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A\J ORDINJ'.I.N8E AMENDPW ARTH':LE IV, SF,r.rritoN 11.15(.1\) OP THS S1TP.PH001"l 
ZONING Qr:>DINANCE, WITH :RESPECT ':r'O ADDI'T'TnNAL SF.'T'T3ACK~ :REClTTIRED POP 

DIVISION sm'REET, CEANf1ING SJ\Jl.'t".: FRon.lT 30 FFE'T' rro 25 H'EET ANn SET'T'PF~ 
AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

THE CITY OF' SHERWOOD DOES OPDAIN /l.S i:mLU)T.,fs: 

Section 1: 'T'he r1tv Council finds that nursuant to rhariter 227, 
Orep:on ?evised Statutes and Ordinance No. 588, the aJn.enn­

ment to the 7.oning Ordinance of the Citv of' Sherwood, hereinafter set 
forth, after due and lep:al notice were submitted to nub lie hearinr-
by the Planning Com.mission, and thF.1.t the Plannlng Commission ma.de j ts 
recommendation to the City Council with resnect thereto. The Council 
further finds that after due and legal notice, a nublic hearin~ was 
held by the Citv Council on ,July 25, 1979, in the LCTI ~oom of Sherwood 
Hirh School, whereat all interested persons were afforded an onnor­
tunlty to be heard and proner actions have been taken and condit:tons 
precedent fulfilled with respect to the am.endment to the Ci tv' s 7,oni.n!'" 
Ordinance as hereinafter set forth, and that said amendment is neces­
sary to conform the traffic way nlan adonted bv Ordinance No. n21 to 
existing conditions. 

Section 2: '!1he Council adopts as its findings with respect he:reto 
the findinrs set forth in the Citv Starr Report dated 

April 10, 1979, marked Exhibit A and bv this re~erence incornorated 
herein. '!'he C::ounci 1 further finds that the amendment nronosed with 
respect to the desipnation of Division Street is not inconsistent or 
incompatible ~ith the ~oals and olanninv nolicies adonted hv the r.itv. 

~ection 3: That nortion of Article IV, Section ~.15(a) (Ad~itionRl 
Setbacks) of Ordlnance No. 5 88 as amended bv 0rdJ_nance 

~o. 621, ~elating to East Division Street and West n1vision Street, 
is hereby amendec'l. bv deletinp: the 30 foot additional setlJacu:: reoui:re­
ment and replacinp: sc1.me with a 25 foot additional sethack renu:i rement 
for said nivision ~treet, both east and west. In all other resnects 
said section shall remain shall remain in full force and e~fect. 

Section 4: This ordinance shall be efrecti.ve unon the 31st clav 
after its passage bv the Councll and annroval bv the 

PASSED: 

l\.PPROVED: 



SUBJECT: 

BACKGROUND: 

STAFF REPORT 
April 10, 1979 

EAST-WEST COLLECTOR ROUTE IN TIIE SOUTIIEAST QUADRANT OF THE 

PLANNING AREA 

Two preliminary subdivision plats, April Meadows III and Doroti 

Ridge have been submitted to the City for review and approval •. 
t 

April Meadows Phase I was approved by the Planning Commission on 

April 3 pending later Council action approving the Planned Unit 

Development. Doroti Ridge is scheduled to be reviewed by the 

Planning Commission on May 1. 

April Meadows III public hearing testimony centered on the ques­

tion of the future extension and improvement of Division Street as 

a.residential collector (60' RW 36 1 PV). Residents living along 

E. Division Street gave testimony in opposition to any lot and 

street layout that would include the. extension and.improvement of 

Division Street from Pine Street to Murdock Road. A question was 

raised by residents, members of ·the Commission and the developers 

as to the appropriateness of the Citys' current residential collec­

tor designation on E. Division Street and the advisability of 

extending Division Street through to Murdock Road. 

The staff has recieved the attached set of findings from residents 

who would be affected by developing and extending E. Division as a 

collector street. They oppose such action and·-propose an alternative 

route for an east-west collector street. 

The citizens group led by George Koch .submitted a petition with the 

signatures of affected residents which support the statement of 

findings and the alternative proposal. Mr. Koch has.net with the 

developers of April Meadows .and Doroti Ridge regarding the proposal 

and has requested that·the Planning Commission decide the issue prior 

to final approval of either Doroti Ridge or April Meadows III. 

The following are staff findings and recommendations on an east west 

collector street in the southeast neighborhood. 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION 

A proposal has been made which would require a change in the street classifi­

cation of Division Street from a residential collector to a local street and the 

identification of a general alternative collector corridor. Final action on this 
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matter must be taken by the City Council upon recorrnnendation from the Planning 

Commission. 

FINDINGS 

1. E. Division Street from Pine Street to its stubbed end currently has only 

40 1 of right of way and 15 feet of pavement. A bottleneck occurs near its 

intersection with Pine Street due to a section of right of way that is only 

20 feet wide with 12 feet of pavement. 

2. Full development of E. Division to collector standards (60 1 RW 36 1 PV) would 

be extremely difficult due to current building setbacks, steep slopes on 

the south side of the existing right of way, and in one case the need for 

removal of a garage·. 

3. The acquisition and development of E. Division as a 60• collector would be 

opposed by the vast majority of residents on the street. 

4. Expensive-condemnation proceedings and construction proceedures would be 

require~ to fully improve the street to current standards. 

5. The shifting of the collector street corridor to the south generally as pro­

posed by property owners on Division Street would have the following advantagE 
/ 

A. Most of the corridor could be built by developers of the currently under-

developed land in its path, ~hus costing the City little or nothing to 

construct. 

B. The southerly alignment of the east-west collector would more effectively 

serve--the- proper-ty---between- Division_ and Wilsonville Road. 

C. The southerly alignment if properly engineered may be able to avoid the 

15-20% slopes which a portion of the Division Street alignment would 

necessarily have. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS. 

The staff recorrunends that the Planning Corrnnission approve and recorrnnend to the Citj 

Council that Division Street be redesignated as a local street;- that the Sherwood 

zoning ordinance be amended to reflect such a redesignation; that a general resi­

dential collector corridor be established to the so.uth of Division Street through 

currently undeveloped property, and·that preliminary subdivision plats currently 

before the city be revised to show the new corridor. 


