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I. Background
Introduction
Th e SE Sherwood Master Plan is a guide for the transition of a 55-
acre area in Sherwood, Oregon into a new, walkable neighborhood.  
Th e plan is intended to coordinate the separate land use actions and 
infrastructure investments of property owners, developers, and the 
City of Sherwood to create a cohesive, livable neighborhood.

Figure 1  - Vicinity Map

Th e study area is located east of Murdock Road and extends to the 
eastern limits of the City and urban growth boundary (UGB) (see 
fi gure 1). Th e study area consists of  11 parcels, zoned Very Low 
Density Residential (VLDR), and nine existing homes. 
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Purpose
Th e purpose of the master plan is for the City of Sherwood to be 
proactive in coordinating future development of the site.  Making 
good use of the City’s urban land supply is consistent with smart 
growth principles to use land resources effi  ciently and take advantage 
of existing urban services.  It is also consistent with Sherwood’s 
Comprehensive Plan policies regarding the integration of land use, 
transportation, open space, natural resource conservation, and 
preservation of historic resources.    

Prior to initiating the study, the City held two informal neighborhood 
meetings to discuss issues and potential solutions, pre-application 
meetings for two subdivisions, and heard interest in development 
proposals from other owners.  Based on the potential for piecemeal 
development, the City concluded that there was a need for a master 
plan to guide the transition of the area.   

Th e Sherwood City Council agreed with the need for a master plan 
study and adopted Resolution 2005-059 on September 6, 2005 
(see appendix 1).  Primary goals include developing solutions to the 
problems of piecemeal development, exploring options to provide 
better urban levels of service, emergency response, transportation, tree 
preservation, open space for fi sh and wildlife habitat, and recreation 
opportunities such as walking trails.  

Th e City applied for and received a grant from the Oregon 
Transportation and Growth Management Program to conduct the 
master plan process.  As stated in the grant’s statement of work, which 
was endorsed by the City Council, the goals of the study were to 
plan:

A. A pedestrian friendly transportation system that will link the site 
with nearby  residential developments, parks, schools, commercial sites, 
and other destinations;

B. An increase in residential densities;

C. A land use plan that provides for a mix of housing types that is 
compatible with adjacent uses;

D. Conceptual plans for public facilities (roads, paths, water, sewer 
and storm drainage) needed to support the land use plan;

E. Implementing strategies including map and text amendments for 
the City to adopt (to be prepared by the City); and

F.  A high level of neighborhood and citizen involvement.

Figure 2 - Study Area and Property Ownership, September 2005
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Process
Th e master plan was prepared with the input of property owners, 
developer representatives, neighbors, and City representatives.  A 
series of three open houses were held between October, 2005 and 
January, 2006.  Please see appendix 2, 3, and 4 for the materials 
and meeting summaries from the open houses.  Th e City developed 
a project webpage, which was used along with electronic meeting 
notices and postcards, to provide ongoing information about the 
project.  Th e process, in summary, included the following steps.
 
September 21, 2005 – Pre-application conference with property 
owners and developers.

September 21 – October 13, 2005 – Th ree site visits by the project 
team, with mapping of existing conditions.

October 6 and 12, 2005 – Interviews with property owners.

October 26, 2005 – Open House No 1.  In this workshop, thirty-
two participants viewed background materials regarding existing 
conditions, opportunities and constraints, transportation issues, 
frequently asked questions, and smart growth principles.  An exit 
questionnaire was used to obtain feedback.  Th e meeting was held at 
the Sherwood Police Facility.

November 30, 2005 – Open House No 2.  In this workshop, 
following the open house portion, three working alternative plans 
were presented.  Th irty-nine participants attended the meeting.  Th e 
meeting was held at the Sherwood YMCA.

January 18, 2006 – Open House No. 3.  Th is workshop was 
originally planned to present a “preferred” alternative.  Based on 
feedback from the November open house, the meeting was redesigned 
to continue the development and evaluation of the alternatives.  Th e 
meeting was held at the new Sherwood Civic Center in Old Town.

Th e following information was reviewed by the community at the 
third open house:

Th e three previous alternatives from November (Alternatives A, B, 
and C);

A new hybrid alternative (Alternative B/C) that responded to 
issues raised in November;

Perspective images of the alternatives using the master plans 
overlaid on Google Earth imagery;

An illustration of a proposed public park on the property; and

Information about smart development practices, green streets, 
and low impact development practices.

In addition to the above, a “Design Your Own Alternative” station 
was included, where citizens worked with one of Otak’s designers 
to discuss and create additional ideas.  Th e results from that station 
are included in appendix 4-d of this report.  AKS Engineering, who 
represents several property owners, brought their own alternative 
master plans to the workshop.  Th ey set up a station and discussed 
their ideas with participants.   Forty-one people attended the third 
Open House.  Seventeen people fi lled out exit questionnaires and/or 
submitted letters and e-mail comments.

•

•

•

•

•
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II. Opportunities and Constraints
Th e site has multiple environmental constraints which can also 
be viewed as potential opportunities.  Th ese opportunities and 
constraints are illustrated in fi gure 3, as well as described in detail in 
the opportunities and constraints memorandum included in appendix 
2-e.  

A 2.25-acre wetland is located in the southeast corner of the site.  
According to neighbors, this wetland has standing water except in the 
driest summer months.  Th e wetland is an opportunity for the future 
neighborhood to have passive open space, wildlife habitat, and a 
natural stormwater area.  Neighbors expressed concern about impacts 
to the wetland area including pesticide runoff , groundwater recharge, 
and the importance of the wetland as wildlife habitat.  

Th e northern portion of the site has a 12-acre mixed woodland.  
It includes a variety of secondary growth mature trees, including 
Madrone, Douglas Fir, and others.  Metro’s natural resource (Goal 
5) inventory describes this area as Class A (highest-value) wildlife 
habitat.  According to a long-term resident, the area provides habitat 
for many species of mammals and birds.  Wildlife moving through 
the Tonquin lowlands also travel though this portion of the site.

Small tree groves and isolated large trees extend from the northwest to 
the southeast portion of the site.  Th ese trees are a defi ning feature of 
the landscape in the interior portion of the site.

Th e wooded areas and trees are an opportunity to provide visual and 
open space amenities for the neighborhood.  Th ey also provide a 
challenge for site design.  Th is site is marked by channels, depressions, 
and bedrock knolls that are part of the broader Tonquin Scablands 
Geological Area sculpted by ancient glacial fl ooding.  Th ere are 
two high points, one in the center of the property (elevation 315 
feet) and one on the south (elevation 360 feet), with sloping terrain 
between them.  Th ese hilltops have great views, including a view of 
Mount Hood to the east.  Th e unique terrain of this site provides 
an opportunity for very appealing home sites, but also provides 
a challenge to a connected circulation network and cohesive 
neighborhood design.

Preserving the natural environment of the site (including wildlife 
habitat, wetlands, steep slopes, endangered species, Tonquin 
Scablands, and mature vegetation) was mentioned in the majority of 
the comments received from the fi rst open house.  At least one of the 
above issues was raised by every respondent.
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Figure 3 - Opportunities and Constraints MapAdjacent land uses are summarized as follows:

North: Fair Oaks Subdivision, large lots (1-acre or larger) single 
family detached homes; 

South: Sherwood View Estates, medium lots (approximately 12,000 
square feet) single family detached homes;

West: Across Murdock Road, small lots (approximately 6,000 square 
feet) single family detached homes; and

East: Open space and Resource Land.

Of the comments received from the fi rst open house, the second 
major concern was the desire of some of the residents within and 
most adjacent to the project area to maintain the existing Very Low 
Density Residential (VLDR) zoning of the site. However, some 
respondents were willing to consider additional density if the existing 
rural character of the neighborhood was maintained, and proposed 
lots that were smaller than one acre were placed in the center of the 
project, buff ered from the existing lots. 
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Transportation conditions and issues are described in the Baseline 
Conditions Transportation Memorandum, prepared by DKS 
Associates (see appendix 2-d).  Transportation conditions, 
opportunities and constraints include the following:

Southwest Murdock Road is classifi ed as an arterial and has a 
posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour.  Th e average daily traffi  c 
(ADT) on the road is approximately 6,000 vehicles.  A sidewalk 
only exists on the east side of the street for approximately half the 
distance between Division Street and Oregon Street.  Bike lanes 
are not provided.

Southeast Roy Street is classifi ed as a neighborhood street and has 
a posted speed limit of 25 miles per hour.  Th e two-lane street 
has sidewalks along both sides and a trail which leads to Murdock 
Park on the south side of the street.  Bike lanes are not provided.

West Sunset Boulevard  is classifi ed as an arterial and has a 
posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour.  Th e two-lane roadway 
has sidewalks along both sides and serves approximately 6,000 
vehicles per day.  Bike lanes are not provided.

•

•

•

Intersection Traffi c 
Control

Level of 
Service

Average 
Delay

Volume to 
Capacity

SW Murdock 
Road/Oregon 
Street

Roundabout A 7.3 0.68

SW Murdock 
Road/SE 
Willamette 
Street

2-Way Stop A/C -- --

SW Murdock 
Road/W 
Sunset 
Boulevard

All-Way Stop B 10.4 0.44

Existing PM Peak Hour Intersection Performance

Th e Sherwood Transportation System Plan requires local street 
connections to Denali Lane and Roy Street when the area 
develops.

•

Th e following table lists performance level of each of the three 
study intersections.  Th e three intersections in the study area are 
all operating at level-of-service (LOS) C or better, which meets 
the City of Sherwood LOS standard of LOS D.

•
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III. Alternatives
Th e Southeast Sherwood Master Plan was prepared through a process 
of preparing and refi ning alternatives.  Otak prepared four alternatives 
over the course of Open Houses 2 and 3, as follows:

Open House 2 – Alternatives A, B, and C were presented and 
discussed with attendees.  Comments on the plans were submitted 
during and following the Open House.  Comments received from 
this open house are summarized in appendix 3-b.  Th ese alternatives 
are described on the following pages.

Open House 3 – Following Open House 2, the City directed Otak 
to prepare a hybrid plan using: (1) the best features from Alternatives 
A, B, and C;  (2)  input received at Open House 2;  and, (3) an 
evaluation of how the plan could be refi ned to follow ownership 
boundaries as much as possible.  Alternative B/C emerged from this 
direction.  Alternative B/C is described in this report in Section IV, 
Recommended Plan.

In addition to the four alternatives prepared by Otak, fi ve other plans 
were created during the process.  Th ey include:

Citizen Alternatives – During Open House 3, a “Create Your Own 
Alternative” station was provided.  Th is station allowed attendees 
to analyze the site, discuss options, and draw their own alternative.  
Th is was a lively and creative session that resulted in the four plans 
included in appendix 4-d.

AKS Alternative – AKS Engineering, representing several of the 
property owners who desire to potentially develop their property, 
prepared an alternative.  Th is plan was brought to Open House 3, 
where AKS set up their own station and discussed the plan with 
attendees.  Th e AKS alternative is included in appendix 4-e. Figure 4 - “Create Your Own Alternative” - Example
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Alternative A
Alternative A was presented at both the second and third open 
houses.  Th e image shown to the right is the revised drawing, 
as shown at the third open house.  Highlights of Alternative A 
include:

54 new lots (+ 11 existing = 65 Total)

14 acres of open space

6.5 acres of local streets and alleys

Two main areas of open space:  a fi ve acre area located at the 
northern woodland and an eight acre corridor that connects 
and preserves treed areas to the wetland.

Retention of the Historic Murdock Barn as an open space 
tract.

A looping street pattern that follows the topography.  

Connections to existing streets are made at Denali Lane, 
Roy Street, and Ironwood Lane (south-bound left turn 
prohibited).

A pathway network connects all of the open spaces.  A mid-
block pedestrian crossing is provided on Murdock Road.

Lots ranging from 5,000 square feet to 1-acre.  

A gross density of 1.5 units/acre and a net density (net of 
existing lots) of 3.4 units/acre.

Th e layout of new lots does not conform to existing 
ownership boundaries – cooperation between property 
owners would be needed to process land use approvals.

Th is alternative could be developed under current zoning 
with a planned unit development (PUD) overlay.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Figure 5 - Alternative A Plan View
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Alternative B
Highlights of Alternative B include:

83 new lots (+ 11 existing = 94 Total)

13 acres of open space

7.1 acres of local streets and alleys

Th ree main areas of open space:  a fi ve acre area located 
at the northern woodland, a one acre neighborhood park, 
and a six acre corridor that connects treed areas to the 
wetland.

Retention of the Historic Murdock Barn as an open space 
tract.

A looping street pattern that follows the topography and 
provides an edge to the park.  

Connections to existing streets are made at Denali Lane, 
Roy Street, and Ironwood Lane.  A fourth connection to 
Murdock Road is made at the north property line.

A pathway network connects all of the open spaces.  A 
mid-block pedestrian crossing is provided on Murdock 
Road.

Lots ranging from 5,000 square feet to 1-acre, with many 
lots in the 7,000 – 10,000 square foot range.  

A gross density of 2.3 units/acre and a net density (net of 
existing lots) of 5 units/acre.

Th e layout of new lots does not conform to existing 
ownership boundaries – cooperation between property 
owners would be needed to process land use approvals.

Th is alternative would require a text amendment to the 
VLDR zone district.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Figure 6 - Alternative B Plan View
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Alternative C
Highlights of Alternative C include:

80 new lots (+ 11 existing = 91 Total)

9 acres of open space

9.4 acres of local streets and alleys

Open spaces as follows:  a three acre area located at the 
northern woodland, two open space corridors, and a view 
point in the center of the site.

Retention of the Historic Murdock Barn as an open space 
tract.

A looping street pattern that follows the topography.  All 
new streets are double-loaded with lots.  

Connections to existing streets are made at Denali Lane, 
Roy Street, and Ironwood Lane.  An alley connection to 
Murdock Road is made at the north property line.

A pathway network connects all of the open spaces.  A 
mid-block pedestrian crossing is provided on Murdock 
Road.

Lots ranging from 5,600 square feet to 0.5-acre, with 
many lots in the 10,000 – 15,000 square foot range.  

A gross density of 2.2 units/acre and a net density (net of 
existing lots) of 4.4 units/acre.

Th e layout of new lots does not conform to existing 
ownership boundaries – cooperation between property 
owners would be needed to process land use approvals.

Th is alternative would require a text amendment to the 
VLDR zoning district.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

• Figure 7 - Alternative C Plan View
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Alternatives Comparison

Alternative A B C B/C
Total # of proposed lots 1 54 83 80 82
Acres of right-of-ways & alleys 6.5 7.1 9.4 7.1
Acres of open space 14 13 9 11
Gross Density 2 1.5 2.3 2.2 2.2
Net Density 3 3.35 5.03 4.39 4.43

Proposed lots - does not include 11 “existing” 1-acre lots.

Gross Density is equal to number of new lots divided by total acres of developable land.  Total acres of 
developed land does not include “existing” lots.  Roads, alleys, and open space have not been subtracted 
from total developable land.  Total developable land equals 36.6 acres.  

Net Density is equal to number of new lots divided by net acres of developable land (roads, alleys, and 
open space have been subtracted from total developable land area).  

1.

2.

3.
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IV. Recommended Plan
Overall Character
Th e recommended plan (Alternative B/C) is a 55-acre 
neighborhood characterized by a mix of large- and medium-
lot homes, a variety of open spaces, and a network of streets 
and paths.  It is designed as a walkable neighborhood.  Th e 
design strikes a balance between compatibility with adjacent 
uses and densities that are characteristic of Sherwood’s low 
density neighborhoods.  Th e layout generally follows the 
existing ownership boundaries in order to facilitate future 
land use approvals.

Residential Density
Th e 82 new lots on this plan have an approximate gross 
density of 2.2 units per acre, not including existing lots.  Th e 
approximate net density is 4.4 units per acre, when streets 
and open space are not included.  Development of this 
plan would require a text change to the Sherwood Zoning 
and Development Code Very Low Density Residential 
(VLDR) zoning district to allow approval as a Planned Unit 
Development.  

Coordination with Existing Ownerships
Th e design of the neighborhood conforms very closely to the 
pattern of existing ownerships.  Wherever possible, existing 
parcel lines have been used as the boundary for streets or lots.  
Th is will enable separate land use approvals that, together, will 
knit into a cohesive neighborhood plan.  Some refi nements to 
the plan will be required during implementation.

Figure 8 - Alternative  B/C Plan View
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Th e plan also has 11 lots on existing or future one acre parcels.  Th ese 
include the southwest corner and the four lots comprising Ironwood 
Estates, a subdivision approved in May 2004. Th e property owners 
in the southwest corner of the site do not want further subdivision of 
their properties.

Th e overall transition of lot sizes is a “transect” of increasing density 
from 1-acre lots in the southwest corner, to approximately 15,000 
square-foot new lots in the south and middle areas, to 8,000 – 10,000 
square feet in the north.  Th is method of design provides a buff er to 
the existing homes and intensifi es towards the center of the plan area, 
away from the existing neighborhood.  

Housing Variety
Th e plan includes 82 “new” lots, i.e. the colored lots illustrated on 
Figure 8.  Th ese comprise the undeveloped portions of the site.  Th e 
plan assumes that four existing homes would be redeveloped.  Two 
of these redeveloped homes (tax lots 2S 1 33 CB 200 and 300, see 
fi gure 2) are consistent with input received from property owners.  
With small refi nements, all four of these homes could be easily 
incorporated into the recommended plan.   

Figure 9 - Recommended Plan with existing homes and lot lines highlighted.

Figure 10 - Transect Diagram.
Th is diagram illustrates a complete application of transect design, from central city 
to rural edge.  Courtesy of Duany Plater - Zyberk & Company.

RURAL.....................................................TRANSECT..........................................URBAN
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Murdock Road 2005 - looking south

Wetland in southeast corner of the site

Open Space
Th e plan includes 11 acres of open space that is woven throughout 
the neighborhood.  Th e main open space is 4.5 acres clustered in the 
northern wooded area.  Th is space is connected to Murdock Road 
by a green 25-50 foot-wide linear buff er of open space and walking 
path along the north edge of the site.  A one acre neighborhood park 
is located in the center of the neighborhood at the high point of the 
site.  Th is prominent location provides views (including an eastward 
view to Mt. Hood) and serves to organize the pattern of streets and 
lots around it.  Th e park is visually and physically connected to two 
open space tracts extending to the south and west.  

A grove of trees is preserved at the newly formed intersection of Roy 
Street and Murdock Road.  Th is location may also accommodate 
stormwater facilities.  Th e Murdock Barn is preserved and allows a 
subdivision of the parent parcel.  

Th e wetland area at the south end of Ironwood Estates is key open 
space.  It is a delineated wetland that is part of the lots recorded on 
the Ironwood Estates plat.  One of the off -road pedestrian paths 
extends along its west edge. 

Circulation
Th e streets form a connected system of blocks that follow the 
topography of the site.  Connections are made at Roy Street and 
Denali Lane, as required by the Sherwood Transportation System 
Plan.  A new connection to Murdock Road is proposed at the north 
end of the site.   Th e existing access to Murdock Road, Ironwood 
Lane, is illustrated with a prohibited south-bound left turn due 
to sight distance.  More site specifi c mapping is recommended to 
determine the degree of the sight distance problem.  It is likely that 
modifi cations to Murdock Road could improve the sight distance to 
allow for left turns from the site onto Murdock Road.  Th is is further 
described in the DKS Alternatives Transportation Analysis (appendix 
3-c).  Th ere are 7.1 acres of land dedicated to local streets and alleys.  

Th e street circulation is supplemented by a network of off -road 
pedestrian paths.  Th e paths form a walking loop around the north 
half of the site that connect all of the northern open spaces.  A path 
extends south from the neighborhood park to the wetlands and 
connects to the cul-de-sac at the north end of Robson Road.
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Figure 12 - Local Green Street without ParkingFigure 11 - Local Green Street with Parking
28 feet wide with parking on one side
32 feet wide with parking on both sides

•
•

Green Streets
As part of a larger strategy for low impact infrastructure and 
development practices, green streets should be considered for 
Murdock Road and the local circulation within the Southeast 
Sherwood Master Plan area.  

Issues to be considered include accommodation of adequate 
parking on residential streets, the feasibility of soils and drainage 
characteristics, maintenance of green streets, and how green street 
storm water conveyance will work with other water quality facilities.  
Th ree green street cross sections (two local streets to use within 
the plan area and one for Murdock Road) have been prepared and 
are illustrated below. For additional information, the Metro Green 
Streets Handbook is available at http://www.metro-region.org/article.
cfm?ArticleID=262.
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Figure 13 - Murdock Road Green Street Design, Cross- Section

Figure 14 - Murdock Road Green Street Design, Plan View
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Green Street in Seattle Washington - Courtesy of Seattle’s pilot Street Edge Alternatives Project (SEA Streets)

Figure Courtesy of Green Streets - Innovative Solutions for Stormwater and Stream Crossings, METRO. 2002

Figure Courtesy of Green Streets - 
Innovative Solutions for Stormwater and 
Stream Crossings, METRO 2002.
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Rationale for Recommended Plan
Th e recommended master plan is Alternative B/C as illustrated  
in Figure 15.  As described in previous sections of this report, 
this alternative grew out of the consideration of all of the other 
alternatives, plus commentary from participants in the process.  Th e 
following describes the reasons why Alternative B/C is recommended, 
using the project goals (in italics) as organizing criteria.

A. A pedestrian friendly transportation system that will link the 
site with nearby residential developments, parks, schools, commercial 
sites and other destinations.

All of the alternatives provide pedestrian friendly transportation 
systems to a strong degree.

Alternative B/C has the best balance of “public realm” circulation 
because of the connected and logical pattern of streets and alleys.

Alternative B/C also has an off -road path network that responds 
to site opportunities.

B. An increase in residential densities.

Developer and City representatives emphasized the need for 
providing suffi  cient density to feasibly pay for infrastructure.  
Alternative B/C provides an 82-lot design that also has signifi cant 
open space amenities.  Th is is less than the developer preferred 
plan (AKS plan - appendix 4-e) of 121 lots with far less open 
space. 

•

•

•

•

Citizen input emphasized a preference for larger lots.  Many 
citizens expressed a preference for the VLDR 1-acre zoning 
pattern.  In the third workshop, some citizens who previously 
supported 1-acre zoning stated they were open to a variation 
of Alternative A.  Alternative A is not recommended because 
it: (1) does not follow existing ownership lines, which 
makes coordinated land use approvals diffi  cult; (2) has a 
disproportionate amount of open space on a few properties; and 
(3) may not have enough density to pay for infrastructure.  

Alternative B/C incorporates a “transect” of lot sizes from 1-acre 
lots in the southwest corner, to approximately 15,000 square-foot 
new lots in the south and middle areas, and to 8,000 – 10,000 
square feet in the north.  Alternative B/C also incorporates varied 
open space amenities throughout the neighborhood – this is an 
essential design feature to enhance neighborhood livability. 

Alternative B/C includes similar lots sizes across streets and in 
sub-areas of the plan.  It also does not include 5,000 – 7,000 
square foot lot sizes.  Th ese elements are responsive to comments 
received in the workshops.

Alternative B/C provides 24 lots on the 12-acre Moser property at 
the north end of the site, while retaining a 4.5 acre open space in 
that location.  Th is design maintains base density available under 
a planned unit development approval procedure, while preserving 
an important open space and wildlife habitat area.

Alternative B/C follows existing lot lines as closely as the overall 
layout would allow.

•

•

•

•

•
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Figure 15 - Alternative B/C Plan View
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C. A land use plan that provides for a mix of housing types and is 
compatible with adjacent uses.

Alternative B/C achieves a mix of lots sizes, without very small 
lots (5,000 square foot lots) and without too much variation in 
sub-areas of the plan.  All lots are single-family detached, which is 
responsive to comments received at the fi rst workshop.  Accessory 
dwelling units would still be allowed.

At the south end of the site, the 15,000 square foot lot pattern is 
compatible with the 12,000 square foot lot pattern to the south.  
Th e height and specifi c location of buildings along the Denali 
Lane extension will be important.  Th e further east, and the lower 
in height, these homes are constructed, the less they will block 
eastward views from the adjacent home to the west.

At the north end of the site, a 25-50 foot buff er with trail has 
been included to increase compatibility with the 1-acre homes 
and mature vegetation of Fair Oaks Subdivision.  Th e large 
open space in this area is a key feature of Alternative B/C and 
ensures compatibility between the existing subdivision and new 
development.

Along Murdock Road, the lot arrangements will provide a 
friendly neighborhood character that is much more open and 
green than the existing character of the west side of the street, 
which is dominated by rear yard fences. 

•

•

•

•

D. Conceptual plans for public facilities (roads, paths, water, 
sewer and storm drainage) needed to support the land use plan.

As noted above, Alternative B/C provides an 82-lot density (in 
balance with open space) to enhance the feasibility of paying for 
infrastructure.

It provides a connected and clear pattern of public streets.

Engineering of stormwater facilities was not part of the scope 
for this neighborhood design process.  One or two lots within 
Alternative B/C may be needed for stormwater facilities.  Green 
streets and low impact development practices are recommended 
in order to reduce water-related impacts and the land area 
required for detention basins.

•

•

•

Figure 16 - Alternative B/C Perspective View
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F. A high level of neighborhood and citizen involvement.

Th is project included signifi cant involvement from project area 
owners and neighbors.  Well over 120 individuals attended all 
three workshops.   Further description of neighborhood and 
citizen involvement is described in Sections I and III of this report 
as well as in appendixes 2, 3, and 4.  

At the outset of the project, it was hoped that the large public 
involvement eff ort would result in a consensus plan with 
widespread support.  However, generally speaking, neighbors and 
citizens did not support Alternative B/C.  And although there 
was some neighborhood support for Alternative A, this alternative 
did not achieve the project goals.  Conversely, the AKS Plan is 
not supported by the City or neighbors.  Th e recommended plan 
responds to as many of the comments as possible and strikes a 
carefully considered balance between Alternative A and the AKS 
Plan.   

•

•

As noted in the transportation analysis, the City’s requirements 
for sight distance are not achieved at the intersection of the 
proposed southern access and Murdock Road.  However, the 
relocation of this intersection (as shown in Alternative B) was 
strongly opposed by all participants.  More site specifi c mapping 
is recommended to determine the degree of the sight distance 
problem.  It is likely that modifi cations to the alignment of 
Murdock Road will be needed, as described in the DKS report 
(appendix 2-d).

Alternative B/C includes a  1-acre hilltop park.  Th e park is 
recommended because of its unique location and value as a shared 
amenity for the neighborhood.  It is relatively close to Murdock 
Park to the west, but would provide passive park use and an 
alternative to having to cross Murdock Road to visit a local park.  
Th is park needs to be coordinated with the City’s Park Master 
Plan.  An alternative (not recommended) would be to reduce the 
space to about 0.25 acre and design it as a small viewpoint. 

E. Implementing strategies including map and text amendments 
for the City to adopt.

Implementing land use procedures and standards will be prepared 
by the City.

Alternative B/C follows existing ownership boundaries as closely 
as the overall layout would allow.  Th is increases the potential for 
the individual properties to be phased in over time and have the 
neighborhood “knit together” according to the plan.

•

•

•

•

Figure 17 - Alternative B/C Illustrated View of Park
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Southeast Sherw
ood N

eighborhood M
aster Plan

O
pen H

ouse # 1 - Exit Survey Responses 

Existing C
onditions:

C
onditions in study area are currently good.

M
ore units/acre has no option for space to do anything except exist.  People w

alk in our neighborhood because 
it is kind of open.  W

hen w
e w

ere elsew
here w

e w
alked in the less densely built areas.  W

e need m
ore open space, 

H
O

W
EV

ER
 w

e m
ust be w

illing to acquired it – buy, gift, w
ill or som

e ow
nership m

echanism
.

JC
 Reeves D

ev. Road proposal to go through D
enali Lane N

orth has a huge issue due to steep slopes (around 
25%

).  Alternate proposal to go through Robson is unrealistic due to w
etland (check 100 year fl ood plain – it’s 

m
uch broader than m

ap at m
eeting show

s).

Transportation:
I w

ould prefer m
ost transportation planning to be focused on im

proving traffi  c fl ow
 on Tualatin – Sherw

ood 
road.  Th at is the greatest problem

 related to grow
th in m

y estim
ation/perspective.

W
e’ll need som

e public transportation w
ith m

ore park and ride space.
To put road in through D

enali Lane w
ill require m

ajor retaining w
alls in order to grade slope for road.  In the 

end, it w
ould resem

ble a tunnel m
inus the roof.  Is that going to be cost-eff ective?

Frequently Asked Q
uestions:

You have such a BIG
 lot – are there any m

ore around here? is one question.  Another frustrated rem
ark is – there 

are no one-story houses to be found anyw
here!

W
hen W

oodhaven w
as developed, the area w

as designed w
ith green spaces, w

alking trails and recreational area/
parks.  H

ow
 com

e JC
 Reeves didn’t have to put anything into his developm

ent that w
ould be for the benefi t of 

the entire com
m

unity?

N
eighborhood D

esign:
Th is study area needs large lots and low

 density due to its unique terrain.  W
hatever is decided in the end, be 

sure to protect the forested areas in this study area.
A m

ix of apt/condo, large 2 story hom
es, one story, som

e larger lots.  Sunset Park is great but a tree fi lled park 
that off ers sum

m
er shade and picnic possibilities for apt/condo dw

ellers and w
alking/running paths is part of a 

“neighborhood.”  Som
e planning w

ent into the developm
ent of Lake O

sw
ego – there are lots of trees and space 

betw
een houses.  I don’t feel that I need to “keep m

y elbow
s in” as I’m

 beginning to here.
I believe JC

 Reeves should consider selling back that portion (3.7 acres) north of existing developm
ent.  C

ity 
should consider w

alking trails/park (nature) to “connect” areas rather than a road.  Building m
ore houses directly 

about (w
est) of w

etland, as JC
 Reeves intends, w

ill destroy w
etland due to fertilizers/pesticides run-off  from

 
law

ns.  Th is is an extrem
ely viable w

etland.  Th e “pond” is hom
e to m

any diff erent varieties of birds during the 
w

inter and spring m
onths.  D

eer and coyotes as w
ell as other w

ildlife, frequent this area.

O
ther:

Th is open house w
as a good idea to open com

m
unication fl ow.

C
oncern w

ith any high density building and apartm
ents tow

n houses, etc.
Also, the w

etlands and property betw
een Tonquin and the w

est edge of M
etro Boundary.

M
ajor C

oncern – im
pact on w

etlands if land becom
es subdivision w

ith high density – m
ust protect the w

ildlife 
and w

etlands.
W

e don’t w
ant to loose the value of our property because of neighbors or trees.

Alm
ost everything being built for the “younger” set – tw

o or m
ore story places, etc.

Th e area in question should not be m
ore than one house per acres.  People in Fairoaks’ and Ironw

ood’s 
developm

ents custom
-built hom

es there w
ith the know

ledge that it w
as zoned as such.  It w

ouldn’t be ethical to 
re-zone since the m

ajority of those people don’t w
ant it rezoned (2 developers ow

ning 85%
 of the land know

ing 
it w

as zoned as such).  In fact P. H
uske built hom

es for people using that know
ledge in his favor to entice people 

to buy into his developm
ent. 

••••••••••••••••••
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Southeast Sherw
ood N

eighborhood M
aster Plan

O
pen H

ouse #1 W
ritten C

om
m

ents Received

C
urt Peterson

C
oncerned about unique geologic features – Tonquin Scablands.

C
oncerned about w

ildlife habitat and m
igration.

W
ould prefer V

LD
R

 D
ensity retained.

N
ot enough technical know

ledge involved in the creation of the m
aster plan (i.e. needs m

ore geologic 
studies, etc).  

C
arolyn Peterson

Th e overall plan them
e should be Low

 Im
pact to the current citizens of Sherw

ood and low
 density 

zoning should be preserved.  
D

ue to the unusual natural landscape and w
oodlands, any plan should only allow

 natural landscaping 
and native vegetation.  Traditional law

ns and non-native plants should be m
inim

ized.  
C

ut and fi lling of topography m
ust be m

inim
ized.  

Fencing that inhibits m
ovem

ent of w
ildlife should not be allow

ed.  
Th ese types of safeguards w

ill lessen pollution to the adjacent Tonquin w
etlands and groundw

ater.
Th ere is no need for an internal connected road netw

ork that inhibits the m
ovem

ent of w
ildlife and 

discourages pedestrians.  
Bike and pedestrian trials can interconnect the areas.  Th eses sam

e trails can be designed to allow
 

em
ergency access.

Th e plan to turn M
urdock Road into another three land D

ay Road is a high price for the citizens of 
Sherw

ood to pay for continued unrestrained developm
ent.

Be a leader for low
 im

pact developm
ent in the M

etro area.

K
urt K

ristensen
Set aside m

aster plan until U
G

B extended to w
etland high m

ark below
 the bluff  parallel w

ith Rock 
C

reek (w
ith M

etro collaboration).
H

ave m
ore collaborative process including: M

etro, Federal W
ildlife Refuge, N

eighbors and property 
ow

ners of bluff  property, W
ashington C

ounty com
m

issioners.  
Area is too sensitive to develop at higher density than currently zoned.
C

ity favors developers over residents.
M

urdock Road does not need im
provem

ents.

Roger and Lisa W
alker

C
oncerned about increased pedestrian and vehicular traffi  c

C
oncerned about loss of w

ildlife, view, and natural environm
ent.

W
ould like C

ity to m
aintain diverse lot sizes by retaining large lot zoning in this area (m

inim
um

 1 
unit/acre).
N

on-resident land ow
ners are pushing the need for a rezone.

D
o not m

ake im
provem

ents to M
urdock Road that w

ould encourage its use as a bypass road to 
Tualatin-Sherw

ood Road.
Buff er existing hom

es w
ith large new

 hom
es, parks, or w

etlands.
Require height and setbacks to protect existing hom

es and view
s.

Avoid building on steep property.

••••••••••••••••••••••••••
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Southeast Sherw
ood N

eighborhood M
aster Plan

O
pen H

ouse #1 W
ritten C

om
m

ents Received - C
ontinued

Rufauna C
raigm

iles (Roni)
Th e M

etro Long-R
ange G

row
th Plan of 2040 considered diversity of housing and protection of natural 

areas key issues.
To m

y know
ledge, the com

paratively sm
all area of very low

-density zoning that exists east of M
urdock 

represents the only one-acre lots available for hom
es in the Sherw

ood city boundary. If this is true, w
e 

m
ay have our last opportunity to protect them

. Th e area under consideration for rezoning is partially 
developed w

ith hom
es on acre or larger lots.

M
aintaining the integrity of the existing hom

es is im
portant. Any future developm

ent should be 
done to protect these property ow

ners as w
ell as to address concerns over the w

ildlife, w
etlands and 

vegetation in the area. Zoning to allow
 less than acre lots w

ould destroy the last chance to off er 
Sherw

ood this level of diversity and w
ould harm

 the natural environm
ent.

M
urdock Road needs som

e attention w
ithout question. Resurfacing and m

aybe a left hand turn lane 
for safety w

ould be nice.  I w
ould not, how

ever, like to see it turned into a thoroughfare connecting 
Tualatin Sherw

ood H
ighw

ay and Sunset. Th is could easily becom
e a by-pass from

 O
regon to 99W

 and 
create a traffi  c Rufauna C

raigm
iles (Roni)

Feedback Form
 Form

at
Th e M

etro Long-R
ange G

row
th Plan of 2040 considered diversity of housing and protection of natural 

areas key issues.
To m

y know
ledge, the com

paratively sm
all area of very low

-density zoning that exists east of M
urdock 

represents the only one-acre lots available for hom
es in the Sherw

ood city boundary. If this is true, w
e 

m
ay have our last opportunity to protect them

. Th e area under consideration for rezoning is partially 
developed w

ith hom
es on acre or larger lots.

M
aintaining the integrity of the existing hom

es is im
portant. Any future developm

ent should be 
done to protect these property ow

ners as w
ell as to address concerns over the w

ildlife, w
etlands and 

vegetation in the area. Zoning to allow
 less than acre lots w

ould destroy the last chance to off er 
Sherw

ood this level of diversity and w
ould harm

 the natural environm
ent.

M
urdock Road needs som

e attention w
ithout question. Resurfacing and m

aybe a left hand turn lane 
for safety w

ould be nice.  I w
ould not, how

ever, like to see it turned into a thoroughfare connecting 
Tualatin Sherw

ood H
ighw

ay and Sunset. Th is could easily becom
e a by-pass from

 O
regon to 99W

 and 
create a traffi  c nightm

are for local residents. If future developm
ent in the area w

ere in line w
ith present 

zoning restrictions, the present street w
ould be adequate w

ith general m
aintenance.

Buff er existing properties w
ith parks and w

etlands. C
hange siting of D

enali to the east to protect 
existing w

etlands.
Require setbacks and height restrictions in consideration of existing houses and view

 property.
Avoid building on steep property. Slides and erosion potential could be harm

ful to the area in general. 
U

se this property for green spaces.

G
ary H

untington
M

inim
um

 1 unit/acre zoning, especially on existing 3 acres betw
een Ironw

ood H
om

es and Sherw
ood 

V
iew

 Estates (C
hinn Property).  

If higher density allow
ed, it should be placed in center of property.  

H
om

es should have a m
inim

um
 size to be consistent w

ith existing hom
es in surrounding subdivisions.  

•••••••••••••••
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Southeast Sherw
ood N

eighborhood M
aster Plan

O
pen H

ouse #1 W
ritten C

om
m

ents Received - C
ontinued

 M
artin J. G

avin
Supports m

inim
um

 one acre zoning.
M

urdock Road traffi  c has increased greatly over last 10 years and new
 residential developm

ent w
ill add 

to the traffi  c resulting in right of w
ay im

provem
ents that m

ay encroach upon their property.
Values heavily w

ooded area on north end of site.  C
oncerned about the im

pact developm
ent w

ill have 
on w

ildlife.
W

hy is there a focus on Southeast Sherw
ood N

eighborhood rather than on other areas of tow
n that 

need planning?
W

hy is Sherw
ood not focusing on a greater m

ix of uses overall (jobs/residential/com
m

ercial)?
Th e C

ity should place a higher priority on sustainable building and renew
able energy technologies and 

be an exam
ple for other com

m
unities.  

Th e C
ity should preserve this land.  

N
ancy and M

ark Batz
Th e environm

ental im
pact of any developm

ent m
ust be considered in this extrem

ely sensitive area.  
C

oncerned that low
 density residential is not being considered as part of the m

aster planning process.  

Jean Lafayette – Planning C
om

m
issioner

Sum
m

ary of com
m

ents heard at open house:
John M

cK
inney w

ants to keep large lots.  N
o less than 1/4 of an acre.

G
ail Toien requested m

ore adult oriented activities available in the parks.
D

an Jam
im

eson, School D
istrict Super., expressed concerns on sidew

alk connectivity especially on 
Sunset near the school.
W

hat’s the current right of w
ay?  H

ow
 m

uch w
ill the city take and from

 w
hich side of the road?

W
hy is this a city priority?  Th ere are m

any other things that need to be addressed.
Future notices.  Please confi rm

 that if they signed in future notices w
ill be m

ailed directly to them
.

M
aintain and protect existing ow

ners.  Bought based on V
LD

R
 adjacent.

Th is should be kept V
LD

R
 to provide diversity.  Th e only one acre lots in the city.

D
on’t change zone to build.

N
eed to consider w

ildlife in the area.  Th is is near (next to?) areas that the Tualatin W
ildlife Refuge is 

interested in protecting.
W

e discussed protecting existing hom
e ow

ners by sm
art planning w

ith the highest density in the center 
of the area and the adjacent properties m

aintaining larger lots. 
Th ere w

as also concern about the city’s goal for developing this at a higher density than its currently 
zoned.  “W

hat’s the city getting out of this?”

•••••••••••••••••••••
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Southeast Sherw
ood N

eighborhood M
aster Plan

O
pen H

ouse #2 – Survey Response

Alternative A (open space, lot size, transportation netw
ork, etc.):

Too m
uch lot size variation – too m

uch house size variation w
ould result.  

D
on’t like the tiny lot circles if you change that, like open space near U

G
B.

D
on’t like alleys.

M
ake these lots few

er and bigger.
N

othing < 10,000’ lots.
I like this plan the best.  
O

pen Space excessive.
N

ot acceptable. 
Th is alternative does not take into account the input from

 the m
ajority of the w

orkshop participants 
to leave this area as it, or at the m

inim
um

 subdividing it into one acre lots w
ith 50%

 for open/natural 
space.
M

inim
um

 lot size 10K
 to 12K

 sf.
D

enali should be cul-de-sac to preserve Sherw
ood V

iew
 Estates as w

as originally planned w
hen 

residents bought property.

Alternative B (open space, lot size, transportation netw
ork, etc.):

Too m
any sm

all lots.
D

on’t like alleys.
D

on’t like the m
ix of lot sizes.

N
othing less than 10,000’ lots.

Reject.
H

aving no left turn allow
ed onto M

urdock from
 the SE Sherw

ood N
eighborhood (near the M

urdock 
barn) w

ill cause increased traffi  c through the Sherw
ood V

iew
 Estates neighborhood.  Th at is a big 

concern.
O

pen space excessive.
Road at entrance runs thru w

etlands.
Best plan for view

 lots.
N

ot acceptable.
Subdividing this area into 91 lots w

ould totally destroy the natural beauty.  Th is are is unique and 
should not be developed in this m

anner.  C
hanging the zoning w

ould go against the public input and 
the best interest of the overall Sherw

ood com
m

unity.
Too m

any sm
all lots – w

ould be diffi  cult to get buyers for larger lots w
hen such close quarters are “next 

door” – rem
inds you of  

 (could not read, but looks like Alotto) – not a good thing (w
here you have 

a nice house and som
eone puts up a diff erent “type”)

M
inim

um
 lot size s/b 10K

 to 12K
K

eep D
enali a cul-de-sac.

 •••••••••••••••••••••••••
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Southeast Sherw
ood N

eighborhood M
aster Plan

O
pen H

ouse #2 – Survey Response - C
ontinued

Alternative C
 (open space, lot size, transportation netw

ork, etc.):
Too m

any sm
all lots.

D
on’t like alleys.

N
othing less than 10,000’ lots.

Reject.
H

aving no left turn allow
ed onto M

urdock from
 the SE Sherw

ood N
eighborhood (near the M

urdock 
barn) w

ill cause increased traffi  c through the Sherw
ood V

iew
 Estates neighborhood.  Th at is a big 

concern.
5000 sq. foot lots are unreasonable for this area.  Th e planners are kidding them

selves if they think 
som

eone w
ith of 15.5k lot w

ould w
ant a hom

e on 5000 sq. ft. directly across the street.
N

ot acceptable.
Th is alternative in even less of a desirable plan than alternative “B”.  It has negative issues relating to 
the existing plant and anim

al habitat, as w
ell being an overw

helm
ing change to the area as it exists 

today.  Th ere is no public support for this alternative.
Sam

e as for Alternative B. Too m
any sm

all lots – w
ould be diffi  cult to get buyers for larger lots w

hen 
such close quarters are “next door” – rem

inds you of  
 (could not read, but looks like Alotto) 

– not a good thing (w
here you have a nice house and som

eone puts up a diff erent “type”).  M
inim

um
 

lot size s/b 10K
 to 12K

.  K
eep D

enali a cul-de-sac.
G

et rid of alleys – this is not the Bronx!

O
verall C

ritique/O
ther:  

Please try an option D
 w

ith less # houses than B and C
, and m

ore lot size uniform
ity than A.  

W
hy is the zoning changing in the fi rst place?  W

e all m
oved in believing the current zoning.  It 

feels like w
e got a bait and sw

itch, rug pulled out from
 under us thing.  W

hy have zoning if it m
eans 

nothing and people can’t count on it?
It’s extrem

ely disturbing how
 in each alternative there are plans for eight hom

es directly above the 
delineated w

etland pond.  H
ow

 w
ill those hom

es w
ith fertilizers, pesticides, etc. used on the law

ns 
prevent harm

ing the pond and the various w
ildlife that uses it?

H
ow

 do you m
ake it equitable for each ow

ner?  W
ho w

ill pay for open space?  O
verall, this process 

is turning out to be a disappointm
ent.  Th ere is a core of people w

ho are not open-m
inded about 

the alternatives presented.  Th ey are just using this as a forum
 to say that they w

ant no change and 
w

ould be very happy if there w
ere not further developm

ent.  O
f course, they w

ould – they are not the 
property ow

ners.  Everyone w
ants to be the last person in the C

ity!
I am

 still looking forw
ard to an Alternative “D

” from
 the C

ity of Sherw
ood w

hich leaves the area as 
it is w

ithout additional residential developm
ent.  I am

 personally against the above three Alternatives 
based on the potential negative im

pact to already crow
ded school, increased traffi  c on M

urdock Road 
and the natural environm

ent of this unique area.
I recom

m
end that the decision to develop this area or leave as is be left up to a vote by all residents of 

the C
ity of Sherw

ood.  A ballot m
easure could be setup to allow

 this area to be preserved for future 
natural park land, or to be developed as a residential subdivision.  If approved by the m

easure for 
future natural park land, a bond m

easure could be established for funding land acquisition and park 
developm

ent.
N

eed an alternative show
ing original zoning.

Also, alternative need w
ith 10K

 to 12K
 lots.

K
eep green space and buff er zone for fragile w

ildlife and w
etland areas.
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Southeast Sherw
ood N

eighborhood M
aster Plan

O
pen H

ouse #2 W
ritten C

om
m

ents Received

K
urt K

ristensen
D

oes not believe there is support for any of the alternatives.
C

ost of developm
ent on environm

ental and school system
 too high.  W

ould be better to not allow
 

developm
ent on land until school system

 catches up
C

ity did not honor w
orkshop #1 com

m
ents.  

U
pgrades to M

urdock Road should not be considered w
ith this developm

ent as the need for the road 
im

provem
ents are related to the entire C

ity, not just this developm
ent.

Traffi  c on M
urdock Road is a concern.

Roundabouts should be considered.  Intersections proposed w
ill cause road to becom

e unsafe and 
cause traffi  c congestion in Fairoaks Subdivision.
Th is project needs to be review

ed w
ith M

etro and W
ashington C

ounty to look at entire bluff  area and 
w

etlands.  M
ake w

ildlife refuge a regional attraction.
Build a Street of D

ream
s.

Protect areas w
ith low

er density.
Propose additional w

orkshop before fi nal recom
m

endation.  
Believes plans are developer driven.

Steve K
lein

Preferred Alternative A to the other plans, but none w
ere to his satisfaction.  Im

provem
ents to 

Alternative A include reducing the num
ber of lots, creating a m

inim
um

 lot sizes of 7,500 square feet, 
but keep average lot size around 20,000 square feet.  Increase lot sizes even if it m

eans reducing open 
space.  
D

oes not see need for any form
al parks w

ithin developm
ent.  Area already served by M

urdock and 
Sunset Parks.  
Access onto M

urdock Road a large concern (doesn’t say w
hy).  C

om
bine private accesses into one of 

the new
 access roads.

Lisa W
alker

Th ere is a need for at least one additional m
eeting.  At least one plan needs to refl ect m

inim
um

 1 acre

Bob D
avidson

Although he w
ould prefer no developm

ent – developm
ent of lots w

ithin the 12,000 to 15,000 square 
foot range or larger are acceptable.  Sim

ilar to developm
ent in Sherw

ood V
iew

 Estates.  
N

ot in favor of sm
aller lot sizes m

ixed w
ith larger lot sizes.  

Evy K
ristensen

W
orried that a zone change w

ill be like “opening a can of w
orm

s.”  Prefers to keep 1 acre zoning.  
C

oncerned about im
pact on schools and environm

ent.  
W

ants to preserve last forest in Sherw
ood.
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O
pen H

ouse #2 W
ritten C

om
m

ents Received - C
ontinued

D
ean G

lover
W

ants to see a 1 acre plan/option.  
M

oser forest along north property line needs to be saved and protected.  N
o developm

ent perm
itted.  

H
ow

 is this area being protected?
Alternative A is the preferred out of the 3 presented.  Alternative C

 is the least preferred – lots are too 
sm

all.  
Believes alleys give the im

pression that too m
any hom

es are being squeezed into project area w
ithout 

adequate access.  
Access to M

urdock appears to be dangerous.  
C

oncerned about 20 foot easem
ent on north property line.  If developed w

ould like 10 foot dedicated 
back to Fairoaks Subdivision.  
Believes process is m

oving too fast.  
W

ould like m
ore C

ity planning personnel at open houses to hear feedback and to have m
eetings 

recorded.

G
ary D

e Boer
Allow

 construction at the end of D
enali w

ith cul-de-sac.  
O

nly provide em
ergency access through existing subdivision rather than allow

ing access by new
 

developm
ent through existing subdivision.  

N
ot in favor of any of the presented alternatives.  W

ould prefer low
 density plan.

D
oes not like alleys.

C
oncerned about M

urdock Road accesses and “no left turn” proposal.  W
ould force traffi  c through 

existing subdivisions.  
W

orried about school congestion.
C

reate a “street of dream
s.”  

C
arolyn and C

urt Peterson
Likes the open space, and alleys on Alternative A.
Alternative B is less desirable than A, and C

 is the least desirable due to the am
ount of proposed open 

space.  
D

islikes the proposed fl ag lots, due to access through existing lots.  
C

oncerned about access through existing (w
estern) w

etland.
Southeast w

etland needs larger buff er.  
C

oncerned that allow
ing sm

aller lot sizes is only a w
ay to allow

 future developm
ent of hundreds of 

houses on this site.  
Extending D

enali Street results in unfair traffi  c burden on residents of Fairview
 Estates.  

Prefers m
inim

um
 1 acre zoning, sim

ilar to Fairoaks subdivision.  
W

orried about school congestion.  
C

ity should partner w
ith M

etro (or fi nd other funding source) to protect sensitive lands/forests.    
Safeguards should be in place to ensure developm

ent is w
ildlife/environm

ent friendly.  
N

ot in favor of a three lane M
urdock Road.  

W
ants C

ity to be a leader for low
 im

pact developm
ent. 
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O
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ouse #2 W
ritten C

om
m

ents Received - C
ontinued

M
ark and M

egan Row
lands

K
eep current 1 acre zoning.  

W
ould like another m

eeting w
ith 4th option presented.  

C
onsider doing a “Street of D

ream
s.”  

Take m
ore tim

e to develop sm
art grow

th plan.  

AK
S – M

ontgom
ery H

urley
M

aster plans do not recognize existing hom
es and/or property lines.

Streets and lot layouts on three alternatives are irregular.  
Proposed layouts/lot sizes/streets do not appear to m

eet C
ity code or require PU

D
 overlay to 

accom
plish.

Plans do not seem
 to add m

uch density over w
hat is currently allow

ed.
N

ot in favor of alleys.
W

ants m
ore details on ow

nership of alleys and open space.
W

ould like specifi cs on plans (setbacks, storm
w

ater, and length of drivew
ays).

Plan requires excessive lengths of drivew
ays and aw

kw
ard hom

e confi gurations.  
W

ould like to see an additional public open house.  

Paula Yuzon
Encourages the C

ity on its path of thinking for the entire com
m

unity and region (prevent spraw
l, 

develop com
pact urban form

).
D

on’t be sw
ayed by N

IM
BY’s, but listen to their com

m
ents.

Lori Stearns
O

w
ns property w

ithin plan area.  D
oes not w

ant sale/developm
ent of her land attached to a M

aster 
Plan – property controlled by neighbors.  
C

oncerned w
ith all three alternatives:

N
ot dense enough lot sizes.  

N
one of the three plans w

ere acceptable.  
Believes true parcel lines and recorded plats need to be represented on alternatives.  
Layout does not consider existing property lines
Too m

uch open/green space show
n on her property

C
oncerned w

ith safety of nature trails – D
oesn’t the C

ity already have enough trails
W

hy is there a form
al park?  

M
ore consideration should have been given to other clusters of m

ature trees on developed lots 
w

ithin the plan area.
D

oesn’t like M
urdock w

ith a m
edian.  Too expensive, w

hy not just use turn lanes.  
Feels her property is taking unfair share of burden of open space.  
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Th e entries in the above columns (numbered 1 - 13) represent the 13 feedback forms returned with the “survey” portion completed from Open 
House #3.  Th e numbers within the columns are the priority ranking from each respondent to each of the issues on the left (one through fi ve - with 
fi ve as the most important).  Th e Mean column is the average rank of each master plan issue, followed with the highest  (Max) and lowest (Min) 
ranking for each issue.  



Page 63 Southeast Sherwood Master Plan

Southeast Sherw
ood N

eighborhood Plan
Alternatives O

pen H
ouse #3 – January 18, 2006 

Alternative A (open space, lot size, transportation netw
ork, etc.)

I w
ould, of course, prefer even less houses – but appreciate the trails – connection to open park and 

nature spaces.  Th e lot sizes are m
ore generous than m

ost – that’s a plus.
Elim

inate lot w
est of M

urdock Barn so you have open space on M
urdock Road and preserve the look 

of M
urdock Barn.

I like the trails, preserving the tree area.
Best Alternative – m

ost space new
 intersection should be “full service” left and right turns.  To not do 

so w
ould route m

uch m
ore traffi  c thru existing neighborhood of Sherw

ood V
iew

 Estates. 
Yes – preserve as m

uch as possible of the M
oser N

atural Area – Sherw
ood’s last original forest.

Like M
oser natural area a lot.  Like the M

urdock “existing look and feel” preservation.  M
uch prefer 

this plan to all others.  Except:  Please m
ake the “no left turn” intersection on M

urdock a full right and 
left turn intersection!  Th e backfl ow

 into Sherw
ood view

 w
ill cause m

uch disruption as people go that 
w

ay to get to Sunset.  W
e thought w

e had a dead-end neighborhood, and now
 I get how

 m
any people 

driving by m
y house everyday?

Best plan presented.  Leaves nice am
ount of green space and w

ould best com
plem

ent existing hom
es 

and neighborhoods.
Th is is the least w

orst of the tw
o alternatives.  Less hom

es per acre than B/C
.  R

apid grow
th is not 

necessarily good.  D
ense housing is bad.

D
oes not m

eet overall goals of the M
aster Plan for best use of the land w

ithin city boundaries.
It does not refl ect the m

ajority ow
ner’s w

ishes for higher density.
It does not refl ect accurate conditions for the region, both for platted lots; i.e. Ironw

ood Acres and a 
trail system

 along its eastern boundary.
Th e plan show

s a green corridor through the center of the plan, the long term
 plan success m

ay have a 
problem

 sense the health of the current trees are poor, som
e are dead or dying.  Th e plan also depicts 

several large trees in this area that don’t exist.
Th is plan does not allow

 em
ergency services access in or out in all directions onto M

urdock Road.  
Th at could be hazardous in em

ergency situations.
I disagree w

ith trails running dow
n the center of the developm

ent that benefi t very few
 citizens and 

pets.
Th ere are too few

 lots to support the cost of the infrastructure.
O

ff ers a better com
prom

ise and a higher degree of protection and use of the environm
ent for C

ity 
park connects and trails.  
Th ere should be a collaboration w

ith M
ET

RO
, W

ashington C
ounty, and Fish and W

ildlife to 
accom

plish Alternative A and protect and provide access to view
ing the w

etlands, and possibly, w
ith 

M
ET

RO
 O

pen Spaces look at a system
 of elevated trails around the perim

eter of the w
etlands – w

ith 
access from

 the green belt corridor betw
een Sherw

ood Fairoaks and SE Sherw
ood.  

It is im
perative that Planners and focus groups that are w

orking on Sherw
ood’s 20 year parks plan 

review
 Alternative A and incorporate the trails and access.  In particular they should visit W

ilsonville’s 
R

iver Park and take note of the w
ild trails they have incorporated; this type of system

 w
ould fi t the 

area that is to be preserved as Sherw
ood’s Last Forest on the M

oser Property.
Th e C

ity, attorneys for developers and neighbors should w
ork w

ith state, W
ashington county and 

M
etro to assure that once Alternative A is adopted that there is a legal guarantee that the open space 

concepts and areas show
n w

ill, in fact, be preserved. Either w
ith M

ET
RO

 O
pen Space Bonds or C

ity 
Parks Funds.
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Southeast Sherw
ood N

eighborhood Plan
Alternatives O

pen H
ouse #3 – January 18, 2006 - C

ontinued

Alternative B/C
 H

ybrid (open space, lot size, transportation netw
ork, etc.)

Looks best.
Too m

any houses, too m
any streets, too little open spaces.

Like this because apparently w
ill be easier to do w

ith less ow
ner cooperation.  

Like to have all exits from
 developm

ent both left and right turn.
Alternative “B” is denser but leave m

ore of natural area than “B/C
”

M
ost space new

 intersection should be “full service” left and right turns.  To not do so w
ould route 

m
uch m

ore traffi  c thru existing neighborhood of Sherw
ood V

iew
 Estates. 

Like M
oser natural area a lot.  Let’s keep it as Sherw

ood’s last forest.
Please m

ake the “no left turn” intersection on M
urdock a full right and left turn intersection!  Th e 

backfl ow
 into Sherw

ood view
 w

ill cause m
uch disruption as people go that w

ay to get to Sunset.  W
e 

thought w
e had a dead-end neighborhood, and now

 I get how
 m

any people driving by m
y house 

everyday?  Th is w
as m

y sam
e com

m
ent in Alternative A, I can’t stress this enough.  Please straighten 

M
urdock so that the sightline is enough to allow

 left turns.  Please do not burden us in Sherw
ood V

iew
 

w
ith the backfl ow

 of cars com
ing through our neighborhood in order to get the Sunset and M

urdock 
intersection.  O

ur neighborhood never planned on this traffi  c through it.  I’m
 counting on you, Pat!!!

Lots too sm
all, too m

any people, cars, etc.  D
oes not m

easure up to existing adjacent hom
es and 

neighborhoods.
Th row

 this option out.
Lot sizes are acceptable, if a low

er density neighborhood w
as w

anted.
C

loser to an acceptable plan, if a low
er density plan w

as w
anted. 

It has green space that does not dom
inate one property.

It recognizes property lines.
It recognizes existing conditions for platted lots and tree survey.
I disagree w

ith the exact placem
ent of a few

 private streets.  Th ey do not fl ow
 w

ell w
ith the topography 

and m
arketability of the region.

I like the trail system
 but still think fl exibility for the trail system

 locations is needed.  
I agree that there could be a sm

all public space, but I don’t think it should be an open space park on 
top of the hill (view

 w
ill be blocked).  Th ere is already a park for free play a half block dow

n the street.  
Perhaps a quiet space w

ith a few
 benches in a serine setting like the edge of the w

etland or the tim
ber 

setting w
ould better suit the neighborhood and com

m
unity?

AK
S Alternative
H

as m
et all goals of the M

aster Plan agreem
ent #24248 #1 for the SE Sherw

ood contract.
Refl ects realistic densities for land w

ithin urban grow
th boundary.

D
esigned w

ith current developm
ent codes, easily im

plem
ented.

D
esigned w

ith accurate infrastructure including w
ater quality facilities and topography.

Liberal use of trail system
 and green space throughout plan.
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Southeast Sherw
ood N

eighborhood Plan
Alternatives O

pen H
ouse #3 – January 18, 2006 - C

ontinued

C
om

m
ents

PLEASE straighten M
urdock so cars can m

ake left-hand turns and drive safely.
D

evelop the cooperation and fi nd the tim
e to collaboratively create w

ays to protect high-value habitat 
and runoff  to w

etlands.
Plan, plan, and plan for future traffi  c congestion.  D

on’t w
ant to be in gridlock.

I w
ould prefer nothing to ever be built there.  O

f the options I like Alternative A.
C

onservation easem
ent.

Like to see m
ore evenly spaced lots and park.  I think if all property ow

ners are planned w
ith a ratio 

of lots and park you w
ould have m

ore consensus.  W
e need parks they can be designed in a w

ay that 
considers each ow

ners land.
Like the AK

S Versions and B/C
 H

ybrid.
I like Lisa W

alker’s plan, an also the plan draw
n based on top of it.  “Plan D

”.
Th anks for listening to inputs at the last open house.  It looks like you took inputs into consideration.  
Please keep it up!  Th anks.
W

e like plan 4 AK
S, it is better for everyone, all are treated the sam

e.  W
e all get w

hat w
e w

ant.
I don’t believe that the M

oser’s property should have to give up half of the open space for this plan.  
I think the open space should be a percentage of each ow

ner’s property – I also feel that sm
aller lots 

w
ould be m

ore likely to have m
ore am

enities per developer’s as it w
ould m

ake developing less costly.
U

nless a left turn is provided at both streets connecting to M
urdock, D

enali, W
hitney and M

cK
inley 

w
ill see an unacceptable increase in traffi  c.  Th ese streets should rem

ain low
 traffi  c, quiet residential 

streets as they w
ere w

hen the hom
eow

ners bought their properties.  
Since you are developing a m

aster plan, developers should be required to follow
 it, or the plan is 

useless.
Sherw

ood has a problem
 w

ith over crow
ded schools now.  Bringing in a large num

bers of people w
ill 

only m
ake the situation w

orse.  Instead of focusing on grow
th, the C

ity of Sherw
ood should focus on 

im
proving existing conditions.  Tualatin-Sherw

ood road needs to be four lanes.  M
urdock and Sunset 

Blvd. need to be repaved now
 w

ith a surface that can handle the heavy trucks that use them
.  N

ote: 
H

eavy trucks do use Sunset.  
M

ore classroom
s and m

ore teachers are required.  Sherw
ood should grow

 only w
hen it is capable of 

handling grow
th.

Th ank you for your tim
e and consideration.  I hope that m

oving forw
ard there w

ill be a little fl exibility 
w

ith developm
ent layout.

As a hom
eow

ner, a m
ajority landow

ner and developer/builder in this region it w
as diffi  cult to sit on 

the sidelines and not be an integral part of the design phase.  As one fi nal request, I ask that the future 
process w

ill allow
 fl exibility for future developm

ent layouts base on the guidelines that have been 
outlined in this process.
C

oncerned about the traffi  c designs along M
urdock and forecast accidents and road rage as traffi  c 

increases. O
ur traffi  c circles have proven them

selves and I suggest that long-term
 grow

th w
ill be better 

provided for by com
pact traffi  c circles at: 1. M

urdock and D
enali, M

urdock and U
pper Roy and 3. At 

Fairoaks and M
urdock. Th ere’s a unique opportunity to get ahead, rather than serve near term

 needs. 
M

y m
easurem

ents show
 that there is adequate space to provide tight traffi  c circles at all intersections, 

and these circles w
ill provide fl ow

 as w
ell as slow

 dow
n speeders; long-term

, regardless of volum
e this 

w
ill provide a neighborhood w

ith safer perim
eters. 

Th ere needs to be a lighted and guarded crossing for people at several places.
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Southeast Sherw
ood N

eighborhood Plan
Alternatives O

pen H
ouse #3 – January 18, 2006 - C

ontinued

Th ere is a 50%
 chance that the I-5/99 interconnect w

ill run 1-2 m
iles south of Sunset, and that 

M
urdock w

ill becom
e a prim

ary feeder; I suggest that, to protect the adjoining neighborhoods, w
e need 

those traffi  c circles.  If that is not acceptable 4 w
ay lights at all intersections are needed.

I agree w
ith Pat Flem

ing that there are regional advantages to connecting the area N
orth of Fairoaks 

into the parks, trails and w
et land access system

 being considered for SE Sherw
ood. W

ith M
etro’s O

pen 
Spaces Bond the C

ity w
ould be able to create a W

aterScape in the three parcel area in front of Fairoaks 
and, w

ith Fish and W
etlands people create an access platform

 for regional visitors that w
ould w

ant to 
w

alk the visualized elevated trails - sim
ilar to Stellar O

lson Park.
Th e traffi  c m

aster plan can be accom
m

odated w
ith a safety lane access that is gated at D

enali rather than 
a full fl edged traffi  c artery. If the planning com

m
ission could accept that I predict a huge am

ount of 
opposition w

ould m
elt.

As citizens and tax payers of Sherw
ood, w

e are greatly concerned about the proposed developm
ent of SE 

Sherw
ood.  W

e reside in Sherw
ood V

iew
 Estates and w

hen w
e bought our lot and built our hom

e it w
as 

our understanding that D
enali Lane w

ould be ending in a cul-de-sac and that w
as a selling point.  Th is is 

our retirem
ent hom

e since w
e do not plan on leaving Sherw

ood until w
e have no control (“feet fi rst”).  

Supporters of the educational bond issues even though w
e do not have children or even grand children 

in the system
 – but w

e feel that is the future – the education of the children.  All this leads to our 
concerns about w

hat the proposed developm
ent w

ill create:  
Increased student load on an already over capacity school system

.  Th e addition of 65 to 91 houses in the 
proposed developm

ent area w
ould even further overload the system

.  
Environm

ental im
pact on the fragile w

et lands directly adjoining the proposed developm
ent area.  Even 

w
ith storm

 drains the run-off  w
ill still im

pact the area dow
n hill – in other w

ords – the w
et lands.

Environm
ental im

pact on the fragile w
ild life refuge w

hich also directly adjoins the proposed 
developm

ent area.  D
evelopm

ent w
ill aff ect the m

igratory patterns of the w
ildlife even m

ore than w
e 

already have, forcing them
 into an ever decreasing habitat.   It w

ill also aff ect their food supply and 
w

ater supply not to m
ention the im

pact of the encroachm
ent of so m

any people on their ever shrinking 
habitat.  
Increased traffi  c and decreased safety for residents – there is already a problem

 at the Sunset-M
urdock 

intersection from
 people not stopping for the stop sign.  Th e three alternatives off ered did not 

address the issue of either another round-about or traffi  c light for people trying to exit the proposed 
developm

ent and turning left.   
Th e “punching through” of D

enali w
ould channel traffi  c through D

enali and through Sherw
ood V

iew
 

– w
hich w

as never supposed to handle such a load.  Th is is a safety issue w
hich has not been properly 

addressed.  W
e have heard that the C

ity needs to have another access route to Sherw
ood V

iew, how
ever, 

it appears that instead of solving that C
ity concern, it w

ill instead create m
ore dangerous concerns for 

the residents – traffi  c and crim
e (m

ore access/exit for perpetrators).  
It w

as extrem
ely disappointing to fi nd that only three alternatives w

ere being off ered for this 
developm

ent – even w
ith the concerns already voiced by participants in the three open m

eetings.  It w
as 

even m
ore disappointing to fi nd that the area being developed across 99W

 at Elw
ert w

as considered over 
a year and there w

ere FIV
E alternatives proposed, along w

ith an established citizen’s advisory com
m

ittee.  
W

hy w
ere the citizens of the SE Sherw

ood area not given the sam
e opportunity, but w

ere given only 
three alternatives, less than six m

onths tim
e, no citizen advisory com

m
ittee, and only three m

eetings?  
It appears input from

 tax payers for this particular developm
ent area doesn’t carry very m

uch w
eight 

– w
hich m

akes us w
onder just w

hy!!   W
as our participation in the m

eetings just an exercise in futility 
and the decision had already been m

ade as to w
hat w

ould be done?   It is hoped the tax payers’ and 
voters’ opinions w

ould count in the process – please consider this.  
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