
PLANNING COMMISSION

ì

March 15, 1984

School District Board Room
400 No. Shen¡ood Blvd.

I Publíc Hearing - Case No. - V-84-01
Request by Ron Garand and Michael Goodman for a variance
to the Clear Vision Area requirement.

II. Minor Partition - Case No. - MP-84-01
Byron Houston - Edy Rd.

III. Minor Partition - Case No. - MP-84-02
Steven C. Mackie - E. l^lillamette St.

IV. Public Hearing - Case No. - PMA-84,01
R'equest for Mìnor Plan Map Amendment - Michael Goodman

v. Resolutjon and Order approvìng L'ibrary condjtional use Request
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SHTRI.IOOD PLANNING COMMISSION

March 15, 1984

STAFF REPORT

v-84-01

Variance to Clear Vision Area reqúïrements to a mirn'imum
of 7 or 10 feet.

CASE NO.:

SUBJECT:

APPL I CANTS/OÌ¡JNT RS :

LOCATION:

FINDINGS:

BASIC FACTS:

Pl an Desi gnat'ion:

Exìstjng Lot Data:

Ron and Barbara Garand, and Michael Goodman

No. Sherwood Blvd. and intersection with the newly
dedicated public street providinq access to the
Seni orlCommun j ty Center.

APPLICABLE STANDARDS FOR REVIEI,.J: Chapter 2, Section 5.01 (T)(3)(a)

MDRH (Medium Density Residential - High), I to 11
uni ts per acre.

The Garand property is desiqnated T2S, R1W, Sectjon 29C,
TL 11000 0.36 acre located at 825 N. Sherwood Blvd.
The Goodman property is desiqnated T2S, Rll^J, Sect'ion 29C,
TL 1201, 0.37 acre located at 925 N. Sherwood Blvd.
Both properties are exìsting lots of record.

Existinq Structures: Each property has an occqpied sinqle family dweìì'ing

Communì ty Faci I i ties and Servi ces:
-Water is available to both properties from a 10 jnch main in
No. Sherwood Bìvd.

-Sanitary sewer service is provided by an B inch line in No.
Shen¡ood B'lvd.

-Storm dra'inaqe is provided by a 14 inch line in No. Sherwood Blvd.

Access: Both properties have full 'lot width frontaqe on No. Sherwood
Blvd. By virtue of city action to create the pub'lic street
between the Garand and Goodman properties, both properties
have full depth frontage on the publjc street. The Garand
property has this frontage on the north side of the property,
while the Goodman property has this frontaqe on the south
side of the property.

I The appìicants are requesting a reduction of the 30 foot standard
set forth in 5.01 (t)(3)(a) to either 7 feet or 10 feet for both
properties alonq the newly dedicated public street which serves
the Senior/Communi ty Center.

ß
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2. The intersection of No. shen¡ood Blvd. and the pub'lic street is a
controlled "T" intersection requiring a fu11 stop by vehicles on
the pubìÍc street prior to accessinq onto No. Sherwood Blvd. with
either a riqht or left turn.

de
on

3 The hedge and planting on the publìc street sj
property were in existence prior to the creati
s treet.

of
of

the Garand
the publ ì c

4. Both the Goodman and Garand propertíes current'ly have establjshed
fences wjthjn the property lines along the public street side of
the two properties. The Goodman fence is set back approximately
15 feet from the curbline, and the Garand fence is set back approx-
imately B feet from the curbline. Both fences are cedar fences
six (6) feet in height.

5. The hardship ìnvolved would be the removal of 30 feet of fencjns,
hedge and p'lantings on both properties along the public street.

6. The hardship is not seìf-imposed and does not arise from a violation
of the Code.

STAFF COMMENTS:

Considerìng that vehicles must come to a full stop before exjtinq
the pub'lìc street onto No. Shen¡rood Blvd., it does not appear that
a significant difference would exist with ejther a 7 foot or 10 foot
cl ear v'i s i on requì rement.

Staff is unable to determine why the applicants are bejno requ'ired
to apply for thjs variance, even though the city waìved the apþ'li-
cation fee.

RECOMMENDATION:

I

2

Approval of either
distance between 7

a7
and

foot or 10 foot clear vision requirement, or any
L0 feet.



AîTACHMENT C

REOUIRED FI¡üDINGS

VARTANCß

A

B

No variance request, shall be granted unless each of thefollowlng ls f,ound:

The varlance ls necessary for Ehe prcservatlon of aproperty rtght of the Eppllca.t sr:bstantialry the sameas owners of other propert.y in the sanìe pranÀing Desi.g_natlon Àrea or vicinity.

The authorlzation of the var.i.ance will .ol- be materiarlydetrimental to the purposes of Hris ordinance, or tc:property ln the plannl.ng Degignation Area or vrcÍnityln which Ehe property fs locaLcd, o! oilrerwls"-"""iii.awtt'h the goars, objectlves a¡rrì porrcie..; of the compre-henslve PIan 
,

The hardshlp is not "Ltr-t*poscd ánd the variancerequested is the mlnimum variance'.whlch wourcl aileviacethe harclshlp.

The hardshlp does
ordlnance.

not, arise frc¡m a violation of thls

Exceptional 0r extraordinary circums;tclrìcês apply to theproperty which do not âppry gerrcralry to other proper-t'les ln the same Frannlng Designation rrea or vlcinity,and result from tot slze or shape, regarry exisÈlng prlorto the date of thrs ordlnance, topography, or other crr-cumstances.over which the applicant 'rras nQ cont.rol.
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Ron S. &rtd Barbara Garand
8e5 n. Sherwood Blvd.
Shenvoodr 0R 9?1110

Dr.MlchaeI Goodman
925 N. Sherwood Blvd.
Sher"yvood, 0R 97l40

January 30 rI99Lv

Sherwood City Plannlng Commission
90 N.W. Park Avenue
Shenvood,0R 971l+0

Dear Commission Members,
At the January 25r19Ùb Sherwood City Council Meetin65, action wastaken to dedicate, as a street, the driveway which enterã-to the

sherwood senior cltizen community center.- By city ordinance, a30' clear - vision requirement is placeci on thir intärsection oi thedriveway 1!d N. Sherwood Blvd. and uLtimately on the arljacent proþerty
owners. If enforced' the ordinance would requÍre each iesid.enõe to
remove existing and well- estabLished arborùitae hedges JO' back, ineach direction, from the property corrrers.

Two to three ye?f?.ago when the Senior Citizen - CommunÍ.ty Centerwas reviewed for conditional use by the Site Review Boarcl and tftePlanning Commission, the adjacent þroperty owners were assured that there
wouLd be no impact on their property as a resuLt of the location of thedriveway. -

Wer as the proqerty owners affected by the Council's recent aetion,feel that removal of some of the hedge at êach corner is reasonabLe to
lmprove visabilityr but that a 30'removal is ncit reasonable, We ha.vediscussed with the Council and the Clty Staff a.?' setback frorn 

"ròi,property_comer which would be ]-5'from each cur.b. The City Staff hassuggested a 10' setback.

At the January 25 Council- meeting it was pointeci or¡t to us that toobtaln a varlance to the 30' clear - vlslon orãinance we must make ?),requestr for-the sameo through the P3.anning Commission. Therefore,this letter iu-?.request that a variance tõ the ordinance, as it-aipliesto the Senior Citizen - Co¡nmunity Oenter street intersection , b" 'issued, It is-requested that thä ordinance be changed so that no morethan 7 10' of the existing hedges, s.s measurecl frõm the 
"orr,"rÃof each property at thg N. Sherrvooo Blvd. lntersection, be removecl.

We understar¡d that the Clty CounclL has waived all fees normallyrequired for a variance request.

Slnoere lY'
s and A. Garand

¿t-+./c/L4a-
L/

'',¿Y¿L4 4'-tl
Dr. Mt

Ð"
chael" L.

(/ ,l-



The followíng addresses each of the .findings eriteria, in order,
stated on the attached "required findings."

VARIANCE REQUEST

intersection in question is a controlled intersecti.on ( rurrp required). The 'street' is a driveway to serve the senior
izen - community center and not a throuþh street. The hedges
-the_plantings that are affected by thiã recent action, tnãtlared the driveway a street, have teen in place for B io l0 years.

A

as

B.

The
sto
cit
and
dec

ïn considering !h" property rights of both affected properties
when the conditionar use Permit was issued for the cêntèr, the
PJ-anning Corunission and the Site Review Board assured the pronertv
owners affected -by estabrishing the driveway (now a street), '
that there would be fio impact on the properlies and removal of the
hedges and plantings would not be required.

,."r-{1.2...,t
Garand

A--
ar

with recent action to make the driveway a street there
ordinance, unreasonable impact on the þroperty because
30' clear-vision requirement.

Vl+tlt granting a variance, whieh would reduce the 30' crear-vision ordinance to ?' to 10' for the intersectioñ in question,this would not be materially detrimental to the purposes of theordÍnance or planning designation for the area.

The hardship imposed on the property owners;.resulted from theissuance of a conditional usé tó build the senior citizen -community center and from the reeent dedicalion of the driveway
access to the Center to the status of a street. The conditionäl
u-se was granted on the basis that 1t would not adverr;ry impactthe area and would be consistant with present developeä p"op"rties.

The hedges and plantings in question pre-existed construction ofthe street to the Center. Therefore ttre harciship clicl not arrisefrom violation of this ordinance.
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CASE NO.:

SUBJECT:

APPLI CANT/()I,INER:

LOCATION:

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

SHERI¡IOOD PLANNING COI'4MISSION

March 15 n 1984

STAFF REPORT

l'lP- 84-0 I

M_i nor Land Parti ti on

Byron and Dorothy Houston

S.bl. Edy Road west of intersection with S.l,l. Scholls-Sherwood Rd.

TZS, Rll^l, Section 304, TL 1600, 7.1.5 acres.

APPLICABLE STANDARDS FOR REVIEI,|: Chapter 3, Section 3.00 of the
Conrnunity Development Code

BASIC FACTS:

Pl an Des'i gnati on : MDRH (Medium Density Residentjal - High), B to 11
units per acre.

Proposed Partitjon: Creation of nçw lot of approximately 1% acres from
original parent'lot, leaving an area of approximate'ly
5L acres in the original parent 'lot. (see attached
sketch)

Community Facilities and Services:
-Water i s currently avai'labl e to the si te.'
-Sanitary sewer does not exist in the immediate vicinity.
-tdy Road has a 50 foot R/l^l at the existing east property'line and
a 60 foot R/l.l at the exjstìng west property ìine.

FINDINGS:

1.

2.

The appljcant seeks to create only one (1) addítional lst.
The MDRH Planning District'requires a minimum lot area of 5,000
square feet. The proposed partition is well in excess of this
requi rement.

The proposed partition has adequate frontage on S.l,J. Edy Road
and will not require the creation of a road or street.

4. Aìthough existinq sanjtary sewer and water services may be
marginaì, the Edy Road L.I.D. (Local Improvement Distrjct) of
which the subject property is a part, lvi'l'l eventually assure
the property of adequate levels of service.

3
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5

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The proposed requirement meetsn or will meet, all requirements of
the Community Deve:lopment Code'

Approval with the condition that no deve'lopment be. permitted until the
fby noad L.I.D. is in place and adequate water and sanitary sewer service
is-available to the new Parcel.



i 3.OO MINOR LAND PÀRTTTION

A. Sketch .P1an Approval Requirgd_

^A tract of land or contiguous tracts under a slngre owner*
ship wlthln the city sharr not be partj-tioned inLo tv¿o
or more parcers for tra¡rsfer of ownership; devel0pmen.t:
or for.any other purpose so as t.o confllct w.lth the
requirements of this sect-ton unt.j-l a sl,,et-ch plan has
been submÍtted to and approvecl by thr: planning comm.j-ssio¡r.
"Minor land part.itiorrs, " for the purpose o,E thls Section
sharl mean a parti.l:lon of lanci tilat cioos not, lnr:lude the
creat,lon of a road or street

B Plan Comol {anr.e Revlew Procers¡;

An applicant for approval of a Sketch plan of a mlnor
Iand partltlon shall meet the procedural requi::ements
of chapter I sectlon 4.00 in order to cletermlne whether
the requesb Ís in compri.alrce w.ith the comprehensive pran.
The requirements of the process for mÍnor land partitj_ons
are summarized as follows.

I Certi fJ cate of Pl an C -l iance (Scction 4.01.)

À Certificatc of
to the recording,
a proposed ¡ninor

Pl.an Cornplianc.e is requir:ed pri_or
salc and clcve'Io¡:rncnt of I c-¡ts j.n

partiti.orr.

2. Coordlnat-ion of the PIan Co¡npliance vielv P roccrs:;
(Sectlon 4.O2)

The Planning Director shall have the responsibility
of coordinating the Pl¿rn Complfarrce llevj-ew p::ocess.

3 . Preappllcat.ion C_onferenc.q (Sect"i.<-ln 4.03 )

A preapplicatlon conference is requireri.

4 CA P Co I
(Section 04)

The applicant shall
Certificate of Plan

submit an application for a
Compliance for a minor partiLion.

ã.)1.,



I

fhe form, content and proòessing of the applicatj-on
shall meet the requJ"rernents of Chapter I Sect,lon 4.04
of this Part. f or minor partJ-tions.

5. Review Bodv Action (Section 4.05)

a Plannino Commlssion Action - Sketch Pìan

fhe Planning Commlssion shaL"l revj_ew the Sketch
PIan and shall take act.ion to granb approval of
the minor partition as submLtted or as lt may be
modffied or deny the applicatlon. The action of
the Planning CommLssLon shall be noted on two
coples of the Sket,ch PIan, lncludlng references
to any at.tached document.s describing any condf-
tj.ons or restrlctions; and one copy shalll;be
returned to the subdivider together with the
notfce of decision pursuant to Chapter I Sectlon
4.05 D. and one retaÍned Ín the office of the
City Recorder with the records of the sesslon
of tÏ¡e Planning CommissLon at whlch said act,ion
was taken.

C. RequireÈ Findinqs -,!"linor_.Partition

No minor partition shall be approved unless:

t The partition requested does not require the creation
of a road or street

The Sket,ch Plan complles with the Comprehenslve PIan
and appllcable Plannlng Deslgnat,Lon Area regulatlons
of the City then in effect.

There will exist adequate quantlty änd qualfty of
water and an adequate seh/erage dlsposal system to
support permltted land uses.

4 Adjoinlng land can be developeid or is provided
access that will allow its development in accordance
wfth thls ordinance.

D. When FuIl Compli.anc_e with Suþdivislon Requlatlqrul Requiqed.

If tåe parcel of land to be partltioned exceeds two
acres and withÍn a year is betng partltioned into more
than two parcels, any one of whlch ls less than one acre,

2
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SHERbIOclD PLANNING COMMISSION

March 15, 1984

STAFF REPORT

CASE NO.:

SUB JE CT:

APPL I CANT/C)llJNTR:

LOCATI ON :

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

MP- 84-02

Minor Land Partition

Stephen C. llackie

East f,lillamette Street just east of Norton Avenue.

T2S , Rll^l, Secti on 324C, TL 600, 0.46 acre .

APPLICABLT STANDARDS FOR REVIEI^I: Chapter 3, Section 3.00 of the
Community Development Code.

BASI C FACTS:

Plan Designation:

Proposed Parti tion:

LDR (Low Density Resìdential), 3 to 5 unjts per acre.

Creation of a new ]ot of 11,750 square feet from
original parent 1ot, leaving an area of 8,250
square {eet in the original parent 'lot. (see
attached sketch). The new lot would be accessed
QV a ¡tag strip/drìveway gf 25 feet wjdth by 110
feet I ength. ;

Communjty Facilities and Services:
-Water is cumently ava'ilable to the site (12 inch main in l^lillamette St.)
-Sanitary sewer is current'ly available to the site (B ìnch line in

Wì I I amette St. )
-I^lillamette Street is a city street with 50 foot R/W along the
entire frontage of the property.

Exjsting use/Structures: One dwelling exists on the property and wì1'l
be located on the 8,250 square foot parent lot
after partitioning.

FINDINGS:

1.

2.

The applicant seeks to create only one (t) aO¿itjonal lot.
The LDR Planning District requires a minimum rot area of 7,000
square feet. The proposed partition js within the requ'irements
of the District.

3. The proposed new lot will be accessed by a f'lag strip/driveway
which ís 25 feet in width. section 2.07 (F)(z) requires that
"the minimum lot width at the front property rine shall be 25



Page 2

feet". No creation of a road. or street wíll be required.

4. Existing levels of service to the site appear adequate to permit
addi ti onal de vel opmen t .

5. The proposed_mi.nor partitíon meets all requirements of the Community
Development Code.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Approval without conditions.



MINOR T,¡ND PARTTTION

A. Ske$çÌUPlän AÞÞtov_ql &equlreg

A tract of rand or contlguous tracts under a srngle owner_
shlp wfthin the clty shall not }:e partltioned tnio twoor more parcels for transfer of ownership¡ developmentor for_-any other purpose so ajj to conflfct w.tth the
requlrements of tlris sect-t<'r¡r trrrt.j..l- ¿r sl..cLcli i)lan har;
been submLtted to and approvcci by ilrcr Pr;rnni-rrg cc_¡mrni.:;r;ion.
"Minor land partÍtions, " for thc purposc of this Sectionshalr mean a partÍtron of la.cl that doos not, j.nr:lude Llrecroatlon of a road or street.

B Plan C.ornplLance Rçvlew P.rocesri

An apprlcant for approvar of a sketch pla¡r of a mlnor
rand partltlon shall meet the proceclural requiremeni-s
of chapter L section 4.00 in order to cleterml¡re wheilrer
the request ls in complla¡rcc w.tth the comprehensive plan.
The requlrements of the.proccss for mfno¡: l¿rncl partib..j-ons
are summarlzed as follows.

t. Cçqt-iflcate of Ptan _Corrg>li,i¡U_ç- (Scct.ion 4.0J.)

A certlf icatc of Plan com¡:)..i.anr:c j.¡; r:cqu j-.r:r:cl pr j.or:
to the recordíng, snlc ancl cievè'lc,¡rrncrrt. o[ ,'lo{-s in
a proposed mfnor partitior-r.

2 Coor ination cl the Plan Compl iancr.- Iìcv-i-elv Pr: OC() !l f:ì

(Sect,lon 4.02\

The Pranning Director shatr have the rcsporlsii:il.it-y
of coordfnating the Plan cornprlance:.Review proccss.

PreappllcaÇÍon Confere¡rqg (Sectit;n 4. O3)

À preappllcatlon conference ls required.

4. Applica for a Certl lcatc of Plan C pliancc
(Sect,lon 4'.04)

3

The appltcant shall
Certlflcate of PIan

subrnlL an apptj-cation for a
Complfance for a niinor parti_t-_ion.

I

I
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The form, content and processing of the apprication
sharr meet, the requlrernents of chapter I sect,ion 4.04
of thls Part, f or minor partlt,lons.

5 Eeview Bgdv Actlon (Section 4.05)

a P]annl¡tg Commlsslon Actlon - Skelch plan

'The Planning comml"ssion shalr review the sketch
PIan and shall take acLion to grant approval of
the minor partitlon as submitted or cas lt may be
modlfied or deny thc appllcatlon. The act,lon of
the Plannlng Commisslon shall be noted on two
coples of the Sketch plan, lncluding references
to any attached documents describing any condi_
tlons or restrlct,ions; and one copy shalll:be
returned to the subdivider together with the
notlce of declslon pursuant to chapter r section
4.05 D. and one retal¡red In the office of the
Ctty Recorder with the records of the sesslon
of the Plannlng Comm.l"sslon at whtch sald action
was taken.

c Bequired Flndinqs -_ Mlno.r_Partllieg

No minor partition shall, be approved unl.est;:

The partltion requested doos noÈ require the creation
of a road or street. .

The Sketch Plan complles wtth .the Comprehenslve plan
and applica]¡Ie Plannlng Deslgnation Area regulatlons
of the City then ln effect.

There wlI1 exlst aclequate quantlty ancì quallty of
water and an adequate sewerage dlsposal system tc:
support permltted land uses.

Adjoining land can be developdd or ls provided
access that will allow lts devel_opment in accordance
wlth this .ordinance.

D When Fu II Complianea Ith Subdlvisl Recrulatlons Required

If tåe parcel of land to be partltloned exceeds tr¡ro
acres and wlthln a year ls betng pârtltioned lnto more
than two parcers, any one of which fs less than one acre,

I
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SHERt.lOOD PLANNING COMMISSION

March 1.5, 1984

STAFF RTPORT

PMA-84-01

!ingl Plan Map Amendment, from MDRH (Ne¿tum Density
Residintial - High) to CC (Community Commercial)

Michael L. Goodman

N. Shen¡ood Blvd., north side of newly dedicated public
street providing access to Senjor/Communjty Center.
Address is 925 N. Sherwood Blvd.

LTGAL DESCRiPTI0N: T2s, Rll,l, Section 29C, TL 1201,0.69 acre (Note: Two
tax lots, 1401, and 1201 were recently combjned to form
one tax lot).

CASE NO.:

S UBJECT:

APPLICANT/OI,INER:

LOCATI ON :

BASIC FACTS:

Pl an Desi gnat'ion:

Access:

The property is designated MDRH (Medium Density
Residential - High), I to 11 units per acre.

Existinq Use and Structures: One single family occupìed dwellìng.
Balance of site is vacant.

Main access has been and is on N. Sherwood Blvd. However,
with the recent dedication of the public street on the
south sjde of the site to provide accqss to the Senior/
Communìty Center, a second potent'ial point of access now
exists but has not been developed. No. Sherwood Blvd. is
70 ft, R/W,48 ft. PV,6 ft. Sl,J each side. Public street

,to Senjor/Community Center is 50 ft. R/W,25 ft. PV, flo
sidewalks. Both streets have curbs both sides.

Communjty Services and Facìlíties:

- t¡üater is available from a 10 inch'line in No. Shervood Blvd.
and a 6 inch line in the publÌc street to the Senjor/Com-
munity Center. Pressure in the 10 inch line js approximately
70 PSI.

- Sanitary sewer is available from an B inch line in N. Sherwood
Blvd. at the southeast corner of the property.

- Storm sewer is available from a 14 inch line in N. Sherwood
Bl vd.

- Police protection from Shen¡¡ood Police Dept
- Fire protection from Tualatin Rural Fire Protection District.

Nearest station is located at 0reqon and Lincoln Streets,
south of the rai 'l I i ne .



Paqe 2

Case No. PMA-84-01

- Pr¡bl'ic transportation is provided by Tri-þlet. Route #44 in
and out of Shen¡ood travels on No. Sher.wood Blvd.

- Exísting gas service ìs provided by N.l^1. Natural Gas Co.,
te]ephone service by General Telephone, and power by P.G.t.

tnvi ronmental Resources :

- Floodpìain - The sjte is not within any identjfied floodplajn.
Vegetation - Two iarge cedar trees (tg-Z+ inch diameter) jn
the northeast portíon of the site near the intersection of
N . Shen¡rood Bl vd. and the publ i c street.

STAFF COMMENTS:

1

2

The applicant states the intent of the Minor Plan Map Amendment
is to obtain a CC (Community Commercial) plan designatìon on the
site in order to perm'it the development of a small professional
(medicaì-dental ) building, with approprjate parking'.

Approx'imate'ly 36,000 sqqare feet of office space has been approved
as part of a planned development at Sjx Corners, but has not yet
been developed. Other areas of the city are avajlable for offjce
development, but have yet .to be devel oped. Profess'ional off jces
can be sited in either the CC (Communìty Commerc'ial),0C (Ottice
Commercial ), GC (Genera'l Commercìal ) or NC (neìgfrUorhood Commercial )
planning districts. Although some undetermined amount of land is
vacant in the 4 planning districts, not all i
ãeîeTõpment. However, it is highly ì'ikely th
vacant and available locations in these 4 pìa
throughout the City.

The applicant states, as part of hjs justjficat'ion for the mjnor
pìan map amendment, that the proposed locaùion of medjcal-dental
offices is hiohly suitable due to its proxim'ity to the schools,
senior housing and the Senior/Community Ceqter. It is likeìy
that school aqe children and senior cjtizens may be the greatest
users of medical and dental servjces. These two croups, while
general 'ly mobi 1e , may actual 'ly 'l ack sui tabl e means of transpor-
tatjon to faciljtate movement to and from necessary ser.vjces.
The locat'ion of a medical-dental facility on the Goodman sjte
would prov'ide the opportunìty for better access to medjcal and
dental servi ces.

In reviewing the Required Findings for plan amendments (see at-
tached), staff has determined that the applìcant has not satis-
factorily addressed the issue of item 1. For example, on page
III-3 of the Community Deve'lopment Plan (Part' 2), the statement
under Commercial Land Needs reads in part:

"An addÍtional 25 acres of nonretail oriented space
í.s nêeded by the year 2000. Current plans for an
eleven acre office-commercial development near Sjx
Corners will probabìy meet the need for office space
untíl 1985, but an add'itional 7 to 12 acres w'ill be
needed by the year 2000"

s available for
at there are several
nni ng di stri cts

3

4



Page
Case

3
No. PMA-84-01

0n page IV-18 under b. Commercial Space Needs - Office" the
statement is made:

"Currently, incorporated areas. zoned for office
use are largely unused.rr

Addit'ionaily, on page IV-18 under the qeneral heading "b.
mercial Space Needs" the statement js made:

"Taking ìnto consideration a market area compris'ing
the Shen¡rood Urban Growth area and unincorporated
areas withÍn a four mile rad'ius of Six Corners, the
1978 population potentia'l'ly served by ex'istinq com-
merci al devel opment i s about 10 ,000 persons lr(em-
phasis added. )

Com-

5

It may be appropriate for the applicant to review the Findings
and General Objectives of the Commercjal Land Use portion of the
Plan in order to more adequate'ly address the issue of conformance
( j tem 1 of Requi red Fj nd'ings ) .

The applicant's main arguments appear to center upon'item 2 of
the Required Findings, public interest beìng best served by
granting the amendment at this time. Item 3 of the Required
Findings, the factors in ORS 215.055 does not appear to be
fu1ly addressed at this time. In order to grant approval
of the Minor Plan Map Amendment, the Planníng Commission must
find that all three items of the Required Findíngs have been
pos'iti vely*ãõ'ffisfactori 1y addressed and tuì fil le¿.

FINDINGS:

Staff js unable to deteþmine adequate fjndings to support approval
of the Minor Plan Map Amendment from MDRH to CC, based on the jn-
format'ion contajned in the applicatjon

RICOMMENDATION:

Staff will withhold a recommendatjon for either approval or denial
until t'ime of the pubìic hearing in order that the applicant be
afforded sufficient opportunity to respond to the deficiencjes
identjfied durjng staff revjew of the application.



,il
:l

.:

a
¡,

I

{
n

I
.l

ì

'i

.¡

1

Proposa.l:

Sta te¡nent:

ÂPPLIC/\TTON FOR 14Ï P[,AN 1,4AP AI4RNN}4IÎNT

That 1{lcha.el L. Goorlrnan, oÌdner of the ¡rropertv Ioca.ted on
North sherwood l.31vrì., riesl,gnnted tax lot //l2ol on washlngton
county Tax Ì4ap #25 1 29c anrl eurrentLy zoned tn the ctty-of
sherwood rs cornprehenslve Plan f or rnerl lurn*htgh rjenslty resl-rlentlaL cleveloprnent, be Fr,qnterl n cornprehenslve plan l4e"p
Arnenrl¡nent to arlor^¡ the property to be rìeslgnaterl as cornmunlty
Colilnerclal f or the purPose of br.lnglnp tax lot #120I lnto
coneurrÊnce r^rlth t.he rJesl¡lnnted ìlse of tax. lot lt\lt"OZ (sarne
map), locnterl rìlreetly behlrtrl ri]1rJ rrccessed by clty street onthe Esst slde r¡f tax lot //12r)1; anrì f or the þurposo of rJe-
veroplng a 1>rof es,)-lon{ìl of f tce bullrl ln¡r on the slte"

\.
¿

rt ls rny feerlng that thts nro¡rerby ls In conforrnaneewlth the text portlons of the cornprehen.slve plan rieflntnga corununlty cornrneretal rleslgnatlr>rr. rt ls eerrtralr¡¡ tocãte¿ln the cornrnunlty and easlly aecessl't¡le on rna Jo¡, f ,lly rr¡-proverì streets f roln alL areas of the c tty. it iu l.ocaterjrvhere the creatlori of â cornrnerclnl center hns ln effect al-reacly talçen plnce by the develournent of the s"r'ioriðórnrnunltycenter snrl the proposecl Pittrllc Llbrary snri where a'nrofes.slon-al offlce trutrtttng woulrr not ereate rrnrìue .;;;;;tioñ'or con_flrct wlth estnbllshed lnnrl use patterns. rn faet, Lo rle*vel'1r the properLy ln the rnnnner currently rlesrgn"i"ã, r,fDRH,woulrl be lnconslstent wlth the current trenrl of rievelopment.It ls tny beIIef that rlevelo¡rl.n¡4 tax ]rot ll]r}0l In ihJ 
-,o"nrro"

whlch r arn j)rouosIn¡q woulrì nrovlrle aesttràtIc quarity.onsrs_tent wlth the current snrl f uLure develonrnent of the lmmed LatesurrounrJ lng area. The neeessary parlcln¡r a.nr1 pe,te.sirian
wallftvavs Bre nlrend.vr or c8n ensliy be, llovià;,í-i;; arìequately, and. suf f rclent urban fac Ir-ttr.es nnrì se::vrces are averrabrefor developlnent.

A Þrofesslr¡nal (rnedlcal_rlental) offlce bullcllng wouldbe advantageous to the eornrnunlty f n'tfrÀi lt woulrt centra LLzehealth care servlces for tny patlents nn¿ for those-oi,nyasBoclates, the grent 
1na ¡oitt,v or riño,0"".;iå" "ri"ã""årounrl

Sherwood ¡ It ts lrnportañt to' rruinv' ;¡ ",n; patlents that f amLocaterì neBr the sc.h,¡ols for easreï ne.ä"u fpr thern snri fore onvenlence to thelr 1:arents, whlch r**,i1ts in th;i"-reeetvlngbetter servlce.. elosä p"o*trnlt.y t; lñã',nnJortty of Sherwood,ssenlor cltlzen houslng is lrnportant for "ase of aceess tooLder påttents, rn¡¡n.y ör *r,,òrn-rìo noi ã"rro. rt !s also sr&_nlflcant that thts r.ocatlon rs rre.rv-nÅ¿ easrry accegsabreto Publlc Transportatlon.
fn tû.y Câae, â.s ln each of lny n.ssoe late ,s, present of _flce loca.tlons åre becolnlnq Loo srnnll anri elther lack ofownershlp or sotne other exlsttnp .on¿tlion rnalçes theln ln_conduclve to exI¡ansron. ThIs rrropsfii"riour¿ a.rìequatery serveour needs anrl thoSe of the eolununlty wlthout creatlnq any eon_celvable harcrshlp or lnconvenre'cu i.o" the surrounri !ng prop-ertl eg .
lhank .you for yor¡r conslrJerntlon,

1. 'i1,t,,Ç.¿¡f(wd.4^^, -



Pnge i*

ADDEÌ.IDUM TO STÂTEI{ENI :

r atn år{nro that 36,000 îqunre feef r:f offlee spece hasbeen approved f¡s parr of a ptdnnãd 
";l; ,r;";i;;;n"r,r''^*"" slxCorners. However, I would. Ltke to_ ¡rotnt óui-iñ"f'^tr.rs partlc_urar developrnent has been rn the rrrånni'ng, st,ages for the nastten .years anrl has yet to be -aceornpLr¡¡nÀ¿. wr.,." r- ¡i"rt".*ilo "to

Sherwood, looltlng for an offlce loestlon, l.b rrn{: sil,qqesterì thatr house rûy prnctlce ln a t,ern¡rornr¡r fne Ltitv unî,ìf liìis fìnrn,' Ðro-!"ç! -was cornirleted. rn retrô"p*cî, t 
-nrn 

ex trernpry o,r"t"iirr iní,I dtd not follow that course.
I have dlscussecl the proJect lvlth the rlerrel.or>er nnrì hnvefound that hls flnanclar eipeðtattons ror *r"';;;;ì;rrnenL noulrjexcesslvery trurrren rne and cònsequent.ry ,v rr"lr;";;. '' 

*o,nu r:f .yoìrrnav be awaÌe thc¡t rny farnlLy and'f havã beeñ rn"oi.iå,j tn bu¡-r1Inqour or.ln horoe over.the course of the l:ast, flve.y*o"", I nlso l)utrnyself through school r^rorklng ln the e ánstruc tlon t"rå"r. '"ríioexp,erlence has shown rne that the rnost; cost ef fecttve- w¡,.v f or meto accornpl.Ish t.he ex¡>nnslon that my prnctlce nÊ,êrì* fn for rne t,oconstruct to,y own bulldlng on lny ohrn innrì. T hnve oiruy* beencìerlleated to nrovlrìIn,g t,he mosü eeeonornlenl 
"""lri.å-oo"rtble t,r>the coruuunltv and wan{ to contlnua to rlo oã :"

Agaln, ln referance to the slte neâr,slx corners, r feelIt necessâry to relterate the lrnportance of belng locstecl âsìcloselv ¡s posslble to the schoois nnd to the senlor housInq.Tax lot 12t)r better accornpllshes thts thnn any other.r have Þrriettcerr rn bherwoort for nlrnosl'i.; u.å"", r rrveIn the arear lûV chllrlren åttend Sherrtroorl schools. il; u¡holefalnlly ls aetlvely Involverl ln cotntnlìntty nc t,Ir¡lblcs. It, ls lrn-¡rortnnt to ¡ne to ,eee qrrallty lnnlntn tnerl l.n the rìevel-onlnent ,)four cotnrnunlty, Jrrst ns It 1s lmportnnt to rne to delLr¡er c¡unl.ltrrservlce to the tnernbe::s of the eotnrnunlt.y who are rny ltnt,I"nt¡,, rìlan af f ord¿¡ble ¡:rlce. f f eel e r:nf ld ent, r' .f rr>rn our rl I se rl,ss I onsthat lny åssocla.ted feel the snlne wBy. The rìevelootnent r¡¡e hn,¡eplannecl on thls slte woulrl ï:est allr>rv us t,o acco,nì>llsh thls
goa 1.
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IìtrQUIIUÌÞ IT T N¡)Ì ¡](;Iì

ì

PlnN ÀtlriNl ) l'11': t'l'l'

In Ordef tO grAnt iì¡l ilnìclì(llrìc:llt l', L"ìtl Ir:;.: t- oJ. L)t j-s ParL, the
Clty Cou¡rciI shal I f r¡lcl t)rn {-:

(I) fhe proposed a¡ne¡rdnrent is j.¡l c<trtllr:r'tììance to map and tex!
porttons of the Compreìrelts j.vr: P.l¡n rrot )reing considered'
f or amenôment. ,'

(2) The publlc l¡"rt-eresL ls l¡:st.:;r:rvccl by granLlng the
amendment, at thls timc

(3) The f ollowing f i'tcLors i¡r cllil; -Ì15.055 wc¡ c) consciously
corlsldered; thc v¡riotls cltltt ;t<:t-el: j.l;t.i.c:l; of thc areas ln
the Clty¡ tlre sr¡ital¡ilit-v ol t-hc v¿u.'j.orrrj iìrcas for ¡:artlc-
ulaf Iarfd uscs nrttì irn¡.r¡'p1r1'¡ììr'¡,1."; lìrr: l.¿rnc'l uf'j()rt ¿rrrd lrnprove*
rÈ rìts ln t)rrl ;ìrctli, t'.rcnrìri i ¡l l;tn<ì i.nr¡:rcrvr-:rnr:nt-; derrslt,y
of dcvelopnrcrtl ; p¡:t)i)drt-y \"lltl(:si; t)tl' ltcrr:clr; e¡f cco¡rontlc
enter'¡':rf .tscs in t:ìrt-. f tlt.tu t' rì,:\'r :l(.)J)lt{.:lrt. rlf L.llr-l ùr('!¡t; Lrans-
portcltlon ac('cr,ìr; ; lìi1 L\rì'iìì ì('::rJ\ìiji'.,::' ;ìrì(l t,.llc ¡ttrl>I j.c trcecl

for )reall-ìrfr.rl, :r¡tfc'itttrì iìlrtlrrlt'.i-('lirlrì.()ì.1¡rrìi.lltJ:; ¿rnc.ì

co¡rd i ti.c¡ns



PLANNING COMMTSSION

RESOLUTTON AN"D ORDER NO.

A RESOLUTION AND ORDER ADOPTTNG FINDTNGS V'TITH RESPECT TO THE APPLICATION
OF THE CTTY OF SHERWOOD FOR A CONDTTIONAL USE PERMIT TO ALLOI{ CONSTRUC-
TÏON OF A PUBLIC LTBRARY ON CITY PROPERTY ADJACENT TO SHERWOOD SENIOR/
COMMUNTTY CENTER, GR.ANTING APPROVAL OF SAID APPLTCATION VüTTH CONDITION,
AND FIXTNG AN EFFECTTVE DATE (CU 83-03)

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that conditional use permit
application CU 83-03 was the subject of review and public hearing held
on December B, 1983 by the Planning Commj-ssion after due and legal
notice to interested persons; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has received and considered the
staff report and recommendations on the application, heard and con-
sidered the testimony received at the public hearing, and has found as
follows:

(a) The property is more
marked "Description"
herein.

particularly described on Exhibit a,
and by this reference incorporated

(b) The site is appropriate as a campus for public community
facilities, having been acquired for such purpose and the
adjacent Senior/Community Center having already been con-
structed, the property is committed to such use and the
construction of a public library on the property is fully
compatible with the Comprehensive Plan and Development Code.

(c) The findings of the staff and its recommendations should be
adopted as set forth in its report attached hereto as Exhibit
B, and the application should be approved subject to the
condition that a sidewalk be constructed from the library
building to North Sherwood Boulevard.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED AND ORDERED:

That the application be and is hereblr approved, subject to
the condition set forth above, f.or a conditional use permit to construct
and operate a city public library on the premises described on Exhibit
A.

By the Planning Commission
1984.

this _day ofPASSED:

ATTEST:

rman

Seðreiary to Lhe Planning Commission



STAFF REPON,T

Dcccmbcr t, l9l3

CASE NOr CU-83-03

SLTBf,ECT¡ Conditional Use Permit for a Public Library in the MDRH Zone

,IPPLICAIìIT¡ City of Sherwood

P.O. Box 167

Sherwood, Oregon g7lq}

LocATIoN: southwest of No. sherwood Blvd. adjacent to the senior/community
Center

DESCRIPTION OF TllE PROPOSED ACTION¡

The City desires to construct a nev llbrary building adþcent to the rccently
completed Senior/Community Ccnter off No, Sherwood Blvd. The new library may

bc constructed ¡n phases, with Phase t bcing approximatcly 31500 square feet in
floor area and Phase ll anticipated to bc approximatcly 2r?00 additional square

feet.

APPLICABLE STAT{DARDS FOR REYIEVT

Chapter 2, Section 6.00 ol the Community Development Code for Conditional Uses.

BASIC FACTS:

l. Lar¡d Usc:

Legal Descriptionl 25l-29C, Tax Lot¡ lrr02 and 1403

Current Plan Designation: MDRH - Medium Density Residential High
Area: 2.$9 acres

Buildable Area: approximately ?.Zq acres

Existing Structures: Thc Scnior/Community Center, approved by the City
Council on Scptember lO, 1980 a¡ ¡ Conditional Use, occupies the csstcrly
two-thirds of thc total site arca.

EXHIBIT B



L Envirq¡mc¡¡t¿l Rcæur¡c¡¡

Topographyr Westcrly t-7% with ¡ ¡mall ¡wale traversing the site, bearing

east-west.

Soils¡

Type: Hillsboro Silt Loam

Land Use Limitations/So¡l Characteristics

Natural Drainage is good

Moderate permeability

Slow run off with slight erosion hazard

Agricultural Capability Class

Class lI

Flood Plain¡

Not applicable

Recreation Resources:

The site is adjacent to Glen Park and an acquircd portion of the planned

Cedar Creek Greenway, and 11000 feet from the Stella Olson Community

Park.

t. Commtnity Facilities ¡r¡d Serrice¡¡
Water¡

l2r'main in No. Sherwood Blvd.

Sewer:

E' Lateral in No. Sherwood Blvd.

Drainage:

Naturat drainage westerly to Cedar Creek.

12-15" storm seurer in No. Shcrwood Blvd.

2



Public Satetyr

Fire Protcction! Tu¡l¡tln Fire Dictrict
Police¡ City of Shcrwood

0. Transpateticu
Vehicle Access¡

Access -is via a 60 foot widc accesiway onto No. shcrwood Blvd. (60r Rw,
40 PV)

A private access street section (j0, RW 32r pV) connects No. Sherwood
Blvd. with the parking arca for the senior/community center.

Bike and Pedestrian Accessl

An 8t combination bike and pedestrian way is locatcd on No. Sherwood
linking the site with Six Corncrg and Old Town. The site will have direct
access to the planned trail system in the adjacent Cedar Creek Greenway.

Transit¡

The site i¡ scrved by Tri-Mct along No. Sherwood Blvd.

REQUIRED FINDINGS¡

The following address the five (5) Reguired Findings contained in Section 6.04 on
page 122 of the Community Developmcnt Code.

A. Adequacy of Servlces:

l. Water: Available from 12" linc in No. Sherwood Blvd.
2. Sewert Available either by 8tt linc in No. Sherwood Blvd. or 8r' line

northwest of site in Glencaglc Subdivision.
3. Drainagel Natural drainagc to Ccdar Creck is adequate with on site

convcyênce to an outfall through Glcn p¡rk.
4. Park/Open Specel Thc facllity can bc linked via planned trails through

thc Cedar Crcek Greenway to Stclla Olson Park. The Greenway is
directly avail¡blc from thc fecility.

5. Public Safetyr Fire protcction lr adequate in a fire zone 3. City police
will provide security.

3



B

6. Private utilities are adcquate to the site. All necessary services are in

place and adequate for the ProPoscd use.

Conformity with Applicable Planning Designation Area Standards:

The proposed library use is qllowed as a rrUse Permitted By Conditional Use

perm¡t'r under Section 2.09 C (r). The Senior/Community Center and Library

complex is indicated for the proposed site on the Comprehensive Land Use

Plan Map and is the site selected by the City Council after public testimony.

Theref ore, the proposed library facility is consistent with the Land Use

Element of the Comprehensive Plan for the City of Sherwood.

C. Public Need for the Proposed User

The very active and well organized library function was, for many years,

located in the basement of the Sherwood City Hall. The 800 square foot space

was cramped and provided no room for expansion. Many planned programs

could not be implemented duc to the severe space limitations. In July, 1982,

the library moved into a 31300 squarc foot storefront location at the northeast

corner of Rail Road Street and Main. The city must päy rent on the present

library location. The current facility has. provided the opportunlty for

additional books, programs and other iearning equipment. However, additional

space must be provided in order to accemmodate all materials and protrams

available through the library.

D. Suitability of the Location:

The library is extensively used in Sherwood and should be centrally located in

relationship to the population. The relationship to the Senior/Community

Center will provide an excellent base for a group which will use the library

extensivelyr as will the proximity to the school area. The croation of an

expanded cornmunity center development to serve the citizens of the area will

create an excellent dual purposc area; The specific site was chosen by the

city af ter a complete site search and public review of the three best

alternative sites.

tt



E. lmpacts on Surrounding Area and the Environment:

The sitc location, in close proximlty to the Senior/Community Center, the

adjacent senior apartmcnt complcx, thc school arca on No. Sherwood Blvd.,

the Six Corners Commercial area a¡rd the downtown area of the city will result
in positive impacts, espccially on surrounding properties. Positive impacts will
also result in terms of the general neighborhood and the city.

During the course of site selcction for the Community Center, environmental
assessments were completed for all final sites including the subject site. The

assessment for this site is on filc at thc office of the City Recorder at City
Hall, and illustrates no significant advcrse cnvironmental impacts.

ADDffiONAL COUUENTS¡

Although the Comprehcnsive Plan identifies the specific site for a Community
Center, a Conditional Use Permit, as was obtai¡cd for the Senior/Community

Center, is reguired for the library as well. Design Review for the library has

already been completed, citing only the necd for a landscape plan.

Construction of the libraryr ât least the first phase, is guaranteed through the
availability of LCSA funds and in-kind donations raised by the city and Friends of
the Library. The project is scheduled to receive bids in February and for
construction to begin in the spring of 19t4.

STAFF RECOMUENDATION:

Based on the above facts and findings, the Staff recommends APPROVAL of the
Conditional Use Permit, with the following cbndition:

l. submittal and approval of a final landscape plan for the library site.

5
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Sherwood Planning Commission
Minutes

March 150 l9B4

The meeting was called to order by the Chairman, Arthur .T.
Horne, Jr" fn attendance at the meeting were Dave Crowell,
Sally Howard, Dwight Minthorne, Cathy Navarra, Mo Turner and
Bob Price.

Case No. V-84-01

Mro Horne opened the public hearing on Case No. V-84-01,
a reguest by Mr" Ron Garand and Dr. Míchael Goodman for a variance
to the Clear Vision Area Reguirement. The hearing was opened
for proponent testimony. Mr. Ron Garand stated that everything
he needed to say u/as included in his letter asking for the
variance. Dr. Goodman felt that everything h/as stated Ín his
reguest for a variance" Mr. Horne called for opponent testímony,
of which there hras none. Dave Crowell guestioned whether the
hedge on the Garand property was on the right of way. Mr. Garand
stated that he did not know. Mr. Minthorne felt that it made
a difference as to whether the hedge hras on the right of way
or the Garand property" Mr. Crowell felt that this \^ras a difficult
intersection and the whole hedge should be moved back to get
better vision. Mr. Minthorne stated this was an unsafe intersection
but it was not Mr. Garandrs problem as his property was there
first. Mr. Garand stated that they have fought this thing for so
long and they keep getting the run around. He felt that their
reguest was not unreasonable. Mr. Garand further stated that lhis
is not the only unsafe corner in the city and there \^rere other
areas that hrere probably hrorse. Mr. Horne stated that he hras
hearing that this r¡ras an unsafe condition. Mr. Price advised
the commission members that the city council had waived the fee
for this variance and if the planning eommission does not allow
the variance it goes back to the city council. Sally Howard
stated that she felt sympathy for the Garands and Goodmans but
there was a safety factor to eonsider. Mr, Goodman advÍsed the
planning commission that this problem came up beeause the council
had made this roadway into a street rather than an altey"
Discussion was held as to whether this was a safe intersection
and possibly changing the clear vision area triangle. Dwight
Minthorne made a motíon to deny the varianee as set forth in
the staff report. Sally Howard seconded the motion. Mr. Crowell
asked to add to the motion a reeommendation that the elear vision
area be moved back to Lzt in a line going to the edge of the
sidewalk 500 to 60' and the hedge be moved back so that there
hras good vision" The amendment died for lack of a second.
Diseussion was held as to what happens if the Planning Commission
denies the variance. A vote was called for. Motion passed
with 5 yes" Cathy Navarra abstained"

Discussion was'held as to the procedure for an appeal of
the planning eommission ruling. Mr. Garand asked that the
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planning commission recrlmmend that any action
of the two corners be totally financed by the
the consensus of the planníng commission that
possibly changing the clear vision rules.

taken on either
city" It was
they work on

Case No. MP-84-01

Mr. Price reviewed the Minor Land Partition reguest of
Byron and Dorothy Houston, Case No. MP-84-01. MÍ, Price stated
that they propose to create a neht lot with approximately one
and one-half acres" They have met all the reguired standards
of the high density residential district" Staff did recommend
that no development be made until the Edy Rd. LID improvements
have been made. Mr" Price questioned the Hor:stons as to whether
this change was due the the LTD assessment. Mrs" Houston explained
that they had planned to do this for many years" Discussion
hras held as to the right of way reguirements on Edy Road.
Dwight Minthorne made a motion to approve the Minor Land Partition
of Byron and Dorothy Houston as recommended by staff with the
further condition that if additional width is reguired the
applicants witl dedícate an additional five feet to the city
at the time the partitioning is recorded. Mo Turner seconded
the motion. Motion was unanimously carried.

Case No" MP-84-O2

Mr. Price reviewed the Minor Land Partition reguest of
Steven C" Mackie with the planning commission, Case No. MP-84-02.
He stated that Mr" Mackie had met all the reguired findings.
Mr. Price stated that the staff recommendation was for approval
with no conditions " Dwight Minthorne made a motion to approve
the Minor Land Partition of Steven C" Mackie. Sally Howard
seeonded the motion. Motion was unanimously paseed.

P¡{q
Case No. FMS-84-01

Mr. Horne opened the public hearing on Case No. PMS-84-01,
Minor Plan Map Amendment from Medíum Density Residential High
to Community Commercial by Michael Lo Goodman" Dr" Goodman
stated he was making the request for a ehange to establish a
medical office building" Dr, Goodman felt that the property
was in conformance to eommunity eommercial standards and reviewed
his reasons for the request which hrere listed in his application.

Mr. Mínthorne guestioned whether this building would be
soIely for the use of Dr" Goodman" Dr. Goodman explained that
it would be a medical-dental office and he would have a
partnership.

Mr. Crowell asked if the library and senior center vrere
in the community eommercial designation. Mr, Price felt that
they \^rere high density residential. Mr. Don Hite felt that
a community center and Iibrary hrere not mentioned as eonditional
uses for that designation.

Dr. Goodman stated that the reason he reguested community
eommercial- was to remain in consistency with the land in the
area.
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Mr. Price stated that based
his amended staff recommendation
stated that the citY had received
district stating that theY had no
reguest.

Mr. Horne then opened the hearing for opponent testimony"
Mf. Don Hite stated that he had no objection to a medical
faãifity but was concerned that if someone should eome along
and want a service station, etc. how can the planning commission
refuse if they grant this request,

Mr. Ron Garand htas
\^/as allowed and then at
could someone else move
sueh as a Plaid..'PantrY.
poss l-þr I rty.

Mrs" Hite \^¡as eoncerned that if this reguest is granted
what häppens when someone else comes along and vfants another
ãhrrrg.. She felt that the plaza had v-acant- spaees avaílable.
Mrs. Goodman stated that thèy had checked the spaces available
at the plaza and there was inadeguate plumbing to put in a

dental office.
Diseussion was hetd as to how to allow the medical dental

building without allowíng other businesses to loeate in the
area, Mr. Price suggestãd that the planning commission could
state reasons why the application had been amended to go from
community commerãirf to- ãither oftice commereial or neighborhood
commerciãt. Discussion was then hetd as to which designation
would best suit the medical building and the remaining properties'
Dr. Goodman asked for an amendment on his application to read
Minor PIan Map Amendment from MDRH to Office Commercial rather
than CommunitY Commercial.

reguest for
Amendment as
the motion.

on diseussions with the Goodmans
woul-d be for apProval. He further
a letter from the school
oppositíon to granting the

concerned that if the medical building
some date in the future it was so1d,
in with a different type of business
Mr" Price stated that this was a

Dwight Minthorne made a motion to accept the
amendmeni to the application for a Minor Plan Map
reguested by Dr. CòòAman. Cathy Navarra seconded
Mo€ion was unanimouslY carried"

Mr, price reviewed the objectives of the office eommercial
designaiion. Discussion was held as to the availabilíty of
p.ití"g on tf," proposed site. Dr. Goodman stated that they
woutd comp1Y with the standards-

Dave Crowell made a motion to approve the Minor Plan Map

Amendment from Medium Density Resiaential High to Office
Commercial and based on the ðtjectives of the office eommercial
district, âs stated in the comprehensive plan, this.propos-ed
amendment is in eonformanee to the plan. Based on the information
presented by the apptrieant regarding the proposed Yse of the
þroperty ít will särve the vicinity of. school, senior eenter,
iifiary-an¿ senior housing as v\re11 as being centrally loeated
irt the city and the publiã witl be best served by granting the
amendment. The use äf the site for offiee eommercial as stated
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by the applicant will be suitable for the particuLar area ít
i; locatäã in, the trend of land improvement in the area is
such that this area is not strictty residential and lends itself
to this particular use, property val-ues will not lce adversel"y
affected and based on thã lack of development of office space
ín the city there is a need for eeonomic enterprises rel-ated
to development of this particular site. The transportation
access is'suitable and tfte natural resourees and the public
need for healthful, safe, aesthetic surroundings have been
met and satisfied, Cathy Navarra seeonded the motion. Motion
hras unanimousl-Y carried.

Resolution and
Use Request

Order Approving Library Conditional

Mr. price read the resolution for the planning commission
members, Cuttry Havarra stated that this htas not the resolution
pas6ed úy the llanning commission and did not feel- that it
""f,ã"fà ¡å signãa. Mr. ttorne explained that he had received a

letter from the city stating that some of the conditions that
hrere placed on the litrtlary \^rere illegal and that the city would
fulfíi1 any contract that they hrere obligated to. After further
discussion Mr. Horne signed the resolution and order.

The planning commission agreed to place the variance
guestion ðn the ãgenda for the meeting to be held on April L9, L9B4'

Dave Crowell made a motion to adjourn the meeting"
cathy Navarra seconded the motion. Motion passed unanimously
Meeting adjourned at l0:10 P'm,

ar L, and,
Minutes Secretary
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