by a controlled
substance; contaminated by petroleum
or a petroleum product excluded from
the defi nition of ' hazar dous substance' :
or mine-scarred land."

Wat are the Four Grant þpes?
v Assessment grants provide funding for brovmfields

inventories, planning, environmental assessments,

and community outreach.

v Revolving Loan Fund grants provide funding
to capitalize a revolving loan fund that provides
subgrants to carry out assessment and/or cleanup
aotivities at brownfi elds.

t Cleanup grants provide direct funding for cleanup
activities at specific sites.

v Job Training grants provide environmental training
for residents of brownfields communities.

What are Cleanup Grants?
Brownfields Cleanup grants provide funding for a grant
recipient to carry out cleanup activities at brownfield
sites. Funds may be used to address sites contaminated
by petoleum andlsr hazardous substances, pollutants,
or contaminants (including hazardor¡s substances com-
ingled with pekoleum).

For the complete discussion of Brownfields Program
grant funding, refer to the EPA Proposal Guidelines
for Brorvnûelds Assessment, Revolving Loan
Fund, and Cleanup grants at: hltp://wruw.epagou/
b r nv nfi e I ds /upp I i c al h t m

How Do I Applyfor a Cleanup Grant?
Applicants submit a proposal for each grant type that
they are applying for (i.e., assessment, revolving loan
fund, and/or cleanup). Each proposal must address the

selection criteria outlined in the guidelines.

Grant proposals should be concise and well orgarized,
and must provide the information requested in the
guidelines. Applicants must demonstrate that they
meet threshold criteria requirements and must respond

to evaluation criteria. Factual infonnation about your
proposed project and community must be provided.

Proposals must include:

v Cover letter describing project

v Applicant information

v Applicable mandatory attachments
(e.g., state letter)

v Responses to evaluation criteria

All applicants must refer to the Proposal Guidelines
published by EPA

Who is Eligible to Applyfor a Cleanup
Grant?
Eligible entities include: state, local, and tribal
govemments, with the exception of certain Indian tribes
inAlaska; general purpose units of local govemment
land clearance authorities, or other quasi-governmental
entities; regional council or redevelopment agencies;

states or legislatures; or nonprofit organizations.



Some properties are excluded from the definition of a
brownfield unless EPA makes a site-specific fundíng
determrnation that allows srant funds to be used at
that site.

In order to receive a Cleanup grant, the applicant
must be the sole owner of the properly that is the
subject ofits cleanup grant proposal by time of
proposal submission. For the purposes of eligibilify
determinations in the guidelines only, the term "own"
means fee simple title. A written ASTM or equivalent
Phase I report must be completed and a minimum of a¡r

ASTM or equivalent Phase II site assessment must be
underway or completed prior to proposal submission.

How Much Cleanup Grant Funding is
Available?
v Up to $200,000 per site - no entity may apply for

funding cleanup activities at more than five sites.

v Cleanup Grants require a2O percent cost share,
which may be in the fom of a contribution of
money, labor, material, or services, and must be for
eligible and allowable costs.

How Long is the Cleanup Grant Period?
The performance period for a cleanup grant is three
years.

Were Do I Find the Proposal Guidelines?
Electronic copies of the Proposal Guidelines can be
obtained from the EPA brownfields Web site at:
ht þ : //wtvw. ep a g ov/br ov, nfi el tls /øpp I i c a t h t m

Additional information on grant programs may be
found at: p1.yyt grønls.gtr

United States
Environmental
Protection {gency
Washington, D.C.20460

I s P re -App li c ati on A s sis tanc e Av ail abl e ?

If resources permit, EPA Regions may conduct open
meetings with potential applicants. Check with your
regional office for date and location information. Your
regional Brownfieids Program contacts can be found at
h tþ : //tut+w. ep ø g ov /br ow nJi e I ds /c or c n t c L h t nt

EPA can respond to questions from applicants about
threshold criteria, including site eligibility and
ownership.

What is the Evaluation/Selection Process?
Brownfields grants are awarded on a competitive
basis.Evaluation panels consisting of EPA staff and
other federal agency representatives assess how
well the proposals meet the threshold and ranking
criteria outlined in the Proposal Guidelines for
Brownfields Assessment, Revolving Loan Fund, and
Cleanup grants. Final selections are made by EPA
senior management after considering the ranking
ofproposals by the evaluation panels. Responses to
threshold criteria are evaluated on a pass/fail basis. If
the proposal does not meet the threshold criteri4 the
proposal will not be evaluated. In some circumstances,
EPA may seek additional information.

Solid Waste
and Emergency
Response (5105T)

EPA-560-F-05-238
August 2009

www. epa. g ov/brownfields/


