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

Candi Ussery, Planning Coordinator
March 1, 2022

Re: March Planning Commission Meeting

To Whom It May Concern,
On March 8th, 2022 at 5pm, the Planning Commission will hold a public, live-streamed meeting
to hear the following items:

1. Rezone request at 23S0010000600, along Hwy 107, from R-1 to C-3. (Public Hearing)
If you would like to comment on any of these items, please specify the item and state your
comment in an email with your name and address to planning@cityofsherwood.net before
Monday, March 7th at 4:30pm. Please note that these comments will be read aloud in the public
meeting and need to be concise and accurate.
To watch the live-streamed meeting, please go to
https://www.youtube.com/c/CityofSherwoodArkansas.
Respectfully,

Candi Ussery

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

Modular housing? Phil Watkins, Searcy plan/review inspector, remembers this building as delivered in sections that were assembled
on-site.

Facts and phrases: Friends or
enemies?
By Jim von Tungeln

J

ohn Adams, the second president of the United
States, once observed, “Facts are stubborn things;
and whatever may be our wishes, our inclinations,
or the dictates of our passion, they cannot alter the
state of facts and evidence.”
Heading into a new year, we pause to think of this
statement in terms of the planning functions of our
communities. Are there terms and concepts that we may
bid farewell to forever? On the other hand, are there
some that we once considered out of style but are waiting
to return? Are there some that hang around although we
don’t know exactly what they mean? Let’s examine a few.
One term that generates a lot of questions is
“modular housing.” What does it mean? It generally
refers to a structure built partially or entirely off-site and
transported to the property via a flat-bed truck. From a
planning standpoint, it does not mean much of anything
these days.
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In the old days, planners often used the term as a
stand in for certain manufactured homes. The planning profession supported manufactured homes as a
source of affordable housing that was decent, safe and
sanitary. Cities and towns preferred, however, to limit
its use to “double-wides,” hence the term “modular
home” was used, in error, as referring to multi-sectioned
manufactured homes. It sounded better to the public.
Some old zoning ordinances still prohibit what we then
called “mobile homes” but allow “modular homes.”
There were differences, although both referred to units
manufactured off-site. Instead of using truck transportation, manufactured homes moved on their own axles
and wheels that were often, but not always, concealed
after setup.
Today the difference resides in the building codes.
Manufactured housing meets a code established by the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
commonly referred to as the “HUD Code.” The feds
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preempt the city’s use of any other building code for its
enforcement processing.
As for modular housing, no matter where the parts
originate, they become all or part of a structure that
meets a city’s building code. Thereupon, its processing
rests on a matter of facts. It either meets the city’s code
and rates a permit, or it doesn’t. There is no need to
separate it from so-called “stick-built” housing. As a
consequence, the term “modular home” has largely
disappeared from the planning vocabulary.
We have abandoned one term, probably forever.
In present usage, “mobile home” refers to those units
constructed prior to the implementation of the HUD
Code, or pre-1976. These are units with undersized
framing, aluminum wiring and other dangerous
features. There aren’t many still around, and most can’t
be moved. They are banned from most municipalities
and the term is falling into disuse. The sooner we remove
it from our vocabulary, the better.
Another term that persists but has little meaning for
planning within cities and towns is “tiny home.” Since
recent legislation prohibits our municipalities from regulating the minimum size of single-unit dwellings, the
term tiny home has lost its usefulness in planning. We
now rely on the building code to mandate the minimum
square footage per person and leave other questions
about minimum size to private covenants.
Speaking of housing, some terms refuse to depart.
Older readers can remember boarding houses. These
were multiple-unit dwelling facilities that offered
rooms and meals for (usually) single adults. They often
provided a safe and inexpensive domicile for young
workers coming to the city for their first job. They also
accommodated travelers seeking inexpensive lodging.
One of our state’s most beloved fictional characters,
Mattie Ross from the novel True Grit by Arkansan
Charles Portis, graced a boarding house in Fort Smith
on the way to her adventures in Oklahoma.
Cities and towns have about written off boarding
house, along with “filling station,” as a planning term.
But wait. The current crisis in affordable housing may
generate a new interest in such accommodations. Who
knows? And speaking of the term “affordable housing,”
it now risks replacement by “workforce housing” as a
term more acceptable to modern sensibilities.
Another term altered by changing social review is
“family.” The issues loom far too complex for treatment
here. Let us just say that prudent administrators simply
refer to “groups of people” and leave the specifics to our
attorney friends.
In a more technical sense, we recall the term “pyramid zoning.” This refers to a type of zoning wherein all
the uses permitted in more restrictive zoning districts
also apply to less restrictive ones. In other words, if the
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code allows single-unit dwellings in the most restrictive
residential district, they can also exist in less restrictive
residential districts. Also, if a neighborhood commercial
district allows a flower shop, a highway commercial
district does likewise.
For years, planners preached that the concept was
undesirable for some reason or other. Some municipalities now find that it reduces the number of rezoning
requests and may, in fact, fit with modern ideas concerning the desirability of mixed-use developments.
The stubbornness of facts can conflict with the stubbornness of terms. That itself can complicate matters.
Following are examples that are a bit on the lighter side
of the planning process.
Stubborn terms that planners use may seem contradictory to the layperson’s ear. Consider, for example, two
terms that are quite familiar to the average citizen. The
first is the prefix “neo,” which means new or different.
The second is the adjective “traditional,” which indicates
something handed down from age to age, or “old.”
Planners love to flood documents with the phrase
“neo-traditional,” which literally means “the new old.”
It refers to the use of valid development patterns of the
past used in modern ways. It is another planning term
that sheds more heat than light upon the development of
strong communities. It is a very stubborn one, though,
and cities are stuck with it.
Finally, there are planning phrases that stubbornly
remain in use for the simple fact that nobody knows
exactly what they mean. Consider the Vietnamese
phrase “trời ơi,” anglicized as “choi oi.” It sorta means
“oh my gosh,” but actually means whatever the speaker
wishes it to, from “oh, no,” to “far out, man,” to “ain’t
that something?”
In “plannerese,” we have the term “sense of place.”
It, within specific contexts, can refer to wherever one
is standing at the moment or to where one intends to
stand later or to wherever one wishes to be standing or
to whatever pleasant place one is planning. Its stubbornness resides within its impreciseness.
Time restrictions prohibit further examinations,
such as why signs now stubbornly demand to be called
“wayfinding devices.” Let us just say that we calmly
await the introduction of an urban plan that begins,
“Choi oi,” does this plan, like, offer clear wayfinding
devices to an awesome sense of place within our
community, or what?”
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
March 8th, 2022 – 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 February 8th, 2022 Meeting Minutes
4. Approval of the Agenda
5. Rezone request at 23S0010000600, along Hwy 107, from R-1 to C-3. Thomas
Engineering, Agent. (Public Hearing)
6. Old Business
7. New Business
• Jim von Tungeln –Zoning Code Revision Update
8. Adjournment

Sherwood Planning Commission Minutes
February 8th, 2022 – 5:00 p.m.
2201 E. Kiehl Avenue, Sherwood, AR 72120
Rob Middleton, Chairman
Agenda Items
1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call
•
•
•
•
•

Martin
Middleton
Bruno
Gillham
Knight

3. Approval of January 11th, 2022 Meeting Minutes
• Martin made a motion to approve the January 11th, 2022 Meeting Minutes.
• Knight seconded the motion.
• Unanimous roll call vote to approve the January 11th, 2022 Meeting Minutes.
4. Approval of the Agenda
• Chairman declared the agenda as set.
5. Preliminary Plat of Lot 1, Martin Acres. Blake Martin, Owner.
• Shelby Schmittou, City Planner, stated that this is a replat of Lot 40, Park Hill
Addition and two unplatted parcels, for a total of 7.60 acres. The plat meets
requirements and Staff recommends approval.
• Knight made a motion to approve the Preliminary Plat of Lot 1, Martin Acres.
• Gillham seconded the motion.
• Martin abstained. Middleton, Bruno, Gillham and Knight voted to approve
the Preliminary Plat of Lot 1, Martin Acres.
6. Final Plat of Lot 1, Martin Acres. Blake Martin, Owner.
• Ms. Schmittou explained that this Final Plat meets requirements. Staff
recommends approval.
• Knight made a motion to approve the Final Plat of Lot 1, Martin Acres.
• Bruno seconded the motion.
• Martin abstained. Middleton, Bruno, Gillham and Knight voted to approve
the Final Plat of Lot 1, Martin Acres.

7. Final Plat of Lots 18 and 19, Hum’s Subdivision. Jim Butler Surveying, Agent.
• Ms. Schmittou stated that this Final Plat meets requirements. Staff
recommends approval.
• Martin made a motion to approve the Final Plat of Lots 18 and 19, Hum’s
Subdivision.
• Knight seconded the motion.
• Unanimous roll call vote to approve the Final Plat of Lots 18 and 19, Hum’s
Subdivision.
8. Final Plat of Lots 1-29, Millers Glen Phase 8. Thomas Engineering, Agent.
• Ms. Schmittou explained that this Final Plat meets requirements. Staff
recommends approval.
• Bruno made a motion to approve the Final Plat of Lots 1-29, Millers Glen
Phase 8.
• Martin seconded the motion.
• Unanimous roll call vote to approve the Final Plat of Lots 1-29, Millers Glen
Phase 8.
9. Old Business
10. New Business
• Jim von Tungeln –Zoning Code Revision Update
o Mr. von Tungeln stated that he has started amending the
Development Code or Subdivision Rules and Regulations, while the
Commission and staff are reviewing the Zoning Code changes. There
are some preliminary items to discuss with Staff. The Site Plan Review
is triggered by specific zoning, the Landscape Code, a Conditional Use
request and Land Use Development request. We have stated that the
Site Plan Review in conjunction with the Rezone request be
eliminated. It is expensive for the applicant and the city cannot hold a
developer to that specific Site Plan when it was rezoned. He proposes
Site Plan Review be moved to the Development Code. It would be
based on specific, finite reasons of traffic, density, height, bulk,
compatibility of egress/ingress designs with surrounding properties.
The benefits would be to consolidate the review into one document.
There are some issues, as well, such as it being an administrative
review rather than a quasi-judicial review. The elements of evaluation
must be clearly defined. He stated that there will be several levels of
Site Plan Review that would require only staff review in Level One, PRC
review in Level Two, and then Planning Commission review in Level
Three.

o Chairman quoted, “if it’s in the groove, you must approve.”
o Mr. von Tungeln stated that he spoke with the City Engineer about
ordering a Traffic Count book that will assist Staff in reviewing
projects.
o Chairman stated that there will still be a Site Plan, it will just be
located in the Development Code rather than the Zoning Code.
o Chairman asked if the Commissioners have read that Draft Zoning
Code.
o Martin stated that he has not completed it yet, but he didn’t see any
red flags.
o Chairman stated that it is hard to follow along with the strikethroughs,
but he likes where it is headed.
o Mr. von Tungeln stated that another issue to discuss is short-term
rental properties. He stated that it has become an increasing issue in
other cities.
o Chairman stated that there are two things for the Commissioners to
think on: 1 – would it be a good idea to put a Public Hearing
requirement for the Land Use Plan changes in the Zoning Code and 2 –
is there a way for mini-storages to be scaled appropriately according
to adjacent uses.
o Mr. von Tungeln stated that he has been looking into that. There is a
benefit having a small-scale facility in the residential areas and have
the larger-scale developments in more industrial zones.
11. Adjournment
• Gillham made a motion to adjourn.
• Martin seconded the motion.
• Unanimous roll call vote to adjourn.

Z202203.01
REZONING
City of Sherwood Staff Report

01/27/2022

PLAN REVIEW INFORMATION
Project Name:

Parcel #22S0010000600

Application Type: Rezone from R-1 to C-3

APPLICATION AND SITE INFORMATION
Location/Address:
Applicant Name:
Current Use:
Adjacent Uses:
Adjacent Zones:
Current Zone:
Land Use Plan:
Flood/Drainage:
Traffic Counts:
Projected Traffic Impact:

9900 Hwy 107 (approximately)
Thomas Engineering
Vacant
N - Commercial Corridor
E - Office/Buffer Area
S - Commercial Corridor/Office Buffer Area W - Institutional Campus
N - R-1
E - R-1
S - R-1/C-3
W - C-3
R-1 Single Family Residential District
Commercial Corridor
N/A
N - 17,000
S - 21,000
N/A

Current Request:
The applicant is requesting to rezone the existing vacant property along Hwy 107, about one block North of E.
Woodruff Ave from R-1 Single Family Residential District to C-3 General Commercial District.

Comments:
1. The proposed request is consistent with the Sherwood Vision 2040 Plan.
2. There are several other C-3 properties along Highway 107.
3. Although narrower in size, the lot is of adequate size to be utilized for
allowable uses in a C-3 zone.

Consistency with the Sherwood Vision 2040:
The plan indicates the property as Commercial Corridor.
Areas include commercial, retail, and office developments abutting arterial corridors. These businesses are often set
back with parking in front, though side/rear parking is encouraged. Typically auto-oriented, these areas consist of
mainly low-rise buildings. All development should enhance the visual appearance of the city. Special regulations for
design, signage, and landscaping may apply. Alternatives to simple “strip” commercial development are encouraged.
The zoning designation for these areas shall depend on the site’s compatibility for intense uses, with less intense
zoning areas meant for less intense development due to surrounding property.
Recommendation for Action:
Staff sees no issues with this request and recommends Planning Commission approval on this item.

THOMAS ENGINEERING COMPANY
civil engineers

land surveyors

3810 LOOKOUT RD

NORTH LITTLE ROCK, AR 72116

(501)753-4463

NATIONAL SOCIETY OF PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS

January 14, 2022
Sherwood Planning Commission
P.O. Box 6256
Sherwood, AR 72124
RE:

Rezoning Request
Medlock Property, Hwy 107
Parcel #22s00100000600
Sherwood, Arkansas

Dear Commissioners:
Please let this letter serve as our submittal for the rezoning of the above described property. We wish to
be placed on the March 8th, 2022 Planning Commission Agenda. We wish to rezone this property from R1 to C-3. Given the property front Hwy 107, is contiguous with C-3 zoning and is shown to be
commercial zoning on the Land Use map, we feel this is a reasonable request.
The following information is included in support of this request:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Rezoning Map & Site Plan
City’s Zoning Map
City’s Land Use Map
Legal Description:
ALL OF S1/2 OF N1/2 OF S1/2 OF NW1/4 OF SW1/4 OF SECTION 31,

TOWNSHIP 3 NORTH, RANGE 11 WEST, LYING EAST OF THE ARKANSAS
AND MISSOURI HIGHWAY EXCEPT THE S1/2 OF NE1/4 OF SE1/4 OF
NW1/4 OF SW1/4 OF SAID SECTION 31, TOWNSHIP 3 NORTH, RANGE 11
WEST.
4. Owner’s Information:

Ray & Ken Medlock
14371 Hwy 5
Benton, AR 72019

If you have any questions, please give me a call.
Sincerely,

Thomas R. Pownall, P.E.
Vice President
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