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NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT

10/15/2012

TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan
or Land Use Regulation Amendments

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist

SUBJECT: City of Sherwood Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 003-12

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of
adoption. Due to the size of amended material submitted, a complete copy has not been attached. A
Copy of the adopted plan amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local
government office.

Appeal Procedures*
DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL: Friday, October 26, 2012

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review prior to adoption pursuant to ORS 197.830(2)(b)
only persons who participated in the local government proceedings leading to adoption of the amendment
are eligible to appeal this decision to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA).

If you wish to appeal, you must file a notice of intent to appeal with the Land Use Board of Appeals
(LUBA) no later than 21 days from the date the decision was mailed to you by the local government. If
you have questions, check with the local government to determine the appeal deadline. Copies of the
notice of intent to appeal must be served upon the local government and others who received written
notice of the final decision from the local government. The notice of intent to appeal must be served and
filed in the form and manner prescribed by LUBA, (OAR Chapter 661, Division 10). Please call LUBA
at 503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal procedures.

*NOTE: The Acknowledgment or Appeal Deadline is based upon the date the decision was mailed by local
government. A decision may have been mailed to you on a different date than it was mailed to
DLCD. As a result, your appeal deadline may be earlier than the above date specified. NO LUBA
Notification to the jurisdiction of an appeal by the deadline, this Plan Amendment is acknowledged.

Cc: Julia Hajduk, City of Sherwood
Gordon Howard, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist
Anne Debbaut, DLCD Regional Representative
Gary Fish, DLCD Transportation Planner

<paa> Y/email
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City of
Sherwood
Oregon

Home of the Tualatin River National Witdlife Refuge

ORDINANCE 2012-012

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM
PLAN AND COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REGARDING THE FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION
OF CEDAR BROOK WAY

WHEREAS, The Transportation System Plan (TSP) is a 20 year planning document intended to
be updated every 5-7 years; and

WHEREAS, Sherwood’s TSP was adopted in 2005; and

WHEREAS, the City intends to begin a comprehensive update to the TSP in the next few years;
and

WHEREAS, the City has determined that an amendment is needed prior to the next
comprehensive update to the TSP in order to clear up discrepancies in the TSP regarding the
functional classification and connectivity of Cedar Brook Way between Elwert Road and
Handley Road; and

WHEREAS, the City contracted with DKS Associates to study several alternatives prior to
proceeding with proposed amendments; and

WHEREAS, after an open house and input from the Planning Commission, staff proceeded with
noticing and processing an amendment to: 1) change the functional classification of Cedar
Brook Way from a local to collector status road; 2) clarify that the road will connect to Elwert
from Handley; and 3) clarify that there would be one road access to Pacific Highway; and

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments were reviewed for compliance and consistency with the
Comprehensive Plan, regional and state regulations and found to be fully compliant; and

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments were subject to full and proper notice and review and
public hearings were held before the Planning Commission on August 14, 2012 and September
11, 2012; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission voted to forward a recommendation of approval to the
City Council for the proposed TSP amendment; and

WHEREAS, the analysis and findings to support the Planning Commission recommendation are
ic tifiedin :attact Exhibit 1, Staff F ort to Planning Ct on; and

WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on October 2, 2012 and determined that the
proposed amendment to the TSP and Comprehensive Plan met the applicable Comprehensive
Plan criteria and continued to be consistent with regional and state standards.

Ordinance 2012-012

October 2, 2012

Page 10f2, 1 Exhibit 1 (Staff Report to PC, 8 pgs) and Exhibit 1-A (DKS Memo of proposed amendments, dated
July 10, 2012, 3 pgs)



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

Section 1. ndings. After full and due consideration of the proposed amendment, the
Planning Commission recommendation, the record, findings, and evidence presented at the
public hearing, the Council adopts the findings of fact contained in Exhibit 1 finding that TSP
and Comprehensive Plan shall be amended as documented in Exhibits 1-A, DKS Memo of
proposed amendments dated Jt 10, 2012.

Section_2. A The proposed amendments for TSP and Comprehe ve Plan
(PA) 12-03 identified in exnioi 1-A is hereby APPROVED.

Section 3 - Manager Authorized. The Planning Department is hereby directed to take
such action as may be necessary to document this amendment, including notice of adoption to
DLCD.

Section 4 - Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective the 30" day after its
enactment by the City Council and approval by the Mayor.

Duly passed by the City Council this 2" day of October 2012.

Attest:
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Clark
Langer
Butterfield
Folsom
Henderson
Grant
Mays

Ordinance 2012-012

October 2, 2012

Page 2 of 2, with Exhibit 1 (Staff Report to PC, 8 pgs) and Exhibit 1-A (DKS Memo of proposed amendments, dated
July 10, 2012, 3 pgs)
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CITY OF SHERWOOD Date: August 7, 2012

Staff Report
PA 12-03 - Cedar Brook Way Transportation System Plan Amendment

To: SHERWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION

From: PLANNING DEPARTMENT

(- fi

Julia yéjduk, Plafining Manager

Proposal overview: This is a City initiated Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Comprehensive Plan
amendment to change the functional classification of Cedar Brook Way from a local to a collector road
connecting Elwert to Handiey. This amendment also identifies one connection to Pacific Highway along this
Cedar Brook Way extension, the ultimate location to be determined. The access location will be no greater
than 990 feet from the Sunset and Meinecke intersections. This amendment would modify Figures 8-1, 8-7
and 8-8 of the TSP to reflect this change. Exhibit A is the proposed amended figures and Exhibit B is an
analysis from DKS identifying several options for refinement and the impacts on nearby intersections.

1. OVERVIEW

A.  Applicant: This is a City initiated text amendment; therefore the applicant is the
City of Sherwood.

B. Location: There are small parts of Cedar Brook Way currently constructed northwest of
Pacific Highway and ultimately, it would extend from its current location at Handley
southwest to connect at Elwert in the vicinity of the Elks Lodge property.

G. Review Type: The proposed text amendment requires a Type V review, which involves
public hearings before the Planning Commission and City Council. The Planning
Commission will make a recommendation to the City Council who will make the final
decision. Any appeal of the City Council decision would go directly to the Oregon Land Use
Board of Appeals.

H. Public Notice and Hearing: Notice of the August 14™ Planning Commission hearing on the
proposed amendment was published in The Times on 8/2/12 and 8/9/12 and in the August
edition of the Archer. Notice was also posted in 5 public locations around town and on the
web site on 7/24/12. While this is a legislative amendment, courtesy notice was mailed to
immediately affected property owners on 7/25/12.

i. Review Criteria:
The required findings for the Plan Amendment are identified in Section 16.80.030 of the
Sherwood Zoning and C¢ inity [ ] it Co 'CDC). In Idition, t
amendment must be consistent with Goals 1, 2 and 12 of the Statewide Planning Goals and
Chapter 6 of the Comprehensive Plan.
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J.

Dmmlsmen. n

The TSP was updated in 2005. Since that time, there have been five amendments; four for
concept plan areas where changes and a fifth amendment to change the functional
classification of Columbia Street (related to Cannery project) from a collector to a local
street. The City is planning to begin a comprehensive update of the TSP next year;
however the City has determined that several issues need to be addressed sooner to help
facilitate development and public infrastructure improvement. Specifically there are
conflicts within the TSP related to Cedar Brook Way. It appears the road is designated a
local street and the local street connectivity map shows a connection to Elwert; however,
the road is identified as a 3 lane road which is generally characteristic of a higher
classification road. In addition, the connection to an Arterial (Elwert and Pacific Highway)
can only be made by a collector road or higher functional classification, thus creating
conflicts between the classification and the connectivity and design for the road. This
conflict has created uncertainty for potential developers.

In addition, the City has obtained property at the northwest corner of the Kruger/Elwert
intersection to help facilitate the realignment of that intersection. This realignment is
identified on the Washington County MSTIP3d list, indicating it will be funded within the next
5 years. It is anticipated that funding for the design and construction of the realignment will
be identified in the near future. If that occurs, it would be most efficient and cost effective to
identify and provide for a stub connection of Cedar Brook Way off of Elwert at that time.
However, as the road is currently identified as a local street, the connection would not be
permitted, per County standards.

I PUBLIC COMMENTS

The City posted notices in five locations around the city and provided courtesy mailed notice to directly related
property owners in the vicinity of the road extension. Notice was also published in the Times on August 2™
and 9" and in the August Archer. As of the date of this report, no comments have been provided other than
what was provided at the Planning Commission work session held on June 26, 2012 prior to formally initiating
the Plan Amendment.

. 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:

The Department ~f '_and Conservation and Development (DLCD) provided comments recommending

that the City loox au its Collector Street standards to ensure that they meet the current needs
City.

of the

Staff Response: The City plans on beginning an update to the TSP to fully evaluate the transportation

system within the next year. In the meantime, as noted within this report, we believe that the
amendment will better meet the needs of the City and the intent of the existing TSP policies.

We

believe that this amendment addresses a conflict and error in the existing TSP that did not clearly

identify the connection as a collector.

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment

Page 2 of 8
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» Oreqon Department of Transportation provided a letter which is attached as Exhibit C stating that they
are generally supportive of local street connectivity and that they have determined this amendment will
have no significant impacts to the state highway facilities.

+ Sherwood Engineering Department has been a partner in the review and processing of this proposal
and therefore has not provided formal additional comments.

Washington County, Metro, Clean Water Services, Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue (TVF&R), Kinder Morgan.
Pride Disposal, Bonneville Power Administration, The Sherwood Building Department, Portland General
Electric, Northwest Natural Gas, and Raindrops to Refuge were provided the opportunity to comment on this
application but did not provide written or verbal comments.

IV. APPLICABLE DEVELOPMENT CODE CRITERA

16.80.030 — Review Criteria

A. Text Amendment

An amendment to the text of the Comprehensive Plan shall be based upon a need for such an
amendment as identified by the Council or the Commission. Such an amendment shall be consistent
with the intent of the adopted Sherwood Comprehensive Plan, and with all other provisions of the
Plan, the Transportation System Plan and this Code, and with any applicable State or City statutes and
regulations, including this Section.

The amendment is needed because the existing TSP is not clear regarding the intended status of Cedar
Brook Way. The road is identified as a 3 lane road (figure 8-7) which is typically the dimensions of a
neighborhood route or larger; however as a local street, it would not be eligible for SDC and TDT credits. This
has led to uncertainty from property owners and potential developers in the area regarding whether the road is
eligible for SDC and TDT credits. The amendment to clarify the functional classification of Cedar Brook Way
as a collector street is consistent with Chapter 6, Section C, Table 1 by aligning the classification to reflect the
actual use of the Street. Table 1 states that:

Collector Streets - Provide both access and circulation within and between residential and
commercial/industrial areas. Collectors differ from arterials in that they provide more
of a citywide circulation function and do not require as extensive control of access
(compared to arterial). Serve residential neighborhoods, distributing trips from the
neighborhood and local street system. Collectors are typically greater than 0.5 to
1.0 miles in length.

Local Streets -  Sole function of providing access to immediate adjacent land. Service to “through
traffic movement” on local street is deliberately discouraged by design.

As demonstrated in the DKS memo, this road connection will provide for more than local trips because it
provides an alternative to 99W and the ability to avoid the Sunset and Meinecke intersections. As envisioned,
the road would be about .5 miles in length between Eilwert and Handley (Cedar brook Way is already a
collector from Handley to Meinecke/99W), consistent with the collector. In addition, the anticipated traffic is
within the range of a collector at 2000 vehicles per day.

The amendment is consistent with Chapter 6 of the comprehensive Plan as discussed further in this report
under Section V.

The amendment is consistent with the intent of the TSP. As noted earlier, the TSP is not clear regarding the
actual intent of Cedar Brook Way but it is clear that the plan was that it would be designed to be larger than a

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment Page 3 of 8
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traditional focal street as demonstrated on figure 8-7 and 8-4 (there is no 3 lane local street figure). In
addition, the TSP at figure 8-8 shov nnections of thisroadtc ~ '+ t, hower asa inty Ar ial, it can
only be accessed via a collector level street or higher. Is it clear throughout the 1 SP that increase
connectivity, especially in this area, is desired. The DKS memo demonstrates that traffic operations are
improved with the increased connectivity, which can only be accomplished with the collector level road.
Alternatively, the TSP could be amended to remove the connections to Elwert and the confirm that the status
was a local street; however that negatively impacts the traffic operations and provided limited access options
for the properties along the highway that are affected by this road connection.

FINDING: As discussed above, the change is consistent with the intent of the collector road and is
consistent with the applicable comprehensive plan goals and policies.

B. Map Amendment
An amendment to the City Zoning Map may be granted, provided that the proposal satisfies all
applicable requirements of the adopted Sherwood Comprehensive Plan, the Transportation System
Plan and this Code, and that:

1. The proposed amendment is consistent with the goals and policies of the

Comprehensive Plan and the Transportation System Plan.

2. There is an existing and demonstrable need for the particular uses and zoning
proposed, taking into account the importance of such uses to the economy of the City,
the existing market demand for any goods or services which such uses will provide,
the presence or absence and location of other such uses or similar uses in the area,
and the general public good.

3. The proposed amendment is timely, considering the pattern of development in the area,
surrounding land uses, any changes which may have occurred in the neighborhood or
community to warrant the proposed amendment, and the availability of utilities and
services to serve all potential uses in the proposed zoning district.

4. 4. Other lands in the City already zoned for the proposed uses are either unavailable
or unsuitable for immediate development due to location, size or other factors.

The applicable elements of the above standard are 1 and 3. As discussed in the section below, the proposed
amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plan and TSP policy regarding the definition of the functional
classification.

Regarding “3", the amendment is timely because it will reduce existing uncertainty which could help the
properties develop or re-develop. In addition, the re-alignment of the Kruger/Elwert intersection is anticipated
to be funded in the near future at which point it will be necessary to determine definitively whether this will be a
collector road connecting to Elwert. Ifitis not a collector road, according to County standards, a road
connection in this vicinity would not be possible which would significantly impact the ability of the properties,
especially the property directly east of Elwert, to develop.

FINDING: As discussed above the proposed amendment is consistent with the TSP and comprehensive plan
elements.

C. Transportation Planning Rule Consistency

1. Review of plan and text amendment applications for effect on transportation facilities. Proposals
shall be reviewed to determine whether it significantly affects a transportation facility, in accordance
with OAR 660-12-0060 (the TPR). Review is required when a development application includes a
proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan or changes to land use regulations.

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment Page 4 of' 8
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2. "Significant" means that the transportation facility would change the functional classification of an
existing or planned transportation facility, change the standards implementing a functional
classification, allow types of land use, allow types or levels of land use that would result in levels of
travel or access that are inconsistent with the functional classification of a transportation facility, or
would reduce the level of service of the facility below the minimum level identified on the
Transportation System Plan.

3. Per OAR 660-12-0060, Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan or changes to land use regulations
which significantly affect a transportation facility shall assure that allowed land uses are consistent
with the function, capacity, and level of service of the facility identified in the Transportation System
Plan. This shall be accomplished by one of the following:
a. Limiting allowed uses to be consistent with the planned function of the
transportation facility.

b. Amending the Transportation System Plan to ensure that existing, improved,
or new transportation facilities are adequate to support the proposed land
uses.

c. Altering land use designations, densities or design requirements to reduce
demand for automobile travel and meet travel needs through other modes.

The analysis by DKS included as Exhibit B demonstrates that the scenario to connect Elwert to Handley via a
collector road, which this amendment does, provides the least negative impact to the existing intersections at
full build-out. Therefore, this amendment will make the transportation system better than full build-out if the
amendment were not approved. Changing the functional classification of Cedar Brook Way to a collector
roadway is appropriate based on traffic circulation and function. In addition, as previously noted, while
technically this action will amend the TSP, it actually clarifies conflicting elements of the TSP regarding
connectivity and design. For all of these reasons noted, this amendment is consistent with the TPR.

The City sent notice of this proposed functional classification modification to the State Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD), the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and Washington
County.

FINDING: As noted above, while the proposed amendment would change the transportation system plan, the
result would have no negative impact on the transportation system. The amendment would allow a road to be
built consistent with its actual intended function.

V. APPLICABLE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICIES

B. GOALS, POLICIES, AND STRATEGIES

Goal 1: Provide a supportive transportation network to the land use plan that provides opportunities
for transportation choices and the use of alternative modes serving all neighborhoods and
businesses.

Policy 1 — The City will ensure that public roads and streets are planned to provide safe,
convenient, efficient and economic movement of persons, goods and services between
and within the major land us activit .. Existing rights of way shall be assified and
improved and new streets built based on the type, origin, destination ana volume of
current and future traffic.

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment Page 5 of 8



Ordinance 2012-012, Exhibit 1, Staff Report to PC
Qctober 2, 2012, Page 6 of 8

Policy 2 - Through traffic shall be provided with routes that do not congest local streets and
impact residential areas. Outside traffic destined for Sherwood business and industrial
areas shall have convenient and efficient access to commercial and industrial areas
without the need to use residential streets.

Policy 3 — Local traffic routes within Sherwood shall be planned to provide convenient circulation
between home, school, work, recreation and shopping. Convenient access to major out-
of-town routes shall be provided from all areas of the city.

FINDING: The amendment and future extension of Cedar Brook Way will provide for connections to
residences and commercial activities within causing congestion on local streets and without requiring
additional trips onto the already congested arterial street simply for service within this area. The amendment
is consistent with these policies.

Goal 2: Develop a transportation system that is consistent with the City’s adopted comprehensive land
use plan and with the adopted plans of state, local, and regional jurisdictions.
Policy 5§ — The City shall adopt a street classification system that is compatible with Washington
County Functional Classification System for areas inside the Washington County

FINDING: The amendment is not inconsistent with the County TSP and would result in a transportation
system (in regards to connectivity) that is more consistent with the existing TSP by ensuring that a connection
to Elwert road, a County arterial, is possible.

Goal 3: Establish a clear and objective set of transportation design and development regulations that
addresses all elements of the city transportation system and that promote access to and utilization of
a multi-modal transportation system,

Policy 1 — The City of Sherwood shall adopt requirements for land development that mitigate the
adverse traffic impacts and ensure all new development contributes a fair share toward
on-site and off-site transportation system improvement remedies.

Policy 2 — The City of Sherwood shall require dedication of land for future streets when
development is approved. The property developer shall be required to make full street
improvements for their portion of the street commensurate with the proportional benefit
that the improvement provides the development.

Policy 4 — The City of Sherwood shall adopt a uniform set of design guidelines that provide one or
more typical cross section associated with each functional street classification. For
example, the City may allow for a standard roadway cross-section and a boulevard cross
section for arterial and collector streets.

Policy § — The City shall adopt roadway design guidelines and standards that ensure sufficient
right-of-way is provided for necessary roadway, bikeway, and pedestrian improvements.

FINDING: The City has already implemented these policies and the amendment does not change this. The

amendment does remove conflicts within the existing TSP regarding lane numbers, connectivity and
classification which ensures that the City can better implement these policies when development is propased.

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment Page 6 of 8
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VI. APPLICABLE STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS
Goal 1 (Citizen Involvement)

FINDING: Staff utilized the public notice requirements of the Code to notify the public of this proposed
plan amendment. The City’s public notice requirements have been found to comply with Goal 1 and,
therefore, this proposal meets Goal 1. In addition, the City hosted an open house prior to beginning
the formal plan amendment process to get input and feedback on potential amendments and held a
work session with the Planning Commission on June 26, 2012 for further discussion. At the work
session, the Planning Commission allowed the public to speak on the potential amendments prior to
providing staff with feedback on proceeding with the public notice for the amendment.

Goal 2 (Land Use Planning)

FINDING: The proposed amendment, as demonstrated in this report is processed in compliance with
the local, regional and state requirements.

Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands)

Goal 4 (Forest Lands)

Goal 5 (Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas and Open Spaces)
Goal 6 (Air, Water and Land Resources Quality)

Goal 7 (Areas Subject to Natural Hazards)

Goal 8 (Recreational Needs)

Goal 9 (Economic Development)

Goal 10 (Housing)

Goal 11 (Public Facilities and Services)

FINDING: The Statewide Planning Goals 3-11 do not specifically apply to this proposed plan
amendment; however, the proposal does not conflict with the stated goals.

Goal 12 (Transportation)
FINDING: As discussed earlier in this report, the proposed amendment is consistent with the
“Transportation Planning Rule” which implements Goal 12.

Goal 13 (Energy Conservation)

Goal 14 (Urbanization)

Goal 15 (Willamette River Greenway)
Goal 16 (Estuarine Resources)

Goal 17 (Coastal Shorelands)

Goal 18 (Beaches and Dunes)

Goal 19 (Ocean Resources)

FINDING: The Statewide Planning Goals 13-19 do not specifically apply to this proposed plan
amendment; however, the proposal does not conflict with the stated goals.
VIl. RECOMMENDATION
¢« lonarev vofthe applicable coc rovisiol Icy con d f review, fi ot
Flan Amendment is consistent with the applicable criteria and therefore, staff recommends that the Planning
Commission forward a recommendation of APPROVAL of PA 12-03 — Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment,
Handley to Elwert Road.

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment Page 7 of 8



Ordinance 2012-012, Exhibit 1, Staff Report to PC
October 2, 2012, Page 8 of 8

wviit. EXHIBITS

A. Proposed amendments identified in July 10, 2012 DKS memo
B. Memo from DKS dated June 28, 2012
C. ODOT letter dated August 86, 2012

End of Report

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment Page 8 of 8
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Council Meeting Date: October 2, 2012
Agenda Item: Public Hearing

TO: Sherwood City Council

FROM: Julia Hajduk, Planning Manager

Through: Joseph Gall, City Manager

Subject: PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP Amendment

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Summary: This is a City initiated Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Comprehensive Plan amendment to
change the functional classification of Cedar Brook Way from a local to a collector road connecting Elwert to
Handley. This amendment also identifies one connection to Pacific Highway along this Cedar Brook Way
extension, the ultimate location to be determined. This amendment would modify Figures 8-1, 8-7 and 8-8 of
the TSP to reflect this change. The Planning Commission has held two public hearings and forwarded a
recommendation of approval; the findings and analysis that the recommendation for approval was based on
are included in Exhibit 1. Exhibit 1-A is the proposed amended figures and Exhibit 1-B is an analysis from
DKS identifying several options for refinement and the impacts on nearby intersections.

Previous Council Action: Work Session — September 18, 2012

Background/Problem Discussion: The TSP was updated in 2005. Since that time, there have been five
amendments; four for concept plan areas where changes and a fifth amendment to change the functional
classification of Columbia Street (related to Cannery project) from a collector to a local street. The City is
planning to begin a comprehensive update of the TSP next year; however the City has determined that several
issues need to be addressed sooner to help facilitate development and public infrastructure improvement.
Specifically there are conflicts within the TSP related to Cedar Brook Way. It appears the road is designated a
local street and the local street connectivity map shows a connection to Eiwert; however, the road is identified
as a 3 lane road which is generally characteristic of a higher classification road. In addition, the connection to
an Arterial (Elwert and Pacific Highway) can only be made by a collector road or higher functional
classification, thus creating conflicts between the classification and the connectivity and design for the road.
This conflict has created uncertainty for potential developers.

In addition, the City has obtained property at the northwest corner of the Kruger/Elwert intersection to help
facilitate the realignment of that intersection. This realignment is identified on the Washington County
MSTIP3d list, indicating it will be funded within the next 5 years. It is anticipated that funding for the design
and construction of the realignment will be identified in the near future. If that occurs, it would be most efficient
and cost effective to identify and provide for a stub connection of Cedar Brook Way off of Elwert at that time.
However, as the road is currently identified as a local street, the connection would not be permitted, per
County standards.

Alternatives: Approve, approve with modifications or deny the Planning Commission recommendation.

Financial Implications: There will be a minimal cost associated with making the Code updates available
online and providing informational materials to the public.

Recommendation: Staff recommends that the City Council hold a public hearing and determine whether to
adopt the attached Ordinance approving the Planning Commission recommendation.

Attachments:
Ordinance
Exhibit 1: Staff report to the Planning Commission dated August 7, 2012
1-A. Proposed amendments identified in July 10, 2012 DKS memo
1-B. Memo from DKS dated June 28, 2012
1-C. ODOT letter dated August 6, 2012

Ordinance 2012-012, Exec. Summary
October 2, 2012
Page 1 of 2 10



D. DLCD e-mail dated August 2, 2012

E. Letter from the Sherwood Elks Lodge dated August 5, 2012

F. Testimony submitted by Jim Claus at August 14, 2012 PC meeting
G. Testimony submitted by Jim Claus at August 14, 2012 PC meeting
H. E-mail from Jim Claus dated September 4, 2012

I. Testimony entered into record at September 11, 2012 PC meeting
J. Testimony entered into record at September 11, 2012 PC meeting
K. September 4, 2012 memo from Staff to the Planning Commission

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
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DRAFT

regon
Home of the Daalatise Rever National W ildlife Refuge

ORDINANCE 2012-012

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM
PLAN AND COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REGARDING THE FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION
OF CEDAR BROOK WAY

WHEREAS, The Transportation System Plan (TSP) is a 20 year planning document intended to
be updated every 5-7 years; and

WHEREAS, Sherwood’s TSP was adopted in 2005; and

WHEREAS, the City intends to begin a comprehensive update to the TSP in the next few years;
and

WHEREAS, the City has determined that an amendment is needed prior to the next
comprehensive upda to the TSP in order to clear up discrepancies in the 1 ’ regarding the
functional classification and connectivity of Cedar Brook Way between Elwert Road and
Handley Road; and

WHEREAS, the City contracted with DKS Associates to study several alternatives prior to
proceeding with proposed amendments; and

WHEREAS, after an Open House and input from the Planning Commission, staff proceeded
with noticing and processing an amendment to: 1) change the functional classification of Cedar
Brook Way from a locai to collector status road; 2) clarify that the road will connect to Elwert
from Handley; and 3) clarify that there would be one road access to Pacific Highway; and

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments were reviewed for compliance and consistency with the
Comprehensive Plan, regional and state regulations and found to be fully compliant; and

WHEREAS, the proposed amendments were subject to full and proper notice and review and
public hearings were held before the Planning Commission on August 14, 2012 and September
11, 2012; and

WHEREAS, the Pianning Commission voted to forward a recommendation of approval to the
City Council for the proposed TSP amendment; and

WHEREAS, the analysis and findings to support the Planning Commission recommendation are
identified in the attached Exhibit 1, Staff Report to Planning Commission; and

WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on October 2, 2012 and determined that the
proposed amendment to the TSP and Comprehensive Plan met the applicable Comprehensive
Plan criteria and continued to be consistent with regional and state standards.

Ordinance 2012-012

October 2, 2012

Page 1 of 2, with Exhibit 1 (Staff Report to PC, 8 pgs) and Exhibit 1-A (DKS Memo of proposed amendments, dated
July 10, 2012, 3 pgs)
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DRAFT
NOW, TH~EFOF~ THE CITY OF SHERWOOD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Findings. After full and due consideration of the proposed amendment, the
Planning Commission recommendation, the record, findings, and evidence presented at the
public hearing, the Council adopts the findings of fact contained Exhibit 1 finding that TSP and
Comprehensive Plan shall be amended as documented in Exhibits 1-A, DKS Memo of proposed
amendments dated July 10, 2012.

Section 2. Approval. The proposed amendments for TSP and Comprehensive Plan
(PA) 12-03 identified in Exhibit 1-A is hereby APPROVED.

Section 3 - Manager Authorized. The Planning Department is hereby directed to take
such action as may be necessary to document this amendment, including notice of adoption to
DLCD.

Section 4 - Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective the 30™ day after its
enactment by the City Council and approval by the Mayor.

Duly passed by the City Council this 2" day of October 2012.

Keith S. Mays, Mayor

Attest:

Sylvia Murphy, CMC, City Recorder

Clark
Langer
Butterfield
Folsom
Henderson
Grant
Mays

Ordinance 2012-012

October 2, 2012

Page 2 of 2, with Exhibit 1 (Staff Report to PC, 8 pgs) and Exhibit 1-A (DKS Memo of proposed amendments, dated
July 10, 2012, 3 pgs)
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CITY OF SHERWOOD Date: August 7, 2012

Staff Report
PA 12-03 — Cedar Brook Way Transportation System Plan Amendment

To: SHERWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION

From: PLANNING DEPARTMENT

(U f M

Julia yéjduk, Plafning Manager

Proposal overview: This is a City initiated Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Comprehensive Plan
amendment to change the functional classification of Cedar Brook Way from a local to a collector road
connecting Elwert to Handley. This amendment also identifies one connection to Pacific Highway along this
Cedar Brook Way extension, the ultimate location to be determined. The access location will be no greater
than 990 feet from the Sunset and Meinecke intersections. This amendment would modify Figures 8-1, 8-7
and 8-8 of the TSP to reflect this change. Exhibit A is the proposed amended figures and Exhibit B is an
analysis from DKS identifying several options for refinement and the impacts on nearby intersections.

l. OVERVIEW

A. Applicant: This is a City initiated text amendment; therefore the applicant is the
City of Sherwood.

B. Location: There are small parts of Cedar Brook Way currently constructed northwest of
Pacific Highway and ultimately, it would extend from its current location at Handley
southwest to connect at Elwert in the vicinity of the Elks Lodge property.

G. Review Type: The proposed text amendment requires a Type V review, which involves
public hearings before the Planning Commission and City Councif. The Planning
Commission will make a recommendation to the City Council who will make the final
decision. Any appeal of the City Council decision would go directly to the Oregon Land Use
Board of Appeals.

H. Public Notice and Hearing: Notice of the August 14" Planning Commission hearing on the
proposed amendment was published in The Times on 8/2/12 and 8/9/12 and in the August
edition of the Archer. Notice was also posted in 5 public locations around town and on the
web site on 7/24/12. While this is a legislative amendment, courtesy notice was mailed to
immediately affected property owners on 7/25/12.

. Review Criteria:
The required findings for the Plan Amendment are identified in Section 16.80.030 of the
Sherwood Zoning and Community Development Code (SZCDC). In addition, the
amendment must be consistent with Goals 1, 2 and 12 of the Statewide Planning Goals and
Chapter 6 of the Comprehensive Plan.
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J. Background:

The TSP was updated in 2005. Since that time, there have been five amendments; four for
concept plan areas where changes and a fifth amendment to change the functional
classification of Columbia Street (related to Cannery project) from a collector to a local
street. The City is planning to begin a comprehensive update of the TSP next year;
however the City has determined that several issues need to be addressed sooner to help
facilitate development and public infrastructure improvement.  Specifically there are
conflicts within the TSP related to Cedar Brook Way. It appears the road is designated a
local street and the local street connectivity map shows a connection to Elwert; however,
the road is identified as a 3 lane road which is generally characteristic of a higher
classification road. In addition, the connection to an Arterial (Elwert and Pacific Highway)
can only be made by a collector road or higher functional classification, thus creating
conflicts between the classification and the connectivity and design for the road. This
conflict has created uncertainty for potential developers.

In addition, the City has obtained property at the northwest corner of the Kruger/Elwert
intersection to help facilitate the realignment of that intersection. This realignment is
identified on the Washington County MSTIP3d list, indicating it will be funded within the next
5 years. It is anticipated that funding for the design and construction of the realignment will
be identified in the near future. If that occurs, it would be most efficient and cost effective to
identify and provide for a stub connection of Cedar Brook Way off of Elwert at that time.
However, as the road is currently identified as a local street, the connection would not be
permitted, per County standards.

. PUBLIC COMMENTS

The City posted notices in five locations around the city and provided courtesy mailed notice to directly related
property owners in the vicinity of the road extension. Notice was also published in the Times on August 2™
and 9" and in the August Archer. As of the date of this report, no comments have been provided other than
what was provided at the Planning Commission work session held on June 26, 2012 prior to formally initiating
the Plan Amendment.

ll. 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:

e The Departmert ~f! »nd (Cnneansgiic~ ~nd Development (DLCD) provided comments recommending
that the City loox at its Lonector Street standards to ensure that they meet the current needs of the
City.

Staff Response: The City plans on beginning an update to the TSP to fully evaluate the transportation
system within the next year. In the meantime, as noted within this report, we believe that the
amendment will better meet the needs of the City and the intent of the existing TSP policies. We
believe that this amendment addresses a conflict and error in the existing TSP that did not clearly
identify the connection as a collector.

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment Page 2 of 8
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» Oregon Department of Transportation provided a letter which is attached as Exhibit C stating that they
are generally supportive of local street connectivity and that they have determined this amendment will
have no significant impacts to the state highway facilities.

e Sherwood Engineering Department has been a partner in the review and processing of this proposal
and therefore has not provided formal additional comments.

Washington County, Metro, Clean Water Services, Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue (TVF&R), Kinder Morgan.
Pride Disposal, Bonneville Power Administration, The Sherwood Building Department, Portland General
Electric, Northwest Natural Gas, and Raindrops to Refuge were provided the opportunity to comment on this
application but did not provide written or verbal comments.

IV. APPLICABLE DEVELOPMENT CODE CRITERA

16.80.030 — Review Criteria

A. Text Amendment

An amendment to the text of the Comprehensive Plan shall be based upon a need for such an
amendment as identified by the Council or the Commission. Such an amendment shall be consistent
with the intent of the adopted Sherwood Comprehensive Plan, and with all other provisions of the
Plan, the Transportation System Plan and this Code, and with any applicable State or City statutes and
regulations, including this Section.

The amendment is needed because the existing TSP is not clear regarding the intended status of Cedar
Brook Way. The road is identified as a 3 lane road (figure 8-7) which is typically the dimensions of a
neighborhood route or larger; however as a local street, it would not be eligible for SDC and TDT credits. This
has led to uncertainty from property owners and potential developers in the area regarding whether the road is
eligible for SDC and TDT credits. The amendment to clarify the functional classification of Cedar Brook Way
as a collector street is consistent with Chapter 6, Section C, Table 1 by aligning the classification to reflect the
actual use of the Street. Table 1 states that:

Collector Streets - Provide both access and circulation within and between residential and
commercial/industrial areas. Collectors differ from arterials in that they provide more
of a citywide circulation function and do not require as extensive control of access
(compared to arterial). Serve residential neighborhoods, distributing trips from the
neighborhood and local street system. Collectors are typically greater than 0.5 to
1.0 miles in length.

Local Streets - Sole function of providing access to immediate adjacent land. Service to “through
traffic movement” on local street is deliberately discouraged by design.

As demonstrated in the DKS memo, this road connection will provide for more than local trips because it
provides an alternative to 99W and the ability to avoid the Sunset and Meinecke intersections. As envisioned,
the road would be about .5 miles in length between Elwert and Handley (Cedar brook Way is already a
collector from Handley to Meinecke/99W), consistent with the collector. In addition, the anticipated traffic is
within the range of a collector at 2000 vehicles per day.

The amendment is consistent with Chapter 6 of the comprehensive Plan as discussed further in this report
under Section V.

The amendment is consistent with the intent of the TSP. As noted earlier, the TSP is not clear regarding the
actual intent of Cedar Brook Way but it is clear that the plan was that it would be designed to be larger than a

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment Page 3 of 8
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traditional local street as demonstrated on figure 8-7 and 8-4 (there is no 3 lane local street figure). In
addition, the TSP at figure 8-8 shows connections of this road to Elwert, however as a County Arterial, it can
only be accessed via a collector level street or higher. Is it clear throughout the TSP that increase
connectivity, especially in this area, is desired. The DKS memo demonstrates that traffic operations are
improved with the increased connectivity, which can only be accomplished with the collector level road.
Alternatively, the TSP could be amended to remove the connections to Elwert and the confirm that the status
was a local street; however that negatively impacts the traffic operations and provided limited access options
for the properties along the highway that are affected by this road connection.

FINDING: As discussed above, the change is consistent with the intent of the collector road and is
consistent with the applicable comprehensive plan goals and policies.

B. Map Amendment
An amendment to the City Zoning Map may be granted, provided that the proposal satisfies all
applicable requirements of the adopted Sherwood Comprehensive Plan, the Transportation System
Plan and this Code, and that:
1. The proposed amendment is consistent with the goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan and the Transportation System Plan.

2. There is an existing and demonstrable need for the particular uses and zoning
proposed, taking into account the importance of such uses to the economy of the City,
the existing market demand for any goods or services which such uses will provide,
the presence or absence and location of other such uses or similar uses in the area,
and the general public good.

3. The proposed amendment is timely, considering the pattern of development in the area,
surrounding land uses, any changes which may have occurred in the neighborhood or
community to warrant the proposed amendment, and the availability of utilities and
services to serve all potential uses in the proposed zoning district.

4. 4. Other lands in the City already zoned for the proposed uses are either unavailable
or unsuitable for immediate development due to location, size or other factors.

The applicable elements of the above standard are 1 and 3. As discussed in the section below, the proposed
amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plan and TSP policy regarding the definition of the functional
classification.

Regarding “3”, the amendment is timely because it will reduce existing uncertainty which could help the
properties develop or re-develop. In addition, the re-alignment of the Kruger/Elwert intersection is anticipated
to be funded in the near future at which point it will be necessary to determine definitively whether this will be a
collector road connecting to Elwert. if it is not a collector road, according to County standards, a road
connection in this vicinity would not be possible which would significantly impact the ability of the properties,
especially the property directly east of Elwert, to develop.

FINDING: As discussed above the proposed amendment is consistent with the TSP and comprehensive plan
elements.

C. Transportation Planning Rule Consistency

1. Review of plan and text amendment applications for effect on transportation facilities. Proposals
shall be reviewed to determine whether it significantly affects a transportation facility, in accordance
with OAR 660-12-0060 (the TPR). Review is required when a development application includes a
proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan or changes to land use regulations.

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment Page 4 of' 8
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2. "Significant” means that the transportation facility would change the functional classification of an
existing or planned transportation facility, change the standards implementing a functional
classification, altow types of land use, allow types or levels of land use that would result in levels of
travel or access that are inconsistent with the functional classification of a transportation facility, or
would reduce the level of service of the facility below the minimum level identified on the
Transportation System Plan.

3. Per OAR 660-12-0060, Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan or changes to land use regulations
which significantly affect a transportation facility shall assure that allowed land uses are consistent
with the function, capacity, and level of service of the facility identified in the Transportation System
Plan. This shall be accomplished by one of the following:
a. Limiting allowed uses to be consistent with the planned function of the
transportation facility.

b. Amending the Transportation System Plan to ensure that existing, improved,
or new transportation facilities are adequate to support the proposed land
uses.

c. Altering land use designations, densities or design requirements to reduce
demand for automobile travel and meet travel needs through other modes.

The analysis by DKS included as Exhibit B demonstrates that the scenario to connect Elwert to Handley via a
collector road, which this amendment does, provides the least negative impact to the existing intersections at
full build-out. Therefore, this amendment will make the transportation system better than full build-out if the
amendment were not approved. Changing the functional classification of Cedar Brook Way to a collector
roadway is appropriate based on traffic circuiation and function. In addition, as previously noted, while
technically this action will amend the TSP, it actually clarifies conflicting elements of the TSP regarding
connectivity and design. For all of these reasons noted, this amendment is consistent with the TPR.

The City sent notice of this proposed functional classification modification to the State Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD), the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and Washington
County.

FINDING: As noted above, while the proposed amendment would change the transportation system plan, the
result would have no negative impact on the transportation system. The amendment would allow a road to be
built consistent with its actual intended function.

V. APPLICABLE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICIES

B. GOALS, POLICIES, AND STRATEGIES

Goal 1: Provide a supportive transportation network to the land use plan that provides opportunities
for transportation choices and the use of alternative modes serving all neighborhoods and
businesses.

Policy 1 - The City will ensure that public roads and streets are planned to provide safe,
convenient, efficient and economic movement of persons, goods and services between
and within the major land use activities. Existing rights of way shall be classified and
improved and new streets built based on the type, origin, destination and volume of
current and future traffic.

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment Page 5 of 8
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Policy 2 — Through traffic shall be provided with routes that do not congest local streets and
impact residential areas. Outside traffic destined for Sherwood business and industrial
areas shall have convenient and efficient access to commercial and industrial areas
without the need to use residential streets.

Policy 3 — Local traffic routes within Sherwood shall be planned to provide convenient circulation
between home, school, work, recreation and shopping. Convenient access to major out-
of-town routes shall be provided from all areas of the city.

FINDING: The amendment and future extension of Cedar Brook Way will provide for connections to
residences and commercial activities within causing congestion on local streets and without requiring
additional trips onto the already congested arterial street simply for service within this area. The amendment
is consistent with these policies.

Goal 2: Develop a transportation system that is consistent with the City’s adopted comprehensive land
use plan and with the adopted plans of state, local, and regional jurisdictions.
Policy 5 — The City shall adopt a street classification system that is compatible with Washington
County Functional Classification System for areas inside the Washington County

FINDING: The amendment is not inconsistent with the County TSP and would result in a transportation
system (in regards to connectivity) that is more consistent with the existing TSP by ensuring that a connection
to Elwert road, a County arterial, is possible.

Goal 3: Establish a clear and objective set of transportation design and development regulations that
addresses all elements of the city transportation system and that promote access to and utilization of
a multi-modal transportation system.

Policy 1 — The City of Sherwood shall adopt requirements for land development that mitigate the
adverse traffic impacts and ensure all new development contributes a fair share toward
on-site and off-site transportation system improvement remedies.

Policy 2 — The City of Sherwood shall require dedication of land for future streets when
development is approved. The property developer shall be required to make full street
improvements for their portion of the street commensurate with the proportional benefit
that the improvement provides the development.

Policy 4 — The City of Sherwood shall adopt a uniform set of design guidelines that provide one or
more typical cross section associated with each functional street classification. For
example, the City may allow for a standard roadway cross-section and a boulevard cross
section for arterial and collector streets.

Policy 5 — The City shall adopt roadway design guidelines and standards that ensure sufficient
right-of-way is provided for necessary roadway, bikeway, and pedestrian improvements.

FINDING: The City has already implemented these policies and the amendment does not change this. The
amendment does remove conflicts within the existing TSP regarding lane numbers, connectivity and
classification which ensures that the City can better implement these policies when development is proposed.

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment Page 6 of 8

19



VI. APPLICABLE STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS

Goal 1 (Citizen Involvement)

FINDING: Staff utilized the public notice requirements of the Code to notify the public of this proposed
plan amendment. The City’s public notice requirements have been found to comply with Goal 1 and,
therefore, this proposal meets Goal 1. In addition, the City hosted an open house prior to beginning
the formal plan amendment process to get input and feedback on potential amendments and held a
work session with the Planning Commission on June 26, 2012 for further discussion. At the work
session, the Planning Commission allowed the public to speak on the potential amendments prior to
providing staff with feedback on proceeding with the public notice for the amendment.

Goal 2 (Land Use Planning)

FINDING: The proposed amendment, as demonstrated in this report is processed in compliance with
the local, regional and state requirements.

Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands)

Goal 4 (Forest Lands)

Goal 5 (Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas and Open Spaces)
Goal 6 (Air, Water and Land Resources Quality)

Goal 7 (Areas Subject to Natural Hazards)

Goal 8 (Recreational Needs)

Goal 9 (Economic Development)

Goal 10 (Housing)

Goal 11 (Public Facilities and Services)

FINDING: The Statewide Planning Goals 3-11 do not specifically apply to this proposed plan
amendment; however, the proposal does not conflict with the stated goals.

Goal 12 (Transportation)
FINDING: As discussed earlier in this report, the proposed amendment is consistent with the
“Transportation Planning Rule” which implements Goal 12.

Goal 13 (Energy Conservation)

Goal 14 (Urbanization)

Goal 15 (Willamette River Greenway)
Goal 16 (Estuarine Resources)

Goal 17 (Coastal Shorelands)

Goal 18 (Beaches and Dunes)

Goal 19 (Ocean Resources)

FINDING: The Statewide Planning Goals 13-19 do not specifically apply to this proposed plan
amendment; however, the proposal does not conflict with the stated goals.
VIl. RECOMMENDATION
Based on a review of the applicabie code provisions, agency comments and staff review, staff finds that the
Plan Amendment is consistent with the applicable criteria and therefore, staff recommends that the Planning
Commission forward a recommendation of APPROVAL of PA 12-03 — Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment,
Handiey to Elwert Road.

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment Page 7 of 8
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VIIL. EXHIBITS

A. Proposed amendments identified in July 10, 2012 DKS memo
B. Memo from DKS dated June 28, 2012
C. ODOT letter dated August 6, 2012

End of Report

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment Page 8 of §
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Ordinance 2012-012, Exhibit 1-A
October 2, 2012, 3 of 3

Sherwood TSP Clarifications for Elwert Road Connection
July 10, 2012 D KS

Page 30f3

o Add the following note for the potential Highway 9gW access: A potential HwyggW access point is located
within the limits of the access zone (990’ or greater from both Sunset Boulevard and Meinecke Road
provides approximately 2000’ of flexibility for access placement) as delineated in the prior study. The actual
location will be based on transportation design standards and will take place when development occurs.
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Ordinance 2012-012, Exhibit B
October 2, 2012, Page 2 of 51

June 28,2012
Page 2 of 22

Sherwood TSP Connectivity Refinement — Elwert Road to Cedar Brook Way D KS
Road and Cedar Brook Way. As noted in the TSP, “specific alignments and design will be better determined upon
development review.”

The objective of this study is to analyze the ability of various roadway connectivity options to adequately serve
existing and future development in the area. Identifying the needed roadway system now will provide the basis for
a detailed connectivity plan that future development proposals can follow and incorporate into site plans. This
study will not identify a final roadway alignment or design. Future efforts to develop a more detailed plan will
require further assessment of area constraints and input from affected property owners.

Creating a new connection to Elwert Road will be an important element of a connectivity plan for this area.
However, Washington County classifies Elwert Road as an arterial and requires that only collectors or other arterials
have access to arterial roadways.? For this reason, the future connection indicated in the City of Sherwood TSP as a
local street would need to be a collector roadway. This analysis is an opportunity to clarify the TSP and explore
area connectivity of the potential collector road.

Additionally, the Elwert Road/Kruger Road intersection and the proximity to Highway 99W has been identified as
an existing safety concern. Exploration of potential safety improvements for this location includes the relocation of
the intersection further to the north and consideration of roundabout control. Additional analysis of the system
connectivity and local access needs with a realigned intersection would be helpful in pursuit of funding for this
project.

Study Area

Figure 2 shows the project study area, which
includes five existing study intersections and
one potential future study intersection:

*  Highway 99W/Elwert Road-Sunset
Boulevard

* Elwert Road/Kruger Road

*  Elwert Road/Handley Street

* Handley Street/Cedar Brook Way
*  Highway 99W/Meinecke Road

e Highway 99W/Potential Future
Intersection

T

No Scale
Connectivity options being considered for the
local/collector street network are limited to
the northwest side of Highway 99W between
Elwert Road and Cedar Brook Way.

LEGEND
- Study Intersection

Facaly
v A - Polential Fuiure
‘oo’ Intersectcn

Figure 2: Study Area

? Article V: Public Facility and Service Requirements; Section 501-8.5 (Access to County and Public Roads), Washington County, printed
11/24/05.
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Ordinance 2012-012, Exhibit B
October 2, 2012, Page 3 of 51

Sherwood TSP Connectivity Refinement — Elwert Road to Cedar Brook Way
June 28, 2012
Page 3 of 22

Existing Conditions (2012)

This section describes existing opportunities and constraints related to traffic connectivity in the study area,
including documentation of the roadway network characteristics, access conditions, and traffic operations during
the weekday p.m. peak hour.

Study Area Roadway Network

Table 1 lists various characteristics of key study area roadways, indicating each roadway'’s capacity for serving auto,
pedestrian, and bicycle trips.
Table 1: Existing Study Area Roadway Characteristics

Roadway Travel Lanes Speed Limit Opna;fktir:get i:::s inr:(ees
Highway 99w 4-5 Lanes (Divided) 45 mph No No Shoulders
Elwert Road 2 Lanes 35 mph No No No
Kruger Road 2 Lanes 25 mph No No No
Handley Street 2 Lanes 25 mph Yes Yes No
Bushong Terrace 2 Lanes 25 mph Yes Yes No
Cedar Brook Way 2 Lanes 25 mph No Yes Yes
Meinecke Road 2-3 Lanes (Divided) 25 mph No Yes Yes

Table 2 lists the functional classifications of study area roadways. Highway 99W and Eiwert Road are classified as
arterials because the efficient movement of traffic is a priority over the provision of direct access to neighboring
areas. Handley Street and Meinecke Road are collectars. On these streets the need for efficient movement of traffic

is more balanced with the need for access. Local streets, such as Kruger Road, Cedar Brook Way, and Bushong
Terrace, are intended to be low-speed roadways where safe and convenient access to properties is a priority.

Table 2: Functional Classifications and Jurisdictions of Study Area Roadways

Functional Classification (by Jurisdiction)®

Roadway

City of Sherwood oDOT Metro Washington Co.
Highway 99w Principal Arterial Statewide, NHS®, Principal Arterial Principal Arterial

Freight Route (Highway)

Elwert Road Arterial - Minor Arterial Arterial
Kruger Road - - - Local
Handley Street Collector - - Callector
Bushong Terrace Local - - -
Cedar Brook Way Local® - - Local
Meinecke Road Collector - - Collector

? Not all jurisdictions have functional classifications for every study area road, as indicated by the - in the table.

® NHS = National Highway System
¢ There may be some inconsistency with the functional classification referenced for Cedar Brook Way in the City TSP.

Shaded Box indicates roadway jurisdiction.

27



Ordinance 2012-012, Exhibit B
October 2, 2012, Page 4 of 51

June 28,2012

Sherwood TSP Connectivity Refinement — Elwert Road to Cedar Brook Way D KS
Page 4 of 22

Access

As previously described, the functional classification of a street describes how it should be managed and operated
with respect to mobility and access. Therefore, the functional classifications of area roadways and each
jurisdiction’s associated policies and standards will impact the development of connectivity options for the study
area. The City of Sherwood, Washington County, and ODOT all have access spacing standards for roadways under
their jurisdiction that indicate the desired separation between street and driveway intersections.

City of Sherwood

Table 3 shows the access spacing standards for roadways under City of Sherwood jurisdiction.? As noted in Table 2,
the City only maintains jurisdiction over collector and local streets within the study area. On collector streets,
intersections should be spaced at least 100 feet apart. There is no access spacing standard for local streets.

Table 3: City of Sherwood Access Spacing Standards

Spacing of Roadways and Driveways®
Street Facility P g y y

Maximum Minimum
Arterial 1,000 feet 600 feet
Collector 400 feet 100 feet

? In addition, all roads require an access report stating that the driveway/roadway is safe as designed meeting
adequate stacking, sight distance and deceleration requirements as set by ODOT, Washington County and
AASHTO.

Source: Sherwood Transportation System Plan, March 2005, Table 8-12

Washington County

Washington County access spacing standards for arterials, such as Elwert Road, require a minimum of 600 feet
between intersections.* In addition, Washington County’s Community Development Code specifies that arterial
roadways shall only be intersected by collectors or other arterials.?

There is approximately 1,700 feet of separation between the existing intersections on Elwert Road with Orchard
Hill Lane and Highway 99W. Therefore, it would be feasible to create a new intersection on Elwert Road from a
future extension of Cedar Brook Way that would comply with Washington County access spacing standards.
However, doing so would require moving the existing driveway to the Elks Lodge from Elwert Road to the new
Cedar Brook Way extension. Furthermore, because the Cedar Brook Way extension would likely be connected to
Elwert Road opposite the relocated intersection with Kruger Road, the ultimate location will be limited by
constraints associated with that improvement project.

In addition, to connect to Elwert Road, the Cedar Brook Way extension must be classified by the City of Sherwood
as a collector street or higher. Compared to classifying this roadway as a local street, the collector classification
could resultin a wider roadway design requiring as much as 14 feet of additional right of way. The total length of
the proposed road from Elwert Road to at least Handley Street would align with the recommended collector street
length in the City’s TSP and the traffic volumes using the road to access the commercial properties may be of a
magnitude commonly associated with collector streets (2,000 vehicles per day or greater). However, the proposed

? Sherwood Transportation System Plan, March 2005, Table 8-12

4 Washington County Community Development Code, Article V: Public Facilities and Services, 501-8.5 (A).

® Article V: Public Facility and Service Requirements; Section 501-8.5(B}(4) {Access to County and Public Roads), Washington County,
printed 11/24/05.
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Sherwood TSP Connectivity Refinement - Elwert Road to Cedar Brook Way D KS
Cedar Brook Way extension is currently shown in the City TSP as a local street, so an amendment would be
required to change the functional classification to a collector.

oDOT

ODOT access spacing standards are documented in the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan (as amended December 2011}
and OAR 734-051. Given Highway 99W's classification as a Statewide Highway and Freight Route on the National
Highway System and posted speed of 45 mph through the study area, the resulting access spacing standard
requires a minimum of 990 feet between driveways and intersections. There are relatively few driveways or
intersections on the northwest side of Highway 99W in the study area, so it would be feasible to create a new
roadway connection that would comply with ODOT's access spacing standards.

ODOQOT has also purchased access rights from properties abutting Highway 99W through the study area. This means
that applications for new intersection or driveway connections cannot be accepted unless the applicantis in
possession of a “reservation of access” (a location where access rights have been retained) or a “grant of access”
has been applied for and approved by ODOT. In review of existing access rights along the northwest side of
Highway 99W with ODOT staff, there are no reservations of access that could be used to establish a new public
street connection. Therefore, the City would be required to apply for a grant of access to Highway 99W, Itis likely
that approval for such a grant of access would include a requirement that all existing driveways to Highway 99W
between Meinecke Road and Elwert Road be removed when properties redevelop, with ali future access being
taken from the proposed Cedar Brook Way extension. Also, while ODOT does not prohibit the connection of local
streets to highways, proposals to connect streets that are classified as collectors or higher in local TSPs are given
preference when considering applications for a grant of access.

Traffic Operations

Traffic operations were analyzed at the study intersections and compared to the applicable jurisdiction’s adopted
mobility standards or targets. The mobility standards and existing traffic volumes are used as the basis for the
intersection operations.

Mobility Standards

The City of Sherwood, Washington County, and ODOT each have mobility standards that must be met by
roadways and intersections under their jurisdiction. These standards measure performance through either level of
service or volume-to-capacity ratios:

e The intersection level of service (LOS) is similar to a “report card” rating based upon average vehicle
delay. Level of service A, B, and Cindicate conditions where traffic moves without significant delays over
periods of peak hour travel demand. Leve! of service D and E are progressively worse operating conditions.
Level of service F represents conditions where average vehicle delay has become excessive and demand
has exceeded capacity. This condition is typically evident in long queues and delays.

*  The volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio represents the level of saturation of the intersection or individual
movement. It is determined by dividing the peak hour traffic volume by the maximum hourly capacity of
an intersection or turn movement. When the V/C ratio approaches 0.95, operations become unstable and
small disruptions can cause the traffic flow to break down, as seen by the formation of excessive queues.

Table 4 lists mobility standards (referred to as "targets” for ODOT facilities) for the study area roadways. It also lists
the roadways’ applicable designations, which were used to determine the corresponding mobility standard.
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Table 4: Applicable Mobility Standards/Targets® for Study Area Roadways

Roadway(s) Location Designation (Source) Mobility Standard®

Highway 99W Other Principal Arterial Route inside Metro® V/C £0.99

Eiwert Road Other Urban Areas (Table 5, Washington County V/C =0.99
TSP, 3/31/2003) LOS E or better

Kruger Road Rural Areas® V/C <0.90

LOS D or better
Handley Street, Cedar Brook City of Sherwood LOS D or better
Way, and Meinecke Road

 ODOT has mobility “targets”, while other jurisdictions have mability “standards.”
® Table 7, 1999 Oregon Highway Plan, Policy 1F (as amended 12/21/2011).
° Table 5, Washington County TSP, 3/31/2003.

Existing Traffic Volumes

Turn movement traffic counts were performed at the study area intersections for the weekday p.m. peak period on
April 11, 2012. Figure 3 shows the peak hour traffic volumes measured at each intersection. This data was used to
analyze the performance of each intersection for comparison against adopted mobility standards/targets, as
described in the following section.

Intersection Operations

The existing p.m. peak hour study intersection operations were determined based on the 2000 Highway Capacity
Manual methodology.® The estimated average delay, level of service (LOS), and volume to capacity (V/C) ratio are
shown in Table 5. All study intersections currently meet applicable mobility standards and targets.

Table 5: 2012 Exictina Studv Intersection Operations (P.M. Peak Hour}

Traffic Operating Intersection Operations

Intersection Control Standard/T 2
ontro andard/Targe Delay LOS V/C
Hwy 99W/Elwert Rd-Sunset Blvd Traffic Signal V/IC £0.99 329 0.83
Hwy 99W/Meinecke Rd Traffic Signal V/C =0.99 18.0 B 0.66
Handley St/Cedar Brook Way All-Way Stop LOS D 7.5 A 0.15
Elwert Rd/Kruger Rd Two-Way Stop V/C £0.90,LOSD 21.7 A/C 0.69
Eiwert Rd/Handley St Two-Way Stop” V/IC <099, LOSE 13.1 A/B 0.13

Signalized and All-Way Stop Intersections:
Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec)
LOS = Level of Service of Intersection
V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Intersection

Two-Way Stop Intersections:
Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) at
Worst Movement
LOS = Level of Service of Major Street/Minor Street
V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Worst Movement

® ODOT has mobility “targets”, while other jurisdictions have mobility “standards.”
® Even though the intersection is a three-leg intersection and has only one minor street stopped approach, it is

analyzed similar to a two-way stop controlled intersection.

§ 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Washington OC, 2000.

30






Ordinance 2012-012, Exhibit B
October 2, 2012, Page 8 of 51

June 28,2012

Sherwood TSP Connectivity Refinement - Elwert Road to Cedar Brook Way D KS
Page 8 of 22

Future Connectivity Options (2035)

An evaluation was performed of future connectivity options using 2035 traffic volumes. The analysis assumptions
and methodology used to evaluate all connectivity options are described first, followed by the evaluation of each
option.

Future Analysis Assumptions and Methodology

The future analysis assumptions and methodology used to evaluate all connectivity options relate to the planned
improvements, functional classification, access, traffic volume forecasts, future intersection operations, and
development sensitivity.

Planned improvements

The future Washington County project that may construct a new single-lane roundabout at

the Kruger Road/Elwert Road intersection, with the intersection relocated farther north from
Highway 99W, was assumed to be in place by the year 2035. While the exact location of this

improvement is not yet known, all four connectivity options assume that a fourth leg will be

added to the east side of the roundabout to provide connectivity for future development.

Functional Classification

Washington County classifies Elwert Road as an arterial and requires that only coliectors or other arterials have
access to arterial roadways. For this reason, the new roadway connecting to the Kruger Road/Elwert Road
roundabout (i.e., in Options 2, 3, and 4) should function as a collector roadway instead of a local street, as was
indicated in the Sherwood TSP

Common criteria used to assess a roadway’s appropriate functional classification include the extent of connectivity
to the City and the region, the frequency of the facility type, and the volume of traffic being served. Cities usually
benefit from having a typical collector spacing of a quarter-mile to a half-mile, but this is not a requirement. The
Sherwood TSP indicates that collector streets provide both access and circulation within and between residential
and commercial/industrial areas in the City of Sherwood. Their primary purpose is to accommodate circulation for
the City neighborhoods where they are located rather than connecting to the surrounding region or serving cross-
city traffic. They connect to arterials and penetrate residential neighborhoods to distribute trips to/from the
neighborhoods and local street system. Collectors are typically greater than one-half to one mile in length and do
not require as extensive control of access as arterials.

Considering these criteria, reclassifying the new roadway from a local street to a collector street may be
appropriate in the case of a Cedar Brook Way extension from Handley Street to Elwert Road. This new roadway
would be about one-half mile in length, would be spaced approximately one-quarter mile on average from the
adjacent arterials and collectors (i.e., Highway 99W and Handley Street), and would connect to arterial streets
(Elwert Road and Highway 99W under Options 3 and 4). In addition, the volume of traffic anticipated to be served
by the Cedar Brook Way extension would be within the range expected for a collector street (more than 2,000
vehicles per day). The collector classification for Cedar Brook Way could be extended as far north as the Meinecke
Road roundabout. However, the northern segment of Cedar Brook Way between the Meinecke Road roundabout
and Highway 99W could remain as a local street because its function is providing access to a limited number of
properties.

7 Sherwood Transportation System Plan (TSP), March 15, 2005
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Access

Each connectivity option was evaluated to determine how it would impact the roadway network’s ability to
provide access to the nearby land uses, while also meeting applicable access management policies and standards
{which are described previously in the Existing Conditions section of this memorandum).

Traffic Volume Forecasts
Future 2035 traffic volume forecasts were prepared for each of the connectivity options using a refined travel

demand model that was developed based on Metro’s 2010 (base) and 2035 (future) regional travel demand model.

The refined model applies trip generation and trip distribution data taken directly from the Metro model, but adds
additional roadway network detail to better represent local circulation in the study area.

The future madel roadway network was adjusted far each connectivity option to account for the corresponding
connectivity changes and different levels of access to Highway 99W. Future intersection volumes used for the
operational analysis of each option were estimated by applying the increment of growth observed between the
base and future year models to the existing traffic counts at study intersections. Figure 4 shows the 2035 traffic
volume forecasts for Connectivity Option 1 (Partial Cedar Brook Way Extension). The 2035 traffic volumes for the
other connectivity options are provided in the appendix on the operations analysis output sheets.

Future Intersection Operations

Future 2035 p.m. peak hour intersection operations analysis was performed for the study area intersections to
determine how well each connectivity option and its associated intersection improvements accommodate
vehicular traffic. The estimated average delay, level of service (LOS), and volume to capacity (V/C) ratio of each
intersection or critical movement were determined and are documented for the connectivity options.

The signalized and unsignalized two-way stop controlled intersection performance measures were based on the
2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology,® while the roundabout intersection performance measures were
determined using the methodofogy from the National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Project 3-
65.°

Development Sensitivity

While the Metro travel demand model applied does account for a reasonable build-out scenario for future
development within the study area, a sensitivity analysis was conducted for each connectivity option to assess the
amount of additional development that could be accommodated without incurring major transportation
improvements. This additional future development was limited to the undeveloped properties adjacent to the
north side of Highway 99W between Meinecke Road and Elwert Road.

The analysis consisted of increasing the number of 2035 vehicular trips generated by these properties until major
system improvements were triggered. Trip routing was determined for each connectivity option using the traffic
patterns from the travel demand model.

* 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Washington DC, 2000.
?See NCHRP Report 572.
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Mobility at Study Intersections:

Most study intersections will operate adequately in 2035 under this connectivity option. However, the Highway
99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection would not meet the applicable ODOT mobility target (see Table
6). Therefore, intersection improvements would be needed.

Compared to operations under existing conditions, operations in the future at the intersection of Highway
99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard deteriorate significantly (from a V/C ratio of 0.83 to a V/C ratio greater than
2.0). However, the share of this added congestion associated with growth in development within Sherwood is
fairly small. When identifying the origins of future users of this intersection using the regional travel demand
model, it was found that less than 10% of the added traffic would be associated with trips beginning or ending
within the Sherwood urban growth boundary. The remaining contributors to this increase in congestion would
come from either the nearby urban reserves to the west and south of Sherwood (approximately 35%) or other
parts of the region (approximately 55%).

Table 6: Option 1 Study Intersection Operations (2035 P.M. Peak Hour)

. Traffic Operating Intersection Operations
Intersection c | Standard/T a
ontro andard/Target Delay 10S V/C
Hwy 99W/Elwert Rd-Sunset Blvd Traffic Signal VIC < 0.99 >80 F
Hwy 99W/Meinecke Rd Traffic Signal VIC £0.99 39.5 D 0.91
Handley St/Cedar Brook Way All-Way Stop LOS D 10.7 B 0.50
Elwert Rd/Kruger Rd Roundabout V/IC £0.90,LOS D 134 B 0.64
Elwert Rd/Handley St Two-Way Stop® VIC<0.99, LOS E 25.5 A/D 0.59
Hwy 99W/New Access Two-Way Stop”® VIC £0.99 28.4 A/D 0.89
Signalized and All-Way Stop Intersections: Two-Way Stop and Roundabout Intersections:
Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) at
LOS = Level of Service of Intersection Worst Movement
V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of intersection LOS = Level of Service of Major Street/Minor Street
ey values do not meet standards. (Two-Way Stop) or Worst Movement (Roundabout)
V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Worst Movement

2 ODOT has mobility “targets”, while other jurisdictions have mobility “standards.”
® Even though the intersection is a three-leg intersection and has only one minor street stopped approach, itis
analyzed similar to a two-way stop controlled intersection.

Study Intersection Improvements Needed:

For the Highway 99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection to meet the applicable mobility target,
significant widening would be needed for the Elwert Road and Sunset Boulevard approaches. Both approaches
currently include two lanes (shared through-left and right). The Elwert Road approach would have a heavy right-
turn volume and would need to be widened to four lanes (left, through, and dual rights). The Sunset Boulevard
approach would have a heavy left-turn volume and would also need to be widened to four lanes (dual lefts,
through, and right). Table 7 provides the study intersection operations with the recommended improvements.
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Access to Properties:

The new roadway would serve all properties along the north side of Highway 99W between Elwert Road and
Handley Street, but there would not be a direct connection to Highway 99W. Instead, traffic to/from the west
would likely use the Highway 99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection and traffic to/from the east would
likely use the Highway 99W/Meinecke Road intersection. The connection to the new roadway from Bushong
Terrace would improve access to the highway-adjacent properties to and from other land uses to the north (e.g.,
the school and residential neighborhoods). However, it should be noted that the Bushong Terrace extension to the
south may be difficult or infeasible to construct given the area topography. If it is not feasible, pedestrian and
bicycle connections to the north should still be constructed.

Assuming all future access to Highway 99W from abutting properties is redirected to the local street network, this
option would remove all access to the highway between Meinecke Road and Elwert Road. Therefore, there would
be no conflict with ODOT access management policies and standards. In addition, the connection of Bushong
Terrace to the new roadway could meet City access spacing standards as well.

Connecting the new roadway to Elwert Road as the fourth leg of the future roundabout with Kruger Road would
be ideal for access spacing along Elwert Road. However, to comply with Washington County’s requirement of not
allowing local streets to intersect with arterials, the new roadway must be classified as a collector street or higher
(unless an exception to this requirement can be obtained). Considering the approximate length of this roadway,
the fact that it would be providing connectivity between arterial (Elwert Road) and collector (Handley Street)
streets, would provide enhanced connectivity to a residential area via an extension of Bushong Terrace, and is
estimated to serve more than 2,000 vehicles per day, classification as a collector street would be appropriate.

Mobility at Study Intersections:

Intersection operations would be very similar between Options 1 and 2, with some minor differences at the
Highway 99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection. Under Option 2, this intersection would still not meet
the applicable ODOT mobility target (see Table 8); however, it would have slightly improved operations due to the
improved east-west connectivity.

Table 8: Option 2 Study Intersection Operations (2035 P.M. Peak Hour)

Traffic Operating Intersection Operations
Intersection c I s dIT %
ontro tandard/Targe Delay LOS v/C
Hwy 99W/Elwert Rd-Sunset Bivd | Traffic Signal VIC £0.99 >80 F
Hwy 99W/Meinecke Rd Traffic Signal V/IC £0.99 379 D 0.90
Handley St/Cedar Brook Way All-Way Stop LOSD 11.9 B 0.58
Eiwert Rd/Kruger Rd Roundabout VIC<0.90,LOSD 13.2 B 0.64
Elwert Rd/Handley St Two-Way Stop® V/IC<0.99,LOSE 222 A/IC 0.52
Signalized and All-Way Stop Intersections: Two-Way Stop and Roundabout Intersections:
Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) at
LOS = Level of Service of Intersection Worst Movement
Ve = inlumacto-Capacity Ratio of Intersection LOS = Level of Service of Major Street/Minor Street
was s /alues do not meet standards. (Two-Way Stop)or W Movement  undabout)
V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Worst Movement

2 ODOT has mobility “targets”, while other jurisdictions have mobility “standards.”
® Even though the intersection is a three-leg intersection and has only one minor street stopped approach, it is
analyzed similar to a two-way stop controlled intersection.
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Study Intersection Improvements Needed:

For the Highway 99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection to meet the applicable ODOT mobility target, the
same improvements identified for Option 1 would be needed. These improvements include significant widening
of the Elwert Road and Sunset Boulevard approaches. Both approaches currently include two lanes (shared
through-left and right). The Elwert Road approach would have a heavy right-turn volume and would need to be
widened to four lanes (left, through, and dual rights). The Sunset Boulevard approach would also need to be
widened to four lanes (dual lefts, through, and right). Table 9 provides the study intersection operations with the
improvements.

Table 9: Option 2 Study Intersection Operations (2035 P.M. Peak Hour) — With Improvements

Traffi o " Intersection Operations
; rattic perating with Improvements
Intersection Control Standard/Target®
Delay LOS v/C

Hwy 99W/Elwert Rd-Sunset Bivd Traffic Signal V/C £ 0.9y 51.5 D 0.92
Signalized Intersection:

Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Intersection

LOS = Level of Service of Intersection BIFTIIFITE values do not meet standards.

? ODOT has mobility “targets”, while other jurisdictions have mobility “standards.”

Ability to Accommodate Future Development:

Similar to Option 1, Connectivity Option 2 is also expected to have the capacity to accommodate 200 more
weekday p.m. peak hour trips to/from the study area before additional major improvements would be triggered.
This trip level is in addition to what is assumed in the regional travel demand model and would be roughly
equivalent to 200 single-family homes or an 18,000 square-foot shopping center. Accommodating more trips
beyond this may require improvements at the Highway 99W/Meinecke Road intersection.
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Connecting the new roadway to Elwert Road as the fourth leg of the future roundabout with Kruger Road would
be ideal for access spacing along Elwert Road. However, to comply with Washington County’s requirement of not
allowing local streets to intersect with arterials, the new roadway must be classified as a collector street or higher
{unless an exception to this requirement can be obtained). Considering the approximate length of this roadway,
the fact that it would be providing connectivity between arterial (Elwert Road) and collector (Handley Street)
streets, would provide enhanced connectivity to a residential area via an extension of Bushong Terrace, and is
estimated to serve more than 2,000 vehicles per day, classification as a collector street would be appropriate.

Mobility at Study Intersections:

Intersection operations would be nearly identical between Options 2 and 3 (which are both slightly better than
Option 1). The Highway 99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection would still not meet the applicable ODOT
mobility target (see Table 10) and would need additional intersection improvements.

Table 10: Option 3 Study Intersection Operations (2035 P.M. Peak Hour)

. Traffic Operating Iintersection Operations
Intersection Control Standard/T ¢
ontro anaar arge Delay LOS v/C
Hwy 99W/Elwert Rd-Sunset Bivd | Traffic Signal VIC < 0.99 >80 F
Hwy 99W/Meinecke Rd Traffic Signal V/C £ 0.99 39.6 D 0.92
Handley St/Cedar Brook Way All-Way Stop LOS D 10.7 B 0.50
Eiwert Rd/Kruger Rd Roundabout V/IC £0.90,L0S D 12.3 B 0.61
Elwert Rd/Handley St Two-Way Stop® VIC<0.99,LOSE 21.0 A/C 0.50
Hwy 99W/New Access Two-Way Stop® V/C < 0.99 32.0 AD 0.89
Signalized and All-Way Stop Intersections: Two-Way Stop and Roundabout Intersections:
Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) at
LOS = Level of Service of Intersection Worst Movement
V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Intersection LOS = Level of Service of Major Street/Minor Street
ST values do not meet standards. {Two-Way Stop) or Worst Movement (Roundabout)
V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Worst Movement

? ODOT has mobility “targets”, while other jurisdictions have mobility “standards.”
® Even though the intersection is a three-leg intersection and has only one minor street stopped approach, itis
analyzed similar to a two-way stop controlled intersection.

Study Intersection Improvements Needed:

For the Highway 99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection to meet the applicable ODOT mobility target, the
same improvements identified for Options 1 and 2 would be needed. These improvements include significant
widening for the Elwert Road and Sunset Boulevard approaches. Both approaches currently include two lanes
(shared through-left and right). The Elwert Road approach would have a heavy right-turn volume and would need
to be widened to four lanes (left, through, and dual rights). The Sunset Boulevard approach would also need to be
widened to four lanes {dual lefts, through, and right). Table 11 provides the study intersection operations with the
improvements.
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Warrants 1, Case A and Case B (MUTCD), which deal primarily with high volumes on the intersecting minor street
and high volumes on the major-street. This analysis indicated that signalization may be warranted (the preliminary
signal warrant worksheet is attached in the appendix). Meeting preliminary signal warrants does not guarantee
that a signal shall be installed. The new signal should also be compatible with the existing signal system. Before a
signal can be installed, a field warrant analysis is conducted by the Region. If warrants are met, the State Traffic
Engineer will make the final decision on the installation of a signal.

Access to Properties:

As previously noted, with a full signalized intersection to Highway 99W, a connection to Bushong Terrace, and
connectivity reaching from Elwert Road to Handley Street, Connectivity Option 4 provides the highest level of
connectivity and the most direct accessibility of any of the options considered. The connection to the new
roadway from Bushong Terrace, if feasible, could meet City access spacing standards and would improve access to
the highway-adjacent properties to and from other land uses to the north (e.g., the school and residential
neighborhoods).

Assuming all future access to Highway 99W from abutting properties is redirected to the new roadway, the
anticipated location for the new Highway 99W intersection would meet ODOT access spacing standards because it
would be at least 1,500 feet away from the two adjacent signals (the ODOT standard is 990 feet). However, because
access rights along the highway have been purchased by ODOT, ODOT approval of a grant of access must be
obtained to establish this new intersection to Highway 99W.

Connecting the new roadway to Elwert Road as the fourth leg of the future roundabout with Kruger Road would
be ideal for access spacing along Elwert Road. However, to comply with Washington County's requirement of not
allowing local streets to intersect with arterials, the new roadway must be classified as a collector street or higher
(unless an exception to this requirement can be obtained). Considering the approximate length of this roadway,
the fact that it would be providing connectivity between arterial (Elwert Road) and collector (Handley Street)
streets, would provide enhanced connectivity to a residential area via an extension of Bushong Terrace, and is
estimated to serve more than 2,000 vehicles per day, classification as a collector street would be appropriate.

Mobility at Study Intersections:

Intersection operations are much improved for Option 4 compared to the other options. However, the Highway
99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection would still not meet the applicable ODOT mobility target (see
Table 12) and would need additional intersection improvements.
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Table 12: Option 4 Study Intersection Operations (2035 P.M. Peak Hour)

. Traffic Operating Intersection Operations
Intersection c | Standard/T a —_—]
ontro tandard/Target Delay LOS V/C
Hwy 99W/Elwert Rd-Sunset Blvd Traffic Signal VIC £ 0.99 >80 F m
Hwy 99W/Meinecke Rd Traffic Signal VI/IC £0.99 36.2 D 0.87
Handley St/Cedar Brook Way All-Way Stop LOSD 10.0 A 0.46
Elwert Rd/Kruger Rd Roundabout V/IC=090,LOSD 12.0 B 0.60
Elwert Rd/Handley St Two-Way Stop” V/IC=099 LOSE 21.0 A/C 0.50
Hwy 99W/New Access Traffic Signal V/IC £0.99 10.9 B 0.85
Signalized and All-Way Stop Intersections: Two-Way Stop and Roundabout Intersections:
Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) at
LOS = Level of Service of Intersection Worst Movement
V/IC = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Intersection LOS = Level of Service of Major Street/Minor Street
m values do not meet standards. (TWO‘Way Stop) or Worst Movement (ROUndabOUt)
V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Worst Movement

2 ODOT has mobility “targets”, while other jurisdictions have mobility “standards.”
® Even though the intersection is a three-leg intersection and has only one minor street stopped approach, it is
analyzed similar to a two-way stop controlled intersection.

Study Intersection Improvements Needed:

For the Highway 99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection to meet the applicable ODOT mobility target, the
same improvements identified for each of the other options would be needed. These improvements include
significant widening for the Elwert Road and Sunset Boulevard approaches. Both approaches currently include two
lanes (shared through-left and right). The Elwert Road approach would have a heavy right-turn volume and would
need to be widened to four lanes (left, through, and dual rights). The Sunset Boulevard approach would also need
to be widened to four lanes {(dual lefts, through, and right). Table 13 provides the study intersection operations
with the improvements.

Table 13: Option 4 Study Intersection Operations (2035 P.M. Peak Hour) — With Improvements

Traffi o t' Intersection Operations
i raric perating with Improvements
Intersection Control Standard/Target®
Delay LOS v/C

Hwy 99W/Elwert Rd-Sunset Bivd Traffic Signal VIC £0.99 52.2 D 0.92
Signalized Intersection:

Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Intersection

LOS = Level of Service of Intersection sl WG values do not meet standards.

2 ODOT has mobility “targets”, while other jurisdictions have mobility “standards.”

Ability to Accommodate Future Development:

Connectivity Option 4 is expected to have the capacity to accommodate 750 more weekday p.m. peak hour trips
than assumed to occur in the regional travel demand model before additional major improvements would be
triggered at one of the study intersections. This would be roughly equivalent to 750 single-family homes or a

44



Ordinance 2012-012, Exhibit B
October 2, 2012, Page 21 of 51

June 28,2012
Page 21 of 22

Sherwood TSP Connectivity Refinement — Elwert Road to Cedar Brook Way D KS
128,000 square-foot shopping center. The other connectivity options only accommodate 200 additional trips.
Therefore, this aption has the potential to accommodate a significantly higher level of development in the study
area.

The reason for the higher capacity is the new signalized access to Highway 99W that serves traffic to and from both
the east and the west. This intersection is also expected to be the critical location where additional improvements
would be needed first (beyond the single left and right turning fanes on the new approach) before more trips
beyond this could be accommodated.

Findings

This study represents the first step toward refining the ultimate roadway connectivity plan for the study area north
of Highway 99W. Further refinement will be required, including discussions with affected property owners, the
Oregon Department of Transportation, Washington County, and other stakeholders. The key findings of this study
are summarized below:

¢  Twoimprovements will be needed at the intersection on Highway 99W with Elwert Road-Sunset
Boulevard by the year 2035 to meet adopted performance targets, regardless of which local connectivity
option for the study area is chosen:

o Widen the Elwert Road approach to include a left turn tane, a through lane, and dual right turn
lanes.

o Widen the Sunset Boulevard approach to include dual left turn lanes, a through lane, and a right
turn lane.

*  Options 3 and 4, which include new intersections with Highway 99W, provide higher degrees of
connectivity. Option 4, which includes the new signalized intersection to Highway 99W, provides the
greatest degree of connectivity and the most direct accessibility for area properties.

* Alloptions considered have a fair amount of flexibility for supporting future development. However,
Option 4 may be able to support more than three times the amount of development than the other
options due to the assumed traffic signal that would accommodate all turning movements.

* Under Options 2, 3, and 4, classifying the new roadway paralleling Highway 99W (Cedar Brook Way
extension) as a collector street would be appropriate.

* All options are capable of meeting City/County/ODOT access spacing requirements.

* Under Option 1, approval from Washington County for an exception from their access management
requirement to connect a local street (Bushong Terrace) to an arterial street (Elwert Road) would be
needed.

e Establishing a new intersection on Highway 99W would require approval from ODOT for a grant of access
to the highway.

¢  Prior to constructing a traffic signal on Highway 99W, approval must be obtained from the State Traffic
Engineer.

*  While non-auto modes of travel were not assessed as part of this study, the creation of a new signalized
intersection on Highway 99W could have significant benefits for pedestrian and bicycle travel by
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maximizing connectivity and providing a controlled crossing of the highway. Furthermore, if Bushong

Terrace cannot be extended to the south to connect to the Cedar Brook Way extension, opportunities to
provide pedestrian and bicycle accessways should be explored as an alternative.
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Appendix

DKS

47






Ordinance 2012-012, Exhibit B
October 2, 2012, Page 25 of 51

Total Vehicle Summary

All Traffic Dat

In Out
& 1997 1481
s
w 58 1645 284
I
o

HY 12%

PHF 094

L o T N I
F Lo
Clay Carney Out 129 248 In
(503)833-2740 49 =P
In 100 362 Cut
17y ‘— 38
HY 0 0% }‘._2_____{/
H PHF 071 e
Hwy 99 W & SW Meinecke Pkwy “atoloss
16 1279 29 N o
Wednesday, April 11, 2012 Out in 7
1,697 1,324 a
4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Peak Hour Summary
5:00 PM to 6:00 PM
5-Minute Interval Summary
4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
intorval Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Podestrians
Start Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Meinecke Pkwy SW Meinecke Phwy Intervat Crosswalk
Timn L T R Bikes| L T R Bikesj L T R ___Bikes L T R Bikes Total Noah  South  East  Wes!
400 PM 0 83 2 0 15 125 7 [] 1 3 o] Q 1 2 7 g 247 6] 3 3 o
405 PM 2 1y 9 0 12 171 2 1 3 3 2 0 5 2 8 a 330 Q 2 1 [+
110PM o 71 1 9 23 125 2 ] 3 3] 0 1) 8 1 12 il 256 n 3 o 0
415PM 2] e 2 0 12 145 4 ] 1 6 0 a Q [} 1t 0 290 @ 1 2 Q
4:20 PM a 110 2 0 20 121 5 o 2 5 0 Q 2 3 20 a 290 n t i 0
4:25 PM 2 84 2 0 26 134 4 0 1 7 o [s] 1 6 14 [¢] 281 n 1 n 0
30 PM 1 to? 3 Q 18 130 3 4 2 a 2 ] o 3 15 o 285 fH 1 t u
4:35 PM 1 83 2 0 20 153 2 a 3 1 1 o] 1 4 IRl 0 292 0 [¢) 1 0
490 PM 0 B9 i 0 27 132 3 a9 8 6 3 0 & [ 1 a 272 [¢) 4] o] Q
445PM D55 2 i 19 1 1 e | 3 4 _ 1. _0_i 4 N 3 9 150 o 1 1 c
450 PM bl 89 3 a 18 "y 3 0 4 7 0 0 3 t 6 Q 254 0 g Q 0
455PM i 88 ] i 14 P2 5 1] 4 2 0 a 1 3 5 0 253 0 Q a 0
500PM 9 99 3 2 27 114 B 0 2 5 0 o) 4 E 24 0 2893 Q L i Q
5:05 PM t 108 3 g 19 149 ? [} 1 4 [ [} 4 3 3 [} 307 G a a 4
510 PM 1 "7 2 0 15 1485 ul Q 1 2 1 0 1 1] 11 0 299 0 4 5 1)
315PM El 30 3 0 27 128 2 0 4 9 1 bi 5 B 17 Q 309 1] 1] a Q
520 PM 2 100 t 0 27 141 8 o 3 2 1 o 4 7 9 4] 30 il o 9 0
525PM a 127 2 Q 17 154 3 0 t 2 3 a 4 t 11 0 325 0 t q a
530 PAt 1 82 1 0 2 135 7 ] 2 2 1 0 5 5 20 a 290 o 0 0 0
535PM | 2 125 2 0 24 152 4 0 5 5 0 g 2 H 13 ) 7339 0 a [} 0
540 PM a 101 1] Q 25 145 4 o 5 7 2 Q 2 ] 7 n pacl) a q ] a
545 PM i 118 3 0 27 124 10 0 3 1 4 0 2 4 15 0 312 0 9 1 a
550 PM 1 107 3 0 23 "z 6 0 4 8 1 0 3 2 14 4] 289 0 2 <] 1
555 PM 2 108 3 0 24 148 5 g 6 2 0 Q 2 S 4 4] 309 1] 2 1} 0
Total 23 2428 64 2 515 3,280 109 1 70 99 23 0 68 80 297 0 7.066 4] 22 1" t
Survey .
15-Minute Interval Summary
4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
intervai Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Podestrians
Start Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Meinecke Flwy SW Meinecke Piwy Interval Crasswom
Timo L T R__Bkes L ¥ R Bekes i ¥ R Bias L T R Bikes Total South _ East  Wes:
4:00 PM 2 265 12 Q 57 421 1 1 7 12 2 a 12 5 27 1] 833 8 4 i
415 PM 2 303 & [¢] 58 400 12 Q 4 18 0 [¢) 3 9 45 0 851 a 3 1 [y
430PM 2 259 6 [s] 65 425 8 [¢] 1 7 6 9 7 13 40 D] 849 Q 1 2 o
445PM t 332 LA s] 51 Jag 9 o 11 13 1 3] .8 8 20 5] A5 aQ 1 o 2
500PM 2 324 B 2 81 409 13 Q 4 1t 1 [s] 9 8 45 o] a5 s} 3 5 il
5:15 PM 7 17 9 0 71 423 18 0 A 13 5 [0} 13 16 37 0 937 0 1 o] 1]
530 PM 3 loe 3 0 78 432 15 0 12 14 3 0 9 10 40 0 927 0 b 0 v)
545PM 4 330 3 g 74 381 22 1] 13 L3 $ 4] 7 11 43 s} 910 a2 4 1 !
Total 23 2438 64 2 515 3.280 109 1 70 99 23 o] 68 B0 297 0 7.066 Q 22 13 1
Survey
Peak Hour Summary
5:00PM to 6:00PM
8 Northbound Southbound Eastbound Wosthound Pedostrians
A rzach Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Meinecke Pikwy SW Meinecke Piavy Total Crosswalk
P n Out__Total Bikes| in Out  Total Bikes! In Out  _Tom! fskesi In Qui  Tots! Bikes North  South  East West |
Volume | 1324 1687 3.021 2 1997 1481 3478 g9 100 129 228 0 248 362 610 Q 3.669 [’) 3 6 1
YoHV 25% 08% 00% 12% 14%
THE 035 azvt 8 94 095
8 Northbound Southbound Eastbounc Westhound
MoveZnen( Hwy 99 W Hwy 99 W SW Meiracke Pkwy SW Meinecke Plwy Total
L T R__Tolal L T R Total L T 1al L T R__Total
Volurme 16 1279 20 1324 | 284 1545 68 1.897 37 48 ] 38 45 165 248 3.669
%HV | 00% 26% 00% :25% |00% 09% 00% 08% |00% 00% 00% 00% |26% 22% 06% 12% 1a%
PHE 050 093 068 034 091 093 077 095 Qrt__ 077 950 07y 073 070 092 094 096
Rolling Hour Summary
4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Interval Northbound Southbound Eastbound Wastbound Pedestrians
Start Hwy 98 W Hwy 99 W SW Mainacke Phwy SW Maemacke Plkwy Interval Crosswalk
Time L T R___Bikes L T R Bkes| L T R Bkes| L T R Bikes Yotal North _ Souih  East  West
400 PM 7 1158 35 0 231 1635 4t 1 33 50 3 L] G 35 132 i} 3397 0 13 7 [}
418 PM 7 1218 3t 2 238 16823 43 0 30 49 B o 27 M 150 9 3459 b 9 8 0
4:30 PM 12 1232 34 2 248 1646 48 a 34 44 13 Q 37 45 142 0] 3,535 Q 7 7 Q
4:45 PM 13 1281 n 2 281 1633 55 4 35 51 10 Q 39 42 142 0 3613 1] [} 4 g
500 PM 16 1279 29 2 284 1845 68 a 37 49 4 g 38 48 185 a 3669 g 3 5 t

49






Ordinance 2012-012, Exhibit B
October 2, 2012, Page 27 of 51

. 2 In Out
Total Vehicle Summary 8 a9 o
zu 10 389
. T b HY 1 1%
All Traffic Dat S PHF D87
M BN W B e N
e e ln. 3
3 A g EPe
Clay Carney Out 0 277 I
(503)833-2740 nd b Foiole
In 0 409 Qut
R v £
a
HY 00% Y—H
PHE 000 2
SW Kruger Rd & SW Elwert Rd 0 “ ¢t £e
5 20 o e
Wednesday, April 11, 2012 ou In zu
4 25 o
4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Peak Hour Summary
5:00 PM to 6:00 PM
5-Minute Interval Summary
4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Intervat Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Pedestrians
Start SW Krugar Rd . _SWKrugerRd SW Elwart R SW Elwert Rd Interval Crosswatk
Time T R Bikes L T Blkes Bikes L R Bikes Tatal North South Eas! West
400 PM 2 2 8 27 0 0 a 2 19 0 52 0 [ 1] ]
2:05 PM 0 1 0 25 1 0 [y 1 13 0 41 a (] 1 bl
410 PM 0 t 0 24 5t .0 0 ' 12 0 39 b 0 0 )
415 PM 3 z 0 26 1 Q J 2 19 o 53 a a ¢] o
4:20 PM 1 2 9 26 0 a a 0 20 0 49 0 Q 0 a
4:25 PM Q 0 0 37 Q Q 4 1 9 0 47 0 0 0 a
430 PM ! ¢ ] 33 1 0 3 1 12 [l 48 0 [ a 0
135 PM 0 0 e {32 _ 0 __¢ b} 3 22 0 57 b 0 0 0
440 PM [ a9 g 36 g 9] I 1 13 7 50 7 g g Q
445 AM 0 2 0 40 0 G 2 3 {8 i) 63 0 0 [} 2]
450 PM a 2 0 47 1 bl Q i 18 g 689 9 Q Q 2]
495PM n 2 0 a3 0 L) /] 2 15 0 56 Q 0 aQ 0
5:00 PM Q 0 0 29 1 0] 0 3 i) 0 5 Q o a o]
5:05 PM Q 0 0 25 1 a Q 1 21 2 43 bl Q Q 0
510 PM o] 1 0 23 0 a o t 12 0 37 b G 4] 0
515 PM ] 1 0 41 o 0 ] 7 I 9 88 0 0 0 [
5:20 PM 0 4 Q 30 0 a 0 ol 22 i) 56 0 ¢} a Q
525 PM n 9 ¢ 36 il Q 0 2 30 2 53 bl Q 0 ]
5:30 PM 1 a o 32 1 ] 0 4 16 2 54 2 9 0 2
535 PM 1 1 Q r il a 0 1 15 Q 65 0 4] a a
5:40 PM 2 v o0 | 2 H o o o 1 24 0 52 2 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 2 0 42 1 Q 0 2 21 0 88 Q 9 o 0
5:50 PM 0 5 0 as 3 0 Q 6 23 0 72 0 ] n 0
5:55 PM. 1 5 0 27 1 ] Q 10 ) ) 52 0 8 ] 2]
Jotat 12 3 0 |71 1§ ¢ o | s azy O 1325 o ¢ o o
Survey
15-Minute Interval Summary
4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Interval Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Pedestrians
Start SW Kruger Rd SW Kruger Rd SW Elwert Rd SW Elwed Rd Interval Crosswaik
Time T R Bixes L T Bikes Bikes L R Bikes Total Nonh  South  East  Wesl
400PM 2 4 [ 76 2 ] [ 4 44 0 132 [} ] [] [}
415 k) ) b 99 1 0 0 3 18 i 149 0 0 0 0
430 PM 1 0 o] 101 1 ] 8 5 47 a 155 2 o __ 0 0
445 PM 0 & 9 126 + o 0 $ 51 a 183 0 a 0 0
5:00 PM 0 ! 0 77 2 q 9 5 51 Q 138 0 Q @ 0
5:15 PM a 5 o 107 0 0 0 9 Al 2 192 0 0 o 0
530PM 4 2 3 101 3 0 b G S5 o 171 o Q o 0
5:45 PM 1 12 0 104 5 0 0 18 62 o) 202 ) g [¢] 1]
Jotal 12 3 o0 |81 15 0 0 | s4 @9 0 | a3 o o o o
Survay
Peak Hour Summary
5:00 PM (o 6:00 PM
B Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound Pedestrians
A Dr:ach SW Krugars Rd SW Krugar Rd SW Etwer: Rt SW Elwert Rd Total Crosswalk
P In Cut  Toal Bikas | In Cut  Tolat Bkes | in Out  Total Bikes| In Qut__Total Bikes Nonth  Souid  East  West
Volume b+ 48 73 9 WY 244 543 [] i) ¢ o 0 277 409 686 ] 701 g 0 1) 3
Y%eHV 0Q% 08% 3 0% 1% 0 9%
PHE 048 Q86 Q00 987 087
o Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound ]
Move:nenl SW Kruger Ra SW Kruger Rd SW Elwert Rd SW Elwert Rd Tatal
T R Total L T Total Total L R Toial
Vohang 3 20 25 388 10 398 [ 38 238 277 201
THV NA  00% 00% 00% |08% 00% NA 08% NA NA NA 00% {00% NA 13% 11% 09%
PHF g3 042 "7 185 D42 086 000 053 084 087 987
Rolling Hour Summary
4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
intervat Northbound Southbound Easthound Westbound Pedestrians
Start SW Krugar Rd SW Krugaet Rd SW Elwert Rd SW Elwert Rd [nterval Crosswalk
Tima T R Bikes| L T Bikas Bekes | L R Bikes Total Ngan  South  East  West
4 60 PM 7 11 7] 392 5 3 i 16 190 E] 624 g 0 a2 0
4:15 PM 5 n 0 393 5 9 0 17 197 a 628 i} a 0 a
430 PM 1 12 0 411 4 g ] 23 220 a 671 o n 3 3
445 PM 4 14 0 41 ] 0 a 24 228 0 687 n 0 ¢ 0
530 PM 5 20 g 389 10 a a 8 239 Q 701 Q 3 1] b

51






Ordinance 2012-012, Exhibit B
October 2, 2012, Page 29 of 51

TRAFFIC LEVELS OF SERVICE

Analysis of traffic volumes is useful in understanding the general nature of traffic in an area, but by itself
indicates neither the ability of the street network to carry additional traffic nor the quality of service
afforded by the street facilities. For this, the concept of level of service has been developed to subjectively
describe traffic performance. Level of service can be measured at intersections and along key roadway
segments.

Level of service categories are similar to report card ratings for traffic performance. Intersections are
typically the controlling bottlenecks of traffic flow and the ability of a roadway system to carry traffic
cfficiently is generally diminished in their vicinities. Levels of Service A, B and C indicate conditions
where traffic moves without significant delays over periods of peak travel demand. 1.evel of service D and
E are progressively worse peak hour operating conditions and F conditions represent where demand
exceeds the capacity of an intersection. Most urban communities set level of service D as the minimum
acceptable level of service for peak hour operation and plan for level of service C or better for all other
times of the day. The Highway Capacity Manual provides level of service calculation methodology for
both intersections and arterials.'" The following two scctions provide interpretations of the analysis
approaches.

! 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, Treansportation Research Board, Washington D.C, 2000, Chapters 16 and 17



Ordinance 2012-012, Exhibit B
October 2, 2012, Page 30 of 51

UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS (Two-Way Stop Controlled)

Unsignalized intersection level of service is reported for the major street and minor street (generally, left
turn movements). The method assesses available and critical gaps in the traffic stream which make it
possible for side street traffic to enter the main street flow. The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual describes
the detailed methodology. It is not unusual for an intersection to experience level of service E or F
conditions for the minor street left turn movement. It should be understood that, often, a poor level of
service is experienced by only a few vehicles and the intersection as a whole operates acceptably.

Unsignalized intersection levels of service are described in the following table.

other traffic movements in the intersection

Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Rescarch Board Washington, D C

Level of Service Expected Delay (Sec/Veh)
B A [.ittle or no delay 0-10.0
B Short traffic delay >10.1-15.0
C Average traffic delays >15.1-25.0
D Long traffic delays >25.1-35.0
E Very long traffic dclays >35.1-50.0
F Extreme delays potentially affecting > 50
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SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

For signalized intersections, level of service is evaluated based upon average vehicle delay experienced by
vehicles entering an intersection. Control delay (or signal delay) includes initial deccleration dclay, queue
move-up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration delay. In previous versions of this chapter of the HCM
(1994 and earlier), delay included only stopped delay. As delay increases, the level of service decreases.
Calculations for signalized and unsignalized intersections are different due to the variation in traffic

control. The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual provides the basis for these calculations.

Description

Level of Delay
Service (secs }
A <1000
B 10 1-200
C 20.1-350
D 351-550
b 551-800
F >80 0

Source: 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Washington D.C

Free Flow/Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully utilized by traffic and no vehicle waits
longer than one red indication Most vehicles do not stopatall Progression is extremely tavorable and
most vehicles arrive during the green phase

Stable Operation/Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phasc is fully utilized Many drivers begin
to feel somewhat restricted within platoons of vehicles This level gencrally ocours with good progression,
short cycle lengtbs, or both

Stable Operation/Acceptable Delays: Majorapproach phases fully utilized Most drivers feet somewhat
restricted Higher delays may result from fair progression, langer cycle lengths, or both  Individual cycle
failurcs may begin to appear at this level. and the number of vehicles stopping is significant

Approaching Unstable/Tolerable Delays: The influence of congestion becotnes more noticeable
Drivers may have to wait through more than one red signal indication Longer delays may result from
some combination of unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or high v/c ratios  The proportion of
vehicles not stopping declines, and individual cycle failures are noticeable

Unstable Opcration/Significant Delays: Volumes at or near capacity  Vehicles may wait though several
signal cycles Long queues form upstream from intersection  These high delay values generally indicate
poor progression, long cycle lengths, and high v/c ratios  [ndividual cycle failures are a (requent
occurrence

Forced Flow/Excessive Delays: Represents jammed conditions Queues may block upstream
intersections  This level occurs when arrival flow rates exceed intersection capacity, and is considered to
be unacceptable to most drivers  Poor progression, long cycle lengths, and v/c ratios approaching { 0 may
contribute to these high delay levels
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Oregon Department of Transportation

Transportation Development Branch
Transportation Planning Analysis Unit

Preliminary Traffic Signal Warrant Analysisl
Major Street: Highway 99W Minor Street: New Access

Project: Sherwood Llwert Connectivity|City/County: Sherwood
Year: 2035 Alternative:  Option 4 (Full Access)
Preliminary Signal Warrant Volumes
Number of ADT on major street AD'T on minor street, highest
Approach lancs approaching from approaching
both directions volume
Major Minor Percent of standard warrants {Percent of standard warrants
Street Street 100 | 70 100 | 70
Case A: Minimum Vehicular Traffic
! | 8850 6200 2650 185v
2 or more 1 10600 7400 2650 1850
2 or more 2 or more 10600 7400 3550 2500
1 2 or more 8850 6200 3550 2500
Case B: Interruption of Continuous Traffic
1 1 13300 9300 1350 | 950
2 or more 1 15900 11100 1350 950
| 2 ~rmore 2 or more 15900 11100 1750 1250
! 2 or more 13300 9300 1750 1250

100 percent of standard warrants

X 70 percent of standard warrants®
Preliminary Signal Warrant Calculation
Street Number of Warrant Approach Warrant vict |
Lanes Volumes Volumes
Case Major 2 7400 40300 N
A Minor | 1850 1250
Case Major 2 11100 40300 Y
B Minor 1 950 1250
Analyst and Date: Reviewer and Date:

' Meeting preliminary signal warrants does not guarantec that a signal will be installed. When preliminary
signal warrants are met. project analysts need to coordinate with Region Traflic to initiate the trattic signal
engincering investigation as outlined in the Trallic Manual. Before a signal can be installed, the engineering
investigation must be conducted or reviewed by the Region Traffic Manager who will forward signal
recommendations (o headquarters. Traftic signal warrants must be met and the State Traftic Engineer’s
approval obtained betore a traffic signal can be installed on a state highway.

> Used due to 85th percentile speed in excess ot 40 mph or isolated community with population of less than

10,000.

Analysis Procedur

February 2009

es Manual



Ordinance 2012-012, Exhibit C

October 2, 2012, Page 1 of 1 Erh bk €

Department of Transportation

Region 1 Headquarters

l I 123 NW Flanders Street
Portland, OR 97209

. (503) 731.8200
John A. Kitzhaber, MD, Governor FAX (503) 731.8531

August 6, 2012

City of Sherwood
22560 SW Pine St
Sherwood, OR 97140

Subject: PA 12-03: Cedar Brook Way extension
Attn: Julia Hajduk, Planning Manager

We have reviewed the applicant’s proposal to amend the City Transportation System Plan to
change the functional classification of Cedar Brook Way from a local to a collector status and to
clarify that the road connection is intended to go from Elwert road to Handley with one
connection to Pacific Highway. ODOT is generally supportive of local street connectivity and
has dctermined there will be no significant impacts to state highway facilities and that no
additional state review is required.

Thank you for coordinating with the Oregon Department of ‘T'ransportation.

Sincerely,

Seth Brumley

Land Use Review Planner

C: Kirsten Pennington, ODOT Region 1 Planning Manager
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Julia Hajduk

From: Debbaut, Anne <anne.debbaut@state.or.us>
Sent: Thursday, August 02, 2012 8:06 AM

To: Julia Hajduk

Subject: PAPA 003-12 to amend the TSP

Hi Julia,

The department would like to make a comment regarding the subject PAPA amending the Transportation System Plan
(TSP) to change the functional classification of Cedar Brook Way from a local road to a collector road from Elwert to
Hadley. Itis recommended that the city review its collector street standards to ensure that they meet the current needs
of the city.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Regards,
Anne

Anne Debbaut | Metro Regional Representative
Community Services Division

Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
1600 SW Fourth Ave., Suite 109 | Portland, OR 97201
Office: 503.725.2182 | Cell: 503.804.0902
anne.debbaut@state.or.us | www.oregon.gov/LCD/
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Sherwood “"Robin Hood"” Elks
B.P.O.E. Lodge #2342
PO Box 71
Sherwood, OR 97140

August 5, 2012

Ms. Julia Hajduk, Planning Manaager
City of Sherwood Planning Commission
22560 SW Pine Street

Sherwood, Oregon 97140

Reference: = Cedar Brook Way and other road improvements

Sherwood Elks Lodge has reviewed the information included in the
Memorandum, prepared by DKS for the Sherwood TSP Connectivity Refinement that
was presented and copies handed out at that meeting of June 26, 2012.

After reviewing the proposals we find that the best interest of the Members of the
Lodge can best be severed with the adoption of Proposals 3 or 4. It is our understanding
that proposal 4 is encumbered by the costs associated with changes to the highway 99
lanes that would be required to level the divided lanes.

Therefore, if the right turn left turn access to Highway 99, as indicated in
Proposal 4, cannot be achieved we would agree that proposal 3 would best serve the
interest of the Lodge property as contained in Proposal 3 access to the property would be
achieved by the improvement of the intersection at the current location at the southwest
corner of the property and the addition of access to Bushong would allow access to the
north. When Cedar Brook Way is completed access to the east would be achieved.

Additionally we understand that currently there is no direct access south to
Highway 99.

Sherwood Elks Lodge supports the adoption of proposal 3 with the understanding
that this will include the three access points as outlined above.

P

Guy Pabst, Exalted Ruler
Sherwood Robin Hood Elks #2342

Sincerely,

GP/plr
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Questions that Need Answers from city as to requirements and obligations
before 22211 SW Pacific Highway can develop

(See Attached Accompanying Map of Claus Property)

A- Cedar Brook Way: the city is demanding that the property is divided or more properly
parceled in two because of the city road. Before that request can be met, the city needs to specify the
tocation, the right of way, the width of the street, the construction specifications, water, sewer, power,
etc that is to be included in the road. The city must also clearly specify if the city is buying or rebating
through SDC credits the land, the right of way, the improvements, and paying for the construction
improvements (part or all of the total costs).

B- An area on the subject property is currently being used as a regional storm water facility by the
city and other property owners. This includes areas as far away as the Elks Lodge on 99W and some
Woodhaven properties on the east side of the highway. These properties are draining into the Claus
property. Clauses have given no easement and/or sold this area, no permission for these other
properties each annual drainage is a legal trespass. Either all of this drainage and drainage system to
the Claus property must be cut off and removed or the Clauses must be paid justly for this storm water
facility. Itis, in fact, an exaction of the Claus property.

C- The enclosed site plan assumes there will be a 125 foot apron along the 99W frontage. This is
reached by taking 25 feet from the subject property, 70 feet from the Shannon property, and 25 feet
from the Claus property south of the Shannon property. ODOT representatives have told the Claus
family that if there is a question regarding the entrance design, that the Cedar Brook Way entrance
design in front of the Cedar Creek condominiums/McFall subdivision. Again, what is the city going to
pay for the shared entrance/exit and what is the preferred alignment? A temporary alignment is
more harmful and will stop development. The city has to declare the alignment so property owners
can develop. Both ODOT v. Hanson and City of Salem v. Truax have precedence for this alignment and
must be respected. There are three deeded accesses to 99W that the Claus properties have in spite of
the false and misleading representations by DKS these are legally enforceable 99W entrances and
exits. Additionally topography is correct for these highway entrances. The topography on the Elks
property is not really feasible.

D- The road will split the Claus property. A portion that was 99W property now will lose a great
deal of its value because it is not part of the highway property and exposure. What is the
compensation to be paid by the city for this direct loss of value? Can the parcels be-redeveloped
separately? Also, the lots are then non-conforming after he road parceling. What happens then?

E- The highway frontage portion of this property has a restaurant, office building and several
other buildings used for retail/commercial purposes. It is assumed that other than paying for water
and sewer hook up fees, these properties will py no other fees and continue to be used. Again, this
property has its own storm water facility that is being used y other properties without permission,
authorization, or payment.

Jim and Susan Claus 22211 SW Pacific Highway, Sherwood, Oregon 97140
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B[]

CITY OF SHERWOOD . Date August 7 2012 f‘ NE@F‘U
Staff Report [7: Lo
PA 12-03 — Cedar Brook Way Transportation System Plan Amendment Zl/ M

2 4

To: SHERWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION MM /%
From: PLANNING DEPARTMENT %ﬂ-’ ) W M
/‘m

” )
ﬂ W (e mrw“// s,
Julia péjduk, Plafining Manager W (% M W AV,
Proposal overview: This is a City initiated Tran%/;{nation é stem Plan (TSP) arﬁi&hensn e Plan

amendment to change the functional classification of Cedar Brook Way from a local to a collector road
connecting Elwert to Handley. This amendment also identifies one connection to Pacific Highway along this
Cedar Brook Way extension, the ultimate location to-be determined. The access location will be no greater
than 990 feet from the Sunset and Meinecke intersections. This amendment would modify Figures 8-1, 8-7
and 8-8 of the TSP to reflect this change. Exhibit A is the proposed amended figures and Exhibit B is an
analysis from DKS identifying several options for refinement and the impacts on nearby intersections.

L OVERVIEW

A. Appl~~-t. This is a_Eity sndment therefore the applicant is the

onsiructed northwest of
rent location at Handley
southwest to connect at Elwert in the vicinity of the Elks Lodge property.

G. Review Type: The proposed text amendment requires a Type V review, which involves
public hearings before the Planning Commission and City Council. The Planning
Commission will make a recommendation to the City Council who will make the final
decision. Any appeai of the City Council decision would go directly to the Oregon Land Use
Board of Appeals.

H. Public Notice and Hearing: Notice of the August 14" Planning Commission hearing on the
proposed amendment was published in The Times on 8/2/12 and 8/9/12 and in the August
edition of the Archer. Notice was also posted in 5 public locations around town and on the
web site on 7/24/12. While this is a legislative amendment, courtesy notice was mailed to
immediately affected property owners on 7/25/12.

{ Review Criteria:
The required findings for the Plan Amendment are identified in Section 16.80.030 of the
Sherwood Zoning and Community Development Code (SZCDC). In addition, the
amendment must be consistent with Goals 1, 2 and 12 of the Statewide Planning Goals and
Chapter 6 of the Comprehensive Plan.

Xz FC aing
qj,zqc/q et
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J. Backaround:

The TSP was updated in 2005. Since that time, there have been five amendments; four for

concept plan areas where changes and a fifth amendment to change the functional

’\ classification of Columbia Street (related to Cannery project) from a collector to a local
@9) street. The City is planning to begin a comprehensive update of the TSP next year;
however the City has determined that several issues need to be addressed sooner to help

facilitate development and public infrastructure improvement. Specifically there are

conflicts within the TSP related to Cedar Brook Way. It appears the road is designated a

W@eet connectivity map shows a connection-to Elwert, however,
M fhe road is identified as a 3 lane road which is generally characteristic of a higher
” l lassification road. In addition, the connection to an Arterial (Elwert and Pacific Highway)

llq can onty be made by a collector road or higher functional classification, thus creating

@D‘Uﬁa conflicts between the classification and the connectivity and design for the road. This
conflict has created uncertainty for potential developers.

\)" In addition, the City has obtained property at the northwest corner of the Kruger/Elwert
intersection to help facilitate the realignment of that intersection. This realignment is
identified on the Washington County MSTIP3d list, indicating it will be funded within the next
5 years. It is anticipated that funding for the design and construction of the realignment will
be identified in the near future. If that occurs, it would be most efficient and cost effective to
identify and provide for a stub connection of Cedar Brook Way off of Elwert at that time.

3 A M However, as the road is currently identified as a local street, the connection would not be
v permitted, per County standards. M
7 M/ B a4 % .
¢ P
W@D Wpea thag Mo & GLpeor JJ% Hoeo

. M . 42&79' UBLIC COMMENTS
AA -/MZZ/?
The City posted notices in five locati@ns around the city’and provided courtesy mailed notice to directly related

property owners in the vicinity of the road extension. Notice was also published in the Times on August 2
and 9" and in the August Archer. As of the date of this report, no comments have been provided other than
what was provided at the Planning Commission work session held on June 26, 2012 prior to formally initiating
the Plan Amendment.

. AGENCY/DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS

The City requested comments from affected agencies. Ali 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:

e The Department of L and Conservation and Development (DLCD) provided comments recommending

that the City look at its Collector Street standards to ensure that they meet the current needs of the ?
City. # A st et Mﬂa&;{ % / 7 <
r

Staff Response: The City plans on beginning an update to the TSP to fllly evaluate the transportation
system within the next year. in the meantime, as noted within this report, we believe that the
amendment will | er meet the needs of the City and the intent of the existing TSP policies. We
believe that this amendment addresses a conflict and error in the existing TSP that did nat clearly

identify the connection as a collector.
P e o @ﬁmwﬁ/ / M Qw"’(ﬁ
. PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment N}S}%\ )@j» Page 2 of 8
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e Oregon Departme~* ~f Transportation provided a letter which is attached as Exhibit C stating that they
are generally supporuve of local street connectivity and that they have determined this amendment will

have no significant impacts to the state highway Tacllities. W%M
% @ ’ AT W

e Sherwood Engineering Department has bes he review and p?oces'sing of this proposal

Washington County, Metro, Clean Water Services, Tualatin Valley Fire an Rescue (TVF&R), Kinder Morgan.
Pride Disposal, Bonneville Power Adpiinistration, The Sherwoaod Building Department, Partland General

Electric, Northwest Natural Gas, and Raindrops to Refuge were provided the opportunity to comment on this

application but did not provide wriften or verbal comments.
7
MW%W o Lorrpn? ’9/ e Wifdls o Sl o7
. APPLICABLE DEVELOPMEN CODE CRITERA M’% M

16.80.030 — Review Critefia
A. Text Amendment
An amendment to the text of the Comprehensive Plan shal sed U or such an

amendment as identifjed by the Council or the Commission. Such an amendment shall be consistent
with the intent of the Adopted Sherwood Comprehensive Plan, and with all other provisions of the
Plan, the Transportation System Plan and this Code, and with any appllcab e S te or Clty statutes and

regulations, including this Section.

The amendment is needed because the existing TSP is not clear regardm the mtended status of Cedar
Brook Way. The road is identified as a 3 lane road (figure 8-7) which is typically the dimensions of a
Aeighborhoad routed or larger; however as a local street, it would not be eligible for SDC and TDT credits. This
has led to uncertainty from property owners and potential developers in the area regarding whether the road is
eligible for SDC and TDT credits. The amendment to clarify the functional classification of Cedar Brook Way
as a collector stregt is consistent with Chapter 6, Section C, Table 1 by aligning the classification to reflect the
actual use of the Street. Table 1 states that:

Coiiector Bireets - Provide both access and circuiation within and between residential and
commercial/industrial areas. Collectors differ from arterials in that they provide more
of a citywide circulation function and do not require as extensive control of access
(compared to arterial). Serve residential neighborhoods, distributing trips from the
neighborhood and local street system. Collectors are typically greaterthan 0.5to __
1.0 miles in length. ,

Local Sfreets -  Sole function of providing access to immediate adjacent land. Service te “through
traffic-rreverment’ -on-local street is deliberately discouraged by design.

As demonstrafed in the DKS memo, this road connection will provide for more than focal trips because it
provides an alternative to 99W and the ability to avoid the Sunset and Meinecke intersections. As envisioned,
the road would be about .5 miles in length between Elwert and Handley (Cedar progk Way is already a
collector from|Handley to Meinecke/99W), consistent with the collector. In additiop, the anticipated traffic is
within the range of a collector at 2000 vehicles per day.

The amendment is consistent with Chapter 6 of the comprehensive Plan as discussed further in this report
under Sectior] V.

The amendment is consistent with the intent of the TSP. As noted earlier, the TSP is not clear regarding the
actual intent of Cedar Brook Way but it is clear that the plan w? that it would be designed to be larger than a

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way J‘SP amendme;nt W Page 3 of 8
%MW’”"W,{ ,@%«/
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traditional local street as demonstrated ort figure 8-7 and 8-4 (there is'no 3 lane local street figure). In
addition, the TSP at figure 8-8 shows cénnections of this road to Elwert, however as a County Arterial, it can
only be accessed via a collector levelstreet or higher. |s it clear throughout the TSP that increase
connectivity, especially in this area s desired. The DKS memo demonstrates that traffic operations are
improved with the increased conngctivity, which can only be accomplished with the collector level road.
Alternatively, the TSP could be afnended to remove the connections to Elwert and the confirm that the status
was a local street; however thaf negatively impacts the traffic operations and provided limited access option
for the properties along the highway that are affected by this road connection.

FINDING: As discussed above, the change is consistent with the intent of the collectopr
consistent with the applicable comprehensive plan goals and policies. M
pdgzi

An amendment to the City Zoning Map may be granted, provided that the 1 M
applicable requirements of the adopted Sherwood Comprehensive Plar; the Transportation System
Plan and this Code, and that:
d policies of the ~
V)

1. The proposed amendment is consistent with the goals
Comprehensive Plan and the Transportation System Plan.
2. There is an existing and demonstrable need for the particular uses and zonin

proposed, taking into account the importance of stch uses to the economy of the
the existing market demand for any goods or ser¥ices which such uses will provide,
the presence or absence and location of other such uses or similar uses in the area,
and the general public good.

. The proposed amendment is timely, considering the pattern of development in the area,

{f}:}/w surrounding land uses, any changes which may have occurred in the neighborhood or

B. Map Amendment

community to warrant the proposed amendment, and the availability of utilities and
services to serve all potential uses in the proposed zoning district.

4. 4. Other lands in the City already zoned for the proposed uses are either unavailable
or unsuitable for immediate development due to location, size or other factors.

)(MM The applicable elements of the above standard are 1 and 3. As discussed in the section below, the proposed
amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plan ang TSP policy regarding the definition of the functional

classification. WW

Regarding “3", the amendment is }'wfely bec%hs’: will reduce existing uncertainty which could help the
‘g’\ properties develop or re-develop/ [n addition, the re-alignment of the Kruger/Elwert intersection is anticipated
to be funded in the near future at which paoint it will be necessary to determine definitively whether this will be a
J collector road connecting to Elwert. If it is not a collector road, according to County standards, a road

connection in this vicinity would not be possible which would Zfﬁﬁcantly impact the ability of the properties,

\h especially the property directly east of Elwert, to devel_cy - W 44[{) W&’&’W WN

\g FINDING: As discussed above the proposed amendment is consistent with the TSP and comprehensive plan
elements.
T

C. Transportation Planning Rule Consistency
1. Review of plan and text amendment applications for effect on transportation facilities. Proposals

shall be reviewed to determine whether it significantly affects a transportation facility, in accordance
with OAR 660-12-0060 (the TPR). Review is required when a development application includes a
proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan ar changes to land use regulations.

%WW?KQ TSIé amendment §> Page 4 of 8
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2. "Significant” means that the transportation facility would change the functional classification of an
existing or planned transportation facility, change the standards implementing a functional
classification, allow types of land use, allow types or levels of land use that would result in levels of
travel or access that are inconsistent with the functional classification of a transportation facility, or
would reduce the level of service of the facility below the minimum level identified on the

Transportation System Plan.

3. Per OAR 660-12-0060, Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan or changes to land use regulations
which significantly affect a transportation facility shall assure that allowed land uses are consistent
with the function, capacity, and level of service of the facility identified in the Transportation System

Plan. This shall be accomplished by one of the following:
a. Limiting allowed uses to pe consistent with the planned function of the

transportation facility. A4l W %W%

b. Amending the Transportation yste?ﬁ%%%ure that existing, improved,
or new transportation facilities are adequate to support the proposed land

P ; uses.

Wﬂfly /"J c. Altering land use designations,/dehsities or design requirements to reduce

demand for automobile travel and meet travel needs through other modes.

#ﬁ% analysks by DKS included as Exhibit B demonstrates that the scenario ta connect Elwert to Handley via a
collector road, which this amendment does, provides the least negative impact to the existing intersections at
full build-out. Therefore, this amendment will make the transportation system better than full build-out if the

awww
oadway is appropriate based on traffic circulation and function. In addition, as previously noted, while
technically this action will amend the TSP, it actually clarifies conflicting elements of the TSP regarding
conneMd design. For all of these reasons noted, this amendment ig,consistent with the TPR.
pesign- Forall f these ¢ W%,g G?ZWM}
The City sent notice of this%pi%%%uncé%l lassification modification to the State Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD), the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and Washington
County.

FINDING: As noted above, while the proposed amendment would change the transportation system plan, the

result would have no negative impact on the transportation system. The amendment would allow a road to be

built consistent with its actual intended function. < e Sl Loy 2310 »;
/""—_\_“——\__.____——ﬂ’

Wr7¢%"/

V. APPLICABLE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICIES

B. GOALS, POLICIES, AND STRATEGIES ~
Goal 1: Provide a supportive transportation network to the land use plan that provides opportunities

for trangportation choices and the use of alternative modes serving all neighborhoods and
businesses.

Policy 1 — The City will ensure that public roads and streets are planned to provide safe,
convenient, efficient and economic movement of persons, goods and services between
and within the major land use activities. Existing rights of way shall be classified and
improved and new streets built based on the type, origin, destination and volume of
current and future traffic.

PA 12-93 Ceda on nt
1Y
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Policy 2 — Through traffic shall be provided with routes that do not congest local streets and
impact residential areas. Outside traffic destined for Sherwood business and industrial
areas shall have convenient and efficient access to commercial and indystrial areas
without the need to use residential streel:s.cu”L ; 5 M

Policy 3 — Local traffic routes within Sherwood shall be planned to provide convénient circulation
between home, school, work, recreation and shopping. Convenient access to major out-
of-town routes shall be provided from all areas of the city.

FINDING: The amendment and future extension of Cedar Brook Way will provide for connections to
residences and commercial activities within causing congestion on local streets and without requiring

additional trips onto the already cgngested arterial street simply for service W|t in thi area The a endmeg
is consistent with these policies. i//o WJA .,/w# %
Goal 2: Develop a transportation system that is consistent with the City’s adopted comprehensive land
use plan and with the adopted plans of state, local, and regional jurisdictions.

Policy 5§ — The City shall adopt a street classification system that is compatible with Washington
County Functional Classification System for areas inside the Washington County

FINDING: The amendment is not inconsistent with the County TSP and would result in a transportation
system (in regards to connectivity) that is more consistent with the mSP by ensuring that a connection

to Elwert road, a County arterial, is possible. W ﬂ‘k g WX

Goal 3: Establish a clear and objective set of transportation design and development regulations that o((m
addresses all elements of the city transportation system and that promote access to and utilization of

a multi-modal transportation system.

Policy 1 — The City of Sherwood shall adopt requirements for land development that mitigate the
adverse traffic impacts and ensure all new development contributes a fair share toward
on-site apd off-site transportation system improvement remedies.

Policy 2 — The City of Sherwood shall require dedication of land for future streets when
development is approved. The property developer shall be required to make full street
impfovements for their portion of the street commensurate with the proportional benefit

the improvement provides the development.

Policy 4 — The City of Sherwood shall adopt a uniform set of design guidelines that provide one or
ore typical cross section associated with each functional street classification. For

example, the City may allow for a standard roadway cross-section and a boulevard cross
section for arterial and collector streets.

Policy 5 — The City shall adopt roadway design guidelines and standards that ensure sufficient
i right-of-way is provided for necessary roadway, bikeway, and pedestrian improvements.

FINDING: Tpe City has already implemented these policies and the amendment does not change this. The
amendment does remove conflicts within the existing TSP regarding lane numbers, connectivity and
ich ensures that the City ca better implement these policies when development is proposed.

W i % A A
edar P amendment V*vj‘ p M MJ”/ M A Page 6 of 8
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W X#s@fﬁ
V1. APPLICABLE STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS

?Mx%éé@‘*ﬁ
: E% 2 /%)
FINDING: Staff utilized the public notice requwements of the Code to notify the pub'
plan amendment. The City's public notice requurements have been found to com
therefore, this proposal meets Goal 1. In addltion the City hosted an open house prior to beginning
the formal plan amendment process to /get input and feedback on potential amendments and held a
work session with the Planning Commission on June 26, 2012 for further discussion. At the work
session, the Planning Commission allowed the public to speak on the potential amendments prior to
providing staff with feedback yﬁceedlng the public notice for the amendment.

fﬂﬁo m@x\‘j\*\ MW ,;*\V

strated in this report is process d in compliance with

Goal 1 (Citizen Involvement)

Goal 2 (Land Use Planning)

FINDING: The propos amendment as demo
the local, regional and state requirements.

Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands)

ources, Scenic and Historic Areas and Open Spaces)

Resources Quallty) A, 7 s awﬂ,ﬁéﬂ\
Goal 8 {Recreational Needs)

Goal 9 (Economic Development)
Goal 10 (Housing)
Goal 11 (Public Facilities and Services)

FINDING: The Statewide Planning Goals 3-11 do not specnﬁcally apply to this proposed plan

amendment; however, the proposal does not conflict with the stated goals. W

Goal 12 (Transportation) _fv-—«——>
FINDING: As discussed earlier in this repctt, the proposed a ient is ccnsistent with the
“Transportation Planning Rule” which implements Goal 12.

Goal 13 (Energy Conservation)-\ % ~
Goal 14 (Urbanization)
Goal 15 (Willamette River Greenway
Goal 16 (Estuarine Resources) ,@ﬁ -
Goal 17 (Coastal Shorelands) o M ek -
Goal 18 (Beaches and Dunes)
Goal 19 (Ocean Resources) W @WW
FINDING: The Statewide Planning Goals 13-19 do not specifically apply to this proposed plan
amendment; however, the proposal does not conflict with the stated goals.

Tty fgw WV” F

Based on a review of the applicable code provisions, agency comments and staff r . staff finds that the
Plan Amendment is consistent with the appiicable criteria and therefore, staff recommends that the Planning
Commission forward a recommendation of APPROVAL of PA 12-03 — Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment,

Handley to Elwert Road.

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment Page 7 of 8
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VIl EXHIBITS

A. Proposed amendments identified in July 10, 2012 DKS memo
B. Memo from DKS dated June 28, 2012
C. ODOT letter dated August 6, 2012

End of Report

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP amendment Page 8 of 8
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MEMORANDUM (DRAFT) Suite 500

DATE:

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

G,\-”Ielr

720 SW Washington St.

Portland, OR 97205
5032433500
www_dksassociates.com

July 10, 2012
Boh Galati, City of Sherwood
Carl Springer, PE; John Bosket, PE; Garth Appanaitis

Sherwood Transportation System Plan Clarifications for Elwert Road Connection  P#12051-000

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize the madifications ta the City of Sherwoad Transportation System
Plan (TSP) needed ta clarify the future street network north of Highway ggW between Elwert Road and Cedar Brook
Way. Recent documentation® summarized the analysis oifsxieral connectivity concepts for the area. The following
TSP clarifications are proposed as a result of this analysis and feedback received from agency staff and the public®.

The following modifications would be needed to figures in Chapter 8 to address the proposed clarifications:

e Figure 8-1: Functional Class Map

o]

Extension of collector road from Cedar Brook Way to
Elwert Road with intermediate connection to %
Highway ggW. ’

Add the following note for the potential Highway
99W access: A potential HwyggW access point is

located within MW
greater from both Sun ulevard and Merrigc

access placementja ineated in the prio ;

The actual location will be based on'tra

design standards and will take place when
development occurs.

“Memarandum: Sherwoad TSP Connectivity Refinement — Elwert Road to Cedar Braok Way, prepared by DKS Associates,

une 28, 2012.
* Ogen House: Thursday May 31, 2012, 5:00-6:00 PM at Sherwood Police Facility Community Room.

R
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Sherwood TSP Clarifications for Elwert Road Connection D K S

v’)

July 10, 2012

Pagezof3

Figure 8-7: Streets Where ROW is Planned for More Than

Two Lanes

c  Modify the designation of the new facility

as a 2-lane facility.

Indicate the new intersection with Elwert
Road would be an arterial-collector
intersection and may include widening for
turn pockets within 500 feet of the
intersection.

Add the following note for the potential
Highway 9gW access: A potential
HwyggW access point is located within
the limits of the access zone (990’ or
greater from both Sunset Boulevard and
Meinecke Road provides approximately
2000’ of flexibility for access placement) as delineated in the prior study. The actual location will be
based on transportation design standards and will take place when development occurs.

e Figure 8-8: Local Street Connectivity

o]

Retain arrow showing local
street connection to Bushong ™
Terrace

Replace (overlay) four arrows
on map indicating the local
street connections with the
proposed collector. Arrows to
replace include:

{

1) connection to Elwert
Road,

e
r
THE -

»N

) swooping connection
Jrom Elwert Road to 'l :
Bushong Terrace ' K‘

3) connection to Hwy 99V, KRUGER _ RD 99‘”} I, 8
and L ' :

Fatli

4) Connection to Cedar Brook Way.
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Sherwaod TSP Clarifications for Elwert Road Connection
July 10, 2012 D KS

Page3of3

o Add the following note for the potential Highway 9gW access: A potential HwyggW access point is located
within the limits of the access zone (990° or greater from both Sunset Boulevard and Meinecke Road
provides approximately 2000’ of flexibility for access placement) as delineated in the prior study. The actual
location will be based on transportation design standards and will take place when development occurs.

/‘fj} M
L
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720 SW Washington 5t.

MEMORANDUM Suite 500
Portland, OR 97205
503.243.3500
DATE:  June 28,2012 www dksassociates.com
TO: Bob Galati, PE - City of Sherwood
FROM: Garth Appanatis | EXPIRES: (2./31 /2013 |
John Bosket, PE
Brad Coy, PE
SUBJECT: Sherwood TSP Connectivity Refinement -
i Elwert Road to Cedar Brook Way P12051-000-000

This memorandum documents the analysis of various street connectivity options for the City of Sherwoaod in the
area on the northwest side of Highway 99W between Elwert Road and Cedar Brook Way. The primary purpose of
this effort is to develop connectivity optians that are consistent with both the City of Sherwood Transportation

System Plan (TSP)' and the planned safety improvements at the intersection of Elwert Road and Kruger Road. .

(which include relocating the intersection further north away from Highway 99W and considering a roundabout).

The sections of this memorandum document the background, study area, existing traffic conditions, and an

" evaluation of connectivity options and street capacity during the 2035 weekday p.m. peak hour. A summary of the

findings is provided at the end of the memorandum.

Background

Alignments of future locai and
collector streets needed to serve
developing areas on the
northwest side of Highway 99W
between Elwert Road and Cedar
Brook Way have not yet been
identified. However, the City of
Sherwaod TSP (Figure 8-8) 1
identifies the priority "conceptual
street connection(s]” for the local

B i

ELWERT RD

7
T
~
>
LY
-
N
N
Y
‘
)
=
1111004
4t

A s

v,
3

TG

‘iin
w‘\
\
N,
~
=l
1

(intracity) transportation system. . Pald *f‘;{‘
Figure 1, an excerpt of the TSP KRUGER Rp (99W: \
figure, shows future street ¥ ﬁ\\ ‘\

connections at Elwert Road and
Bushong Terrace, as well as a
connection to the north side of
Highway 99W between Elwert

Figure 1: Local Street Connectivity
(Enlargement of Sherwood TSP Figure 8-8)

' City of Sherwood Transportation System Plan, prepared by DKS Associates, March 2004,
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June 28, 2012

Sherwood TSP Connectivity Refinement - Elwert Road to Cedar Brook Way D K S

Page 2 of 22

Road and Cedar Brook Way. As noted in the TSP, “specific alignments and design will be better determined upon
development review.”

The objective of this study is to analyze the ability of various roadway connectivity options to adequately serve
existing and future development in the area. Identifying the needed roadway system now will provide the basis for
a detailed connectivity plan that future development proposals can follow and incorporate into site plans. This W Za

study will not identify a final roadway alignment or design. Future efforts to develop a more detailed plan will /n Y4

‘)’ ' require further assessment of area constraints and input from affected property owners. é{, 4 Z'
i e, S
f Creating a new connection to Elwert Road will be an important element of a connectivity plan for this area. &
v . N ; - .
v . However, Washington County classifies Elwert Road as an arterial and requires that only collectors or other arterials

.(N‘"?'

have access to arterial roadways.? For this reason, the future connection indicated in the City of Sherwood TSP as a
/l'ocal street would need to be a collector roadway. This analysis is an opportunity to clarify the TSP and explore

area connectivity of the potential collector road. /[/[; a% ) —

an existing safety concern. Exploration of potential safety improvements for this location includes the relocation of

A ,\J\;LM Additionally, the Elwert Road/Kruger Road intersection and the proximity to Highway 99W has been identified as

the intersection further to the noarth and consideration of roundabout control. Additional analysis of the system
connectivity and local access needs with a realigned intersection would be helpful in pursuit of funding for this

project.
M

Study Area

Figure 2 shows the project study area, which
includes five existing study intersections and
one potential future study intersection:

Highway 99W/Elwert Road-Sunset
Boulevard

Elwert Road/Kruger Road

Elwert Road/Handley Street
Handley Street/Cedar Brook Way
Highway 99W/Meinecke Road

Highway 99W/Potential Future
Intersection

}f Connectivity options being considered for the
L\Z . local/collector street network are limited to
}J{' Pj) the northwest side of Highway 99W between

Elwert Road and Cedar Braok Way.

Figure 2: Study Area

2 Article V: Public Facility and Service Requirements; Section 501-8.5 (Access to County and Public Roads), Washington County, printed
11/24/05.
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Sherwood TSP Connectivity Refinement — Elwert Road to Cedar Brook Way D KS
Page 4 of 22

Access

As previously described, the functional classification of a street describes how it should be managed and operated
with respect to mability and access. Therefore, the functional classifications of area roadways and each
jurisdiction’s associated policies and standards will impact the development of connectivity options for the study
area. The City of Sherwood, Washington County, and ODOT all have access spacing standards for roadways under
their jurisdiction that indicate the desired separation between street and driveway intersections.

City of Sherwood

Table 3 shows the access spacing standards for roadways under City of Sherwood jurisdiction_? As noted in Table 2,
the City only maintains jurisdiction over collector and local streets within the study area. On collector streets,
intersections should be spaced at least 100 feet apart. There is no access spacing standard for local streets.

Table 3: City of Sherwood Access Spaclng Standards

i Spacing of Roadways and Driveways®

Street Facility . .
Maximum Minimum
Acterial 1,000 feet 600 feet
Collector 400 feet 100 feet

“ In addition, ali roads require an access report stating that the driveway/roadway is safe as designed meeting
adequate stacking, sight distance and deceleration requirements as set by ODOT, Washington County and

AASHTO.
Source: Sherwood Transportation System Plan, March 2005, Table 8-12

Washington County

Washington County access spacing standards for arterials, such as Elwert Road, require a minimum of 600 feet
between intersections.* In addition, Washington County’s Community Development Code specifies that arterial
roadways shall only be intersected by collectors or ather arterials.’

There is approximately 1,700 feet of separation between the existing intersections on Elwert Road with Orchard
Hill Lane and Highway 99W. Therefore, it would be feasible to create a new intersection on Elwert Road from a
future extension of Cedar Brook Way that would comply with Washington County access spacing standards.
However, doing so would require moving the existing driveway to the Elks Lodge from Elwert Road to the new
Cedar Brook Way extension. Furthermore, because the Cedar Brook Way extension would likely be connected to
Elwert Road opposite the relocated intersection with Kruger Road, the ultimate location will be limited by
constraints associated with that improvement project.

In addition, to connect to Elwert Road, the Cedar Brook Way extension must be classified by the City of Sherwood
as a collector street or higher. Compared to classifying this roadway as a local street, the collector classification

could result in a wider roadway design requiring as much as 14 feet of additional rigll-rt'gfwaz. The total length of
Wm at least Handley Street would align with the recommended collector street
length in the City's TSP and the traffic volumes using the road to access the commercial properties may be of a
magnitude commonly associated with collector streets {2,000 vehicles per day or greater). However, the proposed

3 Sherwood Transportation System Plan, March 2005, Table 8-12
4 Washington County Community Development Code, Article V: Public Facilities and Services, 501-8.5 (A).
® Article V: Public Facility and Service Regquirements; Section 501-8.5(B8}(4) (Access to County and Pyblic Roads), Washington County,

printed 11/24/05.
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Sherwood TSP Connectivity Refinement — Elwert Road t Cedar Brook
June 28, 2012

Page 5 of 22 WA’W ;é’ ég

Cedar Brook Way extension is currently shown in the City TSP as a local street, sa an amendment yould be

required to change the functional classification to a collector. Z % /4 W s
<_ "5

oDoT

ODOT access spacing standards are documented in the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan (as amended December 2011)
and OAR 734-051. Given Highway 99W's classification as a Statewide Highway and Freight Route on the National
Highway System and posted speed of 45 mph through the study area, the resulting access spacing standard
requires a minimum of 990 feet between driveways and intersections. There are relatively few driveways or
intersections on the northwest side of Highway 99W in the study area, so it would be feasible to create a new

roadway connection that would comply with ODOT's access spacing standards. /% MM% Levarrun o,

A {, ODOT has also purchased access rights from properties abutting Highway 39W through the study area. This means
@Oﬂ"k that applications for new intersection or driveway connections cannot be accepted uniass the Wm isin

has been applied for and approved by ODOT:,IrLr_eaview of existing access rights along the northwest side of

possession of a “reservation of access” (a location where access rights have been retained) or a “grant of access” ,

M Highway 99W with ODOT staff, there are no reservations of access that could be used to establish a new public

YTarappTaval Tor such a grant of access would include a requirement that all existing driveways to Highway 99W

a W street connection. Therefore, the City would be required to apply for a grant of access to Highway 99W. It is likely

between Meinecke Road and Elwert Road be removed when properties redevelop, with all future access being

streets to highways, proposals to connect streets that are classified as collectors or higher in local TSPs are given

W }/\ taken from the proposed Cedar Brook Way extension. Also, while ODOT does not prohibit the connection of local

w mobility standards or targets. The mobility standards and existing traffic volumes are used as the bgasis for the
intersection operations. W ‘/0«'4)/
Mobility Standards Momﬁ

OQ \ preference when considering applications for a grant of access. z i O - W W ) A Pl
S( && Traffic Operations ‘%w Clre /ru&?‘t
AU\

Traffic operations were analyzed af the study intersections and compared to the applicable jurisdiction’s adopted

The City of Sherwood, Washington County, and ODOT each have mobility standards that must be met by
roadways and intersections undeyr their jurisdiction. These standards measure performance through either level of
service or volume-to-capacity ratios:

The intersection level éf service (LOS) is similar to a “report card” rating based upon average vehicle
delay. Level of service A, B, and C indicate conditions where traffic moves without significant defays over
periods of peak hour trével demand. Level of service D and E are progressively worse operating conditions.
Level of service F represents conditions where average vehicle delay has become excessive and demand
has exceeded capacityl. This condition is typically evident in long queues and delays.

The volume-to-capa (V/C) ratio represents the level of saturation of the intersection or individual
movement. it is determhined by dividing the peak hour traffic volume by the maximum hourly capacity of
an intersection or turn movement. When the V/C ratio approaches 0.95, operations become unstable and

small disruptions can/cause the traffic flow to break down, as seen by the formation of excessive queues.

Table 4 lists mobility standards (referred to as “targets” for ODOT facilities) for the study area roadways. It also lists
the roadways’ applicable degsignations, which were used to determine the corresponding mobility standard.
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Table 4: Applicable Mobility Standards/Targets® for Study Area Roadways

Roadway(s) Location Designation (Source) Mobility Standard®
Highway 99W Other Principal Arterial Route inside Metro® VIC <0.99
Elwert Road Other Urban Areas (Table 5, Washington County V/IC < 0.99

TSP, 3/31/2003) LOS E or better
Kruger Road Rural Areas® VIC £0.90

LOS D or better

Handley Street, Cedar Brook City of Sherwood LOS D or better
Way, and Meinecke Road

2 ODOT has mability “targets®, while other jurisdictions have mobility “standards.”
® Table 7, 1999 Oregon Highway Plan, Policy 1F (as amended 12/21/2011).
° Table 5. Washington County TSP, 3/31/2003.

Existing Traffic Volumes

Turn movement traffic counts were performed at the study area intersections for the weekday p.m. peak period on
April 11, 2012, Figure 3 shows the peak haour traffic volumes measured at each intersection. This data was used to
analyze the performance of each intersection for comparisan against adopted mobility standards/targets, as

described in the following section.

Intersection Operations

The existing p.m. peak hour study intersection operations were determined based an the 2000 Highway Capacity
Manual methodology.® The estimated average delay, level of service (LOS), and volume to capacity (V/C) ratio are
shown in Table 5. All study intersections currently meet applicable mobility standards and targets.

Table 5: 2012 Existing Study intersection Operations (P.M. Peak Hour)

A Traffic Operating Intersection Operations
Intersection Control Standard/T .
ontro naart arge Delay LOS v/C
Hwy 99W/Elwert Rd-Sunset Bivd Traffic Signal VIC £0.99 329 c 0.83
Hwy 99W/Meinecke Rd Traffic Signal VIC £0.99 180 B 0.66
Handley St/Cedar Brook Way All-Way Stop LOS D 75 A 0.15 /Za ¢ Q/C(
Elwert Rd/Kruger Rd Two-Way Stop VIC £0.90,LOS D 217 AIC 0.69 ;5 /\%
[od |
Eiwert Rd/Handley St Two-Way Stop” VIC<0.99, LOSE 131 A/B 0.13 c /f
AL
Signalized and All-Way Stop Intersections: Two-Way Stop Intersections: ~
Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) at ¢
LOS = Level of Service of intersection Worst Movement
V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Intersection LOS = Level of Service of Major Street/Minor Street
V/IC = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Worst Mavement

2 ODOT has mobility “targets”, while other jurisdictions have mobility “standards.”
® Even though the intersection is a three-leg intersection and has only one minor street stopped approach, it is
analyzed similar to a two-way stop controlled intersection.

& 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Washington DC, 2000.
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Future Connectivity Options (2035)
An evaluation was performed of future connectivity options using 2035 traffic volumes. The analysis assumptions
and methodology used to evaluate all connectivity options are described first, followed by the evaluation of each

option.

Future Analysis Assumptions and Methodology

The future analysis assumptions and methodology used to evaluate all connectivity options relate to the planned
improvements, functional classification, access, traffic volume forecasts, future intersection operations, and
development sensitivity.

/( ; Planned Improvements

v The future Washington County project that may construct a new single-lane roundabout at
the Kruger Road/Elwert Road intersection, with the intersection relocated farther north from

Ulw @j& Highway 99W, was assumed to be in place by the year 2035. While the exact location of this
improvement is not yet known, all four connectivity options assume that a fourth leg will be

added to the east side of the roundabout to provide connectivity for future development.

Functional Classification

Washington County classifies Eiwert Road as an arterial and requires that only collectors or other arterials have
access to arterial roadways. For this reason, the new roadway connecting to the Kruger Road/Eiwert Road
roundabout (i.e., in Options 2, 3, and 4) should function as a collector roadway instead of a local street, as was

indicated in the Sherwood TSP.”

Common criteria used to assess a roadway’s appropriate functional classification inciude the extent of connectivity
ta the City and the region, the frequency of the facility type, and the volume of traffic being served. Cities usually
\J benefit from having a typical collector spacing of a quarter-mile to a half-mile, but this is not a requirement. The
" Sherwood TSP indicates that collector streets provide both access and circulation within and between residential
N Qw\ and commercial/industrial areas in the City of Sherwood. Their primary purpose is to accommodate circulation for
! the City neighborhoods where they are located rather than cannecting to the surrounding region or serving cross-
KO& /<Q city traffic. They connect to arterials and penetrate residential neighborhoods to distribute trips to/from the
neighborhoods and local street system. Collectors are typically greater than ane-half to one mile in length and do
nat require as extensive control of access as arterials.

Considering these criteria, reclassifying the new roadway from a local street to a collector street may be
appropnriate in the case of a Cedar Braok Way extension from Handley Street to Elwert Road. This new roadway
would be about one-half mile in length, would be spaced approximately one-quarter mile on average from the
S\ adjacent arterials and collectors (i.e., Highway 99W and Handley Street), and would connect to arterial streets
s ! (Elwert Road and Highway 99W under Options 3 and 4). In addition, the volume of traffic anticipated to be served
A by the Cedar Brook Way extension would be within the range expected for a collector street {more than 2,000
\§ vehicles per day). The collector classification for Cedar Brook Way could be extended as far north as the Meinecke
Road roundabout. However, the northern segment of Cedar Brook Way between the Meinecke Road roundabout
and Highway 99W could remain as a local street because its fungtion is providing access ta a limited number of

g Y ‘properties. \
HiE w

’ SAerwood Transportation System Plan (TSP}, March 15, 2005

/

“

v i
h /ﬁ

'd
-
s
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Access

Each connectivity option was evaluated to determine how it would impact the roadway network’s ability to
provide access to the nearby land uses, while also meeting applicable access management policies and standards
(which are described previously in the Existing Conditions section of this memorandum).

Traffic Volume Forecasts

Future 2035 traffic volume forecasts were prepared for each of the connectivity options using a refined travel
demand model that was developed based on Metro’s 2010 (base) and 2035 (future) regional travel demand model.
The refined model applies trip generation and trip distribution data taken directly from the Metro model, but adds
additional roadway network detail to better represent local circulation in the study area.

The future model roadway network was adjusted for each connectivity option to account for the corresponding
connectivity changes and different levels of access to Highway 99W. Future intersection volumes used for the
operational analysis of each option were estimated by applying the increment of growth observed between the
base and future year models to the existing traffic counts at study intersections. Figure 4 shows the 2035 traffic
volume forecasts for Connectivity Option 1 (Partial Cedar Brook Way Extension). The 2035 traffic volumes for the
other connectivity options are provided in the appendix on the operations analysis output sheets.

Future Intersection Operations

Future 2035 p.m. peak hour intersection operations analysis was performed for the study area intersections to
determine how well each connectivity option and its associated intersection improvements accommodate
vehicular traffic. The estimated average delay, level of service (LOS), and volume to capacity (V/C) ratio of each
intersection or critical movement were determined and are documented for the connectivity options.

The signalized and unsignalized two-way stop controlled intersection performance measures were based on the
2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology,? while the roundabout intersection performance measures were
determined using the methodology from the National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Project 3-
652

Development Sensitivity

While the Metro travel demand model applied does account for a reasonable build-out scenario for future
development within the study area, a sensitivity analysis was conducted for each cannectivity option to assess the
amount of additional development that could be accommodated without incurring major transportation
improvements. This additional future develgpment was limited to the undeveloped properties adjacent to the
north side of Highway 99W between Meinecke Road and Elwert Road.

The analysis consisted of increasing the number of 2035 vehicular trips generated by these properties until major
system improvements were triggered. Trip routing was determined for each connectivity option using the traffic
patterns from the travel demand model.

8 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Washington DC, 2000.
? See NCHRP Report 572.
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Mobility at Study Intersections:

Most study intersections will operate adequately in 2035 under this connectivity option. However, the Highway
99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection would not meet the applicable ODOT mobility target (see Table
6). Therefore, intersection improvements would be needed.

Compared to operations under existing conditions, operations in the future at the intersection of Highway
99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard deteriorate significantly (from a V/C ratio of 0.83 to a V/C ratio greater than
2.0). However, the share of this added congestion associated with growth irt development within Sherwood is
fairly small. When identifying the origins of future users of this intersection using the regional travel demand
model, it was found that less than 10% of the added traffic would be associated with trips beginning or ending
within the Sherwood urban growth boundary. The remaining contributors to this increase in congestion would
come from either the nearby urban reserves to the west and south of Sherwood {approximately 35%) or other
parts of the region (approximately 55%).

Table 6: Option 1 Study Intersection Operations (2035 P.M. Peak Hour)

Traffic Operating intersection Operations
Intersection Contral Standard/T £
ontro naar: arge Delay LOS v/C
Hwy 99W/Elwert Rd-Sunset Blvd Traffic Signal VIC £ 0.99 >80 F m
Hwy 99W/Meinecke Rd Traffic Signal VIC £0.99 395 D 0.91
Handley St/Cedar Brook Way All-Way Stop LOSD 10.7 B 0.50
Elwert Rd/Kruger Rd Roundabout VIC =£0.90,LOSD 134 B 0.64
Eiwert Rd/Handley St Two-Way Stop® VIC <099 LOSE 255 A/D 0.59
Hwy 99W/New Access Two-Way Stop® VIC £0.99 284 A/D 0.89
Signalized and All-Way Stop Intersections: Two-Way Stop and Roundabout Intersections;
Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) Delay = Avarage Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) at
LOS = Level of Service of Intersection Worst Movement
VIC = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Intersection LOS = Level of Service of Major Street/Minor Street
values do not meet standards. (Two-Way Stop) or Worst Movement (Roundabout)
VIC = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Worst Movement

2 ODOT has mobility “targets®, while other jurisdictions have mobility “standards.”
" Even though the intersection is a three-leg intersection and has only one minor street stopped approach, it is
analyzed similar to a two~way stop controlled intersection.

Study Intersection Improvements Needed:

For the Highway 99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection to meet the applicable mobility target,
significant widening wouid be needed for the Elwert Road and Sunset Boulevard approaches. Both approaches
currently include two lanes (shared through-left and right). The Elwert Road approach would have a heavy right-
turn volume and would need to be widened to four lanes (left, through, and dual rights). The Sunset Boulevard
approach would have a heavy left-tumn volume and would also need to be widened to four fanes (dual lefts,
through, and right). Table 7 provides the study intersection operations with the recommended improvements.
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Access to Properties:

The new roadway would serve all properties along the north side of Highway 99W between Elwert Road and
Handley Street, but there would not be a direct connection to Highway 99W. Instead, traffic to/from the west
would likely use the Highway 99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection and traffic to/from the east would
likely use the Highway 99W/Meinecke Road intersection. The connection to the new roadway from Bushong
Terrace would improve access to the highway-adjacent properties to and from other land uses to the north (e.g.,
the school and residential neighborhoods). However, it should be noted that the Bushong Terrace extension to the
south may be difficult or infeasible to construct given the area topography. If it is not feasible, pedestrian and
bicyde connections to the north should still be constructed.

Assuming all future access to Highway 99W from abutting properties is redirected to the local street network, this
option would remove all access to the highway between Meinecke Road and Elwert Road. Therefore, there would
be no conflict with ODOT access management policies and standards. In addition, the connection of Bushong
Terrace to the new roadway could meet City access spacing standards as well.

Connecting the new roadway to Elwert Road as the fourth leg of the future roundabout with Kruger Road would
be ideal for access spacing along Elwert Road. However, to comply with Washington County's requirement of not
allowing local streets to intersect with arterials, the new roadway must be classified as a collector street or higher
{unless an exception to this requirement can be obtained). Considering the approximate length of this roadway,
the fact that it would be providing connectivity between arterial (Elwert Road) and collector (Handley Street)
streets, would provide enhanced connectivity to a residential area via an extension of Bushong Terrace, and is
estimated to serve more than 2,000 vehicles per day, classification as a collector street would be appropriate.

Mobility at Study Intersections:
Intersection operations would be very similar between Options 1 and 2, with some minor differences at the
Highway 99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection. Under Option 2, this intersection would still not meet
the applicable ODOT mobility target (see Table 8); however, it would have slightly improved operations due to the
improved east-west connectivity.

Table 8: Option 2 Study Intersection Operations (2035 P.M. Peak Hour)

. Traffic Operating Intersection Operations
Intersection Control Standard/T a
ontro andard/Target Delay LOS v/C
Hwy 99W/Elwert Rd-Sunset Blvd Traffic Signal Vv/C =0.99 >80 F
Hwy 99W/Meinecke Rd Traffic Signal VIC £0.99 379 D 0.90
Handley St/Cedar Brook Way All-Way Stop LOS D 11.9 8 0.58
Elwert Rd/Kruger Rd Roundabout V/IC £090,LOS D 13.2 B 0.64
Elwert Rd/Handley St Twao-Way Stop® VIC<099, LOSE 222 AIC 0.52
Signalized and All-Way Stap lntersections: Two-Way Stop and Roundabout Intersections:
Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) at
LOS = Level of Service of Intersection Worst Movement
VIC = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of intersection LOS = Level of Service of Major Street/Minor Street
mm values do not meet standards. {Two-Way Stop) or Waorst Movement (Roundabout)
VIC = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Worst Movement

? ODOT has mobility “targsts”, while other jurisdictions have mobility “standards.”
® Even though the intersection is a three-leg intersection and has only one minor sireet stopped approach, itis
analyzed similar to a two-way stop controlled intersection.
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Study Intersection improvements Needed:

For the Highway 99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection ta meet the applicable ODOT mobility target, the
same improvements identified for Option 1 would be needed. These improvements include significant widening
of the Elwert Road and Sunset Boulevard approaches. Both approaches currently include two lanes (shared
through-left and right). The Elwert Road approach would have a heavy right-turn volume and would need to be
widened to four lanes (left, through, and dual rights). The Sunset Boulevard approach would also need to be
widened to four lanes {(dual lefts, through, and right). Table 9 provides the study intersection operations with the

improvements.
Table 9: Option 2 Study Intersection Operations (2035 P.M. Peak Hour) - With Improvements
Traff o i Intersection Operations
i rattic peraling with Improvements
Intersection Control Standard/Target® P
Delay LOS v/C
Hwy 99W/Elwert Rd-Sunset Blvd Traffic Signal VIC £0.99 51.5 D 0.92
Signalized Intersection:
Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) VIC = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Intersection
1L OS = Level of Service of Intersection (TRt values do not meet standards.

* ODOT has mobility “targets”, while other jurisdictions have mobility “standards.”

Ability to Accommodate Future Development:

Similar to Option 1, Connectivity Option 2 is also expected to have the capacity to accommodate 200 more
weekday p.m. peak hour trips to/from the study area before additional major improvements would be triggered.
This trip level is in addition to what is assumed in the regional travel demand model and would be roughly
equivalent to 200 single-family homes or an 18,000 square-foot shopping center. Accommodating more trips
beyond this may require improvements at the Highway 99W/Meinecke Road intersection.
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Connecting the new roagway to Elwert Road as the fourth leg of the future roundabout with Kruger Road would
be ideal for access spacing along Elwert Road. However, to comply with Washington County’s requirement of not
allowing local streets to intersect with arterials, the new roadway must be classified as a collector street or higher
(unless an exception to this requirement can be obtained). Considering the approximate length of this roadway,
the fact that it would be providing connectivity between arterial (Elwert Road) and collector (Handley Street)
streets, would provide enhanced connectivity to a residential area via an extension of Bushong Terrace, and is
estimated to serve mare than 2,000 vehicles per day, classification as a coilector street would be appropriate.

Mobility at Study Intersections:

Intersection operations would be nearly identical between Options 2 and 3 (which are both slightly better than
Option 1). The Highway 99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection would still not meet the applicable ODOT
mobility target (see Table 10) and would need additional intersection improvements.

Table 10: Option 3 Study Intersection Operations (2035 P.M. Peak Hour)

. Traffic Operating Intersection Operations
Intersection Control Standard/T @
ontro andaar arge Delay LOS viC
Hwy 99W/Elwert Rd-Sunset Blvd Traffic Signal VIC <0.99 >80 F
Hwy 99W/Meinecke Rd Traffic Signal VI/C <099 396 D 0.92
Handley St/Cedar Brook Way All-Way Stop LOSD 107 B 0.50
Elwert Rd/Kruger Rd Roundabout V/IC<0.90,LOSD 123 B 0.61
Elwert Rd/Handley St Two-Way Stop” VIC<099,LOSE 21.0 AIC 0.50
Hwy 99W/New Access Two-Way Stop” V/C < 0.99 32,0 AD 0.89
Signalized and All-Way Stop |ntersections: Two-Way Stop and Roundabout Intersections:
Deiay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) at
LOS = Level of Service of Intersection Worst Movement
VIC = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of intersection LOS = Level of Service of Major Street/Minor Street
BIeLITTIer values do not meet standards. (Two-Way Stop) ar Worst Movement (Roundabout)
V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Worst Movement

? ODOT has mobility “targets”, while other jurisdictions have mobility “standards.”
® Even though the intersection is a three-leg intersection and has only one minor street stopped approach, itis
analyzed similar to a iwo-way stop controlled intersection.

Study Intersection Improvements Needed:

For the Highway 99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection to meet the applicable ODOT mobility target, the
same improvements identified for Options 1 and 2 would be needed. These impravements include significant
widening for the Elwert Road and Sunset Boulevard approaches. Both approaches currently include two lanes
(shared through-left and right). The Elwert Road approach would have a heavy right-tun volume and would need
to be widened to four lanes (left, through, and dual rights). The Sunset Boulevard approach would also need to be
widened to four lanes (dual lefts, through, and right). Table 11 provides the study intersection operations with the
improvements.
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Table 11: Option 3 Study Intersection Operations (2035 P.M. Peak Hour) - With Improvements

Traffi o . Intersection Operations
: raric perating with Improvements
Intersection Control Standard/Target® P

Delay LOS v/C
Hwy 99W/Elwert Rd-Sunset Bivd Traffic Signal V/C 5 0.99 52.2 D 0.93

Signalized Intersection:

L OS = Level of Service of Intersection

Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec)

V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Intersection
e lallleld =Yef values do not meet standards.

? ODOT has mobility “targets”, while other jurisdictions have mobility “standards.”

Ability to Accommodate Future Development:

Similar to Options 1 and 2, Connectivity Option 3 is also expected to have the capacity to accommodate 200 more
weekday p.m. peak hour trips to/from the study area before additional major improvements would be triggered.
This trip level is in addition to what is assumed in the regional travel demand model and would be roughly
equivalent to 200 single-family homes or an 18,000 square-foot shopping center. Accommodating more trips

beyond this may require improvements at the Highway 99W/Meinecke Road intersection.

Option 4 (Full Highway 99W Access)

Description of Roadway
Connectivity:

Option 4 provides the maximum
amount of connectivity. It is
similar to Option 3, but the new
intersection with Highway 939W
serves all turning movements.
Due to the high volume of traffic
on Highway 99W, it was assumed
that this new intersection would
be signalized. For analysis
purposes, the new approach to
the highway was assumed to have
separate left and right turning

Planned
Roundabout

lanes. It should be noted that the
new roadway alignment shown is At igdes

conceptual and that further

development of this option will
need to consider how vehicle /i
queues can be safely
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(Alignment to be Determined)

- Proposed Full Access
Signalized Infersaction

accommodated between the new roadway and the new signalized intersection on the highway.

Because Highway 99W is a state highway, ODOT approval of a new signal would be necessary prior to ..

construction. To estimate future signalization needs, preliminary signal warrants were evaluated using Signal
LLonsiruction.

109



Ordinance 2012-012, Exhibit G
October 2, 2012, Page 30 of 63

June 28, 2012
Page 19 of 22

Sherwood TSP Connectivity Refinement — Elwert Road to Cedar Brook Way D K S
Warrants 1, Case A and Case B (MUTCD), which deal primarily with high volumes on the intersecting minor street
and high volumes on the major-street. This analysis indicated that signalization may be warranted (the preliminary
signal warrant worksheet is attached in the appendix). Meeting preliminary signal warrants does not guarantee
that a signal shall be installed. The new signal should also be compatible with the existing signal system. Before a
signal can be installed, a field warrant analysis is conducted by the Region. If warrants are met, the State Traffic

Engineer will make the final decision on the installation of a signal. o%" L4 M%ﬁw W
Access to Properties: 4/4‘4 W

As previously noted, with a full signalized intersection to Highway 99W, a connection to Bushong Terrace, and
connectivity reaching from Elwert Road to Handley Street, Connectivity Option 4 provides the highest level of
connectivity and the most direct accessibility of any of the options considered. The connection to the new
roadway from Bushong Terrace, if feasible, could meet City access spacing standards and would improve access to
the highway-adjacent properties to and from other land uses to the north (e.g., the school and residential
neighborhoods).

Assuming all future access to Highway 99W from abutting properties is redirected to the new roadway, the
anticipated location for the new Highway 99W intersection would meet ODOT access spacing standards because it
would be at least 1,500 feet away from the two adjacent signals (the ODOT standard is 990 feet). However, because
access rights along the highway have been purchased by ODOT, ODOT approval of a grant of access must be
obtained to establish this new intersection to Highway 99W.

Connecting the new roadway to Elwert Road as the fourth leg of the future roundabout with Kruger Road would
be ideal for access spacing along Elwert Road. However, to comply with Washington County’s requirement of not
allowing local streets to intersect with arterials, the new roadway must be classified as a collector street or higher
{(unless an exception to this requirement can be obtained). Considering the approximate length of this roadway,
the fact that it would be providing connectivity between arterial (Elwert Road} and collector (Handley Street)
streets, would provide enhanced connectivity to a residential area via an extension of Bushong Terrace, and is
estimated to serve more than 2,000 vehicles per day, classification as a collector street would be appropriate.

Mobility at Study intersections:

Intersection operations are much improved for Option 4 compared to the other options. However, the Highway
99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection would still not meet the applicable ODOT mobility target (see
Table 12) and would need additional intersection improvements.
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Table 12: Option 4 Study Intersection Operations (2035 P.M. Peak Hour)

i Intersection Operations
Intersection g ral;ﬁc| St O: e:’a;'l_ng ta P
ontro andar arge Deiay LOS v/C
Hwy 99W/Elwert Rd-Sunset Bivd | Traffic Signal VIC <0.99 >80 F “
Hwy 89W/Meinecke Rd Traffic Signal VIC =£0.99 36.2 D 0.87
Handley St/Cedar Brook Way All-Way Stop LOS D 10.0 A 0.46
Elwert Rd/Kruger Rd Roundabout V/IC £090,LOSD 12.0 B 0.60
Elwert Rd/Handley St Two-Way Stop® | V/C <099, LOSE 210 A/C 0.50
Hwy 99W/New Access Traffic Signal VIC £0.99 109 B 0.85
Signalized and All-Way Stop Intersections: Two-Way Stop and Roundabout [ntersections:
Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) at
LOS = Level of Service of Intersection Worst Movement
V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Intersection LOS = Level of Service of Major Street/Minor Street
values do not meet standards. (Two-Way Stop) or Worst Movement (Roundabout)
V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of Worst Movement

# ODOT has mobility “targets”, while other jurisdictions have mobility “standards.”
® Even though the intersection is a three-leg intersection and has only one minor street stopped approach, it is
analyzed similar to a two-way stop controlled intersection.

Study Intersection Improvements Needed:

For the Highway 99W/Elwert Road-Sunset Boulevard intersection to meet the applicable CDOT mobility target, the
same improvements identified far each of the other options would be needed. These improvements include
significant widening for the Elwert Road and Sunset Boulevard approaches. Both approaches currently include two
lanes {shared through-ieft and right). The Elwert Road approach would have a heavy right-turn volume and would
need to be widened to four lanes (left, through, and dual rights). The Sunset Boulevard approach would also need
to be widened to four lanes (dual [efts, through, and right). Table 13 provides the study intersection operations
with the impraovements.

Table 13: Option 4 Study intersection Operations (2035 P.M. Peak Hour) — With Improvements

Traff o " Intersection Operations
. rathc perating with Improvements
Intersection Control Standard/Target’ s
Delay LOS v/C

Hwy 99W/Elwert Rd-Sunset Bivd Traffic Signal VIC =£0.99 52.2 D 0.92
Signalized Intersection:

Delay = Average Stopped Delay per Vehicle (sec) V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio of intersection

LOS = Level of Service of Intersection values do not meet standards.

# ODOT has mobility “targets”, while other jurisdictions have mability “standards.”

Ability to Accommodate Future Development:

Connectivity Option 4 is expected to have the capacity to accommodate 750 more weekday p.m. peak hour trips
than assumed to occur in the regional travel demand model befare additional major improvements would be
triggered at one of the study intersections. This would be roughly equivalent to 750 single-family homes or a
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128,000 square-foot shopping center. The other connectivity options only accommodate 200 additional trips.
Therefore, this option has the potential to accommodate a significantly higher level of development in the study
area.

The reason for the higher capacity is the new signalized access to Highway 99W that serves traffic to and from both
the east and the west. This intersection is also expected to be the critical location where additional improvements
would be needed first {(beyond the single left and right turning lanes on the new approach) before more trips
beyond this could be accommodated.

Findings 4,772&& 3 ﬂeW Lo Ry Jeam - oS b9 %«g&%
This study represents t i ivity plan for the study area north

of Highway 99W. Further refinement will be required, including discussions with affected property owners, the

Oregon Department of Transportation, Washington County, and other stakeholders. The key findings of this study

are summarized below:

* Two improvements will be needed at the intersection on Highway 99W with Elwert Road-Sunset ég%
Boulevard by the year 2035 to meet adopted performance targets, regardless of which local connectivity
option for the study area is chosen:

o Widen the Elwert Road approach to include a left turn lane, a through lane, and dual right turn
lanes.

o Widen the Sunset Boulevard approach to include dual left turn lanes, a through lane, and a right
turn lane.

= Options 3 and 4, which include new intersections with Highway 99W, provide higher degrees of
connectivity. Option 4, which includes the new signalized intersection to Highway 99W, provides the
greatest degree of connectivity and the most direct accessibility for area properties.

All options considered have a fair amount of flexibility for supporting future development. However,
Option 4 may be able to support more than three times the amount of deveiopment than the other
aptions due to the assumed traffic signal that would accommaodate all turning movements.

Under Options 2, 3, and 4, classifying the new roadway parallefing Highway 99W {Cedar Brook Way
extension) as a collector street would be appropriate.

All options are capable of meeting City/County/ODOT access spacing requirements.

Under Option 1, approval from Washington County for an exception from their access management
requirement to connect a flocal street (Bushong Terrace) to an arterial street (Elwert Road) would be
needed.

Establishing a new intersection on Highway.99W would require approval from O0OT for a grant of access
to the highway.

Prior to constructing a traffic signal on Highway 99W, approval must be obtained from the State Traffic
Engineer.

While non-auto modes of travel were no¥ assessed as part of this study, the creation of a new signalized
intersection on Highway 99W could have significant benefits for pedestrian and bicycle travel by
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maximizing connectivity and providing a controlled crossing of the highway. Furthermore, if Bushong
Terrace cannot be extended to the south to connect to the Cedar Brook Way extension, opportunities to
provide pedestrian and bicycle accessways should be explored as an alternative.
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TRAFFIC LEVELS OF SERVICE

Analysis of traffic volumes is useful in understanding the general nature of traffic in an area, but by itself
indicates neither the ability of the street network to carry additional traffic nor the quality of service
afforded by the street facilities. For this, the concept of level of service has been developed to subjectively
describe traffic performance. Level of service can be measured at intersections and along key roadway
segments.

Level of service catcgories are similar 10 report card ratings for traffic performance. Intersections are
typically the controlling bottlenecks of waffic flow aud the ability of a roadway system to carry traffic
efficiently is generally diminished in their vicinities. Levels of Service A, B and C indicate conditions
where traffic moves without significant delays over periods of peak travel demand. Level of service D and
E are progressively worse peak hour operating conditions and F conditions represent where demand
exceeds the capacity of an intersection. Most urban communities set level of service D as the minimum
acceptable level of service for peak hour operation and plan for level of service C or better for all other
times of the day. The Flighway Capacity Manual provides level of service calculation methodology for
both intersections and arterials.' The following two sections provide interpretations of the analysis
approaches.

" 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Washington D.C., 2000, Chapters 16 and 17.
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UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS (Two-Way Stop Controlled)

Unsignalized intersection level of service is reported for the major street and minor street (generally, left
turn movements). The method assesses available and critical gaps in the traffic stream which make it
possible for side street traffic to enter the main street flow. The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual describes
the detailed methodology. It is not unusual for an intersection to experience level of service E or F
conditions for the minor street left turn movement. It should be understood that, often, a poor level of
service is experienced by only a few vehicles and the intersection as a whole operates acceptably.

Unsignalized intersection levels of service are described in the following table.

other traffic movements in the intersection

Source. 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board Washingtoa, D C

{.evel of Service Expected Delay (See/Veh)
- A Little or no delay 0-10.0
B Short traffic delay >10.1-15.0
C Average traffic delays >13.1-25.0
D Long traffic delays >25.1-35.0
E Very long traffic delays >35.1-50.0
F Extreme delays potentially affecting > 350
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SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

For signalized intersections, level of service is evaluated based upon average vehicle delay experienced by
vehicles entering an intersection. Controt delay (or signal delay) includes initial deceleration delay, queue
move-up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration delay. In previous versions of this chapter of the HCM
(1994 and earlier), delay included only stopped delay. As delay increases, the level of service decreases.
Calculations for signalized and unsignalized intersections are different due to the variation in traffic

control. The 2000 Highway Capacity Manual provides the basis for these calculations.

Level of Petay

Description

Service (sccs )
A <1000
B 10.1-20.0
C 20 1-350
¥ 35 1-55.0
55 1-800
F >300

Free Flow/Insignificant Delays: No appruach phase is fully utilized by wratfic and no vehicle waits
looger than one red indication Most vehicles do not stop at all Progression is extremely favorable and
most vehicles armive during the green phase.

Stable Operstion/YUnimal Detays: An occasional approachk phase is fully unlized Many drivers begin
tw feet somewhat restricted within platoons of vefycles. This leve! generalty occurs weth good prugressson,
short cycle lengths, or both.

Stable Operation/Acceptable Delays: Majorapproach phascs fully utilized. Most drivers teet somewhat
restricted. tligher delays may cesult from far progresston, longer cycic lenyths, ar both. Individual ¢y cle
faures may bugin to appear st thys Jevel and the ber af vehicl pping is significant

Approaching Unatabic'Tolerubie Delays: [he infl of cong b mare noticeable,
Drivers may have to wait through more than one red signal indication. Longer delays may result from
some combinaiion of unfavorable prugrnession, long cvcle lengths, or high v.c cativs  The proponion of
vehicies not stopping declines, und individual cycle filutes are ooticeabic

Castable Operation/Sigoificant Delays: Volumes at or near capacity. Vehicles may wait though severa!
signal cysles. Long queucs form apstream from intersection. These high delay values generally mdicate
poor progression, long cyvcle tengths. and high v/c ratios. Individual cycle failures are a froquent
occurrence.

Forced Flow/Excessive Delays: Represents jammed conditions. Queues may block upstream
wntersectivos.  This level occurs when arrival flow rates exceed intersection capacity, and 15 considered to
be unacceptadle io most drivers. Poor prograssion, loag cycle fengths, and vic mtios approaching 1.0 may
coniribute to these high delay levels.

Source: 2000 Highway Capuciry Manual, Transportution Research Board, Washingion D.C.
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Department of Transportation

Region 1 Headquarters

123 N'W Flanders Street

Portland, OR 97209

John A. Kitzhaber, MD, Governor (503) 731.8200

FAX (503) 731.8531

August 6", 2012
&x,

HIB'ITC
City of Sherwood

22560 SW Pine St
Sherwood, OR 97140

Subject: PA 12-03: Cedar Brook Way extension
Attn: Julia Hajduk, Planning Manager

We have reviewed the applicant’s proposal to amend the City Transportation System Plan to
change the functional classification of Cedar Brook Way from a local to a collector status and to
clarify that the road connection is intended to go from Elwert road to Handley with one
connection to Pacific Highway. ODOT is generally supportive of local street connectivity and
has determined there will be no significant impacts to state highway facilities and that no
additional state review is required.

Thank you for coordinating with the Oregon Department of Transportation.

Sincerely,

Seth Brumley

Land Usc Review Planner

C: Kirsten Pennington, ODOT Region | Planning Manager
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Julia Haiduk

From: claussi@aol.com

Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 8:26 AM

To: PlanningCommission; Joseph Gall; Tom Pessemier; Julia Hajduk; Sylvia Murphy;
claussl@aol.com

Subject: Re: TSP Amendment Hearing -- For the Written Record

To: Patrick Allen and All Members of the Planning Commission

From: lJim Claus

Re: Status of the Elwert, Krueger, Sunset and Meinecke Intersection

Date: 24 August 2012

cc: Joseph Gall, Sylvia Murphy (For Planning Commission distribution and TSP Amendment record),
Tom Pessemier, and Julie Hyduk

First and foremost, much of the information given to the citizens about the intersection by the staff was, at
the kindest description that can be put on it, inaccurate if not misleading. The Sunset-Krueger-Elwert
intersection realignment was funded by Washington County some forty five days ago through the County
MSTIP 3d program. It is now in the study stage, leading up to a final design that is acceptable. Russ Noble,
Washington County Planner, is working on this study and is in the stage of gathering all of the input from
those affected-- | suggest that the Planning Commission give him a call at 503-846-7861. At the risk of being
redundant, which my wife tells me | am frequently, | will repeat that this project is in the design stage and
between now and 2014 it will be built by Washington County. Sherwood is not designing it and other than
giving land for the right of way and pre-construction input, will not be contributing.

The construction of Cedar Brook Way is NOT a condition precedent for the above mentioned intersection to
be funded or built. The DKS report noting that condition is at the best a figment of someone's vivid
imagination. Washington County is NOT requiring Cedar Brook Way to be built. Washington County and
ODOT have both told the city staff in person that neither agency will pay for anything associated with Cedar
Brook Way-- unless there was some nominal "planning" money available that the city could try to apply for
from ODOT or Washington County. Neither agency will pay for road costs or construction, diminution of value
to affected properties, right of way acquisition, deeded accesses, or associated litigation that may arise from
the city's decision to require Cedar Brook Way--- Cedar Brook Way is Sherwood's idea and cost.

The DKS report also commits slander of title on our property. We have three deeded ingre--~- and egresses--
two on our property at 22211 SW Pacific Highway and one on our property located south of the Shannon
property. The status of those deeded accesses is a legal question-- for DKS at the request of staff to suggest
that we do not have those deeded accesses is not factual. We believe that they are a essential property right
that DKS, Pessemier and Hyduk have slandered and tried to ignore. In summary, the Sherwood staff is trying
to imply that the Commission pick an option on a road that is not even being required for an intersection
project that Washington County has already funded. City Manager Joseph Gall is now working to straighten
this matter out.

Once again, if you have any doubts on my statements believe that it would be beneficial for you or someone
of the Planning Commission would call Mr. Russ Noble to verify what | am saying; his number is 503-846-7861.
You will find Mr. Noble to be pleasant, professional and a good listener. | guarantee that he does not have a

1

144



Ordinance 2012-012, Exhibit H
October 2, 2012, Page 2 of 2

hidden agenda. | hope you contact Mr. Noble because he will not try to surprise you with a "fueling” station on
a set of plans (like Sentinel Storage), but rather help confirm what really is happening with the project.

What could have prompted a report as inaccurate as DKS's and the wild statements about Cedar Brook Way is
honestly anyone's guess. | do not wish be to causal about this, but this is exactly what has prevented the Claus
family from developing our property. Hs. Hyduk insisted that a road exists on our property and thus has
stopped all attempts to move forward. It is my personal opinion and belief that this attitude extends from
Ross Schulz, Tom Pessemier, Jim Patterson, and Keith Mays. | honestly do not view these actions as any more
than a hit back to our property for our public opposition to their public policies and actions.

Any form of development is road driven and a residential subdivision development is geared toward that
subdivision's improvement and its privacy. That is why collector streets are minimized and feeder streets are
maximized in residential neighborhoods. In commercial and retail districts, local collectors should be
constructed to protect the residential subdivision's privacy and shouldn't be mixing commercial traffic through
residential areas. One of the principal objections to a mass merchandiser is that they will draw area traffic for
fifteen miles in urban and over 25 miles in rural areas, and as a result can destroy the privacy in that radius or
impacted neighborhoods. The way which you design your streets is both a configuration of the main streets
and helps drive the surrounding development. The above mentioned intersection will set the tone of the
development of Sherwood's southern town construction for the next fifteen years. It is obvious and attempted
to be agenda driven by the planning staff and the development director.

Finally, | would like this to be in the record for the TSP Amendment and to be delivered to the Commission
members for their review PRIOR to the scheduled September 11th meeting. | am sending a copy of this
memorandum also to city planning and community development staff and the city manager to keep the flow
of information constant. Since this is part of the record, | am also requesting that it gets sent to each City
Council member as part of the record that they review for the TSP Amendment.

Thank you for your attention and time to this matter.
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R. James Claus

AV
22211 SW Pacific Highway
Sherwood, Oregon 97140
503-625-5265 QL O V
910301

11 September 2012

Sherwoad Planning Commission
Pine Street
Sherwood, Oregon 97140

RE: TSP Amendment hearing
Planning Commission:

We would like to request that the Planning Commission give a two week extension to allow us to add
information to the hearing record and to work on the information provided by the staff yesterday and
today. We are also in contact with Washington County, and local engineering and land use professionals
to try to find out what the information in the record submitted by staff means to our properties.

We are enclosing several sections of the Sherwood municipal code that we believe apply to this city
decision that has direct negative impacts for our property.

We also believe that there has been erroneous information submitted to the record that we need time
to follow up on and correct.

We are also submitting for the record, information from former Mayor Walt Hitchcock regarding the
accesses along 99W.

Additionally, we would like the Planning Commission to have the information before it submits a
recommendation to the City Council.

Thank you--

Jim and SusanClaus
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Subj: 99w

Date: 1/5/2010 1:35:15 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time
From: walt30665@msn.com

To: claussl@aol.com

Jim and Susan,

This e-mail is in response to your request for my recollection of events surrounding City of
Sherwood policies and understandings relative to Hwy.99 land use and development. I was
Mayor of Sherwood for 3 two year terms ending in Jan. 2001 but with a break in service
from Jan 1997 to Jan 1999. I was on the City Council for 5 years including 4 years as
Council President and 2 years on the Planning Commission prior to the Council.

There was an understanding between the City, ODOT and Washington County that it was in
our collective interest to keep Hwy. 99 flowing freely thru Sherwood. This would be
accomplished by controling the number of signaled intersections and limiting them to
Tualatin Sherwood Road, Meinecke Road and Sunset Blvd. In addition, large traffic
generators inciuding those on Tualatin Sherwood Road would be limited to areas curently
zoned for this purpose and served by one of these signals.

In 2000 the City challenged the construction of Home Depot and its related signal in an area
we didn't believe the zoning allowed and was in clear violation of our Hwy. 99 agreement.
ODOT had approved the Home Depot light. The court ruled that Home Depot did in fact
have the right to build. I believed that ODOT had not kept their part of the agreement and
met with the Regional Manager. She agreed that their action was inconsistant with our
agreement and offered to use her dicresionary money to improve Hwy. 99. The agreed
upon project was the construction of the Meinecke Road intersection. In addition, we
agreed that the Claus, Shannon and Broadherst properties would be allowed to develop
using a right in/right out access. This enterance was to be located at the boundry of the
Claus and Shannon property but either property was to be allowed to develop alone as long
as a provision was included for the ultimate shared entrance. Access to the Broadherst
property would be accomplished by an parking lot connection.

The City completed its planning while I was Mayor however actual implementation occured
in Mayor Cottle's term.
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"Reimbursement agreement" means the agreement between the developer and the city

which is authorized by the city council and executed by the city manager, providing for the
installation of and payment for reimbursement district public improvements.

"Reimbursement district” means the area which is determined by the city council to derive a

benefit from the construction of public improvements, financed in whole or in part by the developer.

"Reimbursement fee” means the fee required to be paid by a resolution of the city council

and the reimbursement agreement. The city council resolution and reimbursement agreement shall
determine the boundaries of the reimbursement district and shall determine the methodology for
imposing a fee which considers the cost of reimbursing the developer for financing the construction
of the improvement within the reimbursement disl t.

(Ord. 01-1114 § 1)

13.24.020 - Application to establish a reimbursement district.

A.

A person who is required to or chooses to finance some or all of the cost of a public
improvement which will be available to provide service to property other than property owned
by the person may by written application filed with the public works director request that the
city establish a reimbursement district. The public improvement must be of a size greater
than that which would otherwise ordinarily be required in connection with an application for a
building permit or development permit or must be available to provide service to property
other than property owned by the developer, so that the public will benefit by making the
improvement.

The application shall be accompanied by an application fee, as set by council resolution
which is reasonably calculated to cover the cost of the preparation of the public works
director’s report and notice pursuant to this chapter.

The appilication shall include the following:

1. A written description of the location, type, size and cost of each public improvement
which is to be eligible for reimbursement.

2. A map showing the boundaries of the proposed reimbursement district, the tax
account number of each property, its size and boundaries.

3. A map showing the properties to be included in the proposed reimbursement district;

the zoning district for the properties; the front footage and square footage of said
properties, or similar data necessary for calculating the apportionment of the cost; the
property or properties owned by the developer; and the names and mailing addresses
of owners of other properties to be included in the proposed reimbursement district.
4. The actual or estimated cost of the public improvements.
The application may be submitted to the city prior to the installation of the public
improvement but not later than one hundred eighty (180) days after completion and
acceptance of the public improvements by the city. This time period may be extended by the
city manager for good cause shown.

(Ord. 01-1114 § 3)

13.24.030 - Public works director's report.

The public works director shall review the application for the establishment of a

reimbursement district and evaluate whether a district should be established. The public works
director may require the submission of other relevant information from the developer in order to
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assist in the evaluation. The public works director shall prepare a written report for the city council
that considers and makes a recommendation concerning each of the following factors:

A. Whether the developer will finance, or has financed some or all of the cost of the
public improvement, thereby making service available to property, other than that
owned by the developer.

B. The boundary and size of the reimbursement district.

C. The actual or estimated cost of the public improvement serving the area of the
proposed reimbursement district and the portion of the cost for which the developer
should be reimbursed for each public improvement.

D. A methodology for spreading the cost among the properties within the reimbursement
district and, where appropriate, defining a "unit” for applying the reimbursement fee to
property which may, with city approval, be partitioned, subdivided, altered or modified
at some future date. City may use any methodology for apportioning costs on
properties specially benefited that is just and reasonable.

E. The amount to be charged by the city for an administration fee for the reimbursement
agreement. The administration fee shall be fixed by the city councit and wil! be
included in the resolution approving and forming the reimbursement district. The
administration fee may be a percentage of the total reimbursement fee expressed as
an interest figure, or may be a flat fee per unit to be deducted from the total
reimbursement fee.

F. Whether the public improvements will or have met city standards.

G. Whether it is fair and in the public interest to create a reimbursement district.
(Ord. 01-1114 § 3)

13.24.040 - Amount to be reimbursed.

A. A reimbursement fee shall be computed by the city for all properties within the
reimbursement district, excluding property owned by or dedicated to the city or the state of
Oregon, which have the opportunity to use the public improvements, including the property of
the developer, for formation of a reimbursement district. The fee shall be calculated
separately for each public improvement The developer for formation of the reimbursement
district shall not be reimbursed for the portion of the reimbursement fee computed for its own
property.

B. The cost to be reimbursed to the developer shall be limited to the cost of construction
engineering, construction, and off-site dedication of right of way. Construction engineering
shall include surveying and inspection costs and shall not exceed seven and a half (7.5)
percent of eligible public improvement construction cost. Costs to be reimbursed for right of
way shall be limited to the reasonable market value of land or easements purchased by the
developer from a third party in order to complete off-site improvements.

C. No reimbursement shall be allowed for the cost of legal expenses, design engineering,
financing costs, permits or fees required for construction permits, land or easements
dedicated by the developer, the portion of costs which are eligible for st « 2lopment
charge credits or any costs which cannot be clearly documented.

D. Reimbursement for the amount of the application fee required by Section_13.24.020 in this
chapter.
(Ord. 01-1114 § 4)
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13.24.050 - Public hearing.

A. Within forty-five (45) days after the public works director has completed the report required in
Section_13.24.030, the city council shall hold an informational public hearing in which any
person shall be given the opportunity to comment on the proposed reimbursement district.
Developer shall provide the mailing list for all property owners within the proposed district.
Because formation of the reimbursement district does not result in an assessment against
property or lien against property, the public hearing is for informational purposes only and is
not subject to mandatory termination because of remonstrances. The city council has the
sole discretion after the public hearing to decide whether a resolution approving and forming
the reimbursement district shall be adopted.

B. Not less than ten (10) days prior to any public hearing held pursuant to this chapter, the
developer and all owners of property within the proposed district shall be notified of the
public hearing and the purpose thereof. Such notification shail be accomplished by either
regular and certified mail or by personal service. Notice shall be deemed effective on the
date that the letter of notification is mailed. Failure of the deveioper or any affected property
owner to be so notified shall not invalidate or otherwise affect any reimbursement district
resolution or the city council's action to approve the same.

(Ord. 01-1114 § 5)

13.24.060 - City council action.

A. After the public hearing held pursuant to Section_13.24.050A, the city council shall approve,
reject or modify the recommendations contained in the public works director's report. The city
council's decision shall be contained in a resolution. If a reimbursement district is
established, the resolution shall inciude the public works director's report as approved or
modified, and specify that payment of the reimbursement fee, as designated for each parcel,
is a precondition of receiving any city permits applicable to development of that parcel as
provided for in Section_13.24 100

B. The resolution shall establish an interest rate to be applied to the reimbursement fee as a
return on the investment of the developer. The interest rate shall be fixed and computed
against the reimbursement fee as simple interest and will not compound.

C. The resolution shall instruct the city manager to enter into an agreement with the developer
pertaining to the reimbursement district improvements. If the agreement is entered into prior
to construction, the agreement shall be contingent upon the improvements being accepted
by the city. The agreement shall contain at least the following provisions:

1. The public improvement(s) shall meet all applicable city standards.

2. The total amount of potential reimbursement to the developer shall be specified.

3. The total amount of potential reimbursement shall not exceed the actual cost of the
public improvement(s).

4. The developer shall guarantee the public improvement(s) for a period of twelve (12)
months after the date of installation.

3. A clause in a form acceptable to the city attorney stating that the developer shi

defend, indemnify and hold harmless the city from any and all losses, claims, damage,
judgments or other costs or expense arising as a resuit of or related to the city's
establishment of the reimbursement district, including any city costs, expenses and
attorney fees related to collection of the reimbursement fee should the city council
decide to pursue collection of an unpaid reimbursement fee under Section
13.24.110H.
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6. A clause in a form acceptable to the city attorney stating that the developer agrees

that the city, cannot be held liable for any of the developer's alleged damages,
including all costs and attorney fees, under the agreement or as a result of any aspect
of the formation of the reimbursement district, or the reimbursement district process,
and that the developer waives, and is stopped from bringing, any claim, of any kind,
including a claim in inverse condemnation, because the developer has benefited by
the city's approval of its development and the required improvements.

7. Other provisions the city determines necessary and proper to carry out the provisions
of this chapter.
C. if a reimbursement district is established by the city council, the date, of the formation of the

district shall be the date that the city council adopts the resolution forming the district.
(Ord. 01-1114 § 6)

13.24.070 - Notice of adoption of resolution.

The city shall notify all property owners within the district and the developer of the adoption
of a reimbursement district resolution. The notice shall include a copy of the resolution, the date it
was adopted and a short explanation specifying the amount of the reimbursement fee and that the
property owner is legally obligated to pay the fee pursuant to this chapter.

(Ord. 01-1114 § 7)

13.24.080 - Recording the resolution.

The city recorder shall cause notice of the formation and nature of the reimbursement district
to be filed in the office of the Washington County clerk so as to provide notice to potential
purchasers of property within the district. Said recording shall not create a lien. Failure to make
such recording shall not affect the legality of the resolution or the obligation to pay the
reimbursement fee.

(Ord. 01-1114§ 8)

13.24.090 - Contesting the reimbursement district.

No legal action intended to contest the formation of the district or the reimbursement fee,
including the amount of the charge designated for each parcel, shall be filed after sixty (60) days
following the adoption of a resolution establishing a reimbursement district and any such legal
action shall be exclusively by Writ of Review pursuant to ORS 34.0 10 to ORS 34.102.

(Ord. 01-1114 § 9)

13.24.100 - Obligation to pay reimbursement fee.

A. The applicant for a permit related to property within any reimbursement district shall pay the
city, in addition to any other applicable fees and charges, tt nbursement fee established
by the council, if within ten years after the date of the passage of the resolution forming the
reimbursement district, the person applies for and receives approval from the city for any of
the following activities:

1. A building permit for a new building;

2. Building permits for any addition(s) of a building, which cumulatively exceed twenty-
five (25) percent of the existing square footage in any thirty-six (36) month period;
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3. A development permit, as that term is defined by this chapter;
4. A city permit issued for connection to a public improvement.

B. The city's determination of who shall pay the reimbursement fee and when the
reimbursement fee is due is final.

C. In no instance shall the city, or any officer or employee of the city, be liable for payment of
any reimbursement fee, or portion thereof, as a result of the city's determination as to who
should pay the reimbursement fee. Only those payments which the city has received from or
on behalf of those properties within a reimbursement district shall be payable to the
developer. The city's general fund or other revenue sources shall not be liable for or subject
to payment of outstanding and unpaid reimbursement fees imposed upon private property.

D. Nothing in this chapter is intended to modify or limit the authority of the city to provide or
require access management.

E. Nothing in this chapter is intended to modify or limit the authority of the city to enforce
development conditions which have already been imposed against specific properties.

F. Nothing in this chapter is intended to modify or limit the authority of the city, in the future, to
impose development conditions against specific properties as they develop.

G. No person shall be required to pay the reimbursement fee on an application or upon property
for which the reimbursement fee has been previously paid, unless such payment was for a
different type of improvement. No permit shall be issued for any of the activities listed in
subsection 10A unless the reimbursement fee, together with the amount of accrued interest,
has been paid in full. Where approval is given as specified in subsection 10A, but no permit
is requested or issued, then the requirement to pay the reimbursement fee lapses if the
underlying approval lapses.

H. The date of reimbursement under this chapter shall extend ten years from the date of the
formation of a reimbursement district formation by city council resolution.

I The reimbursement fee is immediately due and payabile to the city by property owners upon
use of a public improvement as provided by this chapter in subsection 10A. If connection is
made or construction commenced without required city permits, then the reimbursement fee
is immediately due and payable upon the earliest date that any such permit was required.

J. Whenever the full reimbursement fee has not been paid and collected for any reason after it
is due, the city manager shall report to the city council the amount of the uncollected
reimbursement, the legal description of the roperty on which the reimbursement is due, the
date upon which the reimbursement was due and the property owner's name or names. The
city council shall then, by motion, set a public hearing date and direct the city manager to
give notice of that hearing to each of the identified property owners, together with a copy of
the city manager's report concerning the unpaid reimbursement fee. Such notice may be
either by certified mail or personal service. At the public hearing, the city council may accept,
reject or modify the city manager's report. If the city council determines that the
reimbursement fee is due but has not been paid for whatever reason, the city council may, at
its sole discretion, act, by resolution, to take any action, it deems appropriate, including all
legal or equitable means necessary to collect the unpaid amount. However, nothing in this
chapter requires the city to take any action to collect such amounts.

(Ord. 01-1114 § 10)

13.24.110 - Public improvements.

Public improvements installed pursuant to reimbursement district agreements shall become
and remain the sole property of the city.
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(Ord. 01-1114 § 11)

13.24.120 - Multiple public improvements.
More than one public improvement may be the subject of a reimbursement district.

(Ord. 01-1114 § 12)

13.24.130 - Collection and payment—Other fees and charges.

A. The developer shall receive all reimbursement collected by the city for reimbursement district
public improvements. Such reimbursement shall be delivered to the developer for as long as
the reimbursement district agreement is in effect. Such payments shall be made by the city
within ninety (90) days of receipt of the reimbursements.

B. The reimbursement fee is not intended to replace or limit, and is in addition to, any other
existing fees or charges collected by the city.
(Ord. 01-1114 § 13)
13.24.140 - Nature of the fees.

The city council finds that the fees imposed by this chapter are not taxes subject to the
property tax limitations of Article Xl, Section 11(b) of the Oregon Constitution.

(Ord. 01-1114 § 14)

13.24.150 - Severability.

If any section, phrase, clause, or part of this chapter is found to be invalid by a court of
competent jurisdiction, the remaining phrases, clauses, and parts shall remain in full force and
effect.

(Ord. 01-1114 § 15)
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Sherwood, Oregon, Code of Ordinances >> Title 15 - BUILDINGS AND CONSTRUCTION >> Chapter
15.16 - SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGES* >>

Chapter 15.16 - SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGES*

Sections:
15.16.010 - Title.
15.16.020 - Purpose.
15.16.030 - Scope.
15.16.040 - Definitions.
15.16.050 - System development charge established.
15 16.060 - Authorized expenditures.
15.16.070 - Expenditure restrictions.
15.16.080 - Collection of charges.
15.16.090 - Deferred payment.
15.16.100 - Credits.
15.16 110 - Segregation and use of revenue.
15.16.120 - Appeal procedure,
15.16.130 - Annual fee review.
15.16.140 - Prohibited connection.
15.16.150 - Transition.
1516 160 - Penalty.
15.16.170 - Construction,

15.16.010 - Title.

This chapter shall be known and may be pleaded as the city of Sherwood system
development charge (SDC) Ordinance.

(Ord. 07-011 § 1)

15.16.020 - Purpose.

The purpose of the system development charge is to impose an equitable share of the cost
of capital improvements for water, sanitary sewer, streets, storm drainage, and parks and open
space upon those new or expanded developments that create the need for or increase the demand

on capital improvements.

(Ord. 07-011 § 2)

15.16.030 - Scope.

The system development charge imposed under the authority of this chapter is separate
from, and in addition to, any applicable tax, assessment, charge, or fee otherwise provided by law
or imposed as a condition of development. A system development charge is a charge imposed
when a property owner or developer chooses to intensify the use of specific parcel or parcels of
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land and is for excess-capacity provided to accommodate the demand created by new or expanded
development.

(Ord. 07-011 § 3)

15.16.040 - Definitions.
For purposes of this chapter and any resolutions authorized thereunder:
"Applicant” means the person seeking to obtain a building permit.
“Arterial" means that term as defined in the city comprehensive plan.

“Building permit” means that permit issued by the city building official pursuant to the Uniform
Building Code and other applicable codes. In addition, building permit shall mean the manufactured
home placement permit issued on a form approved by the Oregon Department of Commerce and
relating to the placement of manufactured homes in the city.

"Capital improvements" means facilities or assets used for:

Water supply, storage, treatment, and distribution;
Waste water collection, transmission, treatment and disposali;
Drainage and flood control;
Construction, reconstruction, and improvement of transportation facilities described in
the city capital improvement plan; or

3. Parks and recreation.

"City manager" means a person employed by the city as the city manager, or a person
designated by the city manager for the purpose of administering this chapter.

el .

"Development” means constructing a building or an addition to a structure, making a physical
change in the use or appearance of a structure or land, dividing land into two or more parcels
(including partitions and subdivisions), or creating or terminating rights of access.

"Improvement charge” means a charge for costs associated with capital improvements to be

constructed after the date the charge is adopted pursuant to a relevant system development charge
resolution authorized by this chapter.

"Land area" means the area of a parcel of land as measured by projection of the parcel's
boundaries upon a horizontal plane, with the exception of a portion of the parcel within a recorded
right-of-way or easement subject to a servitude for a public street or scenic or preservation purpose.

"Occupancy permit" means the occupancy permit provided for in the Uniform Building Code
or other city ordinances. If an occupancy permit is not provided for a particular structure or use, the
final city inspection and approval for that structure or use shall serve as the occupancy permit.

"Owner" means the record owner or owners of fee title, or the purchaser or purchasers under
a recorded sale agreement, as shown in the deed records for the county.

"Parcel of land" means a lot, parcel, block or other tract of land that is occupied or may be
occupied by a structure or structures or other use, including the yards and other open spaces
required under zoning, subdivision, building, and other city development ordinances.
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"Qualified public improvement" means a capital improvement that is:

1. Required as a condition of development approval.

2. Identified in the public facility plans adopted pursuant to Section_15.16.050 of this
chapter.

3. Except for transportation improvements described in subsection 4 of this definitions,

not located on or contiguous to a parcel of land that is the subject of a development
approval, except as otherwise specified by this chapter.
4. A transportation improvement located on or contiguous to a parcel of iand that is the
subject of a development approval, except as otherwise specified in this chapter.
"Reimbursement charge" means a charge for costs associated with capital improvements
constructed or under construction on the date the charge is adopted pursuant to a relevant system
development charge resolution authorized by this chapter.

"System development charge" means a reimbursement fee, an improvement fee, or a
combination thereof, assessed or collected at the time of issuance of a building permit, or at the
time of connection to a capital improvement. "System development charge” includes that portion of
a sanitary sewer, storm water, or water system connection charge that is greater than the amount
necessary to reimburse the city for its average cost of inspecting and installing connections to
water, storm water, and sanitary sewer facilities. "System development charge" does not include
charges assessed or collected as part of a local improvement district or a charge in lieu of a local
improvement district assessment, or the cost of complying with requirements or conditions imposed
by a land use decision.

(Ord 07-011 § 4)

15.16.050 - System development charge established.

A Authority to establish system development charges by resolution of the city council is

created.

1. Each resolution shall be limited to the system development charges for one of the five
categories of capital improvements described in Section 15.16.040 of this chapter.
The resolution shall include a statement of purpose, and the identification of a
designated master plan, public facility plan, capital improvement plan, or comparable
plan used to identify authorized expenditures of each system development charge's
revenues. Each such plan shall be identified in or appended to the authorizing
resolution as Appendix "A."

2. Each resolution shall describe the methodology used in establishing the system
development charge. The methodology shall comply with the requirements of state
law and shall be described in or appended to the authorizing resolfution as Appendix

IIB."

3. Each resolution shall contain a schedule of charges, identified as improvement and/or
reimbursement charges.

4. Each resolution shall identify, to the extent applicable, those portions of capital

improvements that are eligible for credit under Section_15.16.100 of this chapter. The
resolution may vary the general terms and conditions for credits established under
Section 15.16.100 of this chapter, to the extent the terms and conditions are made
less restrictive and the variation is expressly allowed by a subsection of Section
15.16.100 of this chapter.
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5. Each resolution shall establish appeal fees as per Section_15.16.120 of this chapter.

B. Unless otherwise exempted by subsection C of this section, or other local or state law,
system development charges created under the authority of this chapter are imposed upon
all parcels of land within the city, and upon all lands outside the boundary of the city that
choose to connect to or use the city's capital improvements.

C. Except as provided in subsection D of this section, system development charges do not
apply to the following types of development unless the new structure or use replaces a
previously existing structure or use that was not assessed system development charges or
the system to which the system development charge applies was installed to the previously
existing structure or use and needs to be replaced or modified to provide extra-capacity, in
which case current system development charges shall apply to the extra-capacity generating
portion of the new structure or use:

1. Remodeling or replacement of an existing single-or two-family structure (including
manufactured homes on individual lots and those in manufactured home parks);
2. Remodeling or replacement of an existing multi-family structures, except to the extent

of dwelling units that are added, in which case current system development charges
shall apply to the additional units;

3. Remodeling or replacement of an existing office, business and commercial, industriat,
or institutional structure or use, except to the extent additional vehicle trips are
generated, or increased usage of water, storm water, or sanitary sewer services
result, in which case current system development charges shall apply to the additional
trips or usage.

D. System development charges for transportation-related capital improvements do not apply to
the uses and development described in subsection C of this section except to the extent the
remodeling or replacement creates an additional impact on a transportation facility.

E. Additional exemptions specific to a particular type of system development charge may be
established by the authorizing resolution described in subsection A of this section.

F. The city may collect system development charges established by other governmental
jurisdictions. The system development charges shall be assessed and collected under the
terms of the applicable ordinances and resolutions established by those jurisdictions, and
shall be adopted by the city council by the appropriate resolution or intergovernmental
agreement.

(Ord. 07-011 § 5)

15.16.060 - Authorized expenditures.

The revenues received from system development charges shall be budgeted and expended
for capital improvements as provided by state law. The accounting of revenues and expenditures
shall be included in the city's comprehensive annual financial report as required under ORS
Chapter 294.

(Ord. 07-011 § 6)

15.16.070 - Expenditure restrictions.

A System development charges may not be expended for costs associated with the
construction of administrative office facilities that are more than an incidental part of other
capital improvements.
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System development charges may not be expended for costs of the operation or routine
maintenance of capital improvements.
(Ord. 07-011§7)

15.16.080 - Collection of charges.

A. Unless otherwise provided by this chapter or state law, system development charges are
immediately due and payable and shall be collected prior to issuance of any building permits,
or in case of a deferral authorized in Section_15.16.090 of this chapter, prior to issuance of
an occupancy permit. Resolutions authorizing specific system development charges may
identify additional conditions or circumstances triggering collection of each specific charge in
those circumstances that otherwise meet the terms of this chapter but where no building
permit is required.

B. A building or occupancy permit may not be issued by the city, nor shall connection to any city
service be allowed, until system development charges have been paid in full or until
provisions for deferred payment have been made as described in Section_15.16.090 of this
chapter.

C. The obligation to pay deferred system development charges, and the interest thereon, shall
be secured by property, bond, deposits, letter of credit, or other security acceptable to the
city manager.

1. Notwithstanding agreement for deferral of payment, the liability for system
development charges shall survive if unpaid when the building permit has expired and
shall be a personal obligation of the permittee.

2. Failure to pay the system development charges within sixty (60) days of the due date
shall result in a penalty equal to ten percent of the charge. Interest shall accrue from
the sixty (60) day point at the rate permitted by ORS 82.010.

3. In addition to an action at law and any statutory rights, the city may, when payment of
system development charges are delinquent:

a. Refuse to issue any development permits to the delinquent party;

b. Refuse to honor any system development charge credits held by the delinquent
party for any development;

C. Condition any development approval requested by the delinquent party on
payment in full of the system development charges, including penalties and
interest;

d. Revoke any previous system development charges due, including penaities

and interest, from any offset account held by the city for the delinquent party, in
which case the system development charges shall immediately be due, and
refuse to issue any new deferrals;
e. Withdraw the amount of system development charges due, including penalties
and interest, from any offset account held by the city for the delinquent party.
D. For purposes of this section, the term "delinquent party” includes a person controlling a
delinquent corporate permittee and any corporation controlled by a delinquent individual
permittee.
(Ord. 07-011 § 8)

15.16.090 - Deferred payment.

A.
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When the total of transportation and parks city system development charges due exceed fifty
thousand dollars ($50,000.00), the city manager may approve deferred payments until such
time as an occupancy permit is issued. An occupancy permit may not be issued until all
system development charges are paid.

B. When any category of city system development charges increases by twenty-five (25)
percent or more due to legislative action by the city between the time a development
application is submitted and the SDC becomes payable, and, as a result, that category of
system development charges due and payable exceeds one hundred thousand dollars
($100,000.00), the developer may choose to defer payments for a period not to exceed five
years. An occupancy permit may not be issued until the person responsible for payment of
the system development charge executes a deferred payment agreement with the city.

C. Notwithstanding subsection B of this section, a person who submitted a development
application during the period beginning October 1, 2006 and ending on the effective date of
this chapter may choose to defer payments for any single SDC provided the amount due and
payable for that SDC exceeds one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000.00). An occupancy
permit may not be issued until the person responsible for payment of the system
development charge executes a deferred payment agreement with the city.

(Ord 07-012 § 1: Ord. 07-011 §9)

15.16.100 - Credits.

A. Credit may be applied to the system development charge to the extent that prior structures or
uses existed, city services were established to those structures or uses, and said structures
or uses had previously paid the applicable system development charge in effect at the time
the structure or use was established. Except as provided in subsection F of this section,
credits may not exceed the calculated system development charge. Refunds may not be
made on account of such excess credit.

B. Credit shall be given for the cost of a qualified public improvement, as defined by Section
15.16.040 of this chapter. Except for transportation improvements, if a qualified public
improvement is located partially on and partially off the parcel or parcels that are the subject
of the development approval, the credit shall be given only for the cost of the portion of the
improvement not located on or wholly contiguous to the property. For transportation
improvements, credit may also be given for the cost of the portion of the improvement
jocated on or contiguous to the property. The terms of this subsection may be modified by
the authorizing resolution described in Section_15.16.050 of this chapter to the extent that
credit provisions are made less restrictive.

C. The credit provided for by this section shall be only for the improvement charges for the type
of improvement being constructed and, except as provided in subsection B of this section,
shall not exceed the improvement charge even if the cost of the capital improvement
exceeds the applicable improvement charge. Credits shall not be provided for
reimbursement charges.

D. The qualified public improvement must be designed and constructed to provide additional
capacity to meet pra  ted future capacity neec : ted by the development. Improvements
that address capacity deficiencies existing at the time of development are not eligibie for
credit. In the case of improvements addressing both future and existing capacity needs, only
that portion providing future capacity is eligible for credit. The terms of this subsection may
be modified by the authorizing resolution described in Section_15.16.050 of this chapter to
the extent that credit provisions may be made less restrictive.
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The city manager must determine that the timing, location, design, and scope of the
proposed improvement is consistent with and furthers the objectives of the capital
improvement programs of the city. ...e city manager may use priorities established by the
city council in the city's capital improvement plan, the information contained in the city's
comprehensive plan and various public facility master plans, the advice of the city's
engineering, public works, and planning staff, and other relevant information and data in
making this determination. The city manager must also determine that the improvement is
required to fulfill a condition of development approval issued by the city and is included in the
city's adopted public facility plans.

F. Except as provided in this subsection, excess credit may not be transferred from one
development to another.

1. In the case of a multi-phased development, excess credit generated in one phase
may be used to offset applicable system development charges in subsequent phases.

2. Upon written application to the city manager, excess credits may be reapportioned
from one lot or parcel to another lot or parcel within the confines of the property
originally eligible for the credit. The reapportionment shall be noted on the original
credit form retained by the city.

3. Upon written application to the city manager, excess credits may be transferred to
another lot or parce! that is adjacent to and served by the transportation facility that
generated the credits.

G. Credit may not be transferred from one of the types of capital improvements defined by
Section_15.16.040 of this chapter and authorized by a resolution, to another type of capital
improvement authorized by a different resolution.

H. All credit requests must be in writing and filed with the city manager no more than ninety (90)
days after acceptance by the city of the qualified public improvement. Improvement
acceptance shall be in accordance with the practices, procedures and standards of the city.
At the time the city accepts the qualified public improvement, the city shall provide written
notice to the person making the improvement that the improvement may qualify for credit
under this section. The notice shall state that a credit request must be filed within 90 days of
the date of acceptance.

I The amount of any credit shall be determined by the city manager and based upon the
subject improvement's construction contract documents, or other appropriate information
provided by the applicant, and verified and accepted by the city. Notwithstanding the contract
amount, the credit may not exceed prevailing market rates for similar projects, as determined
by the city.

J. In the case of rights-of-way, easements, or other land associated with the improvement,
value shall be established by sales documents, formal appraisal provided at the developers
cost, by county assessors records, or some other method deemed acceptable to the city.
Notwithstanding actual sales price, the cre  may not exceed prevailing market rates for
similar projects, as determined by the city.

K. Credit shall be provided to the applicant on a form provided by the city. The original of the
credit form shall be retained by the city. The credit shall state a dollar amount that may be
applied against any applicable system development charge imposed against the subject
property. Excess credit may not be redeemed for cash or a cash-equivaient.

L. All requests for redemption of credits must be submitted not later than the issuance of a
building permit or, if deferral was permitted pursuant to Section_15.16.090 of this chapter,
issuance of an occupancy permit. The permittee is solely responsible for presentation to the
city of any credit redemption request and no credit redemption request shall be accepted
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after issuance of a building permit or, if deferral was granted, issuance of an occupancy
permit. In no event is a subject property entitied to redeem credits in excess of the system
development charges imposed.

M. Credits shall not be aliowed more than seven years after the acceptance of the applicable
improvement by the city. Extensions of this deadline may not be granted.

N. Upon annexation of affected parcels of land, credits previously issued by Washington County
will be honored by the city.
(Ord. No. 2012-007, § 1, 5-1-2012; Ord. 07-011, § 10)

15.16.110 - Segregation and use of revenue.

A All funds derived from each separately authorized system development charge are to be
segregated by accounting practices from all other funds of the city. That portion of the
system development charge calculated and collected on account of a specific facility system
shall not be used for a purpose other than the purpose set forth in this chapter and the
specific authorizing resolution.

B. The city manager shall provide the city council with an annual accounting, based on the city's
fiscal year, for system development charges that shows the total amount of system
development charge revenues collected for each type of facility and the projects funded from
each account.

(Ord. 07-011 § 11)

15.16.120 - Appeal procedure.

A A person challenging the propriety of an expenditure of system development charge
revenues may appeal the expenditure to the city council by filing a written appeal with the
city recorder. The appeal shall identify with reasonable certainty the particulars of the
expenditure, and the relevant facts and specific provisions alleged to have been violated. An
appeal of an expenditure must be filed within two years of the date of the alleged improper
expenditure.

1. Within thirty (30) days of receipt of the appeal, the city manager shall file a written
report with the city council recommending appropriate action. Within fifteen (15) days
of receiving the report, the city council shall conduct a hearing to determine whether
the expenditure was proper. Notice of the hearing, including a copy of the city
manager's report, shall be mailed to the appellant least ten days prior to the hearing.
The appellant shall have a reasonable opportunity to present evidence and argument
at the hearing.

2 The city council may by resolution adopt rules of procedure governing appeal
hearings, inciuding stipulations that the hearing may be continued if necessary to
further address issues raised by the appellant. The city council may by resolution
establish an appeal fee.

3. The appellant shall have the burden of proof in any appeal hearing. Evidence and
argument shall be limited to grounds specified in the written appeal. The city council
shall issue a written decision stating the basis for its decision and directing any
appropriate action to be taken.

4. If the city council determines that there has been an improper expenditure of system
development charge revenues, the city council shall direct that a sum equal to the
misspent amount shall be deposited within one year to the credit of the account or
fund from which it was spent.
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5. Review of the city council decision shall be as provided in ORS 34.010 to 34.100.
B. Review of decisions of the city manager, under this chapter, other than decisions relating to
the expenditure of funds as per subsection A of this section, shall be conducted in the
following manner:

1. Discretionary decisions of the city manager shall be in writing and mailed by regular
mail to the last known address of the appellant.
2. Discretionary decisions by city manager's designee may be written or oral. Any

person aggrieved by the decision of the city manager's designee may request in
writing that the city manager review such a decision. The city manager's response
shall be in writing and shall state the reason for his or her decision. The purpose of
appeal, the written response shall be provided to the appellant as described in
subsection (B)(1) of this section.

3. Any person aggrieved by discretionary decision of the city manager may appeal the
decision to the city council. The appeal shall be in writing and must be filed with the
city recorder within fourteen (14) days of the date the city manager's decision was
mailed.

4. The appeal shall state the relevant facts, applicable ordinance provisions, and the
relief sought. The appeal shall be heard by the city council in the same manner as
provided in subsection A of this section.

5. After providing notice to the appellant, the city council shall determine whether the city
manager's decision or action is in accordance with this chapter and associated
resolutions, and the provisions of ORS 223.297 to 223.314, and may affirm, modify, or
overrule the city manager's decision or action. The city council shall issue a written
decision stating the council shall issue a written decision stating the basis for its
conclusion and directing appropriate action be taken. The city council's decision shall
be final and is subject to review as provided in ORS 34.010 to 34.100.

(Ord 07-011§12)

15.16.130 - Annual fee review.

A. The city council shall review system development charges at least annually, prior to adoption
of a new fiscal year's budget, to determine whether additional revenues should be generated
to provide extra-capacity improvements needed to address new development or to ensure
that revenues do not exceed identified demands. In so doing, the city council shall consider:

1. Construction of capital improvements by federal, state, county, special districts, or
other revenue sources;

2. Receipt of unanticipated funds from other sources for construction of capital
improvements;

3. New information adjusting the unit costs or trip rates for capital improvements;

4. The impact of credits and offsets on capacity increasing improvements.

B. Upon completing the review, the city council shall consider such amendments, including
adjustment to specific system development charges, as are necessary to address changing
conditions.

(Ord. 07-011 § 13)

15.16.140 - Prohibited connection.
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A person may not connect to the city's capital improvements or access a city street or right-of
-way unless the appropriate system development charges have been paid.

(Ord. 07-011 § 14)

15.16.150 - Transition.

A. Except as otherwise specifically allowed by the authorizing resolution described in Section
15.16.050 of this chapter, this chapter shall apply to issuance of building permits for all
development for which a building permit application is received by the city on or after the
effective date of the ordinance codified in this chapter. This does not include re-submittal of
building permit applications previously deemed incomplete if the requested information is
submitted within one hundred eighty (180) days of the date the application was first
submitted.

B. Notwithstanding repeal or amendment of any other city ordinances by this chapter, said prior
ordinances shall continue to be fully applicable and shall govern all building permit
applications received by the city prior to the effective date of the ordinance codified in this
chapter. This includes building permit applications previously deemed incomplete if the
requested information submitted within one hundred eighty (180) days of the date the
application was first submitted.

C. All system development charge deferrals, credits, or similar grants shall continue and be
administered under the terms and conditions of the ordinances and resolutions in existence
when said deferrals, credits, or similar grants were originally issued. Repeal and enactment
of such ordinances and resolutions shall in no way impact any budget or appropriations,
contracts, permits, condemnation proceedings, or any other formal city actions.

(Ord. 07-011 § 15)

15.16.160 - Penalty.

Violations of this chapter are subject to civil penalties of no more than five hundred dollars
($500.00) for each offense. Each day that a violation is permitted to exist constitutes a separate
offense.

(Ord 07-011 § 16)

15.16.170 - Construction.

The rules of statutory construction contained in ORS Chapter 174 are adopted and by this
reference made a part of this chapter.

(Ord. 07-011 § 17)
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Sherwood, Oregon, Code of Ordinances >> - SHERWOOD CITY CHARTER >> Chapter X - PUBLIC
IMPROVEMENTS >>

Chapter X - PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

Section 39. - Procedure.

40, - ial Assessments.

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.

(Res. 05-008 § 1 (part))

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.
(Res 05-008 § 1 (part))
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Sherwood, Oregon, Code of Ordinances >> Title 12 - STREETS, SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES >>
Chapter 12.24 - COUNCIL AUTHORITY - FEES, RATES AND CHARGES >>

Chapter 12.24 - COUNCIL AUTHORITY - FEES, RATES AND CHARGES

Section:

12.24.010 - Authority to establish fees, rates and other charges related to the construction, maintenance and operation
of streets, sidewalks, pedestrian pathways, and other public places.

12.24.010 - Authority to establish fees, rates and other charges related to the
construction, maintenance and operation of streets, sidewalks, pedestrian
pathways, and other public places.

The City Council may by Resolution establish such fees, rates and other charges as it deems
appropriate to fund construction, maintenance and operation of streets, sidewalks, pedestrian
pathways and other public places, together with procedures for their imposition and collection. Any
fees, rates or charges established pursuant to this Section shall be included on a schedule to be
kept in the city recorder’s office and available to the public for review. Such fees, rates and other
charges may be altered, amended or modified from time to time by Resolution of the City Council.
Any adoption or amendment of a fee, rate or charge shall be done consistent with applicable law.

(Ord. No. 2011-007, § 1, 5-17-2011)
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Sherwood, Oregon, Code of Ordinances >> Title 12 - STREETS, SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES >>
Chapter 12.17 - Construction-Limited Streets >>

Chapter 12.17 - Construction-Limited Streets

Sections:
12.17.005 - Purpose.
12.17.010 - Definition,
12.17.015 - Duration of Limitation.
12.17.020 - Applicabitity.
12.17.025 - Exceptions.
12.17.027 - Maintenance and Emergency Repairs.
12.17.030 - Unauthorized Work and Repairs.
12.17 035 - Technical Requirements.

12.17.005 - Purpose.

The provisions of this Chapter are intended to protect the public investment, health and
safety, and are intended to maintain the quality, integrity, and service life of recently constructed or
reconstructed, paved or repaved, overlaid or surface treated streets within the City, for the longest
practicable time period.

(Ord. No. 2011-008, § 1, 7-19-2011)

12.17.010 - Definition.

A. A "construction-limited street" means any of the following City streets, as identified in the City
Transportation System Plan, that has been constructed, reconstructed, paved, repaved,
overlaid or surface treated, within the following time periods by the City, a City contractor, or
a private party pursuant to a right-of-way or development permit.

SP Street Classification Length of Time
Arterial Streets 5 years
ICollector Streets 3 years
Local and Neighb~rhnod Streets 2 years
Downtown Streets (asphalt) 2 years
Downtown Streets (Concrete) Indefinite (Construction not allowed)

B. The "Engineering Design Manual" means the most recent City of Sherwood Engineering
Design and Standard Details Manual as amended.
(Ord. No. 2011-008, § 1. 7-19-2011)

12.17.015 - Duration of Limitation.
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Except as provided in Section_12.17.025 and Section_12.17.027 below, the pavement of a

construction-limited street may not be ground, drilled through, saw cut, or excavated through within
the time period described in Section 12.17.010 above. The restrictions of this section shall
commence on the day the street has been accepted by the City, as defined by the commencement
of the maintenance period, and shall continue throughout the period described in Section_12.17.010
above.

(Ord. No. 2011-008, § 1, 7-19-2011)

12.17.020 - Applicability.

Chapter 12.17 applies to all construction activity within the public right-of-way of a
construction-limited street whether performed by public or private parties, including private utilities.

(Ord. No. 2011-008, § 1, 7-19-2011)

12.17.025 - Exceptions.

A The City Manager or the City Manager's designee may approve an exception to the
limitations in Section_12.17.015 in order to facilitate development on adjacent properties,
provide for emergency repairs to subsurface facilities, provide for underground connections
to adjacent properties, or to allow the upgrading of underground utilities.

An approved exception may include conditions determined necessary by the City Manager or

designee to ensure the rapid and complete restoration of the street and surface paving, consistent

with the purpose of this Chapter 12.17 to the greatest extent practicable. Pavement restoration
requirements may include but are not limited to surface grinding, base and sub-base repairs, trench
compaction, or other related work as needed, including up to full-width street pavement removal
and replacement.

B. A person seeking an exception under this section shall submit an application to the City
Manager or designee in a form acceptable to the city. The application must include sufficient
information to demonstrate reasonable compliance with Section 210.20 (Construction
Limited Streets) of the Engineering Design Manual.

The City Manager or designee will review the application and information and provide a written

decision either approving or denying the application. The City Manager's or designee's decision

may be appealed in the manner provided for a writ of review under ORS chapter 34.

(Ord. No. 2011-008, § 1, 7-19-2011)

12.17.027 - Maintenance and Emergency Repairs.

Following notice to the Public Works Director and a demonstration of compliance with
Section 210.18 (Utilities and Other Work in the Public Right of Way) and Section 210.19 (Trenching
and Street Cuts) of the Engineering Design Manual, the City may authorize maintenance or
emergency repairs to an underground utility service within the right-of-way of a construction-limited
street provided the underground utility service is in existence on the effective date of this
Ordinance.

(Ord. No. 2011-008, § 1, 7-19-2011)

12.17.030 - Unauthorized Work and Repairs.
A.
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Violations of this_ Chapter 12.17 may be enforced by the City in the manner of a violation
subject to the jurisdiction of the Sherwood Municipal Court. If the pavement of a construction-
limited street is ground, drilled through, saw cut, or excavated through for 1y reason without
authorization, the extent of the damages caused by such actions shall be determined by the
City in its sole and exclusive discretion.

B. The Municipal Court may order a person responsible for a violation to restore the street
surface to the standards described in Section 210.18 (Utilities and Other Work in the Public
Right of Way) and Section 201.19 (Trenching and Street Cuts) of the Engineering Design
Manual. The Court may include in the order such other conditions the Court deems
necessary to ensure adequate and appropriate restoration of the street pavement section.

C. Alternatively, the Municipal Court may direct the City to perform, either directly or indirectly,
the street restoration with the costs of such restoration assessed against the person
responsible for the violation.

(Ord No 2011-008, § 1, 7-19-2011)

12.17.035 - Technical Requirements.

Any restoration of a construction-limited street shall conform, at a minimum, to the
requirements set forth in the most current edition of the City's Engineering Design Manual. The City
Manager or designee may impose additional requirements as determined necessary by the City
Manager or designee in the person's sole discretion in order to meet the intent of maintaining the
quality, integrity, and service life of the affected construction limited street to the greatest extent
practicable.

(Ord. No. 2011-008, § 1, 7-19-2011)
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How important is this amendment to connectivity?

The DKS analysis Memo looked at the intersection impacts, assuming existing
and 2035 traffic volumes with and without Cedar Brook Way connecting from
Elwert to Handley and with and without an access to Pacific Highway. Taking
the information from the 4 options studied, it is clear that more connectivity
between Elwert and Handley is better for the study intersections, especially the
Highway 99W/Sunset intersection (the higher the number, the worse the
congestion at the intersection.) All of the options, with improvements meet

the service standards, but Options 3 and 4 provide more capacity for
development of these properties before major off-site improvements are

necessary.

Comparison of Volume to Capacity (V/C) for study intersection operations (2035 PM Peak with no

additional off-site improvements

1

Hwy 99/
Elwert Rd-
Sunset

Hwy 99/
Meinecke

Handley St/
Cedar Brook
Way

Elwert Rd./
Kruger Rd

Elwert Rd/
Handley

Hwy 99/
New
access

Option 1 -~ no
connection from Elwert
to Handley (DKS memo
table 6)

>2

91

.50

.64

.59

.89

Option 2 - connection
from Elwert to Handley,
no hwy access (DKS
memo table 8)

1.76

.90

.58

.64

.52

n/a

Option 3 - connection
from Elwert to Handley,
right-in/right out hwy
access (DKS memo
table 10)

1.78

.92

.50

.61

.50

.89

Option 4 - connection
from Elwert to Handley,
full signalized hwy
access (DKS memo
table

1.49

.87

.46

.60

.50

.85

Finally, it should be noted that while not having a connection from Elwert to
Handley would keep the residential traffic separate from the commercial traffic,
it would likely have greater impacts to the residential neighborhood directly

north of the Elks property. This is especially true if the County did not allow a

local street connection to Elwert in which case the residential development
would have only one access out; along Bushong Terrace to the north of the
Elks property. In addition, having the residential areas able to access the
commercial areas without having to travel over the arterial road network
(Elwert to Pacific Highway) is consistent with the intent of connectivity.

' Data from Exhibit B of the 8/14/12 packet — Memo from DKS dated June 28, 2012

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP Amendment

9-4-12 PC memo

Page 2 of 3
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Who does have access to 99W and wiil all other accesses be closed
when development of the road occurs?

The City does not control access to 99W. When a development is proposed,
the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) will apply their access
control standards and consideration is given to existing deeded accesses as
well as properties with no deeded access or those that have previously given
up their access rights. Regardless, according to the DKS memo and confirmed
by ODOT, there are no locations along this stretch of 99W that has a
“reservation access” (a location where access rights have been retained) which
means that when a street location is proposed the City wouid need to apply for
a grant of access.

ODOT has the ultimate say in the creation of new, and the retention or closure
of existing access points to the highway. Temporary or permanent access to
Pacific Highway will be dependent on the traffic generated by the proposed use
and the existing alternate access options available.

Clarification on funding options for the road

While the funding of the road is not a part of the TSP amendment decision
process, staff has met with a number of the property owners directly affected
by this road alignment and believe that these owners now understand the
difference between the proposed TSP amendment and ultimate construction of
the road. It is our understanding that a number of people originally testified
against the amendment because they did not understand the SDC credits.
Attached to this memo is more detail on how the current SDC credits work.
This memo is for information only as how the roads are ultimately constructed
and paid for are not decided through a TSP and is not part of this project.

That said, it is also our understanding that this amendment, in and of itself,
does not remove all uncertainty for these properties and it will not be until a
road is actually designed that more certainty regarding location and costs will
be provided. The Commission can certainly include in their recommendation to
the Council a recommendation that the City take the lead on providing more
clarity on the road alignment and design.

Attachments:
1 - Clarification of SDC and TDT Credits from Bob Galati

PA 12-03 Cedar Brook Way TSP Amendment Page 3 of 3
9-4-12 PC memo
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City Transportation SDC Credit Criteria

1) The following criteria are standard for a development project to be eligible for City Transportation SDC
Credits:

a) The proposed transportation improvement must be identified in the City’s Capital Improvement Plan
(CIP).

b) The proposed transportation improvement must be for a road designation of coilector or higher
classification.

c) The City accepts the full actual road construction cost towards the valuation of the SDC Credit.
d) Rights-of-way and easement costs are eligible for SDC Credits.

i) Land valuation may be based on either a City reviewed and approved appraisal valuation, or the
County assessors land valuation, whichever is higher. (Section 15.16.100.J)

2) Engineering, surveying, and pian review and inspection fees are not eligible for SDC Credits.

3) Construction costs are based on City review and acceptance of final construction progress payments and
related tracking spreadsheets in verifying actual construction costs. (Section 15.16.100.J)

a) Iltems identified as not eligible for credits are excluded from SDC Credit analysis.
b) Eligible credits may not exceed prevailing market rates for similar projects as determined by the City.
Washington County TDT Credit Criteria

1) Information on the Washington County TDT Credit process is identified in the County Wide Transportation
Development Tax Procedures Manual (June 2009).

2) The TDT Procedures Manual provides the following criteria to be eligible to receive TDT Credits:

a) The proposed transportation improvement must be identified on the County’s TDT CIP list. (Section
3.17.030.2)

b) The proposed transportation improvement is built larger or with greater capacity than the local
government’s minimum standard facility size. (Section 3.17.070.2)

¢) Eligible construction costs for TDT Credits are based solely on the portion of the improvement that:
(Section 3.17.030.2)

i) Exceeds the local government’s minimum standard facility size (local road),
i) Exceeds the capacity needed to serve the particular development project or property.

3) Valuation of rights-of-way and easement land market value are based on county tax records. (Section
3.17.070.3.b)

4) Total eligible TDT Credit for engineering and survey services shall not exceed 13.5% of total construction
costs. (Section 3.17.070.A.11) The City excludes plan and inspection fees from TDT Credit analysis.

5) If developer has taken CWS SDC Credits towards storm water quantity and/or storm water quality
infrastructure, then the construction cost of these facilities are not eligible for TDT Credits. (Section
3.17.070.A.12)

Cedar Brook Way TSP Amendment
Clarification of SDC and TDT Credits
September 4, 2012
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