
CITY OF SHERWOOD, OREGON 

ORDINANCE NO. ·7 {) 7 

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING FINDINGS WITH RESPECT TO THE APPLICATION OF 
ENVIRO INVESTMENT CORPORATION FOR APPROVAL OF A CHANGE OF ZONE 
CLASSIFICATION FROM RU-4 (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL, COUNTY ZONING), 
TO R-3 PD (HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL-PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, CITY 
ZONING), WITH RESPECT TO TAX LOT 1000, WASHINGTON COUNTY ASSESSOR'S 
TAX MAP NUMBER 2SlW30D, AND APPROVAL OF A GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
FOR SAID LAND PURSUANT TO §3.09 OF THE CITY OF SHERWOOD ZONINn 
ORDINANCE; GRANTING APPROVAL OF SAID APPLICATION, AND FIXING AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE. 

THE CITY OF SHERWOOD DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1: The Council finds that the lands hereinafter described 
have heretofore been and now are classified RU-4 (Single 

Family Residential) pursuant to the Washington County Zoning Ordi­
nance, not having been rezoned when annexed to the Citv of Sherwood. 
The lands which are subject of the application consist of 8.67 
acres and lie 2400 feet southwest of the Six Corners intersection 
and abut the north side of SW Pacific Highway (99W). The land is 
presently undeveloped, except for a single family residence and 
accessory outbuildings. Approval of the application would have the 
effect of changing the existing zoning to R-3 High Denis1ty Residentia:, 
and pursuant to §3.09 of the Sherwood Zoning Ordinance, of super­
imposing a special district over the new zone for this property, 
thereby permitting, in addition to the uses and development standards 
permitted in the underlying zone, uses approved by the Planning 
Commission as consistent with an approved development plan. The 
standards and criteria by which the application is to be reviewed 
are set forth in subsection B, 3, a of Section 3.09 and the "Fasanao" 
criteria. The subject property is more particularly described on 
Exhibit A hereto attached and by this reference incorporated herein. 

Section 2: The Council further finds that pursuant to prescribed nro-
cedures, the application for the zone change and planned 

development classification of said land, was the subject of review 
and public hearing by the City Planning Commission on February 6, 1979-
Subsequent to that hearing and review the Planning Commission voted 
to recommend that the Council approve the changes in zoning classifi-

. cation op February 26, 1979. The Planning Commission, as a part of 
that proceeding, approved, subject to conditions, site review and othe~ 
requirements, t'he general type and interrelationships of uses for the 
phased development of the property. 

Section 3: The Council further finds that after due and legal notice 
· · .. -a pt1b}1.:C. 1:le.aring was held on February 28, 1979, -before 

an impartial council, and at said hearing all parties interested 
were afforded an opportunity to be heard and to present and rebut 
evidence. At said hearing the Council received in evidence, among 
other documents and testimony, the City staff report dated ,January 12, 
1979 (marked Exhibit B, attached hereto and incorporated herein), 
the addendum or supplemental Staff Report dated January 30, 1979, 
(marked Exhibit -C, attached hereto and by this reference incorporated 
herein), and the Planning Commission recommendation (marked Exhibit D, 
hereto attached and by this reference incorporated herein). 
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Section 4: After due consideration of the application, the recom­
mendations of the Planning Commission, the staff report and evidence 
adduced at the hearing before the Council, the Council makes the 
following findings: 

(a) The application, if allowed, will conform to the 
comprehensive plan. The application will allow sub­
stantial changes in use or development standards from 
those required by existing zoning, but those changes are 
justified by the requirements, amenities and benefits 
obtained by imposition of the development plan. The 
change applied for conforms with the Comprehensive Plan 
Policy goals set forth:-in:" Ordinance 689. 

(b) The proposal is in harmony with the surrounding area. 
The development plan will make it more harmonious with 
surrounding property than would development under existing 
zoning, due to additional controls and requirements of the 
plan. 

(c) There is a public need for the kind and location of 
the use proposed. 

(d) The system of ownership and means of development, 
preserving and maintaining the open spaces are suitable. 
The recordation of covenants and restrictions running with 
the land will assure that plan requirements be carried out 
with respect to development and that maintenance of the plan 
features after the property is developed will be provided. 
These controls, restrictions and covenants will be imposed 
as a part of the site review and subdivision process 
required to develop the property. 

(e) The first stage, phase 1 of the development can be 
substantially completed within one year or within any 
continuation which may be allowed at discretion of the 
Council pursuant to §3.09, subsection F. 

(f) The following portions from the staff report, Exhibit B, 
are adopted as findings of the Council: Basic Facts 1 
through 5, page 2 of 3 of report; Findings 1 through 6, nages 
2-7. 

(g) Findings of the staff as set forth in the supplemental 
staff report dated January 30, 1979, are adopted, except 
supplemental findings 2A, Band C as findings of the Council. 

(h) Findings of the Planning Commission as set forth in 
the Commission's notice of decision dated February ,12, 1979, 
are adopted, with the exception that Council finds the 
condition number 3 as recommended by the Planning Commission 
should be deleted. To the extent of any conflict between 
findings and conditions recommended by the staff and those 
recommended by the Planning Commission, the Council finds 
that the Planning Commission findings and recommendations 
should prevail. 

(i) Phase 1 of the planned unit development is approved 
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subject to site review and recommendation of the Planning 
Commission and Council recommendations to the Site Review 
Board. The Council specifically makes the following 
recommendations with respect to site review for Phase 1 and 
subsequent phases of the planned unit development: 

1. That fencing be considered as a buffer to 
adjoining single family properties. 

2. That 32 foot streets with one side parking or 
additional off street parking (minimum of two spaces 
per unit) be considered. 

3. That an 8 foot pedestrian bicycle path be considered. 

4. That street lights be installed with contracts for 
power and maintenance such as to not involve the City. 

(j) The following conditions to approval are appropriate 
conditions required to carry out the purposes and objectives 
of the Planned Development District classification for the 
subject property: 

1. That draft coyenants addressing property management 
concerns addresse6 in the findings in the staff report 
dated January 12, 1979 be nrepared for review by the 
Site Review Board. The final draft of the covenants 
shall be submitted to the City Council for final approval. 

2. That site access be provided by the major ingress 
and egress indicated in the general development plan; 
restricted temporary use of the proposed south westerly 
ingress and egress and a stubbed street which would pro­
vide access to the pro;ject from a future Meinecke Road 
extension. That site plans be revised to reflect this 
approach for Site Review Board consideration. 

3. That the project be limited to sewer service via 
the upper Tualatin Interceptor when it is complete and 
be oversized to provide for any necessary future service 
extensions. 

4. That a pedestrian plan be submitted to the Site 
Review Board which will justify the lack of sidewalks 
on internal streets and the requested street width 
exceptions. 

5, That the project be limited to/32 units. 

Section 5: The lands described on Exhibit A and as indicated on 
the plat attached to Exhibit A are hereby zoned R-3-PD 

respectively, for use in accordance with an approved general develon­
ment plan to be completed and followed as required by Section 3.09 
of the Sherwood Zoning Ordinance. This approval is granted subject 
to the requirements that each of the conditions approved above in 
Section 4 of this ordinance shall be conditions to this approval 
including adherence to the covenants to be drafted and approved, 
which covenants shall ultimately be recorded in the real property 
records prior to approval of the "Final Plan and Program 11 as called 
for by the zoning ordinance, and including adherence to the site 
plan as finally approved pursuant to the site review procedure. 
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Section 6: The zoning map is hereby amended with respect to the 
property described in Exhibit A and the recorder is 

hereby directed to cause a copy of the plat attached to Exhibit A 
or other suitable plat to be made indicating thereon the area pre­
viously zoned R-U-4 to be now zoned R3-PD, and the recorder shall 
keep said plat bearing the number of this ordinance on file in the 
book of zone map amendments, said book being kept and -maintained as 
a part of the permanent records of the City of Sherwood. 

Section 7: This ordinance shall become effective on the 31st day 
after its enactment by the City Council. 

PASSED: 

APPROVED: By the Mayor this li!__ day of 

Stewart 
ity of Sherwood 
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Order No. 24-039j~ 

EXHIBIT "A II 

i 
i 
! 

A tract of land in the Southeast quarter of Section 30, 1~own I 
ship 2 South, Range 1 West of the \Jillamette ~eridici.n, in th ·1 
City of Sherwood, County of Washington and State of Oregon, 
being a portion of that property described in deed to 
Lloyd W. McFall and Irene K. McFall, husband and wife, 
dated August 1, 1955, recorded August 8, 1955 in Book 372, 
Page 240, Records of Washington County, Oregon, and more 
particularly described as follows: 

Beginning at the point of intersection of the Westerly line 
of the said McFall tract and the Northwesterly right of 
way of State Highway 99W, as relocated, being a point on 
14,253.94 foot radius curve to the left, the radius point 
of which bears Northwesterly; running thence alonf, said 
Northwesterly right of way on the arc of said curve (the 
long chord of which bears North 44°48'58" East 71.50 feet) 
71.50 feet; thence North 44°L~0'21" East 115.50 feet, 
North 44°13'29" East 283.77 feet, and North 44°05'15" East 
407.90 feet to a point that bears South 44°05'15" West 4.70 
feet from the P.T. at Engineer's Centerline Station 

. No. 433+03.26; thence North 02°48'45" West 232.59 feet, 
North 55°20'241

' West 128.85 feet, South 52°58'20" West 
63.18 feet, South 46°-24'35" West 118.52 feet, North 
39°30'14" West 200.89 feet, North 79°11'21" West 126.13 
feet, and North 80°40'28" West 114.15 feet to a point on 
the Westerly line of said McFall tract; thence along 
said Westerly line South 00°15'54" East 1,012.19 feet 
to the point of beginning. .. 
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STAFF-REPORT 

January 12,1978 

CASE>NO :. :: .... PD- 79-0lA . ,._._' '. 

SlfB,TEC'f':o' · ·General Devcl.opment Plan and Program for a Htgh Density Residential-
·.··,, 

Commercial Planned Unit Development 

LoCAT.iO~: · Highway 99W (2400 ft. southwest of Six Corners) 

· ·~tiPPLI~~;; . :,REI CO PARTNERSHIP ·. 7 
.. , .. 

._r..,_,_ ·:· 
D~ Dean Howard, President 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION 

~~-e _applicant is proposing the development of a high density resideritial­

·coinmer.2ial planned unit developmet_1t on a 8.67 acre site, one-half mile south of 

· Six ;_Cor_hers on Highway 99W. The proposal includes a var~ety of multi-family 

building types, a recreation-day care facility and a small corrrrnercial building to 

be dev~ioped in four phases. . . 

Sp~cifi~ally, pursuant to Article III Sec. 3.09 of the Sherwood Zoning Ordin-.· 

nnce; lhe applicant is seeking approval for; 
. \ 

.l~;\ An amendment to the Sherwo?d Zoning Ordinance map changing the present 
.' · ... ~ ... ' . . . ' 

\ ,.<:U/RU-4 (single family residential) to R-3/PD. 

' A general development plan and program including proposed uses access and 

< ,;· • 

:i· 

,· .. 

general site features for Phase I of the proposed four (4) phase development. 

3~.· The general type and inter-relationship of uses in the remaining three 
' ..... I • 

phases of the development. 

Approval of items {!2 and #3 above are contingent on the approval of the zono 

change .. ·,. A general deve lopmcnt plan and program is subject to review and approval 

by thc/~ite· Review Board in each plan phase • 
... ( ·:; ..:~• ' '. 

!'.?PLICABLE STANDARDS FOR REVIEW 

f(·d~cisioh to recommend approval of a planned uriit development district shall 

be ba~~d,on required findings as set forth in Articlcl:0:Sec. 3.09 of the Shen:ood 
. \ . . . 

Zoning,:o_rdinance and "Fasano" criteria for zone changes. 

SHERWOCJp-~ZONING ORDINANCE ART. III SEC. 3.09: 

. ·'{?(Th~t · the proposed ·development: is in. substantial conformance with the 
.. . ·. ·;' .......... (;~;\J~:·.\.:.·-.. ,.r· 'j . . , . -... \ ... · - . 

·:, ,<'<·':·:Comprehensive Plan or elements· thereof to the extent adopted • 
. . . _·. ·:\~ft, i; /; · •. ·):>- . ··>:: ,:· .· . , 

·. '2.-'.'..).'ha.t · exceptions from the standards of the underlying district are 
: . i . :. .,:· ~;._:; ~ / • : .:: . • . • "' . ~ ., 

'.· .-;::,::_,.warranted by the design and amenitie~: incorporated into the development 
. '-..··;:.::<··.:_·:\ ~- :' ~: .. 

: :<.>plan· and program • 
. · '::e_:1,~;... . .• ' . . 

.. , .. 
··: _,. __ -.: 

•, •; : . 

).-rtri-1at :the proposal is in harmony with the surrounding areu or its 

·• :.<?~i?t{it.Ure use • potent i):If irr 
. . ~.-.1 ... ~/:-.~.:~:,:--1_>·).··. . 

, ... ·, .•.• :,, ' ·-

1'i,i\)·.i::. > ' 

., .... 2;,~ii~.-t.;0:/{j~},:i;§t],J~iiti:~,~i;1·. ., :;/~~r&Jttii 



the system of ownership and the means of developing, preserving 

· and maintainin& open spaces is suitable. 

That the approval will have a beneficial effect on the area which could 

··•·. {i[\1\f ~- :::::h::::::::::n::::~::::n:
0

::n:t:::t::::::f can be substentially com-
. "· '·· iisANo .CRITERIA (Supplemental to above) 

· ; C;iI1\!I'.:!f }:;· ::::.:::::~::0 :::d b:::·::r::: :::::: ·:.::·:::s ::.:::: :::~r ava i lab 1 e 
. ·:. :/:'.}: ... ·.· _3. That public facilities are adequate. 

'' . ': ~· .- . :· ·:: . 
: · : :::·:nt\SIC FACTS 
. ' "I)·:::. 

::., ·. '~- .. Current zoning is RU-4 (single family residential) 

2. Parcel data: 2Sl JOD:1000 =- 8.67 acres 

3. Existing structures/uses: 2Sl 30D:1000 
Single family dwelling and barn 

Access: Property has approxim~tely 880 feet of frontage on llighway 99W 

with an existing unrestr.ic:.ted 35 foot state highway access to the cxis ting 

single family use. Two existing highway cross overs are loec3_tcd in or near 

the site; one in alignment with the existing driveway access and the other 

near the southwestern corner of the property. 

· Public Services: 

.. Water: Existing service to the site is by a 2 11 line crossing under high-

way 99W and along Meinecke Road to Cily Well f/4. The nearest main (8 11
) is 

located across highway 99W at City Well #4 approximately 1,000 feet fro~ 

the site. The next nearest main (6 11
) is located ~cross Highway 99W at its 

ipterscction with N. W. 12th Street approximately 1,500 feet from the site. 

· Sanitary Sewer: There is no existing sewer service to the site. The 24 11 

Trunk line runs along.the east side of Cedar Creek approximately 

feet from the site. The trunk will not be available for service to 

site until the completion of the Upper Tualatin Interceptor. The 

nearest lateral is located approximately 1,500 feet across highway 99W 

~ near its intersection with N~ W~ 12th. 
. . . ·. \ . ·. . ' \ 

No existing drainage. facilitie·s serve the site. The site drain-
. . . 

age naturally follows the site•s.~niform sl~pe down to Cedar Creek approx-

250 feet from the site. 
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· attached). 

Telephone and Public Safety 

\ 

adequate (See comments .• ~ 

Parks and Recreali6n: No city parks and recreation facilities ~re availabl~ (:. 

to the portion of the City north of Highway 99W. 

The development would be served by Sherwood School Dislrict 88J.-:. 

;,;:,:_;->\:./} · (See comments attached). 

' - •:.tINI>INGS ·· -
· .. ·-----

·:::;~:_;.t;Y{}f :~~:f· Co~formance to the Sherwood Zoning Ordinance an.d the Comprehens 1ve Plan to· 

.,:: :: ~' : · the 

;)ft. A. ;:::::t::a:s::: ha~::::e:d::::::ntial uses are allowable in the R-3 
".:(1ff i :::~· re:::a ::::~::; i::r:s::n::: ~u:::g r:c:::::::: :0 ::h :::e:::: :g:u :~:: . 

is proposed. These non residential uses are permitted upon Planning 

Cormni.ssion approval. The nature of corrunercial uses permitted should 

be limited by covenant provisions running with the land. 

;: ;.; . · B. Permitted Density: The PD ordinance provides for two options for 

computing the number of allowab'le uni.Ls. 

ALTERNATIVE A: 

Gross Development Area 

Non Residential Areas 

Net Development Area 

• Minimum area per unit in R-3 
Zone 

Units allowable on R-3 site 

+ lO'to "PD" al lowancc 

Units allowable in R-3/PD 

ALTERNATIVE B: 

377,665 

76,360 

301,305 

3,000 

100 

10 

no 

sq. fl. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft./DU 

Under the second alternative the Planning Commission may specify a 

number of units in excess of Alternative A if it is found that the 

proposed development compensates for added units 0ith the features 

which alleviate density effects. Proposed features such as a large 

recreation center, vehicle storage area and 54% open space and land-

scaped areas on the site share the effect of alleviation of the 

impact of increased densityr The ripplicant proposes to increase units 

allowable from 110 uni.ts(Alternutivc A) to 138 units. In nddil ion, 

the_ Planning Commission is considering a preliminary land use plan 

-3- ........ 
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, .. ~ .. ·; . - . -.. :·.-

which recommends that the site be designated for densities up to 

16 dwelling units per acre. Density computed on the basis of the 

)\t 

· maximum <lwelli'bg units allowed under the preliminary plan recommend-

ation would be as follows: 

Gross Development Area 377,665 sq. ft. 

Commercial Area 19,000 sq. ft. 

Gross Residential Area 358,665 sq. ft. 

Recommended Gross Density 2,723 sq. ft. /DU 

Units allowable on R-3/PD Site 132 

-Accessory Uses: 

Signs A project sign is shown near the proposed main entrance • 

. Signs are subject to approval at Site Review phase. 

Recreational Vehicle Storage A vehicle storage area is shown. 
! 

use is subject to approval at Site Review phase. 

This 

D. {Parking and Loading: (See access circulation and parking below.) 

E.- Lot dimensions, setbacks, etc. Applicable requirements are met. The 

· __ proposed plan shows a 25 foot gr;een belt strip on Highway 99W fronte~e. 

~:F. The plan conforms to the Compiehensive Plan Policy Goals • 
. . ... " ~ 

"2/ -PUD Design Concept 

A. ~·use-Mix: The applicant proposes .a 138 unit residential development 

with a proposed 5,000 sq. ft. neighborhood commercial buildin~, a 5,000 
·,,. 

' sq. ft. recreation/day care facility and recreational vehicle storage 

area. 

, B. Building Design: Three basic concepts are proposed including attached 

garden apartments, row .townhouses and apartments. Variations on these 
\:'· 
basic concepts are shown. Phase I consists of 42 un~ts; 12 apartment 

flats; 12 attached garden units and 18 row townhouses. 

System of Ownership and Management: The applicant proposes to develop 

all units for owner occupancy with garden units retaining ovmership of 

• a small lot and the row townhouses employing a zero lot line concept. 

Common areas are to. be managed and maintained by a Homcovmers Assoc­

Common areas include streets, underground utilities, open 

and recreation/day.care center. The corrunercial area would be 

and leased by the'appiicant cir future purcha~er. 

(~c~venant provisions should.include !equirements assuring the mainten­

·,··.ance of common areas, architectural compatibility, building upkeep and 

accessory uses. The applicant indicated he will submit the detailed 

--•.. :?/:/>. ~4-
... · ... '..-; '~ . 
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covenants at the Site Review phase. 

D. Relalions~ip to the neighborhood: The site is essentirilly isolated 

from existing urban uses being bounded on the west by qn unincorpor­

ated vacant parcel, on the north and east by the Cedar Creek greenway. 

A single family use on the east is buffered by a grove of existing 

evergreen trees. 20-2~ setbacks are ptoposed along th~ sites outer 

periphery. Effects of highway 99W are reduced by a 25 foot land­

scaped buffer strip and the inter position of non residential uses to 

buffer residential uses. Good use of ~xisting and proposed landscapi:r:.g 

features can assure compatibility with future surrounding uses. Site 

features are tb be reviewed at site review phase. 

E. The proposed amenities, size of site, and general site development 

concept take beneficial advantage of tl1e planned development con~ept. 

The site could not be as appropriately developed under other zoning 

districts. Exceptions from the underlying district standards are 

warranted based on the amenities provi~ed as a result of unitary 

design and development. 
\. 

Public need for the kind ~nd lbcation of use proposed: A public need for 

for a variety of affordable home ownership opportunities exi-st in the Citt 

based on results of a 1978 Housing Survey. The survey indicated that approx­

imately 20% of Sherwood households are paying over twenty-five pcrccnL of 

their incomes for housing.· Current multi-family vacancy rates are 2-3% 

and survey results also indicate that 95% of residents prefer to own Lheir 

home while 73% currently do. The preliminiry land use plan assumes a 

'· desired single frunily multi-family split of 65/35. The current split is 

74/26 • 

.The location of site is favorable for multi-family uses considering o:::.her 

available sites due to access, the benefits to be derived by unitary cieve~­

opment and existing site features. 

Adequacy of Services/Service Plans 
· (Refer to offsite vicinity map) 

.A. Water: The applicant proposes three options for providing wciter 

service; two alignments to Well #4 south of Highway 99W and one align­

ment using a tie-in t~·the N.·w. 12th ttreet~ Any option would nec­

essarily involve obiaining qpproval fdr crossing Highway Y9W and pro­

visions for future extensions. The selected option should have the 

. . . 
. . ·:.' '. ·-·- . 
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'' 

effect of minimizing the future need to cross Highway 99W with 

' add it iona'l s'ervice 1 ines. 

Option #1 Direct line to Well #4: 

The shortest distance is required but the option is dependent on ease­

ment acquisition. 

Option #2 Via Meinecke Rd~ to Well #4: 

A longer distance is required but would permit future service line to 

follow Meinecke Road. 

An extra territorical water line extension approval from the boundary 

comnission would be required. 

Option #3 To N. W. 12th Street Line: 

A long extension of 6 11 line and a highway crossing is required. Future 

service extensions would be limited due to size of line. 

B. Sanitary Sewer: The applicant proposes a temporary service optic~ 

using a pump stalion t.o the N. W. 12th Street lateral until Lhe 

Sherwood Trunk is operati~"na],. Approvals of the pump station and 

highway crossing would b~ ~equired to determine the feasibility of 

this interim option. If interim service is not feasible a one to 

two year delay in project start up must be anticipated. 

C. Drainage: The applicant proposes a storm drain outfall Lo Cedar 

Creek via an easement.· Natural west to east drainage is favorabl~. 

D. Internal site security should be addressed by the applicant. 

police protecti?n i~ adequate. 

Public 

,E. Parks and Recreation:. Amenities proposed includin8 a recre;,iLion/cay 

care center, pool and open. space will be adequate to serve projecL 

needs. The proximity of the greenway proposed for public acquisiLion 

would augment recreation. availabilHy in the area. 

F. Fire Protection: (See attached fire district findings) 

G. On site solid waste receptacles are indicated. 

Preliminary utility system.plans are complete and adequate subjecL to 

recorrnnended · changes.. ; ·.: .' 

Access, Circulation an~ Parking 

,A. The number of direct accesses to 99W ,, should be minimized. A c Uy 

decision on a Meinecke Road' ·intersection redesign nnd norlh-south 

extension alignment is necessary before a general access and circu­

lation plan for the site can be finalized and approved. 

-6,,. 



A two access option has been developed by Lhe applicant in consulta-., 
tion with'th.e State Highway Department. Meinecke Road extension opti0c1s 

are crucial to a decision as to the number and location of 99W acc-ess 

points and their design as well as the internal street network, for 

phases 2-4. The option chosen should confer~ to the Meinecke Road 

extension alternative developed by the City. 

B. Parking is shown on a 1.75 spaces per unit basis. Parking would be 

approved in each planrting phase by the Site Review Board. 

· C. Internal street circulation is shown with 24 1 private right of way. 

An exception to the 50 foot local street standard is reque.s Led. 

D. Internal pedestrian circulation is not clearly indicated. A walkway 

plan should be submitted for site review phase. 

E. A recreational vehicle parking area is proposed. 

Tim~g 

Each of the four phases can be completed within one year. The applicant 

intends to complete the projebt within 36 months of approval. 

SiAFF·RECOMMENDATIONS 

·" 'The staff recommends approval of the zone change, general devel_Qpment plan anc 

:i<iJ~~ogram for Phase l and the general type and inter-relationships of the uses in the 
.• 1._ :,·-'. 

•· 'i ,, ·'i'ifmay1ing 3 phases with the following conditions • 

. ·.\:.,':·./:/. \JI. That draft covenants addressing property manage.;ient concerns addressed t.o 
•. •' • • V 

the above findings be prepared for review by the Site Review Board. 

'2. That the site access,street alignment and widths in phases 2-4 conform to 

'.\. the city selected Meinecke Road intersection redesign and nortl1-sout.h 

extension option in a manner which will minimize direct accesses 011to 

Highway 99W and that access and circulation for ~hose phases not be approv~d 

as a part of the concept plan until its relationships to the selected 

Meinecke Road intersection design and extension option is dctcr1nincd. 

That the off site water service aligrunent tie into Well :f/:4 with a 12 i,,ch 

line at a crossing point on Highway 99W which will eliminate the necessity 

for furthe.r future water crossings serving the northwest quadrant of the 

.. urban growth area. 

· \:,That the project bE: limite·d to sewer service via the Upper Tualatin Int.er-
. . 

: ceptor when it is complete. 

.-7-



......... 

. _ : ...... 

That a pedestrian plan be submitted to the Site ~evi~w Board which will 

:. ';})}>=\\<'!: 
. ; y·;:i'i • .. 6: 
•',.' ~./.~·.;~.:;~;. 

~-,, • ·1_1. '·"}·· 

.· \t(.::~{\ 
..-.·,·:;;·. -:: .. 

. :'·~~< .. -~i' ·, 

' justify the lack•of sidewalks on internal streets and the requested 

street width exceptions. 

That the project be limited to 132 dwelling units. 

.,. 
: •, 

')". 

·,· 
. : . . . . 

.,<',.',::'·!",. :.··\,'-8-· 

••-·:~::;;;~-~:.::,;,\.';,~{£~:~i1~bff;i~.\:~.~:;,i.;1,;~;~:.,: .. ;_;;:,1.,:i:,:i::~ .. i;;,t~:j.::~,,k;,;/.ii·~~b~~;i;~;i~~~~'..~\1<.;~::: .. /:~ ... ;x~1{:~. ,,.·. ,,, .. ,., ... -... ,,.;- • s· ... :~ .-- ~ , . 
• •, • :.:v~ •.,O;':,',~,, •--• - • -



., : ; :. ·:~;::~:~~({:)\'.:!(/(/ :··. c;, .~ ·; .,,,. .... ~°'f>-".>"" . ~. (o!. .. t~'.. .... ,. 

STAPP REP.OR'l1 

J'anuary 30, 1'979 

· · · · ' ; :- ·-::',;:! •. CASE NO • 

·. •· S;t;~f 1ir~ C'f; 

? 

l\.udcndu.m to the st.i:).f £ r~port o:f J :rnuZl:cy .L2, J. S ."'_~ Z ·,;­
th() General Development I'Jan 2nd l'.1~,"'~1rZ1rn fc,,: ·,>. :.:.: ·.:·: 

. > :<··LOCATION · 
f.. ':: . . I ";,,~/;~.::- • '. • • • • • 

: .. :-' . ,_ ::APPLICANT: 

Density Res iden tial/Connncrcial P L1:111c,d U11i ,: D~· 1.·c.;,, ·,~- ! ,. 

Ih9hway 99W ( 2400 ft. sou th\\'c::; t of ~; ix Conie i::·) 

REICO Partnership 

...... ~_::\/}}'-< . 
. ···:(\::.,13.ACKGROUND: The\ City staff met wit~1 U,c appli,·,:wt .:::1cl. tl·,.- ::;·~,.·.l· .' 

···.,·:· ... /:f}.)1ighw;:iy Dcpart.mcnt on J·anuary 26, 1979 f,,r t.h~-- l.'it!~~x1~;c c::~ 1_·1'.\·:•c···~1:,· 

·. '.?\i?tc.ces::; and uti.U.ty provision to the prop,,sed .1.•r,)_i,"'ct. 'i.·1 1 tL:,t.0.,, 
.):X-r,,·ire 'bis tr ict ;::md ShcDvood School Dis tr j_c t hu.\'C' ~·. L;,i 11.Ui\' ; . .:L:i.i !. 

· ·. '. i'-<{\{P· 1 ~ Y corn1ncnL~; not .:1vail2.ble at your Ja,1u;:ci.ry l(, ;,,,·,."'t."i.nr;. n '·" ,o: 
r1CM i.niormi:'ttion, t.hc staff makes L.hc fCll!1,\\·::.n0 :.;uf'i.-iJ,.:c:,IL · · ",···this 

. :·,. ·_;.:·~\·: . . · . 

· ··:':';-.findin9s and recommendations . 
. -~ '\~--~!{.:), ·~'.·:: 
·. ,, '/StJPPlJ-~ME l\j'J.'.i\ R'{ FT. ND1 ~GS 

.0;::t1/ .. Corrcct.i,)n t~) Finding 2.c,, "System of U\\'11cL·~;lti.)? Zlihl. f·l.-,:1:·.::(·:, n:. 
· ··.r- •. :··· .in t.hc January 12 st.:i.ff report . 

-~-
'·, ,··. ···: 

The applicant has .. ~ndicated 
day care facility to a firm 
the f;:ic.il i ty. 

that. he vv·iLJ. lc:-i.~;e; 
wh j_ch \\' i l J. , )p..:.~ L1 ::,_, 

;/:·(:.i~:'· Supplcm('nlinq Pinding 4, "Adequacy of Sc t ... \ .. :~ c·l_' :-;_. -·~;! . .'' 1..\-' .. (1::-:-c 

service cUxe:c t. i ~.-,.·:,\ providing w~1 te:c 
Well #'-! via a 1:2" line·. under 99\\1'. 'l'ln:', O?i~io1·1 \·,l:,11.J.d JY--:'. 

lco:~t costly and would. provide~ fc."1J::· futL1.r,:- cxl.cnt:.i,"'u:'. -;,,_; 

t11c ;1j-:-c;J. nor th o:E the high,,1ay. Adcq,.1.:1 :·.:.., \·!a tcr .''<.'rv ·i;y­

,:1v;1U. :1hLe 'by t:hi:::; opt.ion. 

sc~wc r: The interim service 
fca_s iblc. Sewer service can 

c:.J;: 

by ;J. LL.: in \vi th the Shc1,vo0J. '.l'n.1,·1k ,fiK'11 t1Li lip11,::i::- ri".li-1 l:.:. Ll>: 
In Le rc,.:,~l) l:or is ccimplc tcd this _yc0r or ca.r.l ~' n(:~: L :·c:_"Y. _'!lC 

~,C\vcr Li.c-in to the trunk should follo\v the Cen.;n~ C1:·,:c.k 
tributary north of the project s.i.tc. 

C'"c:::c~ ,:_:_:-
,_ 

: . . .:· ·.< :: ~ . J .·• s ··,-.: 

= :t\;:.~~\~-~t;~-~~.Z¥··-~:~~~ 



'1'. ;· 

um 

' ,/\.·J\:,{\$(ipplL,rncn t.i.11c._1 Finding S, "Acee::; s Circulation ~md P~1rkin9 11 

-~ · :.' · '.·•;·'.\;':'::•i:\:;'/.:. A.dd.i. U_c,11;_1 J. con~, idcru.tion of Meim,ckc Rd. in tcc-:cct.ion zu1d 

:, t ./;<:'.:·:fJ~t\.}~:( ~:}~ten:-; i.on options has resulted in o.grccmcn t <)n "' re~ U::i.ctcd 
···· ,. ' ·.1/;;:Jy_._ r.::i.ngc of d0::; j_9ns \vhich would achieve C.i. ty tr:m~:po.r L'.! t:i.0:1 

;:f'{\t:<objcct.ivc'~, j_n the area.·· Adequate accc:::;s to the ~;itc cu.n 
•. .. ·:'/J:~\\::·.:;:.,bc provided bv the major ingress and cgn:,.,:;:,::: indic;:itc;.'! h1 

.·,; ;. ·:, .~·,.1\-;.~(~!:::'·;: ....... ~ ··~ . - ! • 

. ·.\:.),i.<v::\.·:·thc general development plan, rcstri.cb2d t:cmporziry u.::;c o:2 
·: : :·?)/::}\f\/ .tho propo~:cd t;outhwesterly access und prov:i.::: i.c1n f1..•r ;,. f:ub:tr-c 

,,·.·:·.\?/}i:;',·,>/tio-.i.n L:o 2 north so~tth .Meinec]s:e· J,d. e~:1:ci,::;·iu11. Th·,; C:i.ty 
.··-.::;,::;:·.~:· ,.· · • ~ ti:.'lf f, ODOT and the applicant h2vc rcc1.c:12,:I. t..:~,,t.:-c ti-.=::' 2g!:'e2-

_:'-,,.;:~t/\;·\:"::''c-' m~n t on this ;::i,ppro.:ich which would Jx~ cl<:,t:.Li. lcd L)r ~:itc.\ 

· -~ '/:)\f;)(":?i Rcvic\v Board consideration~ 
: .. '.·~: .. ~ . .{).'tJ\:\i:;./(\ =: 

' ' •• ~ I ;• ,' •• 

· :.:trI?P.J,.f.:[J[ENTAL S'l'i\PF RECOr-1ME1\lDATIONS 

::;.'.i_:::t\/~Ji1owin9 rccomrnendations · supplement and o.mc~ncl ec.mclition:·: on 
.:~c<.~L\11imenucd 0ppro,.:0.l contained in_ the staff rcpurt d,,L:l ... d Janu2:i:y .1.2: 
J;_n\t}•',., · < 

\ .; > ·.r{ }::: .... ; . 
1->~·-rfcp/1dition "2" re ;:i.rnendQd to read that site accc:..;·:c lx, provj_c\:(1 
,_.,. ':;:(:;.1\y/thc rn~1_j(,1· i.nqrcs:c; auJ· cgrc:~sb .im1i.catcd i.11 Uw q,··:11.·i:~1 l. 

·\/.t1e·y~.l.opr1cnt pl an and restricted· tcrnpora1~y u.~;c (>f t(11..~ p~.:."p,·>:~ccJ 
·.=: s<.·,u·UHvc:: t-<·· 1_- ·1 y :i. n<.11:-0s s and Cgrcss, and a II s tu1'l;X'd" : .. i .n.:·~:, i .. · \·;hJ.<. h. 
-. ~ . 

/ivOL1ld provide access to th0. project from Z1 i:u l.Lff,.• J\L'. i.1-,,:,,--'. .. _. 

:-rid>·:cxtens:i.<.:•n. 'l~hut site plans. be r~viscd l:_() rl'{lcct th i.~·; 

··::1}h.fp~oach f1..)1~ ::; i.li::) r-.cvicw Bo~rd consideration. 
·. -\ ·t: ;-/.· ; :, ;_ / . . . . ·. 
/·J-· ... '\:·c.o·ndition "J" be a.mended to read. Th.::it \v.::i.tcr :.,l~rvi.,.~c' h.: :,T,)-' 
'·-··. __ ,jf;(,1dcd bv rnc~1n::; 0[ u.n ovcrs120d 12 11 111.1.in on co..::'-'111,_'nL: \·:it.h:i_n 

:i/{t:lHJ_.'Cj.ty .lir:iit-.:; connecting the prujccl to Cit.y \v,::Ll. J\!,). , 1 

. . < · '·' '~ • ,·. ·. . ~. . 
'./.'.''.fhq···city will. a~~sist in costs· of the (·•v1..~rsi\:c:d 1:)(n.:-.i 11c1 w,,: ... ,,:-

·:\·,,_.{·· :: •.· ,'. . 

, .,(l~;i.9h\v,ziy ~)'J\v • 
. ;>)~.'·~1\'·~·.>)t.:.::.·t·~ ::: . . . 
i__j.•/W~J:tdh:ctition ,~ 1.Jc supplern1..,nted to· read, 'I'hci.t. tho. pruj..::ct. b.::- J..imitcd 

. : ;..;/:to:; ~·ewer sc:rvicc via the Upper. Tua.la tin Intcr,.Y:PLor \·lhC:n j_ t .i ~~ 
\)?§~i1_1f)/~'Lc)~t1d lll .. LL s;:in.ita.ry ;:ind-storm :;1..:\vc1: lL111·:: Cul.J(,\·J t11<.:l 

.. -:(q\dtit;\Crcci~ tribut:ir.y north of the pr0jcct ~:.i.tc.)r111d 1:x::' O\•o;_-::;i~'.cd 
t.l) pruvide for· :Cu turc. scrv:i.cc 

- ; ~:- .. ,; 

- ~ - .. • .. ' .. - .~• 

. f. ':. ·. ~ . 
.. · 

. .... "'·d~·. · .... 
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NOTICE OF DECISION 

, .. 420 . .:sw. 2nd 
· ::takf Oswego, Oregon 97034 

·. \. 
. ~ · ..... 

<?K~f~ 
P .0 Box 167 .: i/!~f{~~'..t 

Sherwood. Oregon 97140' ··:--~(; '~ 
625-5522 62s-5s2J :>:>jL_-. ~- ,·:- ... 

•;.•r ·. Y"•· ,,..,. 

·; .. ~-~ ·;:~r: .. :: . , . 
February 12, 1·919,J~~~(; .. 

. . .. ;.··:_::·-: .. "":.~· -·-
__ ·.~p.:.;:fT,"_ --
_ .. :~? ~:· .. : . .. 

• .. ·4'-•''-
. '.!. •. ·•·::-·•. 

--"": -· .. 

.. I"·., • 

. . : ·· .... ~ .: 

·, 

's. , · ,;~,. Th~:i Planning Commission of the City of Sherwood, Oregon decided 
approval of your application for a residential 
development on February 6, 1979. The decision was 
following major findings. 

•to recommend 
.'planned unit 
bclsed on the 

1'he. Commission adopted staff findings contained in the attached 
staff. 0 report dated January 12, 1979 as supplemented and amended by 
the·attached staff report addendum'dated January 30, 1979 with 
theffollowing exceptions. That references to specific recox:nmended 
water, sewer and storm drainage design options referred to in the 
~ddendum report (Supplementary findings 2A, B, and C) be deleted. 
Spec:ific alignments are to be determined during Site Review with 
the,benefit of the recommendations from the water and sewer system 
'p1ari' ·.s.tudy currently underway. · 

. ' . 
·' ', ·_ ~!~ ·'.. • • · .• 

·The}:foilowing cond'itions were placed on recommended approval of 
: the>'·applfc<;1tion . 

..--,. 
., 

'· 

f/='·,,;'That draft covenants. addressing property management concerns ., ,, ..... 

:·\.\:_{Ja.?d.resse~ in the ~indi;~!\' be prepared for review ~y the · · > 
.T;:\.j~\te: Review Board. . .·. '~t( ~·Jt{)&1i-~J~lf-l'l.. .'.:(. 

·:2 •. :;:That site access be provided by the major ingress and egress ·':;{[.i:_ 
· :: >·indicated in the general development plan and restricted .... ,.-, ... 

. < ... temporary use of the proposed _southwesterly ingress and egress,· ·J\·.:?_:< 
·. :'.·/~nd a "stubbed" street which would provide access to the pro- '~,'.:J:,:.< 

·jec~:from a future Meinecke ·Rd. extension.· .. That site plans be :_·f·L:;.:-/ 
'revised to reflect this apprpach for Site Review Board consider~·.·.· .::.:·:·. 

"afion; . .._:::;1.:i<-
..., · . 
.;) . 

"'~ ! .. ~.:.: ··.;. ' ' 

• .. ,· .-.. 
• ,• ,• (,•a 

·:Th~ t· prov is ion for future 1 inkage with the , Cedar Creek Greenway 
. i be. made. 

::,; .. ' 

· ••····· , ... , .. ;,:;B;;Jhf;i{iJ1lj,~,14+T;fJ.)f.;.,:.,""; ::.:., 

-~ -·.-:~-::":~~r...:(:·: ·­
.. ~-:=·--\:~:-= ,• .... , _,_._ 

·•·:}i~,,j, 
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· .:-.REICO NOTICE OF DECISION -2- Feb. 12, 1979 
. : ... '<\;}((/,'.".'' ;: 

-. ~;,_.:.-~ .. ~· 

.• . }Yi 'ik:i,, ~~~ 
·.'·,\:)rder to 

project be limited to sewer service via the Upper 
Interceptor when it is complete and be oversized in 
provide for future service extensions. 

; ( ·:_:·f.' .. r- -

. :.:·~ :,: · . 

-·· '-·S~·-<That a pedestrian plan be submitted to the Site Review l3oard whi~h:\f, - · ... 
'.)_:·,\:~:\\\~ill·: justify the lack of sidewalks on internal streets and the ·. _·; ,>\\):· 
·, <./<:/:-~equested street width exceptions. ·.:;:t .{-;~ 

. ', ;':}\/(; . . .\\)~: 
_.::.::6~c,,;That the project be limited to 132 dwelling units. ,·-'"'·. 

. .: ' ·:· .;/, ~:'" '7' • 

. ·. '.·, USY-e~ 
Clyde List 

... :·.· .. ·. 

Chairman 
11··· 

Planning Commission 

\ 

... 
·-_: . ·,, ,, 

~ · .. · 

·--:· :.,· :._·:.··· 

,i .. -· ~ .. -

. ':'·' ;·: .. ,,:·<­
. ·.·.:·.: 

: -~· ' 

',.· .· ,, 

; .. 
. ) · .. 
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·- •. , 
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,;.,.;··,·:·'.,:. ~:tli£fi1i),,,:,;,:,/,' :-.;:''.·''. 


