
SHERI/üOOD PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA

September 4, 1979
7:30 p.m. at City Hall-

The fol-Lowing Ítems wil-l- be considered by the Sherwood Planníng ConrnÍssion.

I Reading and approvaL of the Minutes of August 2L, L979.

2. Correspondence and Announcements.

3 Reconunendation on a petition submitted by Sherwood SchooL District B8J
on behaLf of HaroLd and Luc
acre parcet (2s1 304 : 1400

Rupprecht for the Annexatíon of an 8.67
LocaÈed on SchoLLs-Sherwood Road.

v
)

4

5

Transportation Element of the Comprehensíve Plan.
-Urban Road SLandards

Environmental Resources El-ement of the Comprehensíve Plan.
-Draft Revíew and Revision

6. Next Meetíng Agenda.



STAE'F REPORT

August 27, L979

CIIY CASE No: AN-79-02
SUgIECT: Property Ov¡ner InitÍated Petition for Annexation

to the City of Sherr'rood (Trlple l{ajority l{etåod)
II|CATION¡ Scholls-Shen'¡ood Road (fax Lot 2St iOA : 14OO)
PEÍIfIONERS: Shenrrood Sc?¡ool District 88J and Harolcl and

Lucy Rupprecht.
APPLICABf,E STANDARDS FOR REVIEW:

City: Sher¡¿ood Comprehensive PIan Policy Goals
County: Washinqton Countv Comprehensive Franework Plan

Washlngton County Planning Policy on Annexation
(adopted 9/7/761

II[.SD: Land-Use Framework Elenent text, (esp. Secti,on 8)
A¡ÙD IIIAP.

STAIT s 1) I,CDC Goals and GuÍdelLnes primarfly goals 1, 2,
3, 11 and 14.

2) oAR 660-10-060 Sec IV B, specifying criteria that
must be met for lands not subject to an acknowledged
plan.

3) ORS L99.49O (3) (a) and 222.L7O; PI¡IALGBC guidelÍnes
for trÍp1e majority annexatÍon Proposal review.

BASIC FACTS:
t. Current County Zoníng is RU-4 (high-low densS.ty residentÍal).
2. Parcel Data: 2SI 304 : 1400 - 8.67 acres
3. Existing Structures and Uses: Vacant field.
4. Access: schol-ls-sher:t'rood Road (60' 8$I 2L' Paving)
5. PublÍc Services: -

$Iater¿ 2" line 60' from west, ProPerty IÍne. An 8" to
lO" rePlacement section extending from Six Corners
(¡OgO ft.) would be required for adequate service
and fire flows.

Sewerz 24" trunk lÍne 1,000' from $lest property Ij.ne.
To retain tlre servlce I1ne to the trunk withi.n tÏ¡e
present city Limi.ts approxi.rnately 2O9O ft. of 8"
line along Edy Road would be required.

Drainage: Natural drafnage ls to tþe west. Approximately
2O9O ft. of L?" storm sevter líne would be required
to connect, the site wlth an outfall Lnto Cedar
Creek.

Parks and Recreat,lon FacÍlltles: The slte Ls 3/4 nj-- from
a CommunÍty Park.



AN-7 9-o2
Staff Report
August, 27, LgTg

schools: schoor District gg,J. The area to be annexed is
Fire proteci::3?' ffJ:H:'ff:.ï ;:î""å;ï::ï: ".;;;i:Electrical, Telephone, polÍce services are avairable.6. Natural Features:
SoLls: Clàss I No building restrictÍons
srotræ z o-3% (rtar to gentiy sroping)Vegetation: No significant veletitfon

CURRENT' IÀ¡üD USE POLICY PERSPECTT\Æ :

1- cit'y of she¡:v¡ood: Ttre city currentry has no adopted compre_hensive Plan' work is proceedi.ng toiards u-oõð-"ompríance dateof 'ranuary rggo- The city has aãopted two erements of thecomprehensive Plan to datã; they ii"r,.ae the citÍzen rnvolvement,Program, and tlle comprehensÍve Þran policy Goars. A fj.nardraft of the Urban Growth Management Elemént has been givenpreriminary approvar by tåe ciiy councir. The poricy goarrelating to urbanization calls for a phased growth pran whÍchamong other features assigns growth prioritiãs within the plan_ning Area based on an analysiã of grtwth factors, regional andstate goals and policies. Thestudy recentry comprered lv tt.iriÇ in addressÍng adopredpolicy goars identifies thã territo-ry to be annexed as neededto meet urban rand needs beyond r9g5 based on city projectionsand assumptions. (See flndÍngs below) . Tt¡e t"rritory isoutside the city's proposed immediate growth boundary.

' rrlashington county: Tt¡e territory to be annexed is designated"urban rntermediate,' on_the counly plan. A pran amendmenÈwould be requÍred to redesÍgriate irr. territory to be annexedas "urban" in order for the annexation to be in conformancewÍtå tl¡e County plan. However, current zoning Índicates thatthe site is suitable for urba"-r""iã"ntiar uses upon t¡e provisionof fulr urban services- Tt¡e proposed schoor is a conditionaluse in tl:e RU-4 zone.

lrlsD: Pursuant to section g of tÌ¡e Land use Framework ErementText sherwood initiated a process 
"ffirr.trrrg in the adoptíonof an urban Grorrrth Boundary for the city ln Febru ary Lg77.rcDc subsequentry ruled thaÈ findi.ngs süpporting the boundaryIitere inadequate. The city has draf,ãed a crovrtJr ltanagement planwhich it has sutxnitted to CRAG supporting the present urbanGrowth Boundary, recomn=nding an immeaiate Growth Boundary, pri_orÍtizing subareas for growth and establishing growth management,policies.
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Staff Report
August 27, L979

Pursuant to criteria in the order invalidating findings for theregions urban Growth Boundaries, r,cDC has taken action approv_ing cRAG's "ÍnterÍm immediate growth boundaries.,, r,cDC iscurrently considerÍng actÍon on tLgD,s urban Growth Boundary.The territory ln questÍon is not vrithin the interim immediategrowth boundary approved by r,cDC. Exceptions to Goals 3 and 4are required untir an urban Growth Boundary ls approved þrcDc' Requirements of Goal 3 and Goal 14 will not be consideredsatisfÍed untÍr cri.teria in oAR 660-10-060, rv.B. are met (seefindings belor¡) - Required findings must incrude thoserelatLng to the avaflabilíty of servi.ces, degree of presentdevelopment and demonsÈrated need for additionar urban rand.
FINDINGS:

The petition qualifies the area for tri.pre majority annexationunder oRS l-gg.4gO (3) (a) and 222.L7O.
Annexation is sought þr shemood school DístrÍct gg,r who havean option to purchase the site for a new erementary schoor.Ttre purpose of the annexat,ion is to obtain city water, sewer,and police services.
The area is designated urban rntermediaÈe by washÍngton county;Urban by ùfSD.
TL¡e soirs in the area are class r. The LCDC rule on annexationapplies- oAR 660-10-060 criteria: ,,Adequate pubric facirÍtiesand services can be reasonably made available.,,
water, sewer and drainage facilities would be extended to thesite in conjunction wlth the development of the new school.Tt¡e facilities would be extended by sherwood school District gg,fwith funds from the sale of r¡oter ápproved bonds. The bond electionis scheduled for sepËember lg, Lg7g. All otÏ¡er services wouldbe made avai.lable to the site
ATVD

"Tt¡e lands are physicalty deveroped for urban uses or arewitl¡Ín an area physicatly deveroped for urban uses. ,,

Íhe area ls currentry not, deveroped for urban uses. Adjacentdevelopment incrudes a whoresare gem company (southeast) achurch and cemetary (west,) and cemetary lwoitrr""st) .
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Staff Report
August 27, L97g

OR

"The lands are crearry or demonstrabry needed for an urban useprior Èo acknowredgement of the approlriate pran and circumstancesexist which make it crear that the rands in question will bewÍthin an urban Growth Boundary ls adopted Ín accordance wÍthtÌ¡e Goals. "

rn 1978 there were approximately 560 br¡ildabre acres withinthe city limits- To date, 7L acres have been either devel0pedor approved for development leaving approximately 4g9 buildableacres. Land to meet pubric facitiÈy needs such ãs the proposederementary schoor is incruded as 
^ zsx porrion of r;ã ;Ë;ã-for other uses. whether or not exi.sting i.ncorporated rand¡reets the need for a new school facitity depends on an evaruationof ar¡ailabre sites using specifi.c site suitabirity criteria.

fhe present elementary school is currently over capacity. rt¡eschool District has conducted a student enrollment forecastwhich indicates a pressing need for an addÍtÍonal facility by the1980-81 schoor year. A site serection Task Force appointed bythe school Board recentry evaluated severar sites within andoutside of tl¡e City Límits of Shen¡ood. CrÍterÍa used j.ncluded
1) location relative to school district boundaries and theelementary school area proposed to be served by ttre schoolDistrict- 2) sr.ze of site. 3) topography of site 4) accessibilityto urban services. 5) accessibilitt. 6i cost of purchase anddevelopment,- Based on the evaruation, tåe territóry to beannexed was rated highest, overall.
A decÍsfon on the I'LSD-r".o**êrrded urban Growth Boundary isex¡rected to be made by LCDC at thej-r September, LgTg meet,j_ng.ttlsD findings support the inclusion of t]¡e subject site Ín theu-G-B. Ttre proposed new school facÍlity would serve an areawhich i-ncludes the proposed shen'¡ood urtan Growth Boundary aswell as a large rural and natural resource area. ft¡e site waschosen ln part due to its relati.onship to the greater districtboundarÍes.

EONFORMANCE YÍITH STAIEWIDE GOALS

citizen Participation and the plannlng process: rhecity has developed i.ts urban Gror,vth polic¡¡ Goals and
conducted its Urbqn Groqtl¡ Manaqement Studv using its
adopted cÍtÍzens rnvorvement program. lite selection
for the new school site was crosely coordinated withthe City and common growth assumptions virere employed.

5
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AN-79-02
Staff Report,
August 27, Lg79

Goal 3 Agricultural Lands (See Flnding #4 above)
Goal Il PubrÍc utilities: Although off site service extensionswould be required, two f,aãtors favor suctr extensionat this t,ine.

1. Required offslte sewer, water, draj.nage andsecondary access facilÍtles woulã;-i" large part,be provided by t'e schoor District J_n conjuncti.onwith deveropment. Tt¡e off site facirities wourdmake needed servr.ces avaÍlable to a considerabreportion of the present clty 1imÍts betweenexistlng lines and ttre proposed school site.2' Ttre extension of services and annexation of thissÍte is consÍstent with-draft City policy whichprovides for the inclusion of .t"å"-within t,.ermmediate Growth Boundary which are ,,contiguousto t'e cÍty Lirnits and needed to support facirÍt,iesor services to serve areas within the city Limits.,,

Tt¡e staff recommends that the she¡:wood city council adopt the reso-rution of support for the annexatlon of the proposed school siteand for:urard the request to the Metropoitt"n Boundary comrnission forfinal actlon' Tl¡e reconmendation ís-based pri.ncipatly on the find-lng that the proposal is consistant wit*¡ the need for additionalurban rand which meets åÏre uniq"" 
"iiãlequirements of a publicschool facilÍty' The site in question was found to be most suitabrefor tl¡e new elementary schoor after a crosery coordinated clty_school Dfstrict site ãelection process ind after a considerationof available in-City properties.

Tt¡e subject site was found to be outsfde of the clty,s proposedImmediate Grorrrth Boundary, tÌ¡e county,s ,,urban,, and the currentstate rnterim rmmediate cror^'t¡r noundåry. Ttre dívergence of the staffrecorm¡endation from these general potiãÍes is prlmairrv based on tJ¡eflndings ttrat 1) the subject site i" tÌ¡e most sultable to meet acriticar need for a tr"* ãr"r"ntary schoor faclllty to servea School District whlch includes if"rrrr"a urban, rural and r¡aturalresource areas; 2) tl¡e extension ót urban servr.ces to the site canbe accomptished i'n conjunction wÍth schoot construction and suchextension would furthei trre orderly and efficÍent serrricr' g ofcurrently unserved portions of t}te CÍty Limits.

Goal L4 jff;";'""rrent Land use poticy perspecrÍve and Finding #4

STAFF RECOMMEIüDATION :
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MINUTES



SHERTüOOD PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUIES

September 4r 1979

Meetíng was called to order by Chairraan Clyde list. Planning
Commission members present were Joe Galbreatho Norma Borchers,
Clyde Sand.erso Riek Demingst Al Swenson, and Paul Clayton.

ft was moved by A1 Swenson and seconded by Clyde Sanders to
approve the minutes of AugUst 21, 1979. Motion was earried.

ANNOUNCEMH$TS AIVN CORRESPONDENCE

1) [od.d Dugdale introduced. Many Anne Thornburg, recently hired
secretary for the Planning Commission.

2) Chairman list announced that the Tigard. Chamber of Cornmerce
is having a series of lectures and presentations by I,CDC on
September 'lO at EJmerr s Pancake House.

7) [odd Dugdale publícly coromended Doug Swanson of The Times
for his outstanding reports of the Planning Commission meetings.

OID BUSTNESS

It was d.eeid.ed that the City Council had a split decision in the
Mansfield Case due to an j-nadequate showi.ng of need for additional
urban incorporated. land.

Chair recognized Dr. Charles Mansfield of [igard.n Oregont owner
of the property in question.

nr. Mansfield charged the City Couneíl with unf,air denial of his
property annexation based" upon the following:

1) The mapo statistics, and evi"d.ence presented to the
City Council differed fron those presented to the
City Planning Commission on August 7, 1979;

2) fhere l¡ras no opportunity to review the staff report
or find.ings prior to the hearing - information was
presented orally;

7) Staff made a strong appeal for denial of the requested
annexation;

4) PLanning Comrrission findíngs ïüere presented at the
l-ast minute and never read. into the record.; and,

5) Staff t s find.íngs brere in di-rect conflict with those
presented and mueh of their evidence was presented.
after the public hearing was closed. leaving no oppor-
tunity for rebutal testimony.



Planning Comm.
Minutes of 9/a/79 -- ps. 2 0RIGINAL

Dr. Mansfield requested the Commission presently give consideration
to the adoption of the new immediate growth boundary which would
include his property.

Dave Bryan advised the Commission that the Mansfield property
request was being changed from one of annexatj.on to one of
being includ.ed in an immeidate urban growth roound.ary.

It was decided by the Cornmission that Dr. Mansfíeldrs request
be submitted at a later date.

RECOMMH¡IDAITON ON PETTITON SUBMITTED BT SHERI^IOOD SCHOOI, DTSTRTCT
NO. BBJ and HAROIJD AIïD LUCY

Staff report of August 27 ¡ 1979¡ City Case No. AN-79-O2r regarding
Tax Lot 2S1 ,OA : '14O0, was read into the record. Staff reconmend.ed
that the Sherwood City Council adopt the resolution of support
for the annexation of the proposed school site and. forward the
request to the Metropolitan Boundary Commissíon for final action.

Proponent Testimony

Elvín Pitney, representíng the school district, said that the
Rupprecht property $¡as chosen by the Site Selection Task Force
Committee, chaired by Bill Maplethorpr as its first choice.

Chaírman list requested criteria for the fask Forcers decisionn
along with a studerüenrollment forecast and a map of B8J, which
would. include boundariesn ie. water, sewer, to be presented at
the next meeting of the Plannj-ng Commission.

Todd Dugdale advised. the Commisson that if a recommendatÍon Ìùere
not developed at this tineo the petition woul-d not make the
October Boundary CommisÈion Agenda and could be pushed over
until '1980.

Mr. Pitney stated that the reason for wanting to be wíthin the
city lirnits was to obtain its services, íe. watero sewer, fire.

Opponent Testimony

lorraine Burris was recognized, Mrs. Burris is an adjoining
property owner. She said that the area ín question was a
rural area with country roads. It was Cl-ass 1 farmland. If
a school was brou6ht to the undeveloped area, the area would
then be developed and it would spoil the use of her land..

Concern was also expressed regarding the extra busi-ng of
children across Pacific Híghway and vand.alism. Mrs. Burris
suggested the school be placed in the Park area over toy Roy



Planninf; Comm.
Minutes--of 9/+/79 - pg. 7

ORIGINAL

Street, April Meadowso and Murdock road where a playground
area and housing development !ìIere available.

Elvin Pitney rebuted by saying that the Murdock road area
had. only one site availabLe and it was not wíthÍn the city
limits. fhree property ol¡/ners were involved in the selling
of their land to the school - one said yêsr one no, and one
made no commitment.

Of the eight sites researchedo commented Mr. Pítney, the Murdock
site had. the most dífficult terrain. Jt was the Committeers
third choice.

[he Committeers seeond choice was an'l8-acre parcel next to the
railroad. The cost was {lã5rO00. Although the parcel was withín
the city limits, 1t did not have water and" sewer.

Joe Galbreath moved that it be left up to the City Council without
action on the part of the Planning Commission. Clyde Sanders
amended the motÍon by adding that the Planning Commission had
ínsufficient information on whi.ch to take valid action. Al
Swenson added. that in order for the school to get on with its
programl the Planning CommissÍon would not have time to act upon
it at any future meeting.

Roll was caLled¡ Swensoo - opposed; Demings - opposed; Sanders -
affj-rmed; T,ist opposed.; Borchers - affirmed; Galbreath - affirmed.

The finding, as summarized. by Chaj.rman list, ï¡as that the Planníng
Commissj-on protests the City Councilts ignorance of its past
decisions and. that it has decided not to make a deeision on the
Sherwood Schoo1 Petition since it has been determined that the
City Councíl wíll not regard it.
The decision was tied. The Staff was instructed. to ask the Cíty
Council to place ít on Íts agenda for discussion.

TSANS,PORIAI,Ï0N*II,E1{ENT OF TH,E COMPSIT{HïSIyÏ PrÁ,N

MAJOR AR[mTiJ, -- General consensus of the Commission was that
@ial was satisfactory as presented.

URBAN I,OCAL -- Rick nemings moved that Urban f¡ocal streets be
f'effieffi-om 60 feet to 48 feet and specificallyo the four foot
parkway on either side be removed; one foot for utilities on
either side be removed; and, two feet of paved surface be removed.
Clyde Sanders seconded. Clyde l,Íst opposod. Mo{rú,on carried;

COLLECIOR -- C l"yd.e Sand.ers moved to eliminate four feet of
outside of the Urban Collectoro and" reduce the1l

three
on

s to twelve feet each. Motion was not carried.
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Rick Demings moved that
each side, and that the
sid.e which would reduce
Clyde Sanders second.ed.

URBAN
e

the utilities be reduced by one foot on
sidewalk be reduced by two feet on each
the 60 foot right-of-way to 54 feet.
Clyde Ï,ist opposod." Motion camied..

ARTERTATJ -- Clyde Sanders
a d list of st

suggested that consideration
reets can be subrai.tted.

Todd Dugd"ale suggested a resubmíssion to TPfiI, Tnc., for a reaction
to the motions on the local and. Urban Collector, and to the
problem of the Minor Arteríals. [he Board favored the action.
A1 Swenson quickly presented hís ideas of Six Corners Crossing
and was asked. to make formal sketches for later consid.eration.

N,IX(S MSETTN.q ¡,GEr{pA

September 18 trhvironmental Resources Element of the Conrprehensive
Plan - Draft Review and Revision - Jnclusion
of the Conmunity Design RevÍew

Review of Growth Boundary

Meeti-ng was adjourned. at IOzVO prm.


