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September 12, 2016

6:00 p.m. Dinner for Elected Officials and Staff
Library Meeting Room

6:30 p.m. Joint Work Session
Springfield City Council
Lane County Board of Commissioners
Lane County Planning Commission
Library Meeting Room

(Council work sessions are reserved for discussion between Council, staff and consultants;
therefore, Council will not receive public input during work sessions.
Opportunities for public input are given during all regular Council meetings)

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL
City of Springfield: Mayor Lundberg _ , Councilors VanGordon___, Wylie , Moore , Ralston___,
Woodrow _ , and Pishioneri___ .

Lane County Board of Commissioners: Board Chair Stewart , Commissioners Leiken , Bozievich , Farr
, and Sorenson .

Lane County Planning Commission: Chair Charles Conrad _ , Commissioners Hledik  , Sisson _, Coon
Thorp  ,Rose  , Thiesfeld _ , and Kaylor.
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1. Springfield 2030 Comprehensive Plan: Adoption of Amendments to the Springfield Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) and Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan, Designating Land to Meet Employment Land
Needs for 2010-2030 Planning Period and Designating Land for Natural Resources; Public Facilities; Parks and
Open Space. (Metro Plan Amendment File No. LRP 2009-00014).

[Linda Pauly] (30 Minutes)

ADJOURNMENT

7:00 p.m. Joint Public Hearing Session
Springfield City Council
Lane County Board of Commissioners
Lane County Planning Commission
Library Meeting Room

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL - Mayor Lundberg __, Councilors VanGordon __, Wylie , Moore , Ralston |
City of Springfield: Mayor Lundberg _ , Councilors VanGordon___, Wylie , Moore , Ralston___,
Woodrow  , and Pishioneri .

Lane County Board of Commissioners: Board Chair Stewart , Commissioners Leiken , Bozievich , Farr
, and Sorenson .

Lane County Planning Commission: Chair Charles Conrad _ , Commissioners Hledik  , Sisson _ , Coon
Thorp _ ,Rose _ , Thiesfeld ., and Kaylor.

PUBLIC HEARING

2. Springfield 2030 Comprehensive Plan: Adoption of Amendments to the Springfield Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) and Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan, Designating Land to Meet Employment Land
Needs for 2010-2030 Planning Period and Designating Land for Natural Resources; Public Facilities; Parks and
Open Space. (Metro Plan Amendment File No. LRP 2009-00014)

[Linda Pauly] (60 Minutes)

ORDINANCE NO. 1 — AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SPRINGFIELD URBAN GROWTH
BOUNDARY:; THE EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD METROPOLITAN AREA GENERAL PLAN (METRO
PLAN) TEXT AND DIAGRAM TO AMEND THE METRO PLAN BOUNDARY., ADOPT THE
SPRINGFIELD 2030 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (2030 PLAN) ECONOMIC AND URBANIZATION
POLICY ELEMENTS AND ASSIGN PLAN DESIGNATIONS TO NEWLY URBANIZABLE LANDS:; THE
SPRINGFIELD ZONING MAP TO ASSIGN NEW ZONING: THE SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT CODE
TO ADD SECTIONS 3.2-915 —3.2-930 ESTABLISHING THE AGRICULTURE-URBAN HOLDING AREA
LAND USE ZONING DISTRICT (AG); AND ADOPTING A SEVERABILITY CLAUSE.

NO ACTION REQUESTED. FIRST READING ONLY.

ADJOURNMENT




AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY Meeting Date: 9/12/2016

Meeting Type: Work Session/Reg. Mtg

Staff Contact/Dept.:  Linda Pauly DPW

Staff Phone No: (541)726-4608

Estimated Time: 90 minutes
SPRINGFIELD CITY COUNCIL AND LANE Council Goals: Mandate

COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

ITEM TITLE:

SPRINGFIELD 2030 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO
THE SPRINGFIELD URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY (UGB) AND EUGENE-
SPRINGFIELD METROPOLITAN AREA GENERAL PLAN, DESIGNATING LAND TO
MEET EMPLOYMENT LAND NEEDS FOR 2010-2030 PLANNING PERIOD AND
DESIGNATING LAND FOR NATURAL RESOURCES; PUBLIC FACILITIES; PARKS
AND OPEN SPACE. (METRO PLAN AMENDMENT FILE NO. LRP 2009-00014)

ACTION
REQUESTED:

Conduct a joint public hearing with the Lane County Board of Commissioners and first
reading of the following Ordinance: AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE
SPRINGFIELD URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY; THE EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD
METROPOLITAN AREA GENERAL PLAN (METRO PLAN) TEXT AND DIAGRAM
TO AMEND THE METRO PLAN BOUNDARY, ADOPT THE SPRINGFIELD 2030
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (2030 PLAN) ECONOMIC AND URBANIZATION
POLICY ELEMENTS AND ASSIGN PLAN DESIGNATIONS TO NEWLY
URBANIZABLE LANDS; THE SPRINGFIELD ZONING MAP TO ASSIGN NEW
ZONING; THE SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT CODE TO ADD SECTIONS 3.2-
915 - 3.2-930 ESTABLISHING THE AGRICULTURE-URBAN HOLDING AREA
LAND USE ZONING DISTRICT (AG); AND ADOPTING A SEVERABILITY
CLAUSE. A joint work session with Lane County will be conducted prior to the hearing.
Staff will present an overview of the proposed amendments at the work session.

ISSUE
STATEMENT:

Springfield has completed its evaluation of land needed to provide adequate employment
opportunities for the 2010-2030 planning period consistent with Oregon Statewide Planning
Goal 9: Economic Development; has prepared Economic and Urbanization comprehensive
plan land use policies and land use regulations to support attainment of community
economic development objectives; and has evaluated lands to be included in an expansion
of the UGB to address land needs that cannot be met within the existing UGB consistent
with ORS 197.298 and Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 14: Urbanization.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Council Briefing Memo and attachments

2. Ordinance and Exhibits:
Exhibit A: UGB, Metro Plan Diagram and Springfield Zoning Map amendments
Exhibit B: Economic Element and Technical Supplement CIBL/EOA Final Report
EXMMMWWH'EE TR | Draft Findi

3. Testimony Received: Kloos/Johnson Crushers International

DISCUSSION/
FINANCIAL
IMPACT:

Adoption of Springfield’s Commercial and Industrial Lands Buildable Lands Inventory and
Economic Opportunities Analysis (CIBL/EOA) is critical to Springfield’s ability to plan,
zone and develop land within the community consistent with the community’s livability and
economic prosperity goals and redevelopment priorities. The CIBL/EOA Final Report
provides empirical data to establish the amount and type of employment sites needed to
accommodate forecasted employment growth and target employers. Springfield’s need for
employment sites larger than 5 acres cannot be met within the existing UGB. The proposed
UGB amendment adds approximately 257 acres of suitable employment land in two areas
— North Gateway and Mill Race — to add suitable sites to meet the identified need for 223
acres of sites larger than 5 acres. Springfield’s final UGB may include some or all land
described in the Ordinance or other lands identified through the 2030 Plan amendment
public process, consistent with the prioritization requirements of ORS 197.298 and the
Oregon Land Use Goal 14 Administrative Rule.




MEMORANDUM City of Springfield

Date: 9/12/2016

To: Gino Grimaldi COUNCIL
From: Anette Spickard, DPW Director BRIEFING
Linda Pauly, DPW Principal Planner
Subiject: Springfield 2030 Plan and Urban Growth MEMORANDUM

Boundary (UGB) Amendments
File No. LRP 2009-00014

ISSUE: Springfield has completed its evaluation of land needed to provide adequate
employment opportunities for the 2010-2030 planning period consistent with Oregon Statewide
Planning Goal 9: Economic Development; has prepared Economic and Urbanization
comprehensive plan land use policies and land use regulations to support attainment of
community economic development objectives; and has evaluated lands to be included in an
expansion of the UGB to address land needs that cannot be met within the existing UGB
consistent with ORS 197.298 and Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 14: Urbanization.

COUNCIL GOALS/
MANDATE:
Council Goals: Mandate

Oregon Law requires cities to accommodate urban population and urban employment inside
urban growth boundaries to ensure efficient use of land, and to provide for livable communities.
The Urban Growth Boundary must be based on demonstrated need for housing, employment
opportunities, livability or uses such as public facilities, streets and roads, schools, parks or open
space, or any combination of these need categories. In determining need, local governments may
specify characteristics, such as parcel size, topography or proximity, necessary for land to be
suitable for an identified need. Prior to expanding an urban boundary, local governments shall
demonstrate that needs cannot reasonably be accommodated on land already inside the Urban
Growth Boundary.

BACKGROUND: Co-adoption by Springfield and Lane County of the proposed Springfield
2030 Plan and Urban Growth Boundary amendments to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan
Area General Plan (Metro Plan) (2030 Plan amendments) is the next step in Springfield-Lane
County’s multi-year land use planning process to address Springfield’s 20-year land needs.

Since ORS 197.304 (HB 3337) required the establishment of separate Urban Growth Boundaries
(UGBs) for Eugene and Springfield, Springfield has 1) conducted the land inventories and
analyses required under Oregon law to evaluate land needs for the planning period 2010-2030;
2) prepared and adopted a separate Springfield UGB, residential land use policies and
implementation measures to address housing needs; and 3) worked collaboratively with Metro
Plan partners Eugene and Lane County to adopt “enabling” amendments to the Metro Plan
supporting the incremental transition from one shared Metro area comprehensive plan to
respective Springfield and Eugene comprehensive plans. Springfield’s current UGB was
acknowledged in 2011 to provide land to meet the city’s housing needs. All of Springfield’s
2010-2030 residential growth needs were met without expanding the UGB — through re-
designation of land in the Glenwood redevelopment area and other efficiency measures.

Through the multi-year 2030 Plan public involvement process, including the 2008-2009 CIBL
Technical and Stakeholder Advisory committee process, surveys, open houses, community
workshops, public hearings, neighborhood meetings, and outreach to service providers and
public agencies, the City received information from citizens, land owners and advocacy groups.

Attachment 1, Page 1 of 7
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The City Council has considered a range of alternatives for accommodating employment growth
within the existing UGB and in alternative locations around the UGB. Through extensive
analysis, public involvement and Council direction, potentially suitable expansion areas for
employment were identified. At the September 14, 2015 Work Session, Council directed staff to
prepare the 2030 Plan and UGB amendment ordinance — as shown in Attachment 2 Ordinance
and Exhibits — for adoption. The proposed 2030 Plan amendments were presented to the City
Council, Lane County Board of Commissioners and Lane County Planning Commission at the
June 27, 2016 Joint Work Session.

DISCUSSION: Co-adoption of the proposed 2030 Plan amendments by Springfield and Lane
County will address Springfield’s employment land needs for the 20-year planning period
ending 2030. The amendments, as identified in Attachment 1-A and 1-B and as explained in
Attachment 2, Exhibit F Staff Report and Draft Findings, establish the comprehensive land use
plan designations, policies, land use regulations and amendments to the UGB necessary to
provide a 20-year supply of land to meet Springfield’s employment land and livability needs as
required under Oregon law. The proposed Comprehensive Plan Economic and Urbanization
Elements, as described in Ordinance Exhibits B and C will supplant existing Metro Plan land use
policies applicable to lands within Springfield’s jurisdiction of the Metro Plan. Upon
acknowledgement by the State, these Springfield-specific policies will serve to guide future
commercial, industrial and mixed-use employment land development and redevelopment
activity within the existing Springfield UGB and within the two proposed UGB expansion areas
— North Gateway and Mill Race. The proposed UGB expansion also comprises public lands
accommodating Springfield’s public water system facilities, parks, recreation and open space
land needs. A summary of the proposed plan designation and zoning changes and acres of land
affected by the proposed changes is included as Attachment 1-B.

At the June 27, 2016 Joint Work Session, the Springfield City Council, Lane County Board of
Commissioners, and Lane County Planning Commission were provided with an update on the
proposed 2030 Plan amendments and how the proposals have been revised over the past several
years to address public input, recent court cases, Goal 14 rulemaking and legislation affecting
UGB decisions.

Adoption of the 2030 Plan amendments will fulfill Springfield’s comprehensive planning
obligations under Statewide Planning Goal 9 Economic Development.

The Springfield Commercial and Industrial Buildable Lands Inventory and Economic
Opportunities Analysis (CIBL/EOA) Final Report (Ordinance Exhibit B-2) is the required
evaluation of land needed for employment opportunities for the planning period 2010-2030. The
CIBL/EOA is a technical report prepared by the City’s consultant ECONorthwest that provides
empirical data to establish the amount and type of land needed to accommodate forecasted
employment growth and target employers. The types of employment that Springfield wants to
attract to meet economic development objectives are: high-wage, stable jobs with benefits, and
jobs requiring skilled and unskilled labor. This includes a range of industries that will contribute
to a diverse economy; and industries that are compatible with Springfield’s community values.
The CIBL/EOA includes:

e An inventory (supply) of land available for industrial and other employment uses. The
inventory identifies lands within the Springfield Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) that
are suitable for development and can accommodate employment growth (CIBL/EOA
Chapter 2).

e An analysis of Springfield’s economic patterns, potentialities, strengths and deficiencies
as they relate to state and national trends (CIBL/EOA Chapter 3).

e An employment forecast, an estimate of how much land (demand) is needed to
accommodate the 20-year employment forecast, and a description of the types of sites
that are needed to accommodate industries that are likely to locate or expand in
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Springfield (CIBL/EOA Chapter 4).
e A comparison of land supply and site needs (CIBL/EOA Chapter 5).

Adoption of the CIBL/EOA is critical to Springfield’s ability to plan, zone and develop land
within the community consistent with the community’s livability and economic prosperity goals
and redevelopment priorities. The empirical data contained in the CIBL inventory help the City
and its citizens better understand how much and what kinds of land the city has designated for
employment in Springfield’s developed and vacant land base and how much land may be
available for redevelopment. The EOA provides empirical data and analysis to identify which
employment sectors and target industries are a good fit with Springfield’s workforce and
competitive advantages. Together, the CIBL/EOA information identifies the quantities and
qualities of commercial, industrial and mixed use sites the City must designate within
Springfield’s UGB and Comprehensive Plan to provide a sufficient, suitable and viable land
base to meet Springfield’s employment needs and economic development objectives through the
year 2030.

Much employment growth — including all employment requiring sites 5 acres and smaller —
can be accommodated on land already inside the UGB. Springfield’s land need determination is
based on aggressive assumptions about redevelopment (22% of needed jobs), infill of existing
built space (10% of needed jobs) and employment accommodated on non-employment land
(14% of needed jobs). 77% of needed jobs will be located on land within the existing UGB.
The proposed 2030 Plan Economic Element provides a policy “roadmap” for accommodating
this amount of employment growth on land already in the UGB.

Revisions to the September 2009 Draft CIBL/EOA Report

The Final CIBL/EOA Report is a revision of the September 2009 Draft CIBL/EOA Report.
These changes incorporate feedback about the report and address recent case law. The primary
changes to the document are:

e (larifications to the methods, definitions, and terms used in the buildable lands
inventory, including clarifications about potentially redevelopable land in Springfield.

e Analysis of potentially redevelopable sites larger than 5 acres to determine which sites
are likely to redevelop over the 2010-2030 planning period.

o C(Clarifications about Springfield’s target industries and their existing site and other
characteristics.

e Revision to the number of needed sites by using historical data to identify the number
and size of needed sites instead of using a range of needed sites.

e Revision to the categories of needed site size to combine the largest site sizes into one
category: sites 20 acres and larger.

e Additional information about the site needs of Springfield’s target industries.
e Other clarifications that made the analysis and results clearer.

The Need for a Smaller UGB Expansion to Meet Employment Land Needs

Springfield’s need for employment sites larger than 5 acres cannot be met within the existing
UGB. 23% of needed jobs will be accommodated on sites in the proposed UGB expansion areas.
The revisions to the CIBL/EOA analysis discussed above reduced the amount of suitable
employment land needed in the UGB expansion from the 640-acre land need identified in the
2009 Draft CIBL/EOA to 223 acres. The comparison of land supply and site needs in the
CIBL/EOA identifies a deficit of larger commercial and industrial land site needs that cannot be
met within the existing Springfield UGB. As shown in the CIBL/ EOA Table S-5 below, the
City needs to expand the UGB to add 223 suitable acres of land to provide seven Industrial and
Commercial and Mixed Use employment sites larger than 5 acres. The City assumes that all site
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needs for sites smaller than 5 acres will be met within the existing UGB.

Table S-5. Employment site and land needs, Springfield UGB, 2010-
2030

Site Size (acres)
Less 20 and
than5 5to20 Larger Total

Industrial
Sites needed none none 2 2
Land need (acres) none none 126 126
Commercial and Mixed Use
Sites needed none 4 1 5
Land need (acres) none 37 60 97
Total sites needed none 4 3 7
Total acres needed none 37 186 223

Source: ECONorthwest

Employment Land and Public Land UGB Expansion Proposal

In determining employment land need, local governments may specify characteristics, such as
parcel size, topography or proximity, necessary for land to be suitable for an identified need.
Since 2009, the City studied alternative locations for expanding the UGB to identify potentially
suitable land to accommodate the site needs of target employment uses that require sites 5 acres
or larger.

The City’s final selection of areas included in the UGB was prepared after conducting the
extensive and prescriptive “Boundary Location Alternatives Analysis” process required by
Oregon law (ORS 197.298 and Goal 14) to screen all potentially suitable lands in order of
statutory priorities as explained in Ordinance Exhibit F Staff Report and Draft Findings. Cities
are required to include lands of higher priority (urban reserves, non-resource “exception” areas
and lands zoned “marginal” if those lands are determined to be suitable and serviceable within
the planning period to meet the identified site needs. If such lands are not suitable and
serviceable, cities next consider including resource (farm and forest) land. The statute requires
cities to evaluate potentially suitable resource land sites in order of their soil capability, from
least productive to more productive. Goal 14 Boundary Location Factors, (including
environmental, economic, social and energy consequences) are applied to the evaluation process
as explained in Ordinance Exhibit F Staff Report and Draft Findings.

Springfield’s proposed UGB amendment adds approximately 257 acres of suitable employment
land in two areas — North Gateway and Mill Race — to add suitable sites to meet the identified
need for 223 acres of sites larger than 5 acres. Springfield’s final UGB may include some or all
land described in the Ordinance or other lands identified through the 2030 Plan amendment
public process, consistent with the prioritization requirements of ORS 197.298 and the Oregon
Land Use Goal 14 Administrative Rule.

Lands within the North Gateway and Mill Race study areas provide suitable sites that are
serviceable within the planning period to meet the site needs of target industries described in the
CIBL/EOA, consistent with the prioritization requirements of ORS 197.298 and the Oregon
Land Use Goal 14 Administrative Rule, and consistent with applicable comprehensive plan
policies. Both areas have large, flat suitable sites contiguous with the UGB and city limits, thus
no inefficient or costly “leapfrogging” will be required for a property owner to annex and
develop. Both areas are within % mile of I-5 or Oregon Highway 126 and are within 2 mile of
the regions’ existing and planned frequent transit network.
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Employment Opportunity Sites Added - North Gateway UGB Expansion (Maps: Ordinance
Exhibit A).

Adoption of this proposal would add two 50-acre sites to Springfield’s UGB. The two sites
(Wicklund Family Trust and Puzzle Parts LLC) are contiguous and could also be combined to
create one 100-acre site. Both sites are immediately adjacent to the existing UGB and
contiguous with Springfield city limits. The proposal would also add one 20-acre site that is not
contiguous with the city limits (Johnson). The suitable employment land is proposed to be
designated Urban Holding Area- Employment. Adopting a proposal that includes a large
balance of the needed suitable land in one location will support an efficient and economical land
use pattern and the ability to comprehensively plan and serve the area in relationship to the
abutting Gateway/International Way employment center.

Natural Resource Designation of Land Within McKenzie River Floodway.

The McKenzie River frontage of the proposed North Gateway UGB expansion area, including
the floodway portions of the Wicklund and Johnson sites, is proposed to be designated Natural
Resource. This is in response to input from the Council and County Commissioners about
extending Springfield’s UGB and planning jurisdictional area to the river, rather than leaving a
strip of Lane County-administered land between the UGB and the river. Including the floodway
land in the UGB is logical in that it will facilitate consistent regulation of the floodway, riparian
area and natural resources through application of Springfield Development Code standards,
while avoiding division of parcels.

The EWEB property included in the North Gateway UGB expansion (developed with electrical
transmission facilities and the Rainbow Water District wells) is proposed to be designated
Public/Semi-Public.

Employment Opportunity Sites Added — Mill Race UGB Expansion (Maps: Ordinance Exhibit
A). Adoption of this proposal would add large employment sites immediately abutting
Springfield’s UGB and contiguous with the city limits that are not in the 100-year floodplain.
The proposal would add one 20-acre site (Johnson Family Trust) with frontage on South 28"
Street. The Springfield Utility Board (SUB) site (formerly owned by Knife River) would
provide 57.2 suitable acres. This SUB site abuts another SUB-owned industrial site that is
already inside the UGB and the Swanson Mill property, and is accessible from M Street and
through an easement on the Swanson site.

Staff included the smaller parcels located south of M Street in the UGB, rather than leaving an
area of Lane County-administered land surrounded by Springfield’s UGB. This will provide for
clear jurisdictional boundaries and avoid creating a “doughnut” of Metro Plan/Springfield UGB
parcels surrounding County-administered Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan parcels. The
total acreage of the smaller parcels is approximately 50 acres of which approximately 46.6 acres
are potentially developable (without absolute constraints).

Public/Semi Public Land Included in Proposed UGB (Maps: Ordinance Exhibit A).

The Mill Race study area includes 373.1 acres of public lands owned by SUB, City, and
Willamalane Park and Recreation District. The area is developed with Willamalane’s
Clearwater and Georgia Pacific parks and Middle Fork Path and SUB’s Willamette Well Field
and drinking water treatment facilities. Additionally, three existing Willamalane parks that
occupy a total of 72 acres along the northern edge of the UGB are included in the proposed
UGB: Ruff Park, Lively Park, and Oxbow.
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Proposed UGB Expansion and Land Use Designations
Area Suitable Acres Designated Acres Gross
Employment Acres | Natural Resource Designated Acres
Designated Urban (NR) Public/Semi (inc. right
Holding Area — Public (P/SP) of way)
Employment
(UHA-E)
North Gateway 132.1 53.3 9.7 212.4
Mill Race 125 0 373.1 508.1
Other Parkland 0 0 72 72
Total Land Total Suitable Total Natural Total Public 792.5
Added 257.1 Resource /Semi Public
53.3 454.8
CIBL/EOA 223
suitable land
need

Public Process 2009 to Present.

Notice of the proposed 2030 Plan amendments was provided to DLCD on December 31, 2009
and the first evidentiary hearing was conducted by the Springfield and Land County Planning
Commissions at a joint hearing on February 17" and March 16", 2010 (Springfield File No. LRP
2009-00014, Lane County File No. PA09-6018). The hearing was closed on March 26™, 2010.
The City Council and Lane County Board of County Commissioners were originally scheduled
to conduct a public hearing on the draft 2030 Plan on July 26, 2010. However, many important
issues were raised by the Department of Land Conservation and Development staff, the Planning
Commissions and members of the public during the initial review process. Council directed
staff to allow sufficient time to prepare thorough and comprehensive consideration of the input
received and to prepare the second draft of plan documents for the next public hearing. Staff, in
consultation with the City legal team, also recommended that the City pay close attention to
pending Court of Appeals decisions and other legal rulings that will affect the State’s review of
Springfield Urban Growth Boundary amendment proposal. These matters led the City to adjust
the 2030 Plan adoption schedule as necessary to:

e Adopt the Springfield UGB, Residential Element, Land Use Efficiency Measures and
Glenwood Phase One plan amendments to address 20-year housing needs in a timely
manner;

o Ensure efficient coordination with concurrent City and Metro partner comprehensive
planning activities including necessary “enabling” amendments to the Metro Plan;
Clarify and address issues raised in the hearing process;

e  Address significant issues raised in recent and pending legal decisions regarding UGB
expansions.

Subsequent to the 2010 Planning Commission hearing, notice of the proposed Agriculture —
Urban Holding Area Zoning District (AG) code amendment was provided to DLCD on
November 14, 2013. The first evidentiary hearing on the AG District code amendment was
conducted by the Springfield and Lane County Planning Commission on December 18, 2013
(File No. TYP 413-00007). The record of File No. TYP 413-00007 is incorporated into the 2030
Plan amendments.

Given the length of time between the first evidentiary hearings and final hearing on the 2030
Plan and UGB amendments, staff prepared a summary of the Planning Commission hearing
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process and recommendations (Attachment 1-C) to provide background information to the
elected officials, Lane County Planning Commission and the public.

RECOMMENDED ACTION/OPTIONS

Conduct Council’s first reading of the ordinance and joint public hearing to receive evidence in
conjunction with adoption of proposed 2030 Plan amendments. After testimony is received, the
Council and the Lane County Board may choose to:

L.

2.
3.
4

Close the hearing but leave the record open for a certain amount of time.

Continue the public hearing.

Close the hearing and deliberate at a future date.

Currently, staff has reserved October 10" and November 7th on the Council and Board’s
agenda calendars for this item.
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Summary of Proposed 2030 Plan Amendments

The proposed Springfield-Lane County 2030 Plan Amendments include the following actions:

Adopt Exhibit B Springfield 2030 Comprehensive Plan Economic Element and its
Technical Supplement — the Springfield Commercial and Industrial Buildable Lands
Inventory and Economic Opportunities Analysis (CIBL/EOA) — as Springfield’s
comprehensive plan in compliance with Statewide Planning Goal 9, Economic
Development. The Economic Element contains city-specific goals, policies,
implementation measures and findings to address Springfield’s land needs for economic
development and employment growth for the 2010-2030 planning period, replacing
Metro Plan Economic Element policies applicable to lands within Springfield’s
jurisdictional area;

Adopt Exhibit C-1 Springfield 2030 Comprehensive Plan Urbanization Element as
Springfield’s comprehensive plan in compliance with Statewide Planning Goal 14,
Urbanization. The Urbanization Element contains Springfield’s city-specific goals,
policies, implementation measures and findings to address land needs for the planning
period 2010-2030, replacing Metro Plan Urbanization and Growth Management policies
applicable to lands within Springfield’s jurisdictional area;

Adopt Exhibit C-1 and C-2 amending Springfield Urban Growth Boundary (UGB),*
Springfield UGB map and UGB Technical Supplement depicting and describing the UGB.
Amend Metro Plan Boundary to be coterminous with the UGB. (Lane County will amend
the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan (RCP) boundary to be coterminous with the
UGB and Metro Plan Boundary to reflect the boundary change.)

0 Expands the Springfield UGB to add approximately 257 suitable acres of
employment land on 273 gross acres in two expansion areas — North Gateway
and Mill Race.

0 Expands the Springfield UGB to include approximately 455 acres of existing
public land, parks and open space.

Adopt Exhibit D amending Metro Plan text:

0 Amend Chapter I, Section C Metro Plan Growth Management Goals, Findings,
and Policies to add the following paragraph: “Sub-chapter II-C no longer applies

1 All references in this report to amendment of “Springfield UGB”, “UGB amendments” or “UGB expansion” also
reference concurrent amendments to the Metro Plan boundary and Lane Rural Comprehensive Plan Boundary to
be coterminous with the amended Springfield UGB.
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to Springfield. In 2016, the City of Springfield and Lane County adopted the
Springfield 2030 Comprehensive Plan Urbanization Element, Ordinance No. XXXX
and Lane County Ordinance No. XXXX, as Springfield’s comprehensive plan in
compliance with Statewide Planning Goal 14, Urbanization. The Urbanization
Element contains Springfield’s city-specific goals, policies, implementation
measures and findings to address land needs for the planning period 2010-
2030.”

Amend Chapter Il, Section E Metro Plan Urban and Urbanizable Land to add the
following paragraph: “Sub-chapter II-E no longer applies to Springfield. In 2016,
the City of Springfield and Lane County adopted the Springfield 2030
Comprehensive Plan Urbanization Element, Ordinance No. XXXX and Lane
County Ordinance No. XXXX, as Springfield’s comprehensive plan in compliance
with Statewide Planning Goal 14, Urbanization. The Urbanization Element
contains Springfield’s city-specific goals, policies, implementation measures and
findings to address land needs for the planning period 2010-2030.”

Amend Metro Plan Chapter Ill, Section B Metro Plan Economic Element to add
the following paragraph: “Sub-chapter llI-B no longer applies to Springfield. In
2016, the City of Springfield and Lane County adopted the Springfield 2030
Comprehensive Plan Economic Element, Ordinance No. XXXX and Lane County
Ordinance No. XXXX, as Springfield’s comprehensive plan in compliance with
Statewide Planning Goal 9, Economic Development. The Economic Element
contains city-specific goals, policies, implementation measures and findings to
address Springfield’s land needs for economic development and employment
growth for the 2010-2030 planning period.”

Amend Metro Plan Chapter I, Section G Land Use Designations to add a new
land use designation applicable to Springfield’s jurisdictional area of
responsibility — the Urban Holding Area-Employment (UHA-E) plan designation;

Amend Metro Plan Chapter Il, Section G. Metro Plan Land Use Special Heavy
Industrial designation page 1I-G-8 to delete the Springfield-specific reference to
the Natron Special Heavy Industrial (SHI) site; and

Amend Metro Plan Chapter I, Section G, footnote 7, to add a reference to the
subject UGB amendment ordinance.
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e Adopt Exhibit A amending Metro Plan Diagram2 to assign Metro Plan designations to
lands added to the UGB:

O Assign the “Urban Holding Area — Employment” (UHA-E) Metro plan designation
to approximately 273 acres to meet Springfield’s long range employment land
need for 7 employment sites on 223 suitable unconstrained acres;

0 Assign the “Natural Resource” (NR) Metro plan designation to approximately 53
acres of land within the McKenzie River Floodway in the North Gateway area;

0 Assign the “Public/Semi Public” (P/SP) Metro plan designation to approximately
455 acres of existing publicly-owned land, parks and open space.

e Adopt Exhibit E amending Springfield Development Code Chapter 3 Land Use Districts
establishing Section 3.2-900 Agriculture—Urban Holding Area (AG) Zoning District to
implement the Urban Holding Area — Employment plan designation and Natural
Resource plan designation.

e Adopt Exhibit A-3 amending Springfield Zoning Map to assign Springfield zoning to lands
added to UGB

O Assign Agriculture—Urban Holding Area Zoning District to lands designated
Urban Holding Area- Employment (UHA-E) and Natural Resource (NR);

0 Assign Public Land and Open Space (PLO) Zoning District to lands designated
Public/Semi Public.

This proposal also requires concurrent actions by Lane County to amend the Lane County Rural
Comprehensive Plan. These actions are addressed in Lane County’s staff report File No. 509-
PA13-05393.

0 Amend Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan boundary to be coterminous with
the UGB and Metro Plan Boundary to reflect the boundary change.

0 Amend Lane County’s plan designation and zoning maps to reflect the 2030 Plan
Metro Plan Diagram and Springfield Zoning Map amendments.

2 The Metro Plan boundary, Lane Rural Comprehensive Plan boundary and Lane County plan and zoning maps are
amended concurrently to reflect the amended UGB, plan and zoning designations shown in Exhibit A and C.
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Comprehensive Plan map amendments

North Gateway gross acres
(including right of way)

From

To

139.4 | Lane County Rural Metro Plan Urban Holding Area-
Comprehensive Plan (LCRCP) Employment
Agriculture
9.7 | LCRCP Agriculture Metro Plan Public/Semi Public
53.3 | LCRCP Agriculture Metro Plan Natural resource
Mill Race acres gross acres From To
(including right of way)
133.2 | LCRCP Agriculture Metro Plan Urban Holding Area-
Employment
1.8 | LCRCP Parks Metro Plan Urban Holding Area-
Employment
224.6 | LCRCP Parks Metro Plan Public/Semi Public
148.4 | LCRCP Agriculture Metro Plan Public/Semi Public
0.1 | LCRCP NR Mineral Metro Plan Public/Semi Public
Willamalane Parks acre gross | From To

acres

16.4 | LCRCP Agriculture Metro Plan Public/Semi Public
55.6 | LCRCP Parks Metro Plan Public/Semi Public
TOTAL GROSS ACRES From To
272.6 | Lane County Rural Metro Plan Urban Holding Area-

Comprehensive Plan (LCRCP)
Agriculture

Employment

0.1 | LCRCP Parks Metro Plan Urban Holding Area-
Employment
53.3 | LCRCP Agriculture Metro Plan Natural Resource
174.5 | LCRCP Agriculture Metro Plan Public/Semi Public
280.2 | LCRCP Parks Metro Plan Public/Semi Public
0.1 | LCRCP NR Mineral Metro Plan Public/Semi Public
Zoning map amendments
North Gateway gross acres From To
192.8 | Land County (LC) Exclusive Agriculture- Urban Holding Area
Farm Use (EFU 30) (AG)
9.7 | LC Exclusive Farm Use (EFU 30) | Public Land & Open Space (PLO)
Mill Race gross acres From To
135.0 | LC Exclusive Farm Use (EFU 25) | Agriculture- Urban Holding Area
238.3 | LC Exclusive Farm Use (EFU25) | Public Land & Open Space (PLO)
93.1 | LC Parks & Recreation (PR) Public Land & Open Space (PLO)
41.6 | LC Sand & Gravel (SG) Public Land & Open Space (PLO)

1|Springfield UGB Amendment Plan and Zone Changes 7-29-16
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Willamalane Parks (north)
gross acres

From

To

55.6 | LC Exclusive Farm Use (EFU 40) | Public Land & Open Space (PLO)
16.4 | LC Exclusive Farm Use (EFU 30) | Public Land & Open Space (PLO)
TOTAL GROSS ACRES From To
192.8 | Land County (LC) Exclusive Agriculture- Urban Holding Area
Farm Use (EFU 30) (AG)
135.0 | LC Exclusive Farm Use (EFU 25) | Agriculture- Urban Holding Area
(AG)
238.3 | LC Exclusive Farm Use (EFU 25) | Public Land & Open Space (PLO)
26.1 | LC Exclusive Farm Use (EFU 30) | Public Land & Open Space (PLO)
55.6 | LC Exclusive Farm Use (EFU 40) | Public Land & Open Space (PLO)
92.8 | LC Parks & Recreation (PR) Public Land & Open Space (PLO)
.1 | LC Parks & Recreation (PR) Agriculture- Urban Holding Area
(AG)
41.6 | LC Sand & Gravel (SG) Public Land & Open Space (PLO)
TOTAL GROSS ACRES IN UGB EXPANSION 792 ACRES
TOTAL GROSS ACRES DESIGNATED URBAN 273 ACRES
HOLDING EMPLOYMENT
TOTAL UNCONSTRAINED URBAN HOLDING 257 ACRES
EMPLOYMENT
TOTAL GROSS ACRES DESIGNATED NATURAL 53 ACRES
RESOURCE
TOTAL GROSS ACRES DESIGNATED PUBLIC/SEMI- | 455 ACRES
PUBLIC
TOTAL GROSS ACRES ZONED AGRICULTURE - 328 ACRES
URBAN HOLDING AREA
TOTAL GROSS ACRES ZONED PUBLIC LAND & 455 ACRES
OPEN SPACE

2|Springfield UGB Amendment Plan and Zone Changes 7-29-16
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To: | Springfield City Council, Lane County Board of Commissioners and Lane County Planning

Commission
From: Linda Pauly, Principal Planner
Date: September 12, 2016
. Planning Commission Public Hearings on 2030 Plan amendments:
Subject:

Process Summary and Commission Recommendations

The Springfield and Lane County Planning Commissions conducted the first evidentiary hearings on the
proposed 2030 Plan amendments. Given the length of time since these hearings, staff prepared the
following summary to provide background information to the elected officials, Lane County Planning
Commission and the public.

1. Public Hearing on Proposed Economic Element, Commercial and Industrial Buildable Lands

Inventory and Economic Opportunities Analysis (2009 Draft CIBL/EOA), Urbanization Element

and Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) Employment Land Expansion Concepts. (February 17, 2010
to May 4, 2010).

On February 17" and March 16", 2010 the Springfield and Lane County Joint Planning Commissions
conducted a joint public hearing on the 2030 Plan and UGB amendments. The subject 2030 Plan and
UGB amendments were considered as part of a larger 2030 Plan package of land use policy and land use
regulation amendments to address Springfield’s land needs for the 2010-2030 planning period.

The City received 52 documents on this matter from interested parties and 22 persons appeared at the
two public hearings; both oral and written testimony was entered into the record during the hearings.
The staff report, the oral testimony, letters received, written submittals of the persons testifying at the
hearing, and the public record for file # LRP 2009-00014 were considered and incorporated into the
record. The joint hearing conducted by the Springfield and Land County Planning Commissions was
continued to March 16”‘, 2010, and the written record of the hearing was extended until March 26,
2010. Responses to testimony and to comments submitted by DLCD staff were provided in a 40-page
memorandum from Planning Manager Gregory Mott, dated April 20, 2010. (Planning Commission
Memorandum for April 20, 2010 Regular Session, Planning Commission Transmittal Memorandum
Attachment 2). For complete documentation of the hearing process, see Springfield File No. LRP 2009-
00014 and Lane County File No. PA 09-6018.

The Planning Commissions were asked to consider the evidence in the record and forward
recommendations to their respective elected officials regarding co-adoption of the proposed policy
package, which included the 2009 Draft CIBL/EOA and 2009 Draft 2030 Plan Economic and Urbanization
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Element policies to provide a 20-year supply of commercial and industrial sites consistent with
Springfield’s community development objectives.

At the April 20 and May 4, 2010 meetings, the Planning Commissions began their deliberations of the
proposals. As documented in the meeting minutes, the commissioners discussed a series of action items
including:

e Action Item 2: Economic Element and 2009 Draft CIBL/EOA

e Action Item 3: Urbanization Element and Springfield Urban Growth Boundary. The Planning
Commissioners were asked to review and discuss three UGB expansion concepts and to select a
preferred alternative for expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). The Planning
Commissions were asked to recommend one or a combination of the three concepts or another
alternative.

e Question 18: Urban Holding Area Plan Designation

As documented in the meeting minutes, the Planning Commission recommendations are summarized as
follows.

Action Item 2: Economic Element

The Springfield Planning Commission supported Action Item 2 with a 7:0 vote, and the Lane County
Planning Commission was split 3:5, with Commissioners Dignam, Noble and Sullivan supporting the item,
and Commissioners Arkin, Goldstein, McCown, Nichols, and Siekiel-Zdzienicki opposing the item.

The Lane County Planning Commissioners opposed stated the following opinions:

e McCown: Skeptical of need for 640 acres, preferred to see rezoning or upzoning of existing
sites to meet need for larger sites.

e Arkin: Predictions for economic growth were overstated and did not consider the availability of
vacant, large industrial sites along I-5 and in Junction City, for which there was not a demand.
Study did not adequately account for a majority of employment in the small business sector and
for the growth of small farms. Study assigned too few jobs per acre and was not a good use of
highly constrained land. Cost of developing large parcels and extending City services was a
guestionable use of funds.

e Goldstein: Uncomfortable with lack of goals for the land use, needs better focus on
infrastructure needs.

e Nichols: Did not see a need for 640 acres, but the addition of some larger sites was justified.
Policy should encourage redevelopment.

e Siekiel-Zdzienicki: Concerned about the amount of constrained land. Requested FEMA maps
that showed the location of the floodplain related to development along the river.
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Action Item 3: Urbanization Element and Springfield Urban Growth Boundary

An employment land UGB expansion of about 640 acres was proposed, based on the 2009 Draft
CIBL/EOA. At the February 17, 2010 meeting, the City’s consultant Robert Parker of ECONorthwest
presented three UGB expansion concepts for consideration. The purpose was to solicit comments and
direction on UGB expansion concepts and to move toward a preferred alternative. Mr. Parker reviewed
the CIBL Stakeholder and Technical Advisory Committees process and recommendations, the five
Planning Commission and Council joint work sessions, the public workshop and open houses conducted
2008-2010, the technical analysis conducted by ECONorthwest, and how the CIBL stakeholder and
technical committees had identified study areas that were potentially suitable to meet the identified
employment land need. Mr. Parker explained the key statutes, goals and rules applicable to UGB
amendment decisions, and how Goal 14 Urbanization is interpreted by LCDC rules and decisions, LUBA
opinions, and court decisions. Mr. Parker described the Boundary Alternatives Analysis process as it
applies to employment lands. He stated that the three concepts were developed to comply with state
rules. Using a series of maps, he showed how study areas around the UGB were analyzed based on
zoning, distance, constraints and soils. He stated that the UGB expansion concepts emphasized areas
identified by the committees and were “intended to be different enough to demonstrate trade-offs.”

e Concept 1: North Gateway, Seavey Loop, South of Mill Race
e Concept 2: North of 52" Street, South of Mill Race and Seavey Loop
e Concept 3: North Gateway, Seavey Loop, North of 52" Street.

The commissioners deliberated the merits of each Concept.
Concept 1 support:

0 Lane County Planning Commission: Arkins, Dignam, Sullivan.
0 Springfield Planning Commission: Kirschenmann, VanGordon.

Concept 2 support:

0 Lane County Planning Commission: no support
0 Springfield Planning Commission: no support

Concept 3 support:

0 Lane County Planning Commission: Dignam, Goldstein.
0 Springfield Planning Commission: no support

Combined Concept 1 and 3 Support:

0 Lane County Planning Commission: Dignam, Goldstein, McCown, Nichols, Sullivan.
0 Springfield Planning Commission: Beyer, Kirschenmann, Moe, Moore, Smith, VanGordon

Modified Concept 1 support:
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0 Lane County Planning Commission: Noble, Nichols.
0 Springfield Planning Commission: Beyer.

Support for moving forward with a recommendation based on the opinions of commissioners
and agreements that could be identified:

0 Lane County Planning Commission: Arkin, Dignam, Goldstein, McCown, Nichols, Noble,
Sandow, Sullivan.

0 Springfield Planning Commission: Beyer, Cross, Kirschenmann, Moore, Smith,
VanGordon.

Thus, the Commissioners chose to forward their individual opinions rather than unified
recommendations to the elected officials. The minutes from the April 20 and May 4, 2010 meetings are
attached to this memorandum.

Question 18: Urban Holding Area Plan Designation

0 Lane County Planning Commission: Commissioners Dignam, McCown, Nichols, Noble,
and, Sullivan voted in favor, and Commissioners Arkin, Sandow, and Mr. Siekiel-
Zdzienicki voted against.

0 Springfield Planning Commission: Unanimously supported Question 18, 7:0

Question 19: Urban development Urban Holding Area Plan Designation must be consistent with
CIBL/EOA site needs criteria for inclusion in UGB.

0 There was consensus that this was strictly a City of Springfield issue on which the Lane
County Planning Com-mission would not vote.
0 Springfield Planning Commission: Unanimously supported Question 19, 6:0.

Question 20: Proposal to preserve large “newly urbanizable” sites.

0 There was consensus that this was strictly a City of Springfield issue on which the Lane
County Planning Com-mission would not vote.
0 Springfield Planning Commission: Unanimously supported Question 20, 6:0.

Springfield Planning Commission Motion:

Mr. Beyer, seconded by Mr. Kirschenmann, moved to recommend the elected officials adopt the
Springfield 2030 Refinement Plan including establishing a separate Urban Growth Boundary for the City
of Springfield. The motion passed unanimously, 6:0.

Lane County Planning Commission Motions:

0 Ms. Arkin, seconded by Mr. McCown, moved to recommend the elected officials adopt
the Springfield 2030 Refinement Plan including establishing a separate Urban Growth
Boundary for the City of Springfield. The motion passed unanimously, 8:0.
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0 Mr. McCown, seconded by Ms. Nichols, moved to advance the Springfield 2030
Refinement Plan forward to the BCC without a recommendation for specific areas for
the UGB expansion and for the Board to review the Planning Commission deliberations
to understand the Planning Commission concerns. The motion passed unanimously,
8:0.

0 Mr. Sullivan, seconded by Mr. Dignam, moved that Lane County Planning Commission
recommend that prior to initiation of the process by the BCC, comments made by
individuals regarding options and larger maps, be presented at the beginning of the
process; and that a workshop be conducted to streamline the process. The motion
passed unanimously, 8:0.

Lane County Planning Commission subsequently conducted a work session with the Lane County Board
to convey their individual recommendations and concerns to the Board.

The Planning Commissions were informed that the final decision on adoption of the Springfield
Commercial and Industrial Buildable Lands Inventory and Economic Opportunities Analysis shall be
made by the Springfield City Council and the Lane County Board of Commissioners and that subsequent
action would rely in part on the 2009 Draft CIBL/EOA document, a variation of this document, or entirely
new documentation. The staff report of the April 20, 2010 meeting stated: “The adoption of a UGB is
an iterative process, and depending on how the record develops, the background assumptions, analysis
and determinations in the Springfield Commercial and Industrial Buildable Lands Inventory and
Economic Opportunities Analysis may change.”

The Joint Planning Commissions concluded their proceedings on May 4, 2010.

2. Public Hearing on Proposed AG Zoning District.

On December 18, 2013, the Springfield Planning Commission conducted the first evidentiary hearing on
“proposed Springfield Development Code (SDC) Amendments to implement the propose Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) Expansion” (Springfield File No. TYP 413-00007). The proposal was reviewed during a
Planning Commission work session held on November 19, 2013. The proposed AG Zoning District was
presented in the Staff Report for the December 18, 2013 meeting as Attachment 2, pages 1-5.

One person testified in favor of the proposed code, no persons testified against or neutral. The
Planning Commission found that the proposed amendments are consistent with the criteria of SDC
Section 5.6-115A-C, supported by specific findings of fact and additional information submitted for the
December 18, 2013 public hearing. The Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation for
approval to the Springfield City Council and Lane County Board of Commissioners for their
consideration.

Attachments

1-C-1 Minutes from April 20, 2010 Joint Planning Commission meeting
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1-C-2 Minutes from May 4, 2010 Joint Planning Commission meeting

1-C-3 Springfield Planning Commission recommendation — AG Zoning District
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Minutes approved by:
Springfield Planning Commission: May 4, 2010
Lane County Planning Commission: May 4, 2010

MINUTES

JOINT WORK SESSION OF
SPRINGFIELD AND LANE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSIONS
City Council Chambers
230 Fourth Street—Springfield

April 20, 2010
6:00 p.m.

SPRINGFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION: Frank Cross, Chair; Johnny Kirschenmann, Vice Chair; Lee Beyer, Eric
Smith, Sheri Moore, Steve Moe, Sean VanGordon, members; Linda Pauly, Greg Mott, Bill Grill, Steve Hopkins, staff;
Mary Bridget Smith, Bill Van Vactor, City Attorney.

LANE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION: Robert Noble, Chair; Tony McCown, Vice Chair; Lisa Arkin, Steve
Dignam, George Goldstein, Nancy Nichols, Joseph Siekiel-Zdzienicki, John Sullivan, members; Kent Howe, Matt Laird,
Stephanie Schulz, staff.

Commissioner Cross convened the meeting.
1. BUSINESS FROM THE AUDIENCE

There was no business from the audience.

2. LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARINGS—Continued meeting from March 16, 2010.
e Metro Plan Amendment, Springfield 2030 Refinement Plan LRP2009-00014;
e Springfield Development Code Amendments LRP2009-00015;
¢ Lane County PA 09-6018.

Co-Adopters: The City of Springfield and Lane County
Staff: Greg Mott and Linda Pauly, City of Springfield
Stephanie Schulz, Lane County

Commissioner Cross explained the purpose of tonight’s meeting was to conduct the deliberation phase of the legislative
public hearing continued from March 16, 2010. The public hearing testimony was closed on March 26, 2010, thus no new
evidence would be presented tonight. The commissions would consider the evidence at hand to make recommendations to
the elected officials.

Commissioner Cross opened deliberations for the Springfield Planning Commission.
Commissioner Noble opened deliberations for the Lane County Planning Commission.
Commissioner Moe arrived at 6:05 p.m.

Commissioner Cross stated the plan was for this evening was to develop a consensus regarding Action Items detailed in
Attachment 1, Decision Matrix for April 20 Joint Planning Commission Meeting included in the Planning Commission
Transmittal Memorandum published for this meeting. Commissioners reviewed the process for this evening’s delibera-
tions.

Commissioner VanGordon arrived at 6:10 p.m.

MINUTES—IJoint Planning Commissions— April 20, 2010 Page 1
City of Eugene, City of Springfield, Lane County
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Commissioner Beyer observed a number of individuals had requested that their properties, most of which were residential,
be redesignated or rezoned. However, those requests did not fit this process although many of the requests made sense to
Commissioner Beyer. He asked if there was a process that could follow the current one that would allow the City to
address those issues.

Ms. Pauley Springfield Planning Supervisor said the City currently offered a process that would allow for property
owners to request zone changes.

Mr. Mott Springfield Planning Manager added the Planning Commission could recommend that the elected officials
consider making changes on a site specific basis to be included with the actions for the Metro Plan, Refinement Plan and
Development Code recommendations. If the City Council decided to do that, staff would prepare findings. Staff could
make no promises what it would do post 2030 Refinement Plan adoption that would capture those changes. The
commission was aware the City needed to revisit all of the refinement plans and to look at the Main Street corridor related
to plan zone conflicts, varying densities, in conjunction with existing requirements related to access management on that
road.

Ms. Pauley offered a PowerPoint presentation on Attachment 1. She facilitated a discussion of:

o Issue 1, Co-adopt Eugene-Springfield Metro Plan Amendment: Springfield 2030 Refinement Plan (LRP 2009-
00014/PA 09-6018).

--Action Item 1: Residential Land and Housing Element

Commissioner Moore asked how many people have suggested that although the data indicated there was a sufficient
supply of low and medium residential land, it may not be in the right place, or some property owners would like to see
their property brought into the UGB. She asked if the plan as written was to be implemented and if in the future it was
determined there was a need for more residential land, would it be possible to revisit the needs analysis.

Mr. Mott said the State of Oregon would require periodic review of the plans to evaluate their effectiveness seven to ten
years after their adoption. The Metro Plan policy required an annual report to determine the inventory. The City of
Springfield could initiate an amendment prior to periodic review if circumstances called for it. It was likely that periodic
review would include a review of the residential land inventory.

Mr. Grile Springfield Development Services Director added it was customary in other jurisdictions for individual land
owners to seek amendments to the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Commissioner Cross asked commissioners whether they agreed or disagreed with the recommendation for Action Item 1.
Commissioner McCown believed the use of up zoning was appropriate and agreed with the recommended action.
Commissioner Smith thought the City had erred in being too conservative in estimating future growth and questioned
whether there were sufficient buildable lands. Based on the available data, he begrudgingly agreed with the recommended

action.

Commissioner Goldstein expressed a deep mistrust for consultants and was concerned about how the figures came about.
The entire process was so complex that one could only set goals that would evolve over time.

Commissioner Moore thought time would show the figures too conservative. However, based on the information
available, she agreed with the recommended action.

Commissioner Siekiel-Zdzienicki would go with the numbers, noting Springfield needed to be conservative due to land
use constraints.

MINUTES—]Joint Planning Commissions— April 20, 2010 Page 2
City of Eugene, City of Springfield, Lane County
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Commissioner Moe noted the data said 90 acres would support 6,000 units. He questioned where that number of units
would be located.

Commissioner Dignam did not support Action Item 1. He had great confidence in the work of ECONorthwest and was
sure they did an outstanding job on this project. Based on the evidence in the record, he thought there was insufficient
residential land, which concerned him. While members of the development and builder community brought a bias to the
process through their testimony, he said the development and builder community was closer to the issue than anyone else,
and perhaps offered a greater level of expertise that had been overlooked. There were not sufficient residential lands and
would respond “No” to Questions 1, 2 and 3.

Commissioner Beyer had been part of the process related to residential, commercial and industrial lands for three years.
He asserted the details and methodology of the work of ECONorthwest was solid work. He said ECONorthwest used a
conservative number that came from the Lane County study which underestimated the projections. He opined forecasts
were always wrong. Commissioner Beyer would support Action 1 because the process needed to be completed. Success
of the process depended on Springfield being able to achieve the needed densities. Most of the densities were intended to
come from land management techniques. The task forces that worked on the project looked at approximately fourteen
criteria established by the State, twelve of which Springfield had already met. The hope was that those techniques that
had worked moderately well in the past would work better in the future. If the techniques did not work, the process could
be reviewed and changed in the future. Although the City had enough land for the next five years, the land focused on was
predominately in the hills and expensive to develop. It was difficult to develop affordable housing which was an issue for
him.

Commissioner Arkin would support the Action Item as a fact based proposal. She recalled that the redevelopment
proposal for Glenwood as reviewed by the Lane County Planning Commission had been exciting, with an affordable
housing component. She thought it smart to forecast in a conservative manner, which she preferred to pulling back at
some point in the future. The proposed development along transportation corridors was smart.

Commissioner VanGordon echoed the sentiment that the proposal was too conservative, but the commissioners needed to
accept the facts before them. He thought the proposal conservative due to the change in the housing market during the
last few years which drove down the forecast data. Since forecasts were always wrong, the City could move forward and
revisit as the housing market improved.

Commissioner Nichols would support Action Item 1 based on the information provided to commissioners.

Commissioner Sullivan would support Action Item 1, primarily to move it forward. It was a responsibility for the Lane
County Planning Commissioners to work hard to provide a complete record for review by the elected officials.

Commissioner Kirschenmann, as a member of the commercial/industrial task team, echoed Commissioner Beyer’s
comments. He stated ECONorthwest was a sound firm. Commissioner Kirschenmann was also concerned with the
conservative estimates, and would have preferred the figure remain at 1.2 rather than .9. Builders were always concerned
that they could not find lots to buy on flat land.

Commissioner Noble would support all three Questions in Action Item 1. He too was concerned about the amount of
residential land available which would push the City of Springfield to be thoughtful about development processes. He
was concerned about the ramifications of constrained UGBs for both the City of Springfield and the City of Eugene as
well as for Lane County. He asked if would mean more rural development, or more development in Creswell, Cottage
Grove, Veneta, Coburg, which would negatively impact the transportation systems. He agreed the City of Springfield was
geographically constrained and thought needed to be given to where the City would push out and for what purposes. The
proposal before the commissions was compliant with State law.

Commissioner Siekiel-Zdzienicki inquired about Question 3, do the proposed Implementation Actions address housing
needs, bullet 6. He asked if this was proposed because the land was difficult to develop due to the high number of
property owners in the Glenwood Riverfront Plan District.

MINUTES—]Joint Planning Commissions— April 20, 2010 Page 3
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Ms. Pauley responded that the proposal under development by the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) and the consultant
team would show that people wanted to see a residential neighborhood in Glenwood. There would be commercial uses as
well.

--Action Item 2: Economic Element

Commissioner McCown was leaning towards “No” on Action Item 2. He was skeptical of the need for 640 acres for
employment sites larger than 20 acres. He preferred to see rezoning or upzoning of existing sites to redevelop some
properties to meet the need. He agreed that larger sites throughout the region were needed for industrial lands.

Commissioner Smith supported Action Item 2 to assemble larger manufacturing sites for examples discussed in the
visioning process for 2030. It was not affordable to use a piecemeal process to assemble sites. It was prudent to allow for
20 acre sites for larger uses. He suggested 600 acres may not be enough land for a 20 year period, noting he saw this
proposal as more accurate than the residential proposal.

Commissioner Goldstein was concerned with the broad brush approach being used for the differing uses of retail,
manufacturing and industrial, especially for infrastructure needs. He was not uncomfortable with the amount of land, but
was uncomfortable with the lack of goals for the land use. He could not say yes to Action Item 2 until he saw a better
focus on the infrastructure needs.

Commissioner Moore was concerned about the regional aspect of the economic element, noting employment did not need
to be in Springfield for Springfield’s residents. She did understand that it would be beneficial for the City to have a better
tax base offered by commercial and industrial land. She was torn because she did not want to have an industrial complex

along the river, but she saw a need to move forward.

Commissioner Siekiel-Zdzienicki would not support Action Item 2. He iterated his concern about the amount of
constrained land. The current proposal would use 600 of the 2,000 available acres through this process. Staff had said
that density of employment per acre was not a requirement, but because the City was limited he thought employment
density needed to be used as a factor for sites over 20 acres. He said he would not support any action until he had seen
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps that showed the location of the flood plain related to develop-
ment along the river.

Commissioner Cross noted that the economic element was not whether the City would expand the UGB or where that
expansion would occur, but rather whether or not there was a need in Springfield for additional commercial/industrial
land. The location of any expansion would be covered under Action Item 3.

Commissioner Moe said FEMA maps were always changing. He supported Action Item 2 because the City hoped to
attract larger employers in the future, but larger sites were needed to accommodate their needs.

Commissioner Dignam would support Action Item 2. There was a need for additional commercial/industrial land. While
upzoning or enforcement of higher density employment requirements may be desirable on the City’s part, if the private
sector did not like that or could not make use of it, nothing would happen. If the commissions wanted to ensure that the
plan would meet Goal 9 for development, the commissions needed to be willing to be flexible to accommodate employ-
ment needs. The record justified an increase in commercial/industrial land.

Commissioner Beyer stated the proposal was reasonable proposal. ECONorthwest put as much attention into the
commercial/industrial side as it did the residential side of the proposal. Most of the small commercial needs were being
met through redevelopment of Glenwood. Most of the larger sites consisting of 250 to 300 acres identified in the original
Metro Plan for the Gateway area, including Sony, PeaceHealth, and others, had been developed. A major strength in the
Springfield area was it was one day’s truck drive from California and Seattle. Distribution was a good business for
Springfield. Warehouse work provided good wages and provided good opportunities around the freeway. The City had
asked the Metro Partnership and the State Economic Development Authority for their input, and both agencies reported
they had many clients who were interested in locating in Oregon, and in the Eugene/Springfield metropolitan area in
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particular, but there was not enough land available that met their needs. This moderate proposal would support jobs for
our children in the future.

Commissioner Arkin would not support Action Item 2 based on assumptions that could not be supported. The predictions
for economic growth were overstated and did not consider the availability of vacant, large industrial sites along I-5 and in
Junction City, for which there was not a demand. There was currently a push from the State and federal government to
reduce the transportation needed to move goods over longer distances and to site things closer to centers. She added the
study did not adequately account for a majority of employment in the small business sector and for the growth of small
farms. The study assigned too few jobs per acre and was not a good use of highly constrained land. The cost of
developing large parcels of land, and extending City services to them was a questionable use of funds. A number of
people who submitted comments pushed for creation of an urban renewal district, and this option had not been adequately
explored.

Commissioner VanGordon supported Action Item 2. It would help meet the realistic economic needs of the City and the
region. Springfield and Eugene were the economic power horse of Lane County. Having pro-growth policies and
accepting the ECONorthwest needs forecast provided industry a chance to have access to sites that would make them
competitive. The advantage of Eugene and Springfield was the proximity to the transportation corridor and the existing
opportunities. If Springfield and Eugene did not have the needed 20 acre sites available, businesses would site in the
smaller communities, and the region as a whole would pay the price through an additional demand on the transportation
plan.

Commissioner Nichols did not see a need for 640 acres, but the addition of some larger sites was justified. The policy
should encourage redevelopment.

Commissioner Sullivan would support Action Item 2. Although 640 acres initially sounded like a big number, it sounded
more realistic when put in the context of 20 years and the context of the cost to support the development in terms of water,
sewer, fire protection and other services. The Attorney General said the decision needed to be site based and not
employee based.

Commissioner Kirschenmann would support Action Item 2, adding if you build it, they will come. He strongly supported
redevelopment of existing sites, and thought the City was doing a good job to encourage redevelopment. The facts
supported Action Item?2.

Commissioner Noble said if redevelopment was too expensive, there were no incentives, or there were barriers such as
encroachment, noise or transportation, developers would not develop sites. He understood the City of Springfield
initiated the current process because there was a lack of sufficient land to attract employers. It was important for any
development to be thoughtful. I-5 would be a transportation corridor for many years beyond the 20 year period being
examined. Although 640 acres seemed like a large number, Commissioner Noble would support Action Item 2.

Commissioner Beyer stated if there was no demand for the sites, they would remain undeveloped as open space.
Commissioner Moore appreciated everyone’s comments and would support Action Item 2.

Commissioner Cross summarized the commissions’ votes on Action Item 2. The Springfield Planning Commission
supported Action Item 2 with a 7:0 vote, and the Lane County Planning Commission was split 3:5, with Commissioners
Dignam, Noble and Sullivan supporting the item, and Commissioners Arkin, Goldstein, McCown, Nichols, and Siekiel-

Zdzienicki opposing the item.

The Planning Commissions took a break from 7:15 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.
--Action Item 3: Urbanization Element and Springfield Urban Growth Boundary

Ms. Pauly directed commissioners to Questions 11 and 12.
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In response to a question from Commissioner Arkin, Ms. Pauly explained the term “newly urbanizable” referred to new
lands brought into the UGB. “Urban holding area” was a concept the City proposed so that newly urbanizable land
brought into the UGB would be designated urban holding area. If the owner wished to urbanize, annex and develop that
property, the owner would be required to go through a plan amendment process to amend the Metro Plan and the
Springfield Refinement Plan.

Commissioner Arkin understood there was a staff proposal to designate an urban holding area that would prohibit parcels
smaller than 10 acres.

In response to a question from Commissioner Beyer, Mr. Grile added the plan amendment process would not be a
complete Goal 12 analysis but would satisfy Goal 14 criteria.

Commissioner Cross called for commissioners’ to state their support or opposition to Questions 11 and 12.
Commissioner Noble was unsure.

Commissioner Kirschenmann supported Questions 11 and 12 based on the information available information.
Commissioner Sullivan stated the findings in the record were clear and supported Questions 11 and 12.
Commissioner Nichols likely would support Questions 11 and 12.

Commissioner VanGordon supported Questions 11 and 12.

Commissioner Arkin was unsure whether she supported Questions 11 and 12.

Commissioner Beyer supported Questions 11 and 12.

Commissioner Dignam supported Questions 11 and 12.

Commissioner Moe supported Questions 11 and 12.

Commissioner Siekiel-Zdzienicki did not support Questions 11 and 12 based on issues he raised previously. He said
although the Attorney General, DLCD, and other legal people said it was not the commissions’ role to address employ-
ment density, he felt it did need to be addressed when dealing with constrained areas.

Commissioner Moore supported Questions 11 and 12 since the efficiency issues had been addressed.

Commissioner Goldstein supported Questions 11 and 12.

Commissioner Smith supported Questions 11 and 12.

Commissioner McCown supported Questions 11 and 12. He added the issue of employment density was an issue of
whether or not it was legal, since it was clearly legal, but it was a policy issue.

Commissioner Beyer stated there was no legal way to deal with the employment density issue, noting businesses were
either a permitted use or they were not. There were no government restrictions on the minimum number of employees.

Commissioner Cross asked those who were unsure of their support if there was a piece of information missing.

Commissioner Nichols said the documentation provided by the City seemed reasonable but she was not absolutely sure it
was totally correct. She thought this was more of a City of Springfield issue than a Lane County issue.

Commissioner Noble recalled that the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) representative
provided a lengthy response to the Springfield code revisions and efficiency measures. Although the City Planning
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Director’s response had clarified most of the issues identified, there were a few unresolved issues. He felt the City would
adequately address those unresolved issues.

Ms. Pauly directed commissioners to the concept maps, Map 6 (Priority 1 Lands for UGB Expansion), Map 7 (Springfield
Land Use Concept 1), Map 9 (Springfield Land Use Concept 2) and Map 11(Springfield Land Use Concept 3) distributed
at this meeting. She stated ECONorthwest said Concept Maps 1, 2 and 3 met the intent of the law. Commissioners were
asked to select a preferred concept.

Commissioner Sullivan stated Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 197 referred frequently in the documentation provided to
commissioners to prioritization. He said Seavey Loop appeared to be the only option with exceptions of approximately
70 acres. He opined Seavey Loop could not be considered if those exceptions were not considered.

Mr. Grile explained how the exception lands were identified on the maps. Those were the only areas the Board of County
Commissioners (BCC) agreed were exception areas when the Comprehensive Plan was adopted. He averred the only way
to bring 640 acres into the UGB was to actually bring in approximately 900 and 1150 acres of employment land due to the
patchwork availability of land.

Commissioner Cross called for commissioners to state their support or opposition to Question 17, Concepts 1, 2 and 3.

Commissioner Noble stated based on the available information, the most logical choice was along the I-5 corridor that
would be the North Gateway and Seavey Loop areas.

Commissioner Kirschenmann preferred Concept 1 based on transportation and geographic access purposes.

Commissioner Sullivan preferred Concept 3 because the land that would provide the best conditions to improve services
were available in the north Springfield and Northgate while Seavey Loop was not a good candidate. However, it was
important to work Seavey Loop into the process.

Commissioner Nichols preferred “Other”. She liked the larger layout of Seavey Loop on Concept 1 less the northeast
corner that was in the flood plain. She liked Concept 2 with the removal of the flood plain area.

Commissioner VanGordon preferred Concept 1 because it took advantage of the existing transportation system.

Commissioner Arkin preferred "Other". She could not support bringing in almost double the acreage needed, stating there
was lack of a rationale for that theory and there was not a fact based need for double the acreage. She could support
Concept 1, the North Gateway area, noting the farmland in the area was of a lesser quality that other potential sites. Area
3 north of 52™ Avenue was in the flood plain but she thought there could be a way to bring in some acreage that was close
to the City limits. Area 9, Seavey Loop, contained the highest quality farmland, and did not supporting taking this area in

Commissioner Beyer opined there were not many choices. Area 3 north of 52™ Avenue had been under two to four feet
of water two times during the last fifteen years. He had similar concerns with Area 8, south of the Millrace in Concept 1,
noting part of it was on the hillside, part on an existing mining operation, part of it was within the Springfield Utility
Board’s (SUB) well fields and close to a school. He thought the only options were Area 1, North Gateway, and Area 9,
Seavey Loop, since they were close to the freeway. Neither of them would be easy to serve.

Commissioner Moe preferred Concept 1 since it appeared to contain the most usable acreage.

Commissioner Moore preferred Concept 1, Area 1, North Gateway, as the most reasonable option, although it was located
by the river. She added Area 8 south of the Millrace could be suitable for office employment.

Commissioner Goldstein preferred Concept 1 because it had the best balance and it provided good access.

Commissioner Smith preferred “Other”. He liked Concept 1, but was concerned with encroaching on high quality farm
land in Seavey Loop and providing services would be difficult. He did like the North Gateway use, using the limited
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version, and taking in exceptions lands. He liked portions of Concept 3, and cutting back part of North 52" Avenue due
to flooding concerns.

Commissioner McCown was leaning towards Concept 1 because he was initially opposed to using the North 52" Avenue.
He liked the protection of farm lands and scaling back in Seavey Loop. There was already some manufacturing that was
not clearly visible in the North 52™ Avenue area and there was good freeway access. He preferred to see the area north
and west of North 52™ Avenue used.

Commissioner Dignam said Area 1, North Gateway, should be a top priority because it was close to the freeway and there
was public testimony in the record that the farm land in that area was of poor quality. He saw Area 9, Seavey Loop, had
freeway access, but poor access to services, and contained high value farm land. Area 3, North 52" Avenue, had better
access to services but had flood plain issues. He preferred Concept 1 since it included Areas 1 and 9. He stated the
commissioners needed to accept the staff recommendation that the most efficient way to bring in 640 usable acres was to
bring in 1,100 acres. He opined staff did their best to find the most efficient way to identify 640 acres.

Commissioner Siekiel-Zdzienicki would not choose any of the concepts since he disagreed with taking 640 acres.

Commissioner Nichols asked if there was a map available that identified suitable acres as well as explained why some
acreage was unsuitable.

Commissioner Sullivan said he was comfortable moving from Concept 3 to Concept 1. The 640 acres was a reasonable
number and he was not uncomfortable bringing in 1,000 acres to achieve that goal. It was important to move forward.

Commissioner Cross summarized the meeting, noting that the commissioners would finalize Option 3 at the next meeting
with additional information from staff. Action on Option 2 would be tabled until the next meeting.

Commissioner Noble commended Planning Commissioners for this evening’s progress. He suggested Lane County
Planning Commissioners review the questions they had concerning Action Item 2 and bring those concerns to the next

meeting.

Commissioner Cross suggested commissioners could forward their questions to staff via e-mail so they could be
researched before the next meeting.

The meeting adjourned at 8:35 p.m.

(Recorded by Linda Henry)
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Minutes approved by:
MINUTES Springfield Planning Commission: 7/7/2010
Lane County Planning Commission:

JOINT WORK SESSION OF
SPRINGFIELD AND LANE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSIONS
City Council Chambers
230 Fourth Street—Springfield

May 4, 2010
6:00 p.m.

SPRINGFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION: Frank Cross, Chair; Johnny Kirschenmann, Vice Chair; Lee Beyer, Eric
Smith, Sheri Moore, Steve Moe, Sean VanGordon, members; Linda Pauly, Greg Mott, Bill Grill, Steve Hopkins, staff;
Mary Bridget Smith, Bill Van Vactor, City Attorney.

LANE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION: Robert Noble, Chair; Tony McCown, Vice Chair; Lisa Arkin, Steve
Dignam, George Goldstein, Nancy Nichols, Dennis Sandow, Joseph Siekiel-Zdzienicki, John Sullivan, members; Kent
Howe, Matt Laird, Stephanie Schulz, staff.

Mr. Cross convened the meeting and welcomed everyone to the joint meeting of the City of Springfield and Lane County
Planning Commissions.

1. BUSINESS FROM THE AUDIENCE
There was no business from the audience.
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES—March 16 and April 20, 2010
March 16, 2010
There were no corrections to the March 16, 2010 minutes.
April 20, 2010
Mr. Sullivan offered the following corrections:
Page 7, paragraph 4, sentence 3 should read: He opined Seavey Loop could not be considered if those
exceptions were not considered.
Page 8, paragraph 9, sentence 2 should read: Action Item 2 would be tabled until the next meeting.
Ms. Arkin offered the following corrections:
Page 3, paragraph 5, sentence 2 should read: She recalled that the redevelopment proposal for Glenwood
as reviewed by the Lane County Planning Commission had been exciting, with an affordable housing
component.
Mr. Beyer, seconded by Ms. Moore, moved to approve the March 16 and April 20, 2010 Springfield
Planning Commission minutes as amended. The motion passed unanimously, 6:0.
Mr. McCown, seconded by Mr. Siekiel-Zdzienicki, moved to approve the March 16 and April 20,
2010 Lane County Planning Commission minutes as amended. The motion passed unanimously,
9:0.
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3. LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARINGS—Continued meeting from April 20, 2010.
e Metro Plan Amendment, Springfield 2030 Refinement Plan LRP2009-00014;
e Lane County PA 09-6018;
e Springfield Development Code Amendments LRP2009-00015.

Co-Adopters: The City of Springfield and Lane County

Staff: Greg Mott and Linda Pauly, City of Springfield
Stephanie Schulz, Lane County

Mr. Cross stated tonight’s meeting was a continuation of the deliberation phase for the proposed Eu-
gene/Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) Amendment regarding the Springfield 2030 Re-
finement Plan LRP2009-00014, Lane County PA 09-6018, and Springfield Development Code Amendments
LRP2009-00015. He explained the public testimony was closed on March 26, 2010 and no further information or
evidence would be received this evening. The commissioners were tasked with considering the evidence before
them and making the appropriate recommendations to the elected officials.

Mr. Cross opened the public hearing for the Springfield Planning Commission.
Mr. Noble opened the public hearing for the Lane County Planning Commission.
Mr. Cross reviewed the issues that the commissions would address this evening and the timeline for doing so.

Mr. Beyer remarked several e-mails had been sent to commissioners that raised interpretation questions of staff.
He asked if staff could respond to those questions.

Mr. Mott said the City of Springfield prepared an analysis of the commercial and industrial buildable lands supply
based on Goal 9 and the interpretative rule, which was applied to Goal 14 with respect to urban growth boundary
(UGB) expansions. The City Council adopted a resolution that accepted the results of the commercial and indus-
trial buildable lands analysis, which included an economic opportunities analysis and economic development
strategies. A fundamental element was the conclusion that the City did not have enough opportunity sites for par-
ticular types of commercial and industrial activities, and it was necessary to go outside of the UGB to provide the
needed lands. The action to adopt the resolution subject to public hearings and public comment as well as the
State of Oregon’s position. With few reservations regarding the State’s comments which were primarily directed
at nodal development, the State concluded the City had acted in compliance with Goal 9 and the interpretive rule,
and the State had no substantive issues.

Mr. Mott said the premise of the Springfield 2030 Refinement Plan (refinement plan) was that the City would
adopt a separate UGB for the City of Springfield. The evidence in the record that would direct the commissioners
to take specific action related to the UGB included public testimony, documents provided primarily by the City’s
consultants, ECONorthwest and stakeholders. The conclusion was there was adequate residential land but there
was not enough commercial and industrial land. He stated staff and commissioners could not predict what actions
the elected officials would take on the proposals. It was important for the Planning Commissions to prepare an
opinion about the suitability of the four proposed sites for expansion for commercial and industrial activities,
based on the priorities iterated in the Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS). Each of the sites represented compliance
with the evaluation process, and each had a variety of tax lot configurations and strengths. The sites were adja-
cent to the existing UGB. It was important that the commissioners feel comfortable with any action they took.
Staff had put forth their best efforts to provide the commissioners with information to help with the decision mak-
ing process.

Mr. Cross asked if the City Council had already decided on the elements, if there was any need for the commis-
sions to further discuss Action Item 2, Economic Element.

Mr. Mott replied the council approved the element for use in this process, which was required for evaluation of
potential UGB expansion areas. He noted the Planning Commissions were not policy makers and there were poli-
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cies embedded in the studies that were recommended by citizen stakeholders during a 3 year period that were ac-
cepted by the City Council as an acknowledgement of compliance with the law.

Mr. Mott concurred with Mr. Beyer that the commissioners’ task was solely to opine on the recommendations for
expansion on the four identified sites. Mr. Mott added the normal process for a Planning Commission in an advi-
sory role was to forward supportable recommendations to elected officials.

Mr. Dignam agreed with Mr. Mott with the exception of the statement that the Planning Commissions were not
policy makers. Mr. Dignam agreed the commissions were not decision makers, but he believed part of the Plan-
ning Commissions’ task was to help advice the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) on policy matters.

Mr. Mott asserted the commissions could forward recommendations to the elected officials regarding policies.
However, those recommendations had no material affect on the effort to also tell elected officials if they expanded
the UGB, the identified sites complied with the law. However, the commissions did not have the authority to re-
move a policy and replace it with another.

Mr. VanGordon arrived at 6:28 p.m.

Ms. Arkin agreed with Mr. Dignam. She believed the commissioners’ job was to consider the whole record and
all of the evidence it contained. Where a policy was not clear, or did not support certain conclusions, it was the
commissioners’ job to consider inadequacies in proposed policies and make advisory recommendations to the de-
cision makers.

Mr. Mott iterated the distinction between the assumptions and policies embedded in the Metro Plan and Refine-
ment Plan was what was moving the process forward. Commissioners were entitled to disagree with the policy,
but it was not their role to replace a policy with a policy of their own.

Mr. Cross asked if there was any point in going back to Action Item 2. He noted all but four commissioners were
satisfied that the proposed economic objectives and strategies referred to in Goal 9 in the Metro Plan.

Mr. McCown thought Mr. Beyer had addressed the issue when he raised the e-mails to which staff had responded.
He acknowledged there were only four objections, but those four were Lane County Planning Commissioners,
which could change the recommendation to the BCC, while the recommendation from the

Springfield Planning Commission may be to support the recommendation.

Mr. Mott was not in complete agreement with the content of either of the e-mails. He did not agree with any of
the assertions that suggested the information he provided was inaccurate. The City’s consultant would have to
provide information regarding the tables in the CIBL document that provided different information.

Mr. Sullivan said he did not read the e-mails he received after the record was closed. He respected both authors
because he found their comments insightful in previous testimony and they were an important part of the record.
He thought it inappropriate for commissioners to discuss the e-mails in question because the record was closed.

Ms. Smith said a couple of e-mails had been sent to all commissioners after the record was closed. She conducted
a poll of commissioners to determine who had received and read the e-mails, which indicated several commis-
sioners had read the e-mails. Upon a review by the City Attorney’s office, it was determined the record was
closed. However, another procedure with the joint elected officials would allow the record to be reopened.
People were welcome to put information in the record at that time. The City Attorney’s office concluded this was
a legislative rather than a quasi-judicial hearing. In the context of the bigger picture, it would be prudent to have
a response to the e-mails in the event any commissioners had read or wanted to read and discuss them. Since
many of the commissioners had not read the e-mails, Ms. Smith suggested that the commissioners should not con-
sider the e-mails, but consider the record before the commissions as a whole, and move forward with the process.

Mr. McCown said the questions in the March 14, 2010 letter and subsequent responses by staff mirrored the ques-
tions in the e-mail. He thought it may be appropriate for those questions to be forwarded to the consultants for a
response after which they should be forwarded to the elected officials.
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Mr. Sullivan concurred the commissioners should not consider information received, including the e-mails, after
the record was closed.

Mr. Noble said it appeared not all issues had been resolved to the satisfaction of all of the County commissioners
and suggested revisiting those issues since all nine commissioners were present this evening.

Mr. Cross suggested revisiting Action Item 2, Economic Elements, questions 5, 6, 8, 9 and 10, after which the
commissioners could concentrate on reviewing maps and concepts.

Mr. Siekiel-Zdzienicki said having a discussion of the maps would help to make a decision on Action Item 2.

Mr. Noble polled Lane County Planning Commissioners on those favoring moving to discussion of the areas and
evaluating the maps. Commissioners Arkin, Dignam, Nichols, Noble, Sandow and Mr. Siekiel-Zdzienicki re-
sponded affirmatively.

Mr. Cross noted consensus on the part of the Springfield Planning Commission to review the maps.
Commissioners reviewed the maps and asked questions of staff from 6:45 p.m. to 7:20 p.m.

Mr. Noble called for a show of hands of Lane County Planning Commissioners of those who wished to
move on to Action Item 3, Urbanization Element and Springfield Urban Growth Boundary. There was un-
animous consent, 9:0, to move on to Action Item 3.

Mr. Cross asked Springfield Planning Commissioners if there were objections to moving on to Action Item
3, Urbanization Element and Springfield Urban Growth Boundary. There was unanimous consent, 6:0, to
move on to Action ltem 3.

Mr. Cross clarified the commissions had ended the April 20, 2010 discussion at Action Item 3, Question 17, selec-
tion of a concept area. At the April 20 meeting, 50 percent of those polled agreed with Concept 1, and 50 percent
looked at another concept that was a hybrid of several areas. He suggested polling commissioners on each of the
concepts to eliminate the unwanted concepts and selecting or designing one that suited commissioners.

Ms. Pauley reviewed Concept 1, which consisted of Area 1, North Gateway; Area 8, South of Millrace; Area 9,
Seavey Loop.

Mr. Noble said while he could not support Concept 1 completely, he could consider supporting the concept if pro-
tections were provided for Areas 1 and 9.

Mr. Mott explained the prioritization requirements of Goal 14 could not be dismissed. Unsuitable land could be a
higher priority for inclusion in the UGB than suitable land elsewhere because of circumstances related to Goal 14.
There were some uses of unsuitable land that supported an urban use in the area that could not be accomplished if
the unsuitable land was outside of the UGB. Bringing unsuitable land into the UGB did not mean it would be
used for typical urban development such as buildings, but it could be used for a required open space component
for adjoining development such as riparian restoration or stormwater management. He opined there was not a per-
fect solution available.

Mr. Noble called for a show of hands of those who supported each concept totally.
Concept 1 support:
Lane County Planning Commission: Arkins, Dignam, Sullivan.

Springfield Planning Commission: Kirschenmann, VanGordon.

Ms. Pauley reviewed Concept 2, which consisted of Area 3, north of 52" Avenue; Area 8, South of Millrace;
Area 9, Seavey Loop.
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Concept 2 support:
Lane County Planning Commission: no support
Springfield Planning Commission: no support

Ms. Pauley reviewed Concept 3, which consisted of Area 1, North Gateway; Area 3, North of 52™ Avenue; Area
9, Seavey Loop.

Concept 3 support:
Lane County Planning Commission: Dignam, Goldstein.
Springfield Planning Commission: no support

Mr. Cross noted Concept 2 had no support and was definitely out of consideration.

Mr. Cross called for a show of hands for those who supported combining Concepts 1 and 3 to create a desired
outcome.

Combined Concept 1 and 3 support:
Lane County Planning Commission: Dignam, Goldstein, McCown, Nichols, Sullivan.
Springfield Planning Commission: Beyer, Kirschenmann, Moe, Moore, Smith, VanGordon.

Mr. Cross asked who preferred only a modification to Concept 1.

Modified Concept 1 support:
Lane County Planning Commission: Noble, Nichols.
Springfield Planning Commission: Beyer.

Mr. Sullivan called a point of order. He stated the commissioners could make recommendations to the BCC re-
lated to the benefits of a concept, or benefits of combining concepts, but they were not qualified to determine
what properties should or should not be included.

Mr. Noble disagreed with Mr. Sullivan. He said modifying or taking parts of Concept 1, Area 1 and Area 9,
would be suitable to him.

Mr. Sullivan agreed to see where Mr. Noble’s suggestion led the group.

Ms. Moore asked if a number lower than 640 acres could be achieved if Concept 1 was modified to include Area
1 and Area 9, and Area 8 was removed.

Mr. Grile said the factual base indicated a shortfall of 640 acres. In order to support a conclusion of less than 640
acres, the analysis would need to be modified to conclude that a smaller number was needed. Another option
would be to agree there was an established need of 640 acres that would be phased in over time.

Mr. Beyer asked if such an action would be consistent with the statutory requirement.

Mr. Van Vactor stated it would be necessary to provide an explanation of what steps the City would take to ad-
dress the statutory requirement.

Mr. Beyer said the acreage requirements were not based strictly on raw acreage, but the need to have a number of
sites that were 20 acres or larger.

Ms. Pauley directed commissioners to page 5 of the May 4, 2010 memorandum from Bob Parker, ECONorthwest
to Greg Mott, regarding Table 4, which summarized the suitability evaluation of the four study areas, Areas 1, 3,
8 and 9.

Ms. Arkin said when addressing the issue of obtaining large sites, it appeared the high end of the range was used
in developing the need and she had not seen a range of acreages identified.
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Mr. Grile replied the analysis described the needed acreage for 20 years, with the need for several 50 acre sites
identified, and acknowledgement that a significant portion of the total need identified 5 acre sites for redevelop-
ment inside the existing UGB.

Mr. Sullivan said it appeared Option 1 and Option 3 had eleven commissioners who were in consensus that there
were good aspects to both options. If this was the case it was not necessary to develop a specific recommendation
to the elected officials. It was the responsibility of the commissioners to identify strengths and weaknesses within
a common ground. He said wetlands most likely were present in some of the identified areas, and he thought the
BCC might be pleased to have the wetlands within the City’s UGB because they may assume there would be bet-
ter stewardship. Conversely, he also thought the BCC may not want to have the wetlands within the City’s UGB
because the BCC may feel that the County could be more diligent on the stewardship, since development could
not occur on wetlands outside of the UGB. This was a decision for the elected officials to make because there
were political ramifications involved.

Mr. Siekiel-Zdzienicki had concerns with large sites and employment density. ECONorthwest had identified
large sites for industrial parks that were subdividable, and owned by multiple developers, thus destroying the con-
cept of one large site. He stated use of large, 50 acres sites for warehouses was not good use of the land due to the
geographic constraints the City faced.

Mr. VanGordon suggested the commissioners had reached consensus on some version of Areas 1 and 9. He add-
ed 315 of the needed 640 acres had been identified, and the discussion should be directed to how much of Seavey
Loop or other areas should be included. He opined there was agreement that North Gateway should be included
in whatever concept the commissioners decided upon.

Mr. Cross called for a show of hands of those who supported moving forward to develop a recommendation based
on the opinions of commissioners and agreements that could be identified.

Lane County Planning Commission: Arkin, Dignam, Goldstein, McCown, Nichols, Noble,
Sandow, Sullivan.

Springfield Planning Commission: Beyer, Cross, Kirschenmann, Moore, Smith, VanGordon.

Mr. Noble was frustrated because he was unable to visit the sites, noting there was something to be learned if all
commissioners could visit the sites together. He thought it ridiculous that the commissioners did not put their feet
on the ground in areas for which recommendations and decisions were being made. He supported the North Ga-
teway area with the exception of the floodway adjacent to the river. The BCC could determine whether or not it
should be included in the UGB. He did not support use of the floodway for other types of development since it
was in relatively primitive condition. He said the North Gateway area had been identified as having suitable
properties for most of the building types in the UGB, based upon the alternatives analysis requirements. In some
areas, the resource agriculture land was of mixed condition. The North Gateway area was adjacent to the I-5
transportation corridor.

Mr. Noble could support parts of Area 9, as somewhat suitable for most of the development types identified. A
problem with the area was a number of the lots were small. It would be important to protect the large sites for
commercial or industrial development, and not divide them into small parcels. He said use of Areas 3 or § were
problematic because Area 3 was prone to floods, and Area 8 was the source of drinking water.

Mr. Moe supported Areas 1 and 9, but he thought what the commissioners decided tonight would be irrelevant be-
fore the elected officials.

Ms. Arkin said use of exception areas first was required by ORS, and there were sections in Areas 1 and 9 that
met that requirement. There were portions in Area 9 that were under power lines and along the I-5 corridor that
could provide smart land uses. In Concept 1, Area 1, 350 acres had been identified of which 250 acres, or 78 per-
cent, were able to be developed. In Area 9, 500 acres had been identified, of which 350 acres, or 47 percent, were
able to be developed, which offered a less efficient use of the land than Area 1. Under Concept 3, North Gateway
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had 78 percent of usable land, while it dropped to 35 percent in Seavey Loop. Use of only 35 percent indicated
that too much land was being brought into the urban holding area. There was no guarantee that the land would be
protected although much of it consisted of riparian and floodplain areas. The land outside of the UGB was Lane
County land with a current use of natural resources, which was as valid a use of the land as designating it for in-
dustrial uses. There was a lack of consistency by City staff regarding what could and could not be developed in
the flood plain. She observed Area 8, was close to the Springfield well fields and she was concerned uses would
be introduced that would contaminate the well fields. She stated identifying large lots of 50 acres was arbitrary.
She expressed concern that the large lots could be subdivided, and questioned whether 640 acres was a valid
number. She was impressed with the quality of the soil, noting most of it was class 2. She was pained to think of
parking lots and warehouses on class 2 soil. Future generations would need the land to grow food.

Mr. Beyer averred there were no good options. Area 3 was under water regularly and Area 8 was near the well
field. The City Council was trying to get trucks off of Main Street, making Area 8 challenging for industrial uses.
Areas 1 and 9 offered major advantages that they were close to I-5 and would provide better access for commer-
cial vehicles. The biggest issue for the City Council would be to determine how to protect large sites from being
subdivided into small parcels. He was skeptical about bringing in all of the non-usable land. He suggested if the
large sites and Goal 5 areas were protected, regardless of whether they were inside or outside of the City, they
would look the same in 20 years. The City of Springfield and City of Eugene policies were more protective of the
lands than were Lane County’s due to available resources.

Mr. Sandow saw some value in Areas 1 and 9, but had a concern related to employment density. He could find no
discussion around the assumption of what would happen to per capita wages. Wages in Oregon wages had been
dropping for over 15 years and were at a 16 year low in 2009. There was a relationship between per capita wage
and the amount of land needed. Although there was no legal requirement for the Planning Commission to make
decisions based on wage levels, he saw this as an efficiency issue. It was difficult to make a decision on lands
that could be used for agricultural purposes, although they may be class 2 soils, without being careful with as-
sumptions. This represented a fundamental flaw.

Mr. Kirschenmann concurred with Mr. Beyer that there was not one good concept. He hoped the elected officials
would look at Areas 1, 3, 8 and 9. He opined the City could look at sites within the four areas, while protecting
farm lands in Area 9; using some of Area 8, being cognizant of the water fields; and, Area 3 could be used to
avoid wetlands. Portions of all four areas could be used to fill the City’s needs.

Ms. Nichols said the most logical sites included sections of Areas 1 and 9. She was concerned with including
floodways since they could be developed under certain circumstances. She preferred that the floodways remain in
the County and be restricted except as needed for utilities. She thought counting small parcels as constrained arti-
ficially lowered the suitable acres. She thought that northeast corner of Seavey Loop Area 9 was in the floodway
and should not be considered. She was concerned with finding a way to preserve large parcels.

Mr. VanGordon noted there was quite a bit of agreement among the commissioners. He supported using Area 1,
but was concerned with flooding issues related to Area 3, and urged caution. Additionally, he supported taking a
larger piece of Area 9, noting the law required taking 93 acres of the site. It would be more cost effective to use
available infrastructure. He commented floodway issues would be raised by the elected officials. He wanted to
ensure Springfield had a continuous set of land and UGB that would make sense. It made sense to have every-
thing in North Gateway. He believed the City of Springfield could be a good steward of the land. Conversely,
Area 9 needed to be examined for floodway issues.

Mr. Smith supported the Area 1 in its entirety; a reduced section of Area 9 being aware of soil issues in the area;
and a portion of Area 3. He encouraged elected officials to consider the east side of Seavey Loop. He said
elected officials could look at the suitable versus unsuitable lands Question It was important to be efficient with
the land.

Mr. Sullivan directed his comments to the BCC rather than the Springfield City Council. Lands suitable for em-
ployment must be part of the expansion decision. He supported expansion as close as reasonable to I-5 to reduce
surface street transit and the potential to have to move rail. Option 1 made the most sense although North Gate-
way and Seavey Loop would be a challenge to service. He noted there was testimony in the record which needed
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further exploration that there was available in the Seavey Loop area. He questioned the concerns about the fire
district capability to the Seavey Loop area, noting Lane Community College contracted with a local fire protec-
tion district. The elected officials needed to determine what lands the BCC must protect as stewards. He asked if
they could they do a better job of stewardship than the City of Springfield. He encouraged the BCC to read the
dialogue from the public and to responses to the issues. He found the written testimony intriguing and insightful.
He noted the process had been lengthy but had gone a long way to reinforce the applicants’ desires to bring the is-
sues forward and reinforce the focus on those who have opposition on the process.

Ms. Moore agreed with Mr. Noble that feet on the ground would be beneficial and recommended that the elected
officials visit the various sites. She understood there were water resources in Area 8, but also understood there
were wells throughout the City that were protected. She noted of the 140 acres identified in Area 8, 130 acres
were deemed to be suitable. She supported Concept 1 in its entirety, although she agreed that Area 3 perhaps of-
fered better accessibility to I-5 and should be considered.

Mr. Dignam said Areas 3 and 8 were bad alternatives, and Areas 1 and 9 were better alternatives. Areas 1 and 9
were better because they included exception areas and freeway frontage, which was ideal for commercial and in-
dustrial development. He thought it would be possible to find pieces from Areas 3 and 8. He did not understand
why bringing in excess acres was a bad thing. Staff provided detail on the rationale and benefits of doing so. He
asserted no one would build on lands with undesirable features such steep slopes. He disputed the assumption
that lands would be built on as soon as they were brought into the UGB. He concurred that it was desirable to
protect valuable farm land, noting class 2 soil was important. It was also important to find a place for humans,
and that was what this exercise was all about.

Mr. Goldstein mourned the loss of farmland but it seemed there was no way to get around it. He was concerned
with access to the highway. It would have been helpful if the proposals had been split into heavy and light indus-
trial use, which would make taking land near the highway more amenable to commissioners. He had not seen that
the construction of the roads had been studied, and it would be the City of Springfield’s burden to pay for roads
for large vehicles. He encouraged keeping development close to I-5.

Mr. McCown noted there was general consensus that Areas 1 and 9 were the best suited sites and the elected offi-
cials would need to look at Areas 3 and 8 to reach 640 acres if that was the decided upon acreage. He hoped the
staff and consultants could develop satisfactory responses to the questions raised through this process.

Mr. Siekiel-Zdzienicki said constrained lands could always be brought into the UGB and he saw no reason to
bring them in at the present time. He saw only 200 available unconstrained acres in Area 1, along with some land
along Franklin Boulevard, Seavey Loop, and Highway 58, but he did not think there was sufficient land available
to reach a target of 640 acres.

Mr. Cross agreed that the City should focus on the Area 1 and much of Area 9, with the balance brought in from
Area 3, primarily due to accessibility. Area 8 should not be considered due to accessibility issues. He saw no is-
sue with bringing in unsuitable land, opining the City could be a good steward of the land. Bringing in unsuitable
land would provide consistency in the development of the UGB and provide open space when other parcels were
developed.

Mr. Cross noted consensus to use Area 1, and Area 9. There was some interest in parceling Area 9 and parts of
Area 3.

Mr. Beyer said a cornerstone of local planning was that smaller developments would occur on existing lots of
which there were many. There were no easily accessible large parcels in Oregon that appealed to larger business-

€s.

Mr. Noble did a time check. There was consensus to try to finish the review this evening. There were no objec-
tions if Mr. Goldstein had to leave early.

The Planning Commissions took a short break at 8:45 p.m.
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Mr. Goldstein left at 8:45 p.m.

Ms. Pauley reviewed and facilitated a discussion of Question 18, is the City’s proposal to designate ““newly urba-
nizable area added to the UGB as Urban Holding Areas that require a post acknowledge plan amendment
(PAPA) process required to remove UHA and allow designation for urban development supportable?

Mr. Beyer supported protecting large parcels. However, the language in Question 18 suggested it would be im-
possible to develop large parcels because it would take developers months if not years to work through a plan
amendment.

Ms. Pauley stated the City could undertake the plan amendment process rather than require it of potential devel-
opers.

Mr. Grile said Goal 14 required a comparative analysis of the public facilities and transportation system, although
there was some question about that based on a recent Goal 12 decision out of Eugene. However, the City was not
addressing Goal 12 at the level of detail required for a transportation system plan. The significant goal that needed
to be addressed for annexing and developing the land would be Goal 12.

In response to a question from Mr. Dignam, Mr. Grile said if the commissioners said no to Questions 18 and 20
the Springfield Planning Commission would have to plan and zone each parcel. He concurred with Ms. Moore
that by proceeding with the holding plan, planning and zoning would be deferred to the applicant or to the City, in
a manner similar to the commission’s work with a citizen advisory committee that was preparing a detailed plan
for Glenwood.

Mr. Cross called for a show of hands on Question 18.

Lane County Planning Commission: Commissioners Dignam, McCown, Nichols, Noble, and, Sul-
livan voted in favor, and Commissioners Arkin, Sandow, and Mr. Siekiel-Zdzienicki voted against.

Springfield Planning Commission: Unanimously supported Question 18, 7:0
Mr. Moe left at 8:57 p.m.
Ms. Pauley reviewed and facilitated a discussion of Question 19, Shall all master plans for urban development on
“newly urbanizable™ lands require that development of such lands is consistent with the Urban Holding Area de-
signations for such lands and with the site needs criteria for their inclusion in the UGB as expressed in the appli-
cable Economic Opportunities Analysis, Residential Lands Analysis, UGB Alternatives Analysis, and related find-
ings adopted in support of their inclusion?

There was consensus that this was strictly a City of Springfield issue on which the Lane County Planning Com-
mission would not vote.

Following a brief discussion related to lot sizes, commissioners agreed with Mr. Grile’s suggestion that the com-
mission defer addressing that issue until staff could provide more information to the City of Springfield Planning
Commission.

Mr. Cross called for a show of hands on Question 19.

Springfield Planning Commission: Unanimously supported Question 19, 6:0.

Ms. Pauley reviewed and facilitated a discussion of Question 20, is the City’s proposal to preserve large “newly
urbanizable” sites supportable?”

Mr. Noble said there was no need for the Lane County Planning Commission to vote on Question 20.

Mr. Cross called for a show of hands on Question 20.
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Springfield Planning Commission: Unanimously supported Question 20, 6:0.
Action Item 4: Land Use and Urban Design Element
Ms. Pauley reviewed and facilitated a discussion of Question 23, Establish parcel-specific diagram?
In response to a Question from Mr. Noble, Mr. Howe said the County would always be supportive of a site specif-
ic plan designation, which was already the County’s practice. There was no need for the Lane County Planning
Commission to vote on Question 23.
Mr. Cross called for a show of hands on Question 23.

Springfield Planning Commission: Unanimously supported Question 23, 6:0.

Ms. Pauley reviewed and facilitated a discussion of Question 24, Prepare findings to support and incorporate re-
designations to resolve plan-zone conflict where feasible?

Mr. Cross called for a show of hands on Question 24.
Springfield Planning Commission: Unanimously supported Question 24, 6:0.

Ms. Pauley directed commissioners to Attachment 1-17, Issue 2, Adopt amendments to the Springfield Develop-
ment Code to Implement Land Use Efficiency Measures—Phase one (LRP 2009-00015/PA 09-6018), that would:

e (Create a Small Lot Residential District;
e Establish a minimum density of six dwelling units per net acre in the LDR District;
e Require a mix of housing types in the SLR developments.

Action Item 1: Adopt Springfield Development Code Amendments.
Mr. Beyer, seconded by Mr. Smith, moved that the Springfield Planning Commission recom-
mend adoption of the Springfield Development Code Amendments Land Use Efficiency Meas-
ures-Phase 1. The motion passed unanimously, 6:0.

Mr. Noble said there was no need for the Lane County Planning Commission to vote on this motion.

Mr. Beyer, seconded by Mr. Kirschenmann, moved to recommend the elected officials adopt a
parcel specific plan diagram. The motion passed unanimously, 6:0.

Mr. Noble said there was no need for the Lane County Planning Commission to vote on this motion.

Mr. Beyer, seconded by Mr. Kirschenmann, moved to recommend the elected officials consider
resolving plan zone conflicts. The motion passed unanimously, 6:0.

Mr. Noble said there was no need for the Lane County Planning Commission to vote on this motion.

Mr. Beyer, seconded by Mr. Kirschenmann, moved to recommend the elected officials adopt
the Springfield 2030 Refinement Plan including establishing a separate Urban Growth Boun-
dary for the City of Springfield. The motion passed unanimously, 6:0.

Ms. Arkin, seconded by Mr. McCown, moved to recommend the elected officials adopt the
Springfield 2030 Refinement Plan including establishing a separate Urban Growth Boundary
for the City of Springfield. The motion passed unanimously, 8:0.
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Mr. McCown, seconded by Ms. Nichols, moved to advance the Springfield 2030 Refinement
Plan forward to the BCC without a recommendation for specific areas for the UGB expansion
and for the Board to review the Planning Commission deliberations to understand the Plan-
ning Commission concerns.

Mr. McCown explained he had concerns about issues that had been raised by the commissioners. He stated if
staff and the consultants could clarify the issues of alleged inconsistencies and assumptions, the BCC could possi-
bly agree to those issues. It was difficult for him to agree to expand the UGB while there were still big issues re-
lated to the total acreage.

Mr. Dignam could support the motion since there was a divergence of opinion.

Mr. Siekiel-Zdzienicki supported the motion because staff would now be able to present new evidence when the
record reopened and the issues raised by the commissioners could be discussed by the BCC.

Ms. Arkin supported the motion because the commissioners were not policy makers but advisory to the BCC.
The BCC would be able to make a decision based on the evidence in the record and the comments offered by the
Planning Commissions.
The motion passed unanimously, 8:0.
Mr. Sullivan, seconded by Mr. Dignam, moved that Lane County Planning Commission rec-
ommend that prior to initiation of the process by the BCC, comments made by individuals re-
garding options and larger maps, be presented at the beginning of the process; and that a
workshop be conducted to streamline the process.

Ms. Arkin would support the motion. She asked if chair or vice chair would ask if the BCC would like to have a
joint meeting with the Lane County Planning Commission.

Mr. Dignam had no interest in discussing the issue further.

The motion passed unanimously, 8:0.

The meeting adjourned at 9:25 p.m.

(Recorded by Linda Henry)

MINUTES—Joint Planning Commissions— May 4, 2010 Page 11
City of Springfield, Lane CoRy -hyment 1-C-2, Page 37 of 37



re ™

BEFORE :HE PLANNING COMMISSION OF SPRlNGF\n.-.b, OREGON
ORDER AND RECOMMENDATION FOR:

AMENDMENTS TO THE SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT CODE TO: ESTABLISH THE AGRICULTURAL (AG) ] TYP413-00007
ZONING DISTRICT (SUBSECTIONS 3.2-900 THROUGH 3.2-920); REVISE THE CURRENT PUBLIC LAND ]
AND OPEN SPACE (PLO) ZONING DISTRICT (SUBSECTIONS 3.2-700 THROUGH 3.2-715); REVISE PUBLIC ]
AND PRIVATE PARK SPECIAL USE STANDARDS (SUBSECTIONS 4.7-200 AND 4.7-203); AND ADDING/ ]
AMENDING TERMS RELATED TO THE ABOVE (SUBSECTION 6.1-110) . ]

NATURE OF THE PROPOSAL

Staff is requesting that the Springfield Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval to the Springfield
City Council and the Lane County Board of Commissioners regarding the following proposed amendments to the
Springfield Development Code:

= The proposed AG Zoning District (SDC 3.2-900 et. Seq.) will implement the Springfield 2030 Refinement Plan
Economic and Urbanization Element policies that the City, in cooperation with Lane County, is scheduled to adopt in
early 2014 to comply with Statewide Planning Goals 9, Economic Development and 14, Urbanization. Compliance
means that Springfield must demonstrate that it has applied the appropriate designation and zoning to proposed
UGB expansion areas to ensure that permitted “interim” uses will not preclude use of these sites for future intended
employment purposes. The proposed AG Zoning District permitted uses will be allowed until urban employment

development is planned and the land is annexed to Springfield. At that time, an appropriate “permanent” Springfield

employment designation and zoning will be applied.

= Proposed Amendments to the PLO Zoning District (SDC 3.2-700 et. Seq.). The proposed South Millrace UGB
expansion areas contains a number of sites owned and utilized by the WPRD, SUB and the City, some of which are
zoned PLO. Upon staff review, it was found that the current PLO use list that was first prepared in the mid 1980’s is
not adequate to address Willamalane’s and SUB’s current and future development needs. However, the proposed
amendments will apply to all properties zoned PLO within Springfield’s UGB.

» Revise the Public and Private Park Special Use Standards {SDC 4.7-200 and 4.7-203)

* Amend/Add definitions in SDC 6.1-110 related to the above.

Timely and sufficient notice of the public hearing has been provided, pursuant to SDC Section 5.2-115.

On November 19, 2013, the Springfield Planning Commission held a work session and on December 18, 2013, a public
hearing on the proposed SDC amendments. The staff report and written comments were entered into the record.

CONCLUSION

On the basis of this record, the proposed amendments are consistent with the criteria of SDC Sect|on 5.6~ 115A C Th|s
general finding is supported by the specific findings of fact and conclusion in the Staff Report and Findings and the
additional information submitted for the December 18, 2013 public hearing.

ORDER/RECOMMENDATION

It is ORDERED by the Springfield Planning Commission that approval of Case Number TYP413-00007 be GRANTED and a
RECOMMENDATION for approval be forwarded to the Springfield Ctty Council and the Lane County Board of
Commissigners for their consideration in early 2014.

A AL — 12 e /s
Plannirqg Co?r%ission Chgn{person Date §

ATTEST
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SPRINGFIELD URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY; THE
EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD METROPOLITAN AREA GENERAL PLAN (METRO PLAN) TEXT
AND DIAGRAM TO AMEND THE METRO PLAN BOUNDARY, ADOPT THE SPRINGFIELD
2030 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (2030 PLAN) ECONOMIC AND URBANIZATION
POLICY ELEMENTS AND ASSIGN PLAN DESIGNATIONS TO NEWLY URBANIZABLE
LANDS; THE SPRINGFIELD ZONING MAP TO ASSIGN NEW ZONING; THE
SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT CODE TO ADD SECTIONS 3.2-915 — 3.2-930
ESTABLISHING THE AGRICULTURE-URBAN HOLDING AREA LAND USE ZONING
DISTRICT (AG); ADOPTING A SEVERABILITY CLAUSE; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SPRINGFIELD FINDS THAT:

WHEREAS, the City of Springfield and Lane County adopted a coordinated population forecast
(City of Springfield Ordinance No. 6248 on October 19, 2009; Lane County Ordinance No. PA-
1261 on October 28, 2009) that estimated the City of Springfield’s population including the
Metro Urban Area East of Interstate 5 to be 81,608 in 2030; and

WHEREAS, the City of Springfield and Lane County adopted a separate Springfield Urban
Growth Boundary (City of Springfield Ordinance No. 6268 on June 20, 2011; Lane County
Ordinance PA-096018 on July 6, 2011); and

WHEREAS, the City of Springfield and Lane County adopted an amendment to the Metro Plan
Diagram to reflect a new Metro Plan Boundary that is coterminous with the City of Springfield

Urban Growth Boundary east of Interstate 5 (City of Springfield Ordinance No. 6288 on March
18, 2013; Lane County Ordinance No. PA-1281 on June 4, 2013); and

WHEREAS, the City of Springfield, Lane County and the City of Eugene adopted amendments
to the Metro Plan that provide a process for amending the Metro Plan to allow each city to
determine the extent to which particular sections in the Metro Plan will apply to an individual
City, as each jurisdiction establishes its own Urban Growth Boundary, 20-year land supply and
city-specific comprehensive plan (City of Springfield Ordinance No. 6332 on December 1, 2014;
Lane County Ordinance No. PA 1313 on November 12, 2014; and City of Eugene Ordinance No.
20545 on November 25, 2014); and

WHEREAS, the City of Springfield commissioned ECONorthwest to prepare the Commercial and
Industrial Buildable Lands Inventory and Economic Opportunities Analysis outlining Springfield’s
employment needs for the next 20-year planning period ending in 2030, attached as Exhibit B-
2; and

WHEREAS, the Springfield Commercial and Industrial Buildable Lands Inventory, Economic
Opportunities Analysis and Economic Development Objectives and Implementation Strategies
determined that the City of Springfield has a deficit of industrial and commercial mixed-use
employment sites larger than 5 acres and that deficit requires an expansion of the Urban
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Growth Boundary of 223 suitable acres to accommodate the employment needs for the 20-year
planning period ending 2030; and

WHEREAS, the acknowledged 2011 Springfield Residential Land & Housing Needs Analysis
determined that Springfield had a deficit of 300 acres of public/semi-public land to meet Parks
and Open Space needs for the 20-year planning period ending 2030; and

WHEREAS, timely and sufficient notice of the public hearings, pursuant to Springfield
Development Code Section 5.2-115, has been provided; and

WHEREAS, the Springfield and Lane County Planning Commissions conducted joint public
hearings on the Metro Plan and 2030 Plan amendments on February 17, 2010 March 16, 2010
and May 4, 2010 and forwarded recommendations to the Springfield City Council and Lane
County Board of Commissioners; and

WHEREAS, the Springfield Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on December 18,
2013 and forwarded recommendations to both the Springfield City Council and Lane County
Board of Commissioners on the proposed AG Land Use Zoning District and; and

WHEREAS, the Springfield City Council and Lane County Board of Commissioners held joint
public hearings on these amendments on September 12, 2016 and XX,; and is now ready to
take action based on the above recommendations and evidence and testimony already in the
record as well as the evidence and testimony presented at the joint elected official’s public
hearing; and

WHEREAS, the City of Springfield provided several opportunities for public involvement
including but not limited to open houses, citizen advisory committees and technical advisory
committees; and

WHEREAS, substantial evidence exists within the record demonstrating that the proposal
meets the requirements of the Metro Plan, Springfield Development Code and applicable state
and local law as described in the findings attached as Exhibit F, and which are adopted in
support of this Ordinance.

NOW THEREFORE, THE COMMON COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SPRINGFIELD ORDAINS
AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The Springfield Urban Growth Boundary is amended to satisfy Springfield’s
established need by adding 257 acres of suitable employment land on 273 gross acres in the
North Gateway and Mill Race expansion areas, designating 53 acres of land located within the
FEMA Floodway in the North Gateway expansion area as Natural Resource and also expanding
the Springfield Urban Growth Boundary to include 455 acres of existing Public, Parks and Open
Space Land as depicted in Exhibits A-2, C-1, and C-2 attached hereto and incorporated by this
reference.

Section 2. The Metro Plan text and diagram are hereby amended to adopt the “Urban Holding
Area- Employment” (UHA-E) Plan Designation and to assign the UHA- E plan designation to 273
of acres of land; to assign the “Public/Semi Public” plan designation to 455 acres of land; and to
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assign the “Natural Resource” plan designation to the 53 acres of land located in the FEMA
Floodway in the North Gateway expansion area as Natural Resource and as set out in Exhibit A-
2 and D attached hereto and incorporated by this reference.

Section 3. Pursuant to Statewide Planning Goal 9, the Metro Planis amended to adopt
Springfield’s city-specific Springfield 2030 Comprehensive Plan Economic Element including
Economic Development Goals, Policies and Implementation Strategies as well as its Technical
Supplement the Springfield Commercial and Industrial Buildable Lands Inventory, Economic
Opportunities Analysis, which will replace the Springfield Commercial Lands Study, as set out in
Exhibit B, attached hereto and incorporated by this reference.

Section 4. Pursuant to Statewide Planning Goal 14, the Metro Plan is amended to adopt
Springfield’s city-specific Springfield 2030 Comprehensive Plan Urbanization Element including
Urbanization Goals, Policies and Implementation Strategies as set out in Exhibit C, attached
hereto and incorporated here by this reference.

Section 5. The Metro Plan text is amended in Chapter Il, Section C: Growth Management;
Chapter II, Section E: Urban and Urbanizable Land; Chapter 111, Section B: Economic Element
reflecting that these sections no longer apply to Springfield and have been replaced by the city-
specific Springfield 2030 Comprehensive Plan Economic and Urbanization Elements; also
amended in Chapter Il Section G to add the UHA-E land use designation, remove the Springfield
specific reference to the Natron Special Heavy Industrial (SHI) site and change footnote 7 to
add a reference for this ordinance as contained in Exhibit D attached hereto and incorporated
by this reference.

Section 6. The Metro Plan Diagram is hereby amended to move the Metro Plan Boundary to
be coterminous<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>