Planning & Engineering

31 Shelby Road
PO Box 6256
Sherwood, AR 72124-6256
Phone: (501) 835-4753
Fax: (501) 392-0088

Candi Ussery, Planning Coordinator
April 9, 2021
Re: April Planning Commission and Board of Zoning Adjustment Meetings
To Whom It May Concern,
On April 13th, 2021 at 5pm, the Planning Commission and Board of Zoning Adjustment will hold
a digital, live-streamed meeting to hear the following items:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Preliminary Plat for Lot 2 Manson Road Addition.
Site Plan for Lot 2 Manson Road Addition. [Public Hearing]
Zoning Amendment for Sherwood Fire Station #5 on Rapid Water Drive, Parcel
# 22S0010100602 from R-3 and R-1 to R-1 Conditional Use. [Public Hearing]
Zoning Amendment for The Woodlands of Sherwood also known as Parcels #23S0030003705
and #23S0530000503 from C-4 to PUD. [Public Hearing]
Amend the Sherwood Subdivision Regulations regarding Street Design. [Public Hearing]
Amend the Zoning Code regarding Side Yard Setback requirements. [Public Hearing]
Amend the Board of Zoning Adjustment Bylaws Regarding Appeals.

If you would like to submit comments for one of these items, please specify the item and state
your comment with your name and address to permits@cityofsherwood.net before Monday,
April 12th at 5pm. Please note that these comments will be read aloud in the public, livestreamed meeting and need to be concise and accurate. To view the live-streamed meeting,
please go to www.cityofsherwood.net.
Respectfully,

Candi Ussery

Planning Commission Secretary
City of Sherwood
31 Shelby Road
Sherwood, AR 72120-6256
Office: 501.835.4753
Fax:
501.392.0088

PLANNING TO SUCCEED

By Jim von Tungeln

I

t has been a long 12
months with very little
for municipal officials to
be happy about. I delayed,
therefore, my annual visit to
the growing town of Pot Luck,
Arkansas. I didn’t have the
heart to bother Mayor Furlow
Thompson, the self-proclaimed
“Best Mayor in America.”
Feeling a need for his brilliant
insights, though, I finally broke
down and paid a visit.
Restrictions related to
the pandemic prohibited an
in-person visit, so we met
digitally. I was surprised when, As the sun sets, we end another peaceful day in the Arkansas town of Pot Luck.
upon my phoning, he offered to
host the meeting.
“But seriously,” he said, “you can learn from other
“Oh,” he said. “We’re cooking with gas down here
professions. For example, urban planning is like the
in LA.” That’s what he calls his part of the world, i.e.,
practice of medicine in one respect.”
“Lower Arkansas.” I agreed when his face appeared on
“Oh?”
the computer screen, complete with a mustache grown
“Yep. In both cases, we must start from where things
since our last meeting.
stand when the need arises. You never have a clean slate.
“Notice anything new?” he asked.
You have to establish a baseline of how things are when
“Some facial hair?”
you begin—the good, the bad and the ugly. Then proceed
“Yes,” he said, “It was your boss’ idea. Ol’ what’s
from there with what is laid out. Not from a blank slate.”
his name?”
I agreed.
“Mark,” I said. “Mark Hayes?”
“Even if your city was designed as a municipality
“Yeah. He talked a bunch of us into not shaving for
from scratch, like Crossett or Maumelle, you can’t ever
a month, and I never got rid of part of it. It’s like in the
go back to the beginning. You just put ’er in gear on day
old days when cities would get grants to hire temporary
one and give it the gas. Know who else we can learn
workers and end up keeping some of them when the
from?” he asked.
grant ended.”
“Who?”
“I seem to remember,” I said.
“Our friends the economists. They know about a
“That’s when you learned not to hire your wife’s relaconcept called ‘moral hazard,’ meaning the penalty for
tives,” he said. “Or the bank president’s son who flunked
not doing the right thing must be severe enough that
out of dance school.”
people won’t test you, thinking that if they get caught, it
“So what’s new in your world?” I asked.
won’t matter much.”
He said that, oddly enough, he had been spending
“True that,” I admitted.
some of his quarantine time “studying on” my profes“Them what’s in the insurance racket know about
sion, urban planning. He said he found it interesting.
attractive nuisances.”
“Oh. In what way?”
“Say what?”
“Well, it’s like teaching people to cook by studying
“Sometimes injury can result from a hazardous
the self-prepared meals at the supermarket.”
object or condition on the land that is likely to attract
I didn’t respond.
children or banjo players who are unable to appreciate
the risk posed by the object or condition. That’s why we
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Wisdom in planning: Out of the
mouths of mayors

put some restriction on swimming pools. We’re looking
into it on these solar panels that people are putting in
their yards.”
“Interesting,” I said. “How has the pandemic affected
Pot Luck?”
“Not as bad as it has most cities,” he said. “Our cafes
don’t serve indoors. We let them deliver right out on
the streets, and that has taken some of the swelling out,
so to speak. Roy Ledbetter even likes it some. He says
he doesn’t have as much to keep clean and it gets rid of
the campers.”
“Campers?”
“Those folks who come in, order a cup of coffee and
take up a table for three hours.”
“Oh. What about your bars?”
“We passed one of those ‘entertainment district’
things and let ’em sit outside or wander around. It cuts
down on public intoxication during cold weather.”
“How about mask wearing and social distancing?”
“Pert near 100-percent compliance.”
“How?”
“Don’t you remember the group we have called the
‘Shaming Sisters?’”
“All those grannies, aunts, Sunday school teachers
and such?”
“Yeah. The only problem we had for a while were
some rowdy fellers driving around in noisy cars and yelling at folks wearing masks. Called themselves ‘The Loud
Boys,’ of all things.”
“And?”
“The Sisters talked to the mothers of those boys.”
“And?”
“They ain’t so loud now.”
“And social distancing?”
“Most everybody cooperates. And them that don’t
want to? Well, most of us are used to standing upwind
and a good ways away from them in the first place. It all
works out.”
“Sounds like you have things under control.”
“I’ve even had one positive,” he said.
“What’s that?”
“I haven’t had anyone come by trying to interest me
in a bypass in over a year.”
“That’s something, alright. Any innovations worth
mentioning?”
“We had some college kids on Zoom telling us what
we should do to get with the times.”
“Oh? Like what?”
“They recommended something called ‘accessory
dwelling units.’ Also called them ‘mother-in-law flats.’ I
told them we’ve had those for years.”
“Oh?”
“Yeah, but ours ain’t for old folks.”
“Really?”
March 2021

“No. We call them ‘failure to launch’ pads.”
“I see.”
“Our retail business hasn’t done too well, but
some are switching over to craft centers and medicinal
products supply stores, if you catch my drift. We’re also
considering using this ‘home rule’ thing to make the
online sellers buy ads in the high school yearbook. We
took it to our city attorney.”
“And?”
“She ran us off.”
“That doesn’t surprise me.”
“When we got her to listen, she said she would let
John Wilkerson at the Municipal League decide. I ’spect
he’ll say it would have to be voluntary on their part.”
“How will you handle that?”
“We’re going to make the Shaming Sisters a national
franchise and let the local retailers handle the details
for a fee. Don’t you reckon them folks at Amazon have
aunties and grannies?”
“I wouldn’t know,” I said. “Did the college kids
recommend anything else?”
“Yeah, but they went a bridge too far, so to speak.”
“How so?”
“They mentioned something called ‘accessory
commercial units’ for our residential neighborhoods.
Said they were the latest thing among progressive cities.”
“What did you say?”
“I said the last proprietor of an accessory commercial unit we had left town about 10 minutes before the
police got there.”
“Any final advice?”
“Yep, tell your colleagues that they need to lighten
up a bit on telling people how they should lead their
lives. Some of them are getting a bit troublesome with all
their lifestyle mandates and regulatory-ism.” He paused.
“Is that a word?”
“Probably should be. You like new words
and phrases?”
“Yep. Me and a city attorney I know from up north
have a new name for you people that go overboard in
protecting people from imaginary problems.”
“Oh? What?”
“Helicopter planners.”
The sun was setting on another day and I signed off
from the meeting.
Jim von Tungeln is staff planning consultant
and available for consultation as a service
of the Arkansas Municipal League. He is a
member of the American Institute of Certified
Planners. Persons having comments or
questions may reach him at 501-944-3649. His
email is uplan@swbell.net.
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Sherwood Planning Commission Agenda
April 13th, 2021 – 5:00 p.m.
2201 E. Kiehl Avenue, Sherwood, AR 72120
Rob Middleton, Chairman
Agenda Items
1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call
3. Approval of March 9th, 2021 Meeting Minutes
4. Approval of the Agenda
5. Preliminary Plat for Lot 2 Manson Road Addition. Thomas Engineering, Agent.
6. Site Plan for Lot 2 Manson Road Addition. Thomas Engineering, Agent. [Public Hearing]
7. Zoning Amendment for Sherwood Fire Station #5 on Rapid Water Drive, Parcel
# 22S0010100602 from R-3 and R-1 to R-1 Conditional Use. Tom Brooks, Agent. [Public
Hearing]
8. Zoning Amendment for The Woodlands of Sherwood also known as Parcels
#23S0030003705 and #23S0530000503 from C-4 to PUD. Crow Group, Agent. [Public
Hearing]
9. Amend the Sherwood Subdivision Regulations regarding Street Design. [Public Hearing]
10. Amend the Zoning Code regarding Side Yard Setback requirements. [Public Hearing]
11. Old Business
• Home Occupations
12. New Business
13. Adjournment

Sherwood Planning Commission Minutes
March 9th, 2021 – 5:00 p.m.
2201 E. Kiehl Avenue, Sherwood, AR 72120
Rob Middleton, Chairman
Agenda Items
1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call
o
o
o
o
o

Knight
Martin
Middleton
Bruno
Gillham

3. Approval of February 9th, 2021 Meeting Minutes
o Bruno made a motion to approve the February 9th, 2021 meeting minutes.
o Martin seconded the motion.
o Unanimous roll call vote to approve the February 9th, 2021 meeting minutes.
4. Approval of the Agenda
o Chairman added Board of Zoning Adjustments Discussion to New Business.
o Chairman declares the Agenda set.
5. Re-Plat of 8550 Landers Road. Heritage Engineering, Agent.
o Mr. Penn explained that this is the Greenway Properties located at the Kiehl
Ave overpass at 67/167 where The Painted Tree building is located; that’s
going to be converted to a facility that has equipment and outdoor display. It
has a 5.1 acres tract that is located there. They had the option of replatting
two lots into one. Early on they said that they did not want to do that. Now
they are coming back saying that they do want to replat. There is nothing
that has changed from the first approval that the Planning Commission made
for this site plan. It is simply that they are replatting two lots into one lot and
any additional information that was discovered; such as noting addresses of
next door properties; noting rights of ways to be dedicated on Rixie Road;
noting the location of the 24 inch sewer line with North Little Rock Waste
Water. All of these items have been covered and to Mr. Penn’s knowledge

o
o
o
o
o
o

have been addressed by the engineer. Mr. Penn stated that he has not seen
the final version of their plat, but they are aware of these notes. Mr. Penn
stated that he doesn’t see anything lacking. Staff recommends approval.
Martin stated that there were areas that were unpaved and asked if it will
have an effect.
Mr. Penn confirmed that it will not affect any items that were previously
approved.
Chairman asked if a motion to approve the final plat was subject to
resolution of the contingencies and not be signed until they are taken care
of.
Gillham made a motion to approve the Re-Plat of 8550 Landers Road with
the contingencies to not be signed until the items are taken care of.
Martin seconded the motion.
Unanimous roll call vote to approve the Re-Plat of 8550 Landers Road.

6. Old Business
o Amend the Zoning Code regarding Side Yard Setback requirements.
• Mr. Penn stated that if we recall the Preliminary Plat for Millers
Heights Phase 4 and the discussion that it is located at intersection of
Miller Road and Kellogg Acres Road. The entrance to this subdivision is
a single street with no driveways shown from the plat; and is
specifically noted on the plat that there is no access to the street; and
there is the circle where all the houses front to that. The request on
the original plat was for the side yard setbacks of corner lots to be 15
feet; rather than 25 feet. Mr. Penn stated that they discussed it and
they agreed to change the Preliminary Plat to reflect 25 feet in each
direction until a time to when that question could be heard again. In
the meantime, staff agreed to pursue making a change to the zoning
requirement. Under existing conditions on Ordinance 1178, dated July
25th 1994, set a requirement that “corner lots shall have a sideyard on
the exterior or streetside of not less than 15 feet; including accessory
buildings”. The second note is that current standard requires 25 feet
on both streets of a corner lot; one being the front and other being
the side. And the builder having the opportunity to orient the
structure either direction on that lot and by orienting the front of the
house; would be establishing which yard is the front yard and which is
the side yard; with both sides having the equal 25 feet setbacks. If any
developer were to come in and we were to accept the
recommendation and make the change to the zoning code to return
the wording in Ordinance 1178; where the corner lots shall have a

sideyard setback on the exterior or streetside of not less than 15 feet.
It does not preclude having more than 15 feet. That would be
something the subdivider developer would establish at the plat level
and that way it would be established at the front end. If the developer
saw that it was the option to orient the house in either direction, they
could make that decision and voluntarily put 25 feet on each street,
but the requirement would be a 15 feet minimum on one.
• Staff recommends that the 25 feet sideyard setback for corner lots in
R-1 and R-2 zones be changed back to 15 feet as a minimum. Staff is
open to Planning Commission guidance on applying this change to
other zoning districts. Mr. Penn stated that he does not know that
changing R-3, which is multi-family; which would apply to larger
structure. He doesn’t believe 15 feet is best change to make in that
zone.
• Chairman stated that this was originally going to be a public hearing in
this meeting, but due to snow storm and staff not being able to get
notices out in time there will be a public hearing on this next month.
• Chairman asked what if the developer puts side yard setback of 25
feet on both sides, or wanted to re-orient the or 25 feet and 15 feet; is
the homeowner stuck with that.
• Mr. Penn confirmed that at that point they could come in and replat
that lot.
• Mr. Penn stated that his approval limitations are on that lot split or lot
combination; not sure if this would be in his authority at a staff level
to do in office. It would likely come back to Planning Commission as a
replat.
• Chairman stated that he hopes that at some point in the future that
the subdivision regulations get changed where they can authorize
staff to approve that; but for now it is a Planning Commission issue.
• Chairman asked if any questions about what is being proposed and
that stated that it will go out in the public notice.
o Amend the Sherwood Subdivision Regulations regarding Street Design. [Item
to Planning Commission for reconsideration.]
• Chairman stated there was an ordinance drafted to go City Council;
and was pulled partly because the draft ordinance did not get to the
City Attorney in time to be put on the City Council’s agenda. There
was also some concern among City Council members about a late
addition to the agenda with an emergency clause; and also to give the
City Engineer opportunity to discuss with the Street Committee.

• Mr. Penn stated that the Street Committee meeting will be Thursday
of this week, so have not had that opportunity to discuss with them.
• Mr. Penn stated that the issue is a question of efficiency. It’s not a
matter of whether what we have today works, but what we have that
requires quite a bit of time and has to be repeated every time; when
there’s a specific street problem that needs to be solved. There is an
ordinance specifically for Woodruff Ave that specifies its classification,
width, and special features of that street. We have an ordinance for
Maryland Ave that specifies that it is a minor arterial. Mr. Penn
believes it correct by aspect that it connects because it will soon
connect Brockington Road to Highway 107, which are both arterials.
Maryland Ave is a special minor arterial because you can’t expand it to
three or four lanes that you would expect for an arterial. Mr. Penn
stated that he believes to get to that point, then we would need to
change the master street plan to show there is an exception there
being made that is not typical. We should change the subdivision
regulations to add that as a special design because it is not meeting
the standard routine specifications that explained in the subdivision
regulations. He stated that anytime we have to change the subdivision
regulations or master street plan, there has to be a public hearing. It
takes time to advertise the public hearing; have the public hearing;
have the vote, and goes to City Council, which takes long periods of
time. Mr. Penn stated that if there was an option for staff to able to
do anything, then that might speed up the whole process. They are
suggesting that there is a way to authorize the City Engineer in certain
cases with certain restrictions to have a specific street design within
the classification to be able to accommodate whatever is needed for
that specific street. For example, Hemphill Road is a collector and a
regular collector has 60 feet of ROW, but Hemphill Road can’t get 60
feet of ROW. For Hemphill Road, we can’t get 60 feet of ROW. We
tried getting 55 feet of ROW to accommodate the street without
acquiring an entire one side of the street of houses to be able to get
60 feet of ROW. It has to do with topography, drainage, and other
issues. That 5 feet of difference was very concerning for residents
after depicting what it was. We came back with three options that are
within the 50 feet. There are three options, which we will be settling
on one. These three options are: 27 feet back to back curb, no bike
lanes, and one sidewalk with a buffer between curb and sidewalk; 32
feet back of curb, back of curb, no bike lanes with one sidewalk with
buffer between street and sidewalk; or 32 feet with no bike lanes, one

sidewalk, and no buffer between back of curb and sidewalk. The last
option leaves more room in the driveway of that side of the street for
someone to park their vehicle without any portion blocking that part
of sidewalk. One of these three designs will be selected and proposed
to the City Council along with approval to go out for bids. These final
decisions can go to City Council, but a recommendation from staff to
pick one of these designs and go directly to the City Council with it;
jumps over those public hearings and the requirement to change the
master street plan and change the subdivision regulations. Currently
there is no other way to do it. Mr. Penn stated that if we insert what
is written as “Alternative Street Design as section 7.1 Streets;
exceptions: From time to time the City Engineer may determine that
a street functionally classified as stated here-in cannot be reasonably
constructed according to the design standards, such cases may result
one or more of following options.
• Mr. Penn asked if he should wait until the public hearing to state the
options.
• Chairman confirmed that we looked at these last month and that next
month will have a public hearing, if that is necessary.
• Mr. Penn stated that the Planning Commission has information in
front of them and understand the backgrounds; and now has way
consider it on their own. And to consider if the restrictions are good
things or not, or if there should be more. Mr. Penn stated that if the
Planning Commission will get back to him on things they think of, then
he will try to get back with a cleaner presentation for the public
hearing.
• Chairman stated that the way master street plans were designed back
in the “old days” was assumed that they would be laid on greenfieldsvacant territory; and these are what the standards should be. It should
be this wide, so when you are developing a subdivision or any kind of
development; you make it a 100 feet wide because that is going to be
an arterial someday. Chairman stated that the way streets were
classified in Sherwood early on was based on the purpose they served
and not how they were built. Chairman stated that it is very
interesting that the vision 2040 plan acknowledges that by saying that
for a street like Country Club Road serves as arterial; even though it
has been ignored. An arterial intent is to move traffic. Chairman stated
that when Country Club Road was developed over the years; there
was more priority given to access than movement of traffic. The
current thinking of how master street plans should be designed is that

there is a hierarchy of use. One thing you cannot avoid is that you may
change the classification of a street simply because it has developed
over the years as to being a primary traffic way. He stated it is really
hard to redevelop a street that is in a developed area already.
Chairman stated the ROW is probably not accurate because they
thought it was going to be a local street when it was first developed. It
gets very difficult to design facilities that need to be improved and
may keep the classification. Chairman stated that he thinks new
standards are coming out suggesting that at the very least you take
care of the ROW. If it’s a new area where nothing is happening at this
particular time and you don’t want to go the expense to develop it;
the way it might ultimately be; as either an arterial or a collector. At
least you reserve the ROW, so that it can be improved over time if
need be, which is a problem that we have now. Chairman stated that
he thinks we should come up with new master street plan that
acknowledges the fact that we also have problem in built up areas.
These areas may be serving the purpose of a higher traffic order, but
the designs need to be different to accommodate. If you try to buy all
the property and keep the highway off their front porches, then it’s
going to be real expensive and take forever. Chairman stated that he
thinks that this is a stop gap for us to take care of a problem we have
right now that with a collector and arterial streets that voters have
approved bond issues to finance. He stated that since this is a problem
that needs to be taken care of, let’s grant staff and Planning
Commission some authority to make a minor deviation in something
so that it still accomplishes its purpose and doesn’t ruin a
neighborhood.
• Knight asked if this would take care of Woodruff Ave.
• Chairman stated that it would not right now and Woodruff Ave has
design standards. He has not looked at design standards in detail for
Woodruff Ave, but probably would exceed what is available right now
in terms of having an efficient ROW.
7. New Business
o Board of Zoning Adjustment- Discussion.
• Chairman stated that we had a potential opportunity for an appeal to
come to the Board of Zoning Adjustment. He stated that an appeal
coming to Board of Zoning Adjustment is rare and does not happen
very often. Variances shouldn’t happen very often, but are more

common than an appeal. Chairman stated that an appeal is a situation
where someone believes that the staff made an error in judgement or
an error in application of a regulation. At this point, we don’t have a
way to handle the procedures for dealing with something like that.
Chairman stated that it concerns him that Board of Zoning Adjustment
is a quasi-judicial body and will be making a decision that can only be
appealed to the courts. He stated that we are acting as a judiciary;
where making a ruling that affects someone’s life. Chairman stated
that it is really rare for an appeal because he thinks staff does there
job properly, but when an appeal comes; how do we handle it.
Normally, we would have staff handle it, but since it a staff decision
that is being appealed, then the staff can’t do this. Chairman stated
that he thinks the only thing that staff can do is provide the facts of
the matter. The staff would state this is why the decision was made;
and the regulation we made it from. The appellant is trying to make a
case as to why the staff’s decision was incorrect or an error; not that
they want to do something different, but that it was an error. The
board of adjustment has to come a decision about if the staff made a
mistake or did staff do it right. Chairman stated that in his mind there
are legal implications. Chairman asked what happens if we ever get an
appeal and how do we handle it properly. He stated that his sense is
that just like in a court room; the two sides come up and make cases
to the board. He has a concern about the board making a decision
right after that. Normally, the Planning Commission makes a motion to
approve or deny; and decision; and votes on it. But in a case like this
because it has legal consequences, then the decision needs to be
written out in detail. Chairman stated that his concern is that if you
take a vote on something and do not detail the reasons why you took
that vote; then you have to rely on the minutes of the meeting as your
legal defense. Chairman stated it would be a whole lot better to have
a written statement that states the facts of the case, here is the legal
issue, and here is the vote; and a month later the board votes on it.
Chairman stated he doesn’t think they need to make a revision to the
zoning code to do something like that. Chairman stated he thinks we
should put a procedure in the Board of Zoning Adjustment by-laws
about the procedure about how to handle an appeal.
• Mr. Cobb stated that he suggests we follow the Appellant procedure
that Chairman outlined with respect to having staff come in as the first
witness to explain what the request was; the application of the rule
and why they arrived at the decision that they made. Mr. Cobb

suggests to then give the appellant the opportunity to address the
Board and why it was an error or an inappropriate interpretation. Mr.
Cobb stated that he differentiates that kind of an appeal versus an
appeal for a variance. Mr. Cobb stated that when you get into that
area, then the person is asking you to not enforce that rule this time
and have a pass, which doesn’t think that is an appeal. Mr. Cobb
stated that the Board of Zoning Adjustment can make a decision if it is
a proper appeal or improper appeal. If it is an improper appeal, then it
should be rejected. If it is proper, then it should be set for a hearing
and moved along. Mr. Cobb stated that he thinks after the testimony
is taken and had chance to think about it, there should be some
discussion at that meeting to give him a sense of where you see the
decision heading. Mr. Cobb stated that the City Attorney should draft
document showing findings of act and conclusions of law that would
then be circulated among the board to be considered for a vote at the
next meeting. That document would be your court record, then that
person could run to circuit court with it if they want to.
• Chairman stated that right now the only thing in our code says that
once the board has reached a decision, the secretary of the board
would notify the applicant, but that leaves out all that discussion on
how you got to that decision; and we don’t want to put the
responsibility on that decision to the secretary because it’s a legal
issue. Chairman states he thinks it something they should put in place;
even if it is something they won’t use but once every ten years.
• Knight asked what is the difference between what Mr. Cobb is stating
and a school board making a decision based on determination based
on somebody; based on facts that are written in policy. He stated
shouldn’t the decision be based on facts.
• Mr. Cobb stated that the procedure would be the same and believes
that the appeals when they get to circuit court would start over
anyway. He stated there would be an official document from this body
that says here is what we determined happened; and here is why we
decided what we decided. Mr. Cobb stated he thinks it’s fair to the
applicant because that gives them something to; instead of having to
go back to the minutes. He states if you have to go by the minutes,
then if there is a lot of discussion you’re going to hear both sides and
they’re going to say; “how did you get to that conclusion”. Mr. Cobb
stated that is why is proposing that they include a presentation by the
City Attorney in corroboration with the Chairman about the findings to
present to the board.

• Chairman stated that rarely you will have minutes that are verbatim,
which would provide solid documentation for the presentation. He
stated we are looking for documentation that can survive legal
challenges. Chairman stated he is not ready to go that far with a
variance because they are usually easier, but does get concerned
when they make a decision to deny a variance without saying precisely
which prevision of the code; what were the basis of the decision.
Chairman stated that every vote they take should have a solid basis;
and a solid documentary trail, so that they are protecting the City. He
stated that since it is about staff decision making; is more significant
than making a decision about a variance, or have the liberty to decide.
• Chairman stated that he doesn’t know if they’ll call a special meeting
of the board, but will work with City Attorney and see if come up with
some revision to the by-laws can that they can take a look at next time
the board meets.
8. Adjournment
o Knight made a motion to Adjourn.
o Gillham seconded the motion.
o Unanimous roll call vote to Adjourn.

FPL.2021.04.01 – Manson Commercial

FINAL PLAT APPLICATION
City of Sherwood
Staff Report

4/07/2021

PLAN REVIEW INFORMATION
Project Name: Lot 1R-2 Manson Commercial Addition

Application Type: Final Plat Review

APPLICATION AND SITE INFORMATION
Location/Address:

400 Manson Road

Applicant Name:

Thomas Pownall (Thomas Engineering) for Ministorage Service Company

Action Requested:

Final Plat/Replat Approval (1 Lot – 5.39 Ac.)

Current Use:

Vacant/Mini-Storage

Adjacent Uses/Zones:

N – Mini-Storage (C-3)

E – Vacant/Muffler Shop (C-4/C-3)

S – Vacant/Warehousing (C-3)

W – Mini-Storage (C-3)

Current Zone:

C-4 (Highway Commercial District)

Land Use Plan:
Flood/Drainage:
Traffic Counts:
Projected Traffic Impact:

Highway Commercial
N/A
Estimated at <2500 ADT (Manson Road)
N/A

Aerial View

Current Request:
This applicant is requesting final plat approval of replat of Lot 1R of Manson Road Commercial Addition and
additional unplatted property along Manson Road at its intersection with Bentley Road. The site is partially
developed with mini-storage business. The applicant has submitted a site plan for concurrent review for additional
mini-storage buildings on the site.
Comments:
1. Please file separate petition before the city council for ROW vacation of Bentley Road. ROW vacation will
need to include the property to north. This is due to the fact that this ROW vacation would leave a small
sliver of Bentley Road ROW to the east without the city having any means of access. Petition should

include a map of the portions of ROW to be abandoned and signatures of adjacent property owners. This
should be provided to the city. Following submittal of the petition, the city council shall set a date for the
hearing. Notice of the hearing shall be published in the newspaper once a week for two consecutive
weeks. This should be done in accordance with Arkansas Code Annotated § 14-301-302. APPLICANT
ACKNOWLEDGES COMMENTS
Consistency with the Sherwood Vision 2040:
The property is indicated for Highway Corridor. These areas are intended for a variety of large scale commercial
uses. This plat would conform with this intent.
Recommendation for Action:
Approval with Contingencies
1) The Plat shall not be filed or signed by the Planning Commission Chair until the ROW Abandonment of
Bentley is passed by the City Council.

THOMAS ENGINEERING COMPANY
civil engineers
3810 LOOKOUT RD

land surveyors
NORTH LITTLE ROCK, AR 72116

(501)753-4463

NATIONAL SOCIETY OF PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS

March 16, 2021
Sherwood Planning Commission
P.O. Box 6256
Sherwood, AR 72124
RE:

Preliminary Plat & Site Plan Review
Lot 2, Manson Road Commercial Addition
Sherwood, Arkansas

Dear Commissioners:
Submitted herewith for your approval is a PDF copy and 5 hard copies of the above mentioned project. We have
made changes to the original submittal of this project but still graciously request to remain on the April 13th, 2021
Planning Commission Agenda.
We are
1.
2.
3.

requesting the following:
The Site Plan and Preliminary Plat be reviewed simultaneously.
Abandonment of a portion of Bentley Road as shown on the Preliminary Plat (by separate City Ordinance)
NO variance of lot coverage requested.

The owner and developer is:
Ministorage Service Company, Inc.
2 Lacelle Court
Little Rock, AR 72223
501-307-1001
The owner of this 1.234 acre tract is proposing to construct two new self-storage structures as shown on the Site
Plan. The developer of proposed Lot 2, Manson Road Commercial Addition also owns Lot 1R Manson Road
Commercial Addition to the south. In the last few days, the owner has placed Extra Closet Self Storage under
contract for purchase. This new contract agreement has presented an opportunity to allow all three properties (Lots
1R & 2, Manson Road Commercial Addition and Extra Closet Self Storage) to have inner connectivity with access
easements as shown. This also allows the use of an existing concrete drive within Extra Closet to be shared with the
proposed Lot 2, Manson Road Commercial Development. We have included an aerial map of all three facilities to
more clearly show the connectivity.
If you have any questions, please give me a call.
Sincerely,

Thomas R. Pownall, P.E.
Vice President
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SPR.2021.04.01 – Sherwood Self Storage

SITE PLAN REVIEW
City of Sherwood
Staff Report

4/07/2021

PLAN REVIEW INFORMATION
Project Name: Sherwood Self-Storage Phase 4

Application Type: Site Plan Review

APPLICATION AND SITE INFORMATION
Location/Address:

400 Manson Road

Applicant Name:

Thomas Pownall (Thomas Engineering) for Ministorage Service Company

Action Requested:

Site Plan Review (1 Lot – 5.39 Ac.)

Current Use:

Vacant/Mini-Storage

Adjacent Uses/Zones:

N – Mini-Storage (C-3)

E – Vacant/Muffler Shop (C-4/C-3)

S – Vacant/Warehousing (C-3)

W – Mini-Storage (C-3)

Current Zone:

C-4 (Highway Commercial District)

Land Use Plan:
Flood/Drainage:
Traffic Counts:

Highway Commercial
N/A
Estimated at <2500 ADT (Manson Road)

Aerial View

Current Request:
This applicant is requesting site plan approval of phase 4 of the Sherwood Self-Storage site. The site is partially
developed with a mini-storage business. The applicant has submitted a final plat for concurrent review for the site.
Comments:
1. Please verify the provided lot coverage figure includes all of the proposed lot.
2. Provide a landscape plan or verify the cost of the project will be less than $350,000.
3. Please indicate any areas to be used for outside storage. Such locations must be screened from public
right-of-way and adjacent property via fencing or landscaping.

4. Indicate the type of fencing to be used.
5. Please verify no improvements will be made that would necessitate utility extensions that may need
easements.
6. Provide an easement on the plat for the drainage tiles indicated to be retained on the site plan.
7. Verify fire compliance with fire ingress and egress requirements.
Consistency with the Sherwood Vision 2040:
The property is indicated for Highway Corridor. These areas are intended for a variety of large scale commercial
uses. This plat would conform with this intent.
Recommendation for Action:
Provide Revisions
The comments which need to be addressed could be potentially addressed as contingencies of approval. These
are specifically comments 2,3,5, and 6. The commission needs to determine if it feels use of contingent approval
is an appropriate measure. If contingent approval is permitted, it is recommended that such contingency require
the plans be signed and verified for completeness by the Planning Commission Chair.

THOMAS ENGINEERING COMPANY
civil engineers
3810 LOOKOUT RD

land surveyors
NORTH LITTLE ROCK, AR 72116

(501)753-4463

NATIONAL SOCIETY OF PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS

March 16, 2021
Sherwood Planning Commission
P.O. Box 6256
Sherwood, AR 72124
RE:

Preliminary Plat & Site Plan Review
Lot 2, Manson Road Commercial Addition
Sherwood, Arkansas

Dear Commissioners:
Submitted herewith for your approval is a PDF copy and 5 hard copies of the above mentioned project. We have
made changes to the original submittal of this project but still graciously request to remain on the April 13th, 2021
Planning Commission Agenda.
We are
1.
2.
3.

requesting the following:
The Site Plan and Preliminary Plat be reviewed simultaneously.
Abandonment of a portion of Bentley Road as shown on the Preliminary Plat (by separate City Ordinance)
NO variance of lot coverage requested.

The owner and developer is:
Ministorage Service Company, Inc.
2 Lacelle Court
Little Rock, AR 72223
501-307-1001
The owner of this 1.234 acre tract is proposing to construct two new self-storage structures as shown on the Site
Plan. The developer of proposed Lot 2, Manson Road Commercial Addition also owns Lot 1R Manson Road
Commercial Addition to the south. In the last few days, the owner has placed Extra Closet Self Storage under
contract for purchase. This new contract agreement has presented an opportunity to allow all three properties (Lots
1R & 2, Manson Road Commercial Addition and Extra Closet Self Storage) to have inner connectivity with access
easements as shown. This also allows the use of an existing concrete drive within Extra Closet to be shared with the
proposed Lot 2, Manson Road Commercial Development. We have included an aerial map of all three facilities to
more clearly show the connectivity.
If you have any questions, please give me a call.
Sincerely,

Thomas R. Pownall, P.E.
Vice President
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

CUP.2021.04.01 – Fire Station Rapid Water

City of Sherwood
Staff Report
04/07/2021

PLAN REVIEW INFORMATION
Project Name: Fire Station Rapid Water Drive

Application Type: Conditional Use Permit

APPLICATION AND SITE INFORMATION
Location/Address:

Rapid Water Drive between Cliffside Dr and Brockington Rd

Applicant Name:

Tom Brooks (Sherwood Fire Department)

Action Requested:

Conditional Use Permit – Fire Station in R-1

Current Use:

Vacant/Forest

Adjacent Uses/Zones:

N – Vacant (R-1)

E – Single-Family (R-1)

S – Vacant (R-1)

W – Single-Family (R-1)

Current Zone:

R-1 (Single-Family Residential District)

Land Use Plan:
Flood/Drainage:
Traffic Counts:
Projected Traffic Impact:

Suburban Single-Family
N/A
Estimated >2500 ADT (Rapid Water Dr.)
Minimal

Proposed Site Plan

Current Request:
This applicant is requesting a conditional use permit for a fire station with an unspecified square footage,
unspecified number of fire bays, unspecified number of parking spaces, unspecified direction to which the building
will face, unspecified intentions on outside storage of equipment, and unspecified landscaping. The proposed site
plan (does not appear to be to scale) indicates a single driveway off of Rapid Water Drive with a green buffer
along western property line of an unspecified width. Additionally, although it cannot be fully determined from the
proposed site plan, it appears the applicant is requesting to build up to the eastern property line in violation of the
zoning code and other statewide codes.

Comments:
1. While the zoning code does not specifically enumerate requiring a professionally prepared drawing with
the submission of a conditional use application, it does require a “generalized graphic”. This drawing
should contain screening, landscaping, parking access, and building locations. It is staff’s interpretation
this is meant to be a professionally prepared drawing.
2. Have the sewer line and drainage improvements been made in a manner to support the placement of a
parking lot suitable for heavy trucks to be placed over them? If not, what mitigation measures have been
contemplated?
3. The provided drawing and information included with the application makes evaluation of the use difficult
and subject to various assumptions. As such, no additional comments are provided on the application.
Consistency with the Sherwood Vision 2040:
Generally plan policies and goals supports the necessary and adequate location of emergency service operations
to meet the needs of Sherwood’s population. As such, the proposed use should be considered consistent with the
plan.
Recommendation for Action:
Table for Revisions
The application does not provide a professional drawing with enough specificity to properly evaluate the impacts
on adjacent property.

SHERWOOD FIRE DEPARTMENT
Pulaski County Fire Protection District # 5
P.O. Box 6689 - Sherwood, AR 72124-6689

EMERGENCY 911 – NON-EMERGENCY 835-0342 – Fax 834-9437
Board of Commissioners: Mike Anderson Tom Brooks Steven Partridge Elaine Jones
Fire Chief: John Sawyer

Linda George

Sherwood Planning Commission
Sherwood, AR
Attn: Candi Ussery
March 8, 2021
To Whom It May Concern
The undersigned herby request that the Sherwood Planning Commission favor us with a
positive recommendation of R 1 zoning for use by the Pulaski County Fire Protection district #5.
Pt NE NE S 32 – T3N R11W Rapid Water Drive
Owner: Pulaski County Fire Protection District #5
Present zoning R 1 non-conforming. Proposed zoning R 1 conditional.
Present use of property is timber

Respectfully,

Tom Brooks
Chairman of the Fire Commission
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PUD.2021.04.01 – Woodlands

PUD ZONING PLAN
City of Sherwood
Staff Report

4/07/2021

PLAN REVIEW INFORMATION
Project Name: Woodlands at Sherwood PUD

Application Type: PUD Zoning Plan

APPLICATION AND SITE INFORMATION
Location/Address:

Approx. 7500 Warden Rd

Applicant Name:

David Watkins, PLA (Crow Group) for Marcus Harper

Action Requested:

PUD Zoning Plan Approval (24 Lots – 6.91 Ac.)

Current Use:

Vacant/Forested

Adjacent Uses/Zones:

N – Church (C-4)

E – Office/Retail/Hotel (C-4)

S – Mixed Retail/Office (C-4/C-3)

W – Vacant/Single-Family (R-1)

Current Zone:

C-4 (Highway Commercial District)

Land Use Plan:
Flood/Drainage:
Traffic Counts:

Commercial Center (Large-scale Retail, Office, Commercial)
N/A
10,000 ADT (Warden Rd. Ramp)

Zoning

Current Request:
This applicant is requesting PUD Zoning Plan approcalfinal plat approval of 24 lot mixed-use planned unit
development. Lot 1 is proposed to consist of 3 four story buildings of approximately 43,000 sf each. Condo
Building 1 (NW) will consist of 28 units. Condo Building 2 will consist of 28 units with first floor being capable of
being readapted to commercial use. The Mixed-use Building will consist of a 20 residential units, 6 commercial
spaces, and a gym. Lots 3-24 will feature attached single-family townhomes with a total of 22 units. The total site
will consist of approximately of a maximum of 98 residential units with a variable number of commercial spaces.
Comments:
1. Staff concurs with the applicant’s assessment that the site meets the threshold criteria for application on
the basis of being an infill development parcel that would be difficult to develop under the existing zoning

provisions. The site is currently zoned C-4 but does not have any direct frontage to US Hwy 67/167. The
proposed residential use is compatible to its location and PUD zoning is an advantageous tool to be used
in accomplishing this use.
2. Staff generally concurs with the calculated density of the site indicating 23 dwelling units per acre.
3. Indicate the typical setbacks for the attached single-family townhouse lots and indicate any exceptions
where these typical setbacks are not met. ADDRESSED
4. Indicate the specific setbacks on the drawing for the condo and mixed-use buildings. GENERALIZED
SETBACKS PROVIDED FOR LOT 1. RECOMMEND REQUIRING CONSTRUCTION ON LOT TO BE
RESTRICTED TO PLACEMENT OF BUILDINGS AS PROVIDED.
5. Staff notes the development will exceed the required open-space reservation requirement of 10% for a
mixed-use development.
6. Staff notes the development will feature a gazebo, common swimming pool, and architectural fencing
which meet the amenity requirements for the development.
7. Confirm that metal paneling will not comprise more than 25% of the wall façades for the condo and mixed
use buildings.
8. Confirm at least 20% glazing for the two buildings that will incorporate commercial uses.
9. Note the size and specific façade materials to be used for the attached single-family townhomes on the
elevation drawings.
10. Consider a typical townhome plan with a less complicated roof plan and a front door facing the street.
11. It is noted there is a pedestrian connection to the east. Is the intention to use shared parking with the
hotel site to the east? If so, please provide a shared parking agreement.
12. Indicate a more specific planting list for the landscape plan.
13. Confirm that streets will be privately maintained.
14. The proposed BOA does not appear to be set to continue in perpetuity, as it is proposed to expire after 50
years.
15. BOA should address how common improvements shall be maintained.
16. Comments 12-14 should be addressed prior to approval of final development plan.
17. Indicate how the site complies Section D104.1 of the fire code.

Consistency with the Sherwood Vision 2040:
The property is indicated for Commercial Center. This designation was dependent on this property being paired
with adjacent property to create a large scale commercial development. The layout of the adjacent properties
fronting on Warden Road make accomplishing this very difficult.
Recommendation for Action:
TABLE AND CONTINUE HEARING
It is recommended that the public hearing for this item be continued to May, and the applicant provide responses
to the comments indicated above. At this time, it cannot be verified that, at a minimum, the development will meet
State Fire Code Requirements as is pertains to having 2 separate fire apparatus access points. Comments 7-17
should be addressed before Planning Commission Approval. The applicant should provide an indication of how
comments 12-14 will be addressed, but are not required to be addressed prior to Final Development Plan Review.
In general, the intent of the development appears appropriate for approval once all comments are addressed.

Date: March 4, 2021

Letter of Transmittal

To: City of Sherwood:
Engineering, Permit & Planning Department
Barbara Collier Municipal Complex
31 Shelby Rd.
Sherwood, AR 72120
Attention: Candi Ussery
Subject: PUD Rezone Application
Dear Ms. Ussery,
Please accept this letter as a request for Zoning Amendment for a PUD development. The approximate street
address is 7500 Warden Rd., Sherwood, AR (911 address not available at this time).
Parcel #s:
23S-003.00-037.05
23S-053.00-005.03
The properties are currently zoned C-4 Highway Commercial and Open Display District. The developer is
proposing to develop the property as a PUD mixed use development.








Development:
The Woodlands of Sherwood
Owner:
MJH Development and Construction, Inc.
12003 Pulaski Rd.
Alsip, IL 60803
Developer:
Marcus Harper
The Woodlands of Sherwood
1250 Central Avenue
Hot Springs, AR 71901
773-368-8457
Authorized Agent:
Marcus Harper
Owner
773-368-8457
Mj.harper75@gmail.com

David Watkins, PLA
Crow Group, Inc.
501-920-1297
dwatkins@crowgrp.com
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Development Description:
The Woodlands of Sherwood is to be an attractive mixed-use development with emphasis on high-end
residential and commercial units. Lot 1 contains a group of 3 buildings that will consist of a mixed use building
and two high end condominiums. Lots 2-23 are townhouse duplexes surrounded by the common area of Tract
A. Tract A is designated unbuildable.
Mixed Use Building:
The development includes six commercial units located on the first floor of a four-story mixed use
building. The mixed-use building first floor will also include a clubhouse with workout gym, and
outdoor pool and gazebo that will serve the community of The Woodlands of Sherwood. The second
and third floors provide unique residential condominiums. The fourth floor will include unique
penthouse style condominiums. All condominiums are slated for individual purchase.
Façade Materials: Combination of rock, brick, metal, wood, aluminum window systems, aluminum
railing.
High End Condominium:
The development also includes two condominium buildings each having 28 residential condominium
units. One of these buildings will be designed to have flexible ground floor use. It can be built out as
commercial or residential, depending on the market demand. The fourth floor will include unique
penthouse style condominiums. All condominiums are slated for individual purchase.
Façade Materials: Combination of rock, brick, metal, wood, aluminum window systems, aluminum
railing.
Gated Town Homes (Lots 3-24):
The development is rounded out by a gated community of 11 townhome duplexes for a total of 22
residential units located on lots 3-24. The intent is to build the townhome duplexes in order to sell
individual units on the individual lot. The individual unit is intended to be a single-family unit and will
share a ‘common’ fire wall on the lot line of their adjacent neighbor. Each town home unit has a twocar garage. The garages are on the back side of the homes accessed by an alley. This provides an
appealing neighborhood street frontage for the community. Visitors of the gated community may park
in front of the units for a maximum of 6 hours. No parking in the alley is permitted by residents or
visitors. The gated entry will include access for emergency vehicles and postal deliveries.
Façade Materials: Combination of rock and brick
Apart from the permitted uses, setbacks, landscaping, building design described in this application Lot 1 will
otherwise be governed by C-3 zoning requirements and Lots 2-23 and Tract A will otherwise be governed by R2 zoning requirements.
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POA:
A POA will be developed to maintain common areas, necessary utilities, streets, pool, clubhouse, and gym.
PUD Amenities:
The PUD provides amenities that include a swimming pool and a gazebo. There is also a workout gym and
clubhouse adjacent to the swimming pool.
The Woodlands of Sherwood anticipates connecting to the city planned “Powerline Trail” system to improve
resident access to recreation and pedestrian transportation. This will connect pedestrians to nearby schools,
businesses, and parks.

Additional Notable Features:
This creative and innovative development offers a truly unique mix of high end commercial and residential
units unlike any other development in the area.
 This development will use a Low Impact Development (LID) approach to stormwater by using
permeable driving surfaces, rain gardens, and bioswales in strategic locations within the development.
These LID components will not only handle the stormwater flows appropriately but will mitigate runoff
pollution while creating a visually pleasing environment.
 Potential and targeted commercial business uses for the commercial space include, but are not limited
to local boutiques, coffee shop, sandwich shop / fast casual restaurants, ice cream shop, arcade, music
shop, barber/beauty shop, and professional offices.
 Access: Emergency access and increased traffic congestion has been improved by making
improvements to Bowling World Dr. and providing large radius turns within the development. The
improvements to Bowling World Dr. include proposed widening of up to 30’ (Face of curb to face of
curb), a boulevard type landscaped island and striping, as well as larger turning radii at the connection
to Warden Rd.
 Adequate public utilities are available at the perimeter, or are within reach of the site. These utilities
will be extended into the site for services.
 Access/entry drives are designed to be 26’ wide (face of curb to face of curb) while parking areas have
been designed to be 24’ drive widths.
 The development is sensitive to its surrounding properties and has included buffers and screening in
areas with conflicting uses.
 The Woodlands development is also proposing a future road extension on the west side of the
development. The Future Hollywood Ave. extension will serve as an additional access to the
development and include a pedestrian sidewalk to serve as a connection to the existing and future
pedestrian systems of Sherwood. The future road also serves to encourage, organize, and enhance
additional commercial development in an area which is scheduled for commercial use in Sherwood’s
Vision 2040 plan.
In closing, this development leverages the PUD arm for innovation and flexibility to bring a mixture of uses
together in a vacant in-fill property within Sherwood. The proposed uses are similar to other uses in the
surrounding area and will benefit the city by providing desirable and usable commercial and residential space
on a property that has been neglected by commercial developers for years despite its existing commercial
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zoning. The development also brings multiple amenities to the area, developed open space, and linkage to
pedestrian transportation routes that will enhance the experience of the development users and the City of
Sherwood alike.

This development specifically meets the threshold requirements of Section 14.08.03 A.4 of the Sherwood
Zoning Code which states:
“A PUD must meet at least one of the following threshold requirements:
4. Permit the development of an infill property that because of existing limitations could not be developed
under the provisions of any existing zoning district in a manner that would be physically possible, and remain
in conformance with policies or provisions of the City’s adopted plans. Further, implementation of a PUD
applies only to the provisions of the zoning and subdivision codes and does not imply approval of
developments that violate any other municipal laws or those of the state and federal governments.”
Please let us know if you have any comments or questions about the development.

Respectfully,

David Watkins, PLA
Project Manager
Phone: (501) 354-6511
Cell: (501) 920-1297
Email: dwatkins@crowgrp.com

Attachments:
 Zoning Plan
 Preliminary Landscape Plan
 Open Space Exhibit
 Preliminary Plat Plan
 Preliminary Drainage / LID Plan
 Proposed legal instruments for development
 Set of architectural elevations
 Proof of ownership Warranty Deed w/ legal description
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PROPOSED POWERLINE TRAIL

BARING CROSS BAPT CHURCH NLR
7541 WARDEN RD
SHERWOOD, AR 72120
C-4

IVA
PR

LANTRIP SAM
850 LANTRIP RD
SHERWOOD, AR 72120
R-1

TE

N

IVE
DR

0

100'

50'

LOT 12

FENCE WITH
LANDSCAPE
SCREENING

20'

SHIVSHAKTI HOSPITALITY LLC
7533 WARDEN RD
SHERWOOD, AR 72120
C-4

LOT 2

LOT 3

LOT 4

LOT 5

LOT 6

LOT 7

LOT 8

LOT 9

LOT 10

LOT 11

LANTRIP SAM
900 LANTRIP RD
SHERWOOD, AR 72120
R-1

UTILITIES:
· ELECTRIC: NORTH LITTLE ROCK ELECTRIC
· WATER: CENTRAL ARKANSAS WATER
· GAS: CENTERPOINT GAS COMPANY
· SEWER SERVICE: NORTH LITTLE ROCK WASTE WATER

THE WOODCREST CO
N HIGHWAY 67
SHERWOOD, AR 72120
C-4

LOT 13

LOT 14

LOT 15

LOT 16

LOT 17

LOT 18

LOT 19

LOT 21

LOT 20

PROPERTY INFORMATION:
· ACRES: ±6.91
· EXISTING ZONING: C-4 HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL AND OPEN DISPLAY
DISTRICT

LOT 22

LOT 23

SCALE: 1" = 50'

BIOSWALE

RESIDENTIAL DENSITY (HOUSING UNITS / DEVELOPABLE LAND + OPEN
SPACE):
· TOTOL: 98 UNITS / 4.25 ACRES = 23 DUA
· ALLOWABLE: MIXED USE WITH RESIDENTIAL = 36 DUA

NON-RESIDENTIAL DENSITY = FLOOR AREA RATIO:
(COMMERCIAL) FLOOR AREA RATIO: 11,036 SF / 300,981 SF = 0.04

COMMON OPEN SPACE (SEE EXHIBIT)
REQUIRED: 15% = 45,147 SF
PROPOSED: 45,995 SF (15.28%)
PARKING TABLE
LOT 1

REQUIRED

PROVIDED

FENCE WITH LANDSCAPE SCREENING

·

TRACT A - UNBUILDABLE

CONDOMINIUM
· 24 RES. UNITS
· 4 RES. PENTHOUSE

·
·
GATED ENTRY

POOL

·

26'
TYP.

MULTI-FAMILY = 1.5 SPACES/UNIT.
76 UNITS =
COMMUNITY POOL
COMMUNITY GYM & CLUBHOUSE
(10 SPACES + 1 SPACE/200SF
OVER 1,000SF) APPOX. 3,000 SF
OFFICE / BUSINESS = 1 SPACE/300 SF.
8,036 SF =
TOTAL

114 SPACES 114 SPACES
5 SPACES
5 SPACES

10 SPACES

10 SPACES

27 SPACES
156

28 SPACES
157

REQUIRED

PROVIDED

GAZEEBO

FUTURE HOLLYWOOD AVE.

19

NT
LA

6 COMMERCIAL
GYM
16 RES. UNITS
4 RES.
PENTHOUSE

LOT 2-23

JARKAS BASSAM
7523 WARDEN RD
SHERWOOD, AR 72120
C-4

MIXED-USE
·
·
·
·

18

RI
P

RO

AD

"POWERLINE TRAIL" MULTI-USE
TRAIL (BY OTHERS)

23

·

TOWNHOME DUPLEX = 1.5 SPACES/UNIT.
22 UNITS =
33 SPACES

22 - 2 CAR
GARAGES

PROPOSED
PEDESTRIAN
CONNECTION

11

9

FIRE LANE

LOT 1

HOLLYWOOD AVE. EXTENSION
PER CITY STANDARDS.

18
HILL W DAVID ENTERPRISES
7517 WARDEN RD
SHERWOOD, AR 72120
C-4
00
6.

EN
D
P
M

16
7

-R
A

Y
H
W

PROJECT SITE

S

JONES HERBERT J SR REV LIV TR
HUNTER CV
SHERWOOD, AR 72120
C-4

GJG PROPERTIES LLC
7499 WARDEN RD
SHERWOOD, AR 72120
C-4

U

JONES HERBERT J SR REV LIV TR
HUNTER CV
SHERWOOD, AR 72120
C-4

67

/

(RENAME WOODLANDS CIRCLE)
WIDEN TO 30' ON THE SOUTH SIDE

ON

BOWLING WORLD DR.

BIOSWALE

AR

WOODCREST COMPANY LLP
WARDEN RD
SHERWOOD, AR 72120
C-3

20

RO

30
.0
0'

50'
Y EASEMENT
IT
IL
UT
EX.

AD

19

0'

TRASH
DUMPSTER

.0

'FLEX SPACE'

· 24 RES. UNITS
· 4 RES. PENTHOUSE

12

· GROUND FLOOR

10'
BUILDING SE
TBACK

CONDOMINIUM

W

LANTRIP SAM
LANTRIP RD
SHERWOOD, AR 72120
R-1

10'
BUILDING SETBACK
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'1

2.

00

'

20

KEISLER & WHITE INC
7489 WARDEN RD
SHERWOOD, AR 72120
C-4

VICINITY MAP
N.T.S.

THE WOODLANDS OF SHERWOOD
STRAIT BRIAN & DELANA
HUNTER CV
SHERWOOD, AR 72120
C-1

UNITED PAIN CARE LTD.
7481 WARDEN RD
SHERWOOD, AR 72120
C-4

BOWLING WORLD DRIVE
SHERWOOD, ARKANSAS

ZONING PLAN
210 N. MOOSE MORRILTON, AR 72110
501-354-6511 CROWGRP.COM

JOB NUMBER:

----

DATE:

PROJECT ENGR:

DRAWN BY :

MAR. 2021

JTD

DPW

1

N
0

50'

100'

SCALE: 1" = 50'

EVERGREEN SCREENINGS
(TREES AND SHRUBS)

BIOSWALE PLANTINGS
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EVERGREEN SCREENING (SHRUBS)

DUMPSTER SCREENING

PLANTING LEGEND
COMMON NAME
Botanical Name
SHADE TREE

SIZE

COMMENTS:

2" CAL.
MIN.

SINGLE TRUNK
SPACED AS SHOWN.
SINGLE TRUNK
SPACED AS SHOWN.

SMALL TREE / LARGE SHRUB
BIOSWALE PLANTINGS
SMALL SHRUB

SINGLE TRUNK
SPACED AS SHOWN.

BIOSWALE PLANTINGS

NATIVE PLANTS

THE WOODLANDS OF SHERWOOD
BOWLING WORLD DRIVE
SHERWOOD, ARKANSAS

PRELIMINARY LANDSCAPE PLAN
210 N. MOOSE MORRILTON, AR 72110
501-354-6511 CROWGRP.COM

JOB NUMBER:

----

DATE:

PROJECT ENGR:

DRAWN BY :

MAR. 2021

JTD

DPW

2

N
0

50'

100'

SCALE: 1" = 50'

COMMON OPEN SPACE
REQUIRED (15%): 300,999 SF X 15% = 45,150 SF
PROPOSED: 66,230 SF = 22.00%
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OPEN SPACE

THE WOODLANDS OF SHERWOOD
BOWLING WORLD DRIVE
SHERWOOD, ARKANSAS

OPEN SPACE EXIBIT
210 N. MOOSE MORRILTON, AR 72110
501-354-6511 CROWGRP.COM

JOB NUMBER:

----

DATE:

PROJECT ENGR:

DRAWN BY :

MAR. 2021

JTD

DPW

3

N
0

50'

100'

SCALE: 1" = 50'

LOT 2

LOT 3

LOT 4

LOT 5

LOT 6

LOT 7

LOT 8

LOT 9

LOT 10

LOT 11

20' SETBACK (TYPICAL)

LOT SIZES
103.94'

LOT 12

LOT 13

LOT 14

LOT 15

LOT 16

LOT 17

LOT 18

LOT 19

LOT 20

LOT 21

LOT 22

LOT 23

ZERO LOT - LINE (TYPICAL)

33.27'

5' SETBACK (TYPICAL)

TRACT A - UNBUILDABLE

LOT #

LOT SF

LOT ACRES

1

152,829

±3.51

TRACT A

77,208

±1.77

2

3,419

±0.08

3

3,404

±0.08

4

3,404

±0.08

5

3,404

±0.08

6

3,404

±0.08

7

3,404

±0.08

8

3,404

±0.08

9

3,404

±0.08

10

3,404

±0.08

11

3,817

±0.08

12

3,404

±0.08

13

3,404

±0.08

14

3,404

±0.08

15

3,404

±0.08

16

3,404

±0.08

17

3,404

±0.08

18

3,404

±0.08

19

3,404

±0.08

20

3,404

±0.08

21

3,404

±0.08

22

3,404

±0.08

23

3,449

±0.08

(UNBUILDABLE)

10'
BUILDING SE
TBACK
50'
Y EASEMENT
IT
IL
UT
EX.

10'
BUILDING SETBACK
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LOT 1

THE WOODLANDS OF SHERWOOD
BOWLING WORLD DRIVE
SHERWOOD, ARKANSAS

PRELIMINARY PLAT PLAN
210 N. MOOSE MORRILTON, AR 72110
501-354-6511 CROWGRP.COM

JOB NUMBER:

----

DATE:

PROJECT ENGR:

DRAWN BY :

MAR. 2021

JTD

DPW

4

N
0

RAIN GARDEN (TYPICAL)

50'

100'

SCALE: 1" = 50'

PAVER PATTERN & COLOR
TYPE I: HERRINGBONE
FILL COLOR: CREAM/NATURAL FINISH
ACCENT COLOR: CHARCOAL/NATURAL FINISH
ACCENT BRICKS TO BE RANDOM AND ONLY LAID IN EAST/WEST DIRECTION.
TYPE II: HERRINGBONE
FILL COLOR: CHARCOAL/NATURAL FINISH
HANOVER 4.5"x9"x3" PERMEABLE PAVER
(OR APPROVED EQUAL)
1-1/2" AASHTO #8 OPEN GRADED STONE
4" AASHTO #57 OPEN GRADED STONE
(NO FINES)
16" AASHTO #2 OPEN GRADED STONE
(NO FINES)

COMPACTED SUBGRADE

BIOSWALE

PERVIOUS PAVERS DETAIL
N.T.S.

CURB AND GUTTER WITH
CURB CUTS

CURB AND GUTTER
WITH CURB CUTS

WIDTH PER PLAN
BIORETENTION AREA TO BE
PLANTED PER LANDSCAPE PLAN.

T
PARKING LO

MULCH PER SPECIFICATIONS
BOTTOM WIDTH PER PLANS

MAX. 2
1

ELEV PER PLAN

1
1 MAX.
NON-WOVEN FILTER FABRIC
BELOW AMENDED SOIL
BIORETENTION SOIL MIX

6" PERFORATED PIPE LAID FLAT SET IN GRAVEL
(3" ALL SIDES) AND FILTER FABRIC PER FRENCH
DRAIN DETAIL. SEE PLAN FOR INVERT
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PERVIOUS PAVEMENT

LEGEND
RAIN GARDEN
BIOSWALE
PERVIOUS PAVERS

BIOSWALE

PERVIOUS PAVEMENT

THE WOODLANDS OF SHERWOOD
BOWLING WORLD DRIVE
SHERWOOD, ARKANSAS

PRELIMINARY LID/DRAINAGE PLAN
210 N. MOOSE MORRILTON, AR 72110
501-354-6511 CROWGRP.COM

JOB NUMBER:

----

DATE:

PROJECT ENGR:

DRAWN BY :

MAR. 2021

JTD

DPW

5

THE WOODLANDS OF SHERWOOD

MIXED USE AND CONDOMINIUM
BUILDING RENDERINGS

The City of Sherwood has adopted Control of Development Subdivision of Land (Rules and Regulations),
with the latest revision being March 2004. One of the document’s purposes is to regulate right-of-way
and street section standards for all roadway classifications. Street cross-section diagrams illustrate the
standards set for each functional classification. These standards work well with greenfield development
where dedication of ROW is not challenged by existing structures or infrastructure. Infill development
or improvement becomes complicated, maybe even impossible, when existing buildings, utilities,
drainage structures, or geological forms become obstacles to the desired improvement. Such is the case
with Country Club Road in Sherwood. Its functional classification is Minor Arterial, yet its ROW
accommodates only Local.

Amend Ordinance 445, as amended, by adding the following to Section 7.1, Subsection F.
MODIFIED CLASS IV
For
Country Club Road from North Hills Blvd to Beaconsfield Rd
Country Club Road is classified in the Master Street Plan as a minor arterial. A modified street section
is required to maintain the classification of Minor Arterial within the existing 50-ft right-of-way.
Although it is in a residential area, it functions as a minor arterial, and the following modified design is
necessary and appropriate to protect the character of the existing developed neighborhoods and to
promote traffic safety.

The City of Sherwood has adopted Control of Development Subdivision of Land (Rules and Regulations),
with the latest revision being March 2004. One of the document’s purposes is to regulate right-of-way
and street section standards for all roadway classifications. Street cross-section diagrams illustrate the
standards set for each functional classification. These standards work well with greenfield development
where dedication of ROW is not challenged by existing structures or infrastructure. Infill development
or improvement becomes complicated, maybe even impossible, when existing buildings, utilities,
drainage structures, or geological forms become obstacles to the desired improvement. Such is the case
with Hemphill Road in Sherwood. Its functional classification is Collector, yet its ROW accommodates
only Local.

Amend Ordinance 445, as amended, by adding the following to Section 7.1, Subsection F.
MODIFIED CLASS V
For
Hemphill Road from E Kiehl Ave to E Maryland Ave
Hemphill Road is classified in the Master Street Plan as a Collector. It will function as a collector when
the entire roadway is constructed, in that it will collect and distribute traffic to and from major streets
within the city. The following modified design is necessary and appropriate to protect the residential
nature of the area and to provide a pedestrian-friendly corridor.

CITY ENGINEER’S RECOMMENDATION REGARDING 15-FT SIDE YARD SETBACKS AT STREET
INTERSECTIONS/CORNER LOTS
(REQUESTED BY DEVELOPER OF MILLER HEIGHTS PHASE 4 DURING FEBRUARY 2021 PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING WHEREIN PRELIMINARY PLAT WAS APPROVED WITH 25-FT SIDE YARD SETBACKS
FOR CORNER LOTS)
April 9, 2021
TO:

Planning Commission of the City of Sherwood, Arkansas

COPY TO:

Thomas Engineering Company, and Steve Deere, Developer/Subdivider

Background:
This discussion considers the setback requirements for one side of a corner lot. A corner lot exists at the
intersection of two streets. Either street forming a corner lot may be designated to be the front of the
corner lot. Once the front is established, the other street is along the side. Ordinance 849 dated August
22, 1988 says, “Building lines for residential lots shall be at least twenty-five (25) feet from each front
and side street property line.” Ordinance 1178 dated July 25, 1994 sets a requirement, “Corner lots
shall have a side yard on the exterior or street side of not less than 15 feet, including accessory
buildings.” I have not found the ordinance that established what we have today in the code for 25-ft on
both the front and side yard setbacks for a corner lot. I hope that this proposed change to allow an
option for a 15-ft side yard setback on a corner lot will accommodate past needs as well as current
requests.
Current Request:
The request is to allow a 15-ft side yard setback on corner lots on a specific Preliminary Plat. The
current request has validity. Nevertheless, staff cannot grant a waiver or deviation to the Zoning Code,
and BOZA is not inclined to grant a variance for a self-imposed hardship created by the design of the
preliminary plat.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Approve the following for Single Family Residential District (R-1) to replace the current Section
14.04.01.F.2 of the Sherwood Zoning Code: (BOLD type indicates new wording)
Side Yard – There shall be a side yard setback on each side of the principal building having a
width not less than ten (10) percent of the average lot width up to a maximum of eight (8) feet
for interior lots. Corner lots shall have a side yard on the exterior or street side of not less than
twenty-five (25) feet, unless both of the following criteria shall be documented on the plat, in
which case the side yard setback shall be no less than fifteen (15) feet:
a. the side street of the corner lot provides no vehicular access to any portion of the
property, and
b. the same corner lot has a rear lot line that is adjacent to a greenspace or other
unbuildable area separating it from an interior lot on the same side street.

1
Corner Lot Side Yard Setback – April 9, 2021, by R.T. Penn, PE – City Engineer

Approve the following for Multi-Family Residential Districts (R-2) to replace the current Section
14.04.02.F.2.a. of the Sherwood Zoning Code: (BOLD type indicates new wording)
Side Yard – Single family detached, duplex, triplex and fourplex side yards shall be as follows:
There shall be a side yard setback on each side of the building having a width not less than ten
percent (10%) of the average lot width up to a maximum of eight feet (8’) for interior lots.
Corner lots shall have a side yard on the exterior or street side of not less than twenty-five feet
(25’), unless both of the following criteria shall be documented on the plat, in which case the
side yard setback shall be no less than fifteen (15) feet:
1. the side street of the corner lot provides no vehicular access to any portion of the
property, and
2. the same corner lot has a rear lot line that is adjacent to a greenspace or other
unbuildable area separating it from an interior lot on the same side street.
There is no change recommended for other residential zoning districts.

2
Corner Lot Side Yard Setback – April 9, 2021, by R.T. Penn, PE – City Engineer

Sherwood Board of Zoning Adjustment Agenda
April 13th, 2021 – 5:00 p.m.
2201 E. Kiehl Avenue, Sherwood, AR 72120
Rob Middleton, Chairman
Agenda Items
1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call
3. Approval of January 1st, 2021 Meeting Minutes
4. Approval of the Agenda
5. Amend the By-Laws Regarding the Appeal Process
6. Old Business
7. New Business
8. Adjournment

PROPOSED REVISION TO BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT BY-LAWS
Revise Article IX as follows:
ARTICLE IX. MEETING PROCEDURES
Section 1. Order of Business
The order of business at all regular meetings shall be as follows:
(a) Call to Order
(b) Roll Call
(c) Approval of the Agenda
(d) Approval of quorum present and meeting duly called.
(e) Approval of the minutes of the previous meeting.
(f) Old Business
(g) New Business
(h) Adjourn
Section 2. Procedure for Considering an Appeal
(a) The Board shall hear testimony of:
1) staff regarding the basis of the decision in question, including assessment of the regulatory
issue; and,
2) applicant regarding the basis for why the decision of staff is in error
(b) Board shall determine if the appeal meets the standard for definition of a valid appeal of a staff
decision. If the Board determines by a majority vote that the appeal is not valid with the reasons
therefore, it shall direct the Secretary to notify the applicant and City that the appeal is rejected
and will not be heard.
(b) Board members may ask questions of both staff and applicant and state opinions on the evidence
for the record
(c) The Board shall adjourn for one month to render a formal decision, which shall be binding on
both the City and the applicant, subject to appeal to the courts. Board may vote to meet sooner if
it determines that timeliness of decision is critical.
(d) City Attorney, in consultation with the Chairman, shall prepare a draft decision, based on
statements of fact and law, to be distributed to Board members not later than one week prior to
the next regular or called meeting of the Board.
(e) Board shall meet to discuss the draft decision and vote to approve as drafted or amended.
(f) Board Secretary shall transmit a copy of adopted Board decision to applicant and staff.

