
 

 
 

SHERWOOD PARKS BOARD MEETING MINUTES 
22560 SW Pine St., Sherwood, OR 

June 1, 2026 
 

REGULAR SESSION 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER: Board Chair Scheirman called the meeting to order at 7:00pm 
 
2. BOARD PRESENT: David Scheirman, Jim Craig, Steve Munsterman, Jim Booker, Joshua 

Gaylord, Zander Brown, Barbara Leitzinger, City Councilor Doug Scott 
 
STAFF PRESENT: Assistant City Manager Kristen Switzer, Volunteer Coordinator Tammy 
Steffens, Operations Supervisor Darren Caniparoli 

 
3. ADJUSTMENTS TO AGENDA: Booker requested to add “Connector Trail” comments under 

Other. 
 

4. APPROVAL OF APRIL MEETING MINUTES: 
 

MOTION: FROM CRAIG TO APPROVE THE MARCH MEETING MINUTES. 
SECONDED BY BOOKER.  MOTION PASSES. 
 

5. CITIZEN COMMENTS: None. 
 

6. NEW BUSINESS 
A. YMCA Update (Jennifer Lawrence) 

o Village Connection is a new high school drop-in program the 
YMCA is piloting.  The teen center is open on early release 
Wednesdays, kids just drop-in, there are snacks, etc.  They’ve 
had success and expect to go to two days a week in the fall. 

o They will be offering Summer Fun Passes for ages 12-20 for kids 
who are off for the summer.  It will be $75 for June through 
September and no joining fee. 

o The Sherwood Public Library, Helping Hands, and YMCA will be 
offering free lunches to kids in July and August.  This is possible 
through a grant they received from the Safeway Foundation. 



o They are participating in the World’s Largest Swim Lesson on 
June 25, 2026, 1:00-3:00pm.  Attendees will get one free lesson. 

o Their small group training space will be open for free June 15-19, 
2026. 

o They will be participating in a number of summer events like the 
Robin Hood Festival, Music on the Green, Movies in the Park, 
Cruisin’ Sherwood, and more. 
 

B. CEP Grant Update (Switzer) 
Switzer announced that the Board’s CEP Grant application for benches and trash 
bins along Cedar Creek Trail had been approved.  Scott commented that 
feedback on this application was very positive and he encouraged the Board to 
apply again in the future. 
 

C. Memorial Bench Program and Wind Phones (Switzer) 
Switzer shared with the Board that a community member had applied for a 
memorial bench and asked if a wind phone could be installed with it.  Switzer 
explained that the wind phone was symbolic of talking to a loved one who had 
passed and referred members to the My Wind Phone website to learn more 
about them.  The question was asked how the City would cover the cost of 
vandalism to the wind phone.  Booker shared an idea of an endowment fund 
being created for that.  Munsterman suggested that Public Works has input.  
Brown thought it might be a good option for someone to install on private 
property similar to Little Free Libraries.  Munsterman asked Caniparoli what the 
timeline for something like this might be.  Caniparoli estimated a couple of 
months depending on the time of year.  Switzer asked the Board to research it 
over the next month and come to the next meeting with their thoughts.  Leitzinger 
suggested that Switzer respond to the community member with Brown’s idea and 
also let her know that the Board is researching the possibility of having it with the 
bench. 
 

D. Murdock Park Design (Caniparoli) 
Caniparoli stated that the work on the new Master Plan for Murdock Park is 
approximately 90% completed.  They have paused that to work on the OPRD 
Grant.  He referred to Exhibit A and pointed out that one change that has been 
made to the plan is to have the pathways made of asphalt rather than 
decomposed granite because of maintenance costs and time.  There will also be 
grass used in the playground area rather than wood chips, to make it all-
accessible.  This will be the only playground area in the city that will have grass 
surface. 

 
E. OPRD Grant Application (Caniparoli) 

Caniparoli announced that staff is working on applying for a $1 million grant from 
OPRD.  The project is being broken down into three phases.  He shared Exhibit 



B and explained that Phase 1 would be ADA Compliant trails up to the shelter.  
The grant application is due at the end of the week.  Staff expects winners to be 
announced within a few months. 
 

MOTION: FROM BROWN FOR THE BOARD TO SUPPORT APPLYING FOR THE 
OPRD GRANT. SECONDED BY GAYLOR.  MOTION PASSES. 

 
F. Tree Removal Request (Caniparoli) 

Caniparoli reviewed Exhibit C with the Board.  Booker asked if the City had an 
existing policy to remove trees when property owners request.  Caniparoli stated 
that there was no formal policy, but practice has been that when a tree is causing 
damage to property, staff recommends removal. 
 

MOTION: FROM GAYLORD TO APPROVE THE TREE REMOVAL REQUEST. 
SECONDED BY BROWN.  MOTION PASSES. 

 

7. PARKS MAINTENANCE REPORT (Caniparoli) 
• Water features are up and running.  The quote for the repair to the water 

feature at Snyder Park was $47,000.  Staff decided to purchase the parts, 
install and have an electrician to do the electrical.  Doing this cost about half 
of what the quote was.  Staff is waiting on a quote for an alarm system to 
prevent flooding in the vault in the future. 

• Weekly mowing schedule is in full swing.  Staff is doing a great job.  Parks 
look really good. 

• Weekend shifts started when the water features were turned on.  Work has 
been shifted so that park work (blowing, mowing, etc) isn’t done on the 
weekends when families are at the parks. 

• The irrigation system the City has is a “smart system” which means that it 
shuts off when it’s raining. 

• Play chips in all parks should be done by mid to late June. 
 

8. STAFF UPDATE (Switzer) 
Switzer announced that the first Music on the Green concert will be Hit Machine on July 
8, 2026.  She informed the members that Gaylord’s, Craig’s, and Leitzinger’s terms will 
all be expiring this summer.  Gaylord and Craig said they’d like to renew.  Leitzinger said 
she will let Switzer know within the next couple of weeks.  Munsterman asked about the 
art medallions on the pedestrian bridge.  Switzer informed the Board that the Cultural 
Arts Commission was having a special meeting at the same time as our meeting to 
discuss those.  Switzer can share the information at the next meeting.  Munsterman 
asked about Field House reports.  Switzer said that revenue was up and she would ask 
Lance Gilgan, Recreation Coordinator, to come to the next meeting with a report. 

 
 



9. COUNCIL UPDATE (Scott) 
Scott stated that the next Council meeting will be June 2, 2026.  There will be two work 
sessions, one with the Police Advisory Board and one to discuss housing price points 
and density.  At the regular meeting they will be recognizing the new Maid Marian Court 
and holding a public hearing on garbage rates. 
 

10. OTHER – Booker read the following into record: 
Sherwood policies, codes, and trails. James Booker, June 1, 2026. 
 
“I joined the Sherwood Parks and Recreation Advisory board with the goal of advocating 
for the two improvements most requested by our residents: 
1. “Connected trails for walking, biking, running” 
2. “More access to natural areas” (2021 Parks & Rec Strategic Plan) 
Since joining the board one major project and several smaller projects have been 
completed which further these Sherwood resident priorities. These of course include the 
completion of the Pedestrian Bridge to the High School, and also a connector from 
Sherwood Boulevard (across from the School district parking lot) to the Cedar Creek 
Trail, as well as local pedestrian trails in the new Brookman developments. 
My focus on pedestrian access is aligned with the sentiment expressed by Councilor and 
then Mayor Mays in his Introductory Letter to the Sherwood 2040 Comprehensive Plan: 
Growth is on the heart and minds of our community. We often hear that we need to keep 
Sherwood, Sherwood. For our community, this means Sherwood is a place where trails, 
sidewalks, and streets enable families to explore parks and neighborhoods and access 
schools safely on foot or by bike…. (paragraph 2). 
This parallels our 2021 Parks & Rec Strategic Plan and the performance indicator I look 
to: how are we doing with safe half mile or less non-motorized connections for Sherwood 
residents? That is, what will we be doing in the next decade with “trails, sidewalks, and 
streets [to] enable families to explore parks and neighborhoods and access schools 
safely on foot or by bike”? 
Looking forward I’m concerned that both new development requirements and modest 
infill opportunities and will fall by the wayside and fail to be addressed.  
In the former case pedestrian connections to the Brookman developments have come 
last and remain hypothetical, while the general message on strictly local connectors on 
city land is that they are either too minor to gain traction, or too costly to be doable. 
I want to address each and will ask: Are the obstacles that I outline simple capability 
issues (cost and staff time), practice issues (e.g. failure to update TSPs, or seeing sewer 
lines as obstacles rather than opportunities), or a set of policy issues which should be 
addressed by Council (e.g. code which doesn’t just sound like it requires pedestrian 
connections with new development, but actually does so)? 
A. First, my understanding of the Brookman Road developments. 
Most recently, the three approved developments off of Brookman Road, including in total 
several hundred homes, do not have any pedestrian connection to the rest of Sherwood. 
The only identified future and still entirely hypothetical pedestrian access would be to 
Redfern Drive and path at the far NE corner of the combined developments. 



Stated reasons in approved planning documents for the absence of pedestrian 
connections include 1990s planning decisions for adjacent neighborhoods, an apparent 
lack of objective criteria for when required pedestrian infrastructure is required, and 
current TSPs and CIPs which do not show pedestrian connections to the remaining 98% 
of Sherwood, thus limiting city and other funding mechanisms on the adjacent city 
owned land. 
Are these policy issues, code issues, cost issues, or am I just impatient? Are similar 
outcomes acceptable as Sherwood West planning gets underway? 
 
B. At our March meeting I asked city staff to provide feedback on providing an unpaved 
pathway connecting Gleneagle to the new Cedar Creek Trail, using city owned property. 
This location is representative of cases within the city where neighborhoods and existing 
trails are connected by city land, but with no reasonable way as a pedestrian to use the 
potential connection. Assistant City Manager Switzer reached out to City Engineer 
Waters, and emailed me before the April meeting. The feedback was that, while such a 
trail connection was one of many speculative parts of early Cedar Creek Trail planning, it 
would be challenging to put in today because of: 
a. costs 
b. conflicts with existing infrastructure 
c. neighborhood “opposition” 
d. ADA requirements. 
A note on each category.  
a. Costs. The cost estimate is similar to what was spent installing the unpaved stair 
connection between the new Cedar Creek Trail and its main ADA accessible connector 
passing by the senior center. To compare with other recent construction, this is roughly 
half the cost of the new sound barrier between 99W and the Cedar Creek trail.  
b. Infrastructure conflicts. Pathways and stairs, even unpaved, cannot be located over 
existing storm and sanitary infrastructure. I have difficulty understanding this as a 
blanket policy, as infrastructure is often co-located. Regarding connections to federally 
funded projects, whatever makes the newly built stairs at the senior center  acceptable 
would surely hold for a second set of stairs. 
c. Neighborhood opposition. I’ve never seen a trail or development in my life that didn’t 
have some neighborhood opposition. 
d. ADA compliance. The ADA accessible pathway by the senior center may offer an 
equivalent access, and might well be considered only a modest detour. 
 
Are these obstacles to a small neighborhood connector capability issues (cost and staff 
time), practice issues (e.g. failure to update TSPs, or seeing sewer lines as obstacles 
rather than opportunities), or a set of policy issues which should be addressed by 
Council (e.g. code which doesn’t just sound like it requires pedestrian connections with 
new development, but actually does so)? Or maybe I’m just impatient.” 
 
Switzer commented that the Parks Board has provided staff and Council with a list of 
priorities.  Connector trails were not included on that list.  The Board can re-evaluate that 



list, it would just mean that something else would come off the list.  Scott posed the 
question of whether one connector trail is more important than another.  Generally 
speaking, Council doesn’t usually look at each individual connector trail.  He let the 
Board know that Council would like to know if the priorities have changed and 
recommendations about how to accomplish any new priorities.  Scheirman requested 
staff to bring the priority list to the next meeting.  Scott recommended that the Board 
make a list of small projects they recommend in addition to the priority list.  Switzer 
advised the Board that some funding sources can come with restrictions like the SDCs 
which can only be used on growth.  Munsterman felt that the Board is an Advisory Board 
but doesn’t advise and isn’t asked for advice.  He suggested requiring developers to 
include connector trails when they build out a subdivision.  Switzer reminded the Board 
that the Parks Master Plan is the guiding document of recommendations.  Brown 
suggested putting together a list of smaller priorities over the next couple of meetings.  
Scott recommended the Board hold a work session.  Booker felt that community 
members should be involved.  Scheirman stated that the TSP Committee offers a public 
process.  Scott stated that funding doesn’t just affect parks, there’s public safety and 
other things that Council, staff, and the Budget committee have to consider.  
Conversations haven’t included going out for a bond for parks but perhaps that’s 
something for Council to consider.  Scheirman asked the Board how they would like to 
move forward.  Leitzinger suggested having a work session.  Brown would like 
information on funding options.  Scheirman asked Switzer to bring priority list and the 
SDC balance to the next meeting and suggested having a work session in August.  

 
11. ADJOURN 8:29pm 
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Tree Removal - Open Spaces
Parks Board June 1, 2026



Black Cottonwood Trees
17828 SW Fredrick Lane
• Removal of four (4) Black Cottonwood 

Trees adjacent to property  

• Trees are in overall fair to poor 
structure rating. Recommend removal 
due to their close proximity to the 
dwelling and for safety of 
persons/property. 
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