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225 Fifth Street 

Springfield, Oregon 97477 
541.726.3610 

Online at www.springfield-or.gov 

 
The meeting location is wheelchair-accessible.  For the hearing-impaired, an interpreter can be provided with 48 
hours notice prior to the meeting.  For meetings in the Council Meeting Room, a “Personal PA Receiver” for the 

hearing impaired is available.  To arrange for these services, call 541.726.3710.   
Meetings will end prior to 10:00 p.m. unless extended by a vote of the Planning Commission. 

 
All proceedings before the Planning Commission are recorded. 

 
December 3, 2013 

_____________________________ 
 

7:00 p.m. Regular Session 
Council Chambers 

______________________________________ 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
ROLL CALL –   Chair James _____, Vice Chair Bean _____, Kirschenmann ___,   Moe___, Salladay___,  
  
   Vohs ____, and Nelson _____. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
BUSINESS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
 
APPRIOVAL OF MINUTES October 15, 2013 Joint Work Session with Lane County and City of Eugene 
    October 15, 2013 Joint Regular Session with Lane County and City of Eugene 
    November 5, 2013 Joint meeting with Lane County 

 
1. QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING –  

 
a. Zone Change – Springfield School District Proposed Rezoning of Surplus School District Property at 725 

South 42nd Street.  TYP313-00006 
 
Planner: Mark Metzger 
30 Minutes 

 
CONDUCT OF QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

• Staff will explain procedural requirements mandated by State Law 
• Commencement of the hearing 
• Declaration of conflict of interest or “ex-parte” contact 
• Staff report 

 

Current Development Manager: 
Greg Mott 541-726-3774 
Management Specialist: 
Brenda Jones 541.726.3610 

Planning Commissioners: 
Greg James, Chair 
Denise Bean, Vice Chair 
Johnny Kirschenmann 
Steve Moe 
Stacy Salladay 
Tim Vohs 
Nick Nelson 
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• Testimony from the applicant 
• Testimony of those in support 
• Testimony of those in opposition\Questions from the Commission  
• Summation by the Staff 
• Rebuttal from the applicant 
• Close of the public hearing 
• Planning Commission discussion (possible questions to staff or public) 
• Motion to recommend approval or approval with conditions or denial of the request based on 

staff report and/or oral/written testimony 
• Recommendation signed by Chair incorporating findings and reasoning to support decision 

 
REPORT OF COUNCIL ACTION 
 
BUSINESS FROM THE DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
 
BUSINESS FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
 



AGENDA  ITEM  SUMMARY Meeting Date: 12/3/2013 
 Meeting Type: Regular Meeting 
 Staff Contact/Dept.: Mark Metzger/DPW 
 Staff Phone No: 541-726-3775 
 Estimated Time: 15 Minutes 
S P R I N G F I E L D 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

Council Goals: Mandate 

 
ITEM TITLE:  PROPOSED REZONING OF SURPLUS SCHOOL DISTRICT PROPERTY AT 

725 SOUTH 42ND STREET  
ACTION 
REQUESTED: 
 

Conduct a public hearing and approve; approve with conditions; or deny a proposal 
by the Springfield School District to rezone 3.6 acres of property from Public Land 
and Open Space (PLO) to Low Density Residential (LDR). 
 

ISSUE 
STATEMENT: 

School District 19 has declared the property it owns on the northeast corner of 42nd 
Street and Mt. Vernon/Holly Street to be surplus and intends to market the site.  
The District seeks to rezone the property to facilitate its sale.  At issue is whether 
the proposed rezoning is consistent with the applicable approval criteria for zone 
changes. The Staff Report and Recommendation (Attachment 1) provides findings 
which address conformity of the proposal with those criteria. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 1. Staff Report and Recommendation 
2. Applicant’s Submittal 
3. PC Order 

DISCUSSION: 
 

The subject site is the location of the old Mt. Vernon Elementary School which was 
closed several years ago and was demolished in August 2013.  Much of the school 
site was previously partitioned and redeveloped as Volunteer Park, a facility now 
owned and maintained by Willamalane Park and Recreation District.  The 
remainder of the school site was declared surplus property and is now proposed for 
rezoning and sale.   
 
The current zoning for the subject site and the adjoining Volunteer Park is PLO.  
The zoning for the park shall remain. The PLO zone is appropriate for a park use, 
but the District seeks to rezone the subject site to LDR.  The proposed rezoning to 
LDR is intended to make the surplus lot suitable for sale.  District 19 will use the 
proceeds from the sale to help fund other capital projects within the district as 
allowed by state law. Rezoning to LDR will maintain conformity with the Metro 
Plan designation.   
 
Under the provisions of Section 3.2-205 of the Springfield Development Code, the 
LDR zone allows for residential development of primarily detached single-family 
dwellings with a density range of 6 to14 dwelling units per net acre. Duplexes are 
allowed on corner lots. The zone also provides for a limited range of neighborhood 
uses that provide services for residents including care facilities and churches which 
may be approved with a Discretionary Use Permit. 
 
Nearby properties on the east side of South 42nd Street are zoned LDR.  The 
neighborhood to the west, across South 42nd Street, is largely Medium Density 
Residential with some LDR and Community Commercial to the south. 
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City Of Springfield 
Development Services Department 

December 3, 2013 
Mt Vernon Rd./Holly St. Rezone, School District 19 

Staff Report 
 
Applicant: 
Springfield School District 19 
 

Journal No. 
TYP313-00006 

Request:  
To amend the Springfield Zoning Map to apply the Low 
Density Residential zone to a 3.6 acre parcel at the corner of S. 
42nd Street and Mt. Vernon Rd. which is also known as Holly 
Street.  The parcel is currently zoned Public Land and Open 
Space (PLO).  
 

ProcedureType:  
Type III—Quasi-Judicial 

Affected Properties/ Assessor’s Map No. 
18-02-05-21 Tax lot 8300 
 

Approximate Area 
3.6 acres 

Attachments: 
Attachment 1: Current Zoning Map showing the subject property  
Attachment 2: Proposed Zoning Map showing the subject property 
 

 
I. Executive Summary 
 
The subject site is the location of the old Mt. Vernon Elementary School which was closed and 
demolished in 2013.  Much of the school site was previously redeveloped as Volunteer Park, a facility 
now owned and maintained by Willamalane Park and Recreation District.  The remainder of the school 
site was declared surplus property and is now proposed for rezoning and sale.  
 

Vicinity Aerial 
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The maps below report show the current and proposed zoning for the subject site.  The current zoning is 
Public Land and Open Space (PLO). This proposed zoning, Low Density Residential (LDR), is consistent 
with the current Metro Plan designation for the property (LDR) found on the Eugene-Springfield 
Metropolitan Area General Plan Diagram.   
 

 
 
Subject Site Acres Current 

Zone 
Proposed 
Zone 

Current Plan 
Designation 

Proposed Plan 
Designation 

725 S. 42nd Street 3.6 PLO LDR LDR LDR 
 
The staff report below addresses the conditions of approval for Zoning Map amendments and presents 
findings and suggests conclusions that address those conditions.  Staff believes that the proposal satisfies 
the conditions of approval for zoning map amendments found in Section 5.22-115 of the Springfield 
Development Code and recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed zone change 
from PLO to LDR for the subject site.  
 
II. Background 
 
The subject site is the location of the old Mt. Vernon Elementary School which was closed and 
demolished in August 2013.  Much of the school site was previously partitioned and redeveloped as 
Volunteer Park, a facility now owned and maintained by Willamalane Park and Recreation District.  The 
remainder of the school site was declared surplus property and is now proposed for rezoning and sale.  
The current zoning for the subject site and the adjoining Volunteer Park is Public Land and Open Space.  
The PLO zone is appropriate for a park use, but the District seeks to rezone the subject site to Low 
Density Residential.  The current Metro Plan designation for the subject site is LDR.  Rezoning to LDR 
will bring the site into conformity with the Metro Plan. 
 
Section 3.2-205 of the Springfield Development Code describes Low Density Residential (LDR) zoning 
district. The LDR zone establishes sites for residential development where primarily detached single-
family dwellings and duplexes are permitted with a density range of 6 to14 dwelling units per net acre. 
The zone also provides for a limited range of neighborhood uses that provide services for residents. 
 
The neighborhood east of the subject site on Mt. Vernon/Holly Street (apart from Volunteer park) is 
currently zoned LDR.  The neighborhood is composed of single family dwellings with a corner duplex 
located on the corner of S. 42nd and Mt. Vernon Rd.   
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The neighborhood to the west of the subject site, across South 42nd Street, is largely Medium Density 
Residential and Community Commercial.  The area includes a large duplex subdivision that was recently 
completed and a mix of single family homes and homes with large deep lots that have additional 
dwellings sited behind them on the same lot.   
 
The proposed rezoning to LDR is intended to make the surplus lot suitable for sale.  District 19 will use 
the proceeds from the sale to help fund other capital projects within the district as allowed by state law. 
 
III. Procedural Requirements 
 
Section 5.22-110 of the SDC describes the process to be followed when amending the Zoning Map.   
Since this proposal affects a single site, it is shall be processed as a Type III quasi-judicial action, 
consistent with the requirements of SDC Section 5.22-110 B.   
 
A Type III review process is described in Section 5.1-135 of the SDC.  Type III review processes require 
both newspaper notice and mailed notice to property owners and occupants within 300 feet of the 
property being reviewed and to the appropriate neighborhood association, where applicable (Section 5.1-
135 B of the SDC). This section also requires that a sign be posted on the subject sites.  The content and 
timing of these notices are regulated by Section 5.2-115 of the SDC.  Under state regulations following 
Ballot Measure 56, mailed notice is required at least 30 days prior to the first public hearing by the elected 
officials.   
 
Mailed notice of the proposed Zoning map amendment must be sent to the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development as specified in ORS 197.610 and OAR 660-18-0020.  This notice must be 
filed no less than 35 days before the first evidentiary hearing. 
 
Under a Type III process, the Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing on this matter and will 
make a decision.     
 
Findings: 
 

1. Springfield School District initiated this amendment of the Zoning Map to change the zoning of 
the subject sites from PLO to LDR on October 16, 2013.   

 
2. A Public hearing was scheduled before the Springfield Planning Commission for December 3, 

2013.  
 
3. A “DLCD Notice Proposed Amendment” was mailed to the Department of Land Conservation 

and Development on October 25, 2013, alerting the agency to the City’s intent to amend the 
Zoning Map.  The notice was mailed more than 35 days in advance of the first evidentiary 
hearing as required by ORS 197.610. 
 

4. A Development Review Committee meeting was scheduled for November 5, 2013.  Findings and 
conditions of approval issued by participating members are contained in this report. 
 

5. Mailed notice of public hearings concerning the proposed zoning map amendment was sent out 
on November 12, 2013 to property owners and residents within 300 feet of the subject site.   The 
mailing allowed more than 20 days notice before the first public hearing as required by Section 
5.2-115 A of the SDC.  A second mailed notice was mailed on November 19 to correct an error in 
the amount of acreage shown for the property. 
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6. Notice of the public hearing concerning this matter was published on October 29, 2013 in the 

Register Guard, advertising the hearing before the Planning Commission on December 3, 2013.  
The content of the notice followed the direction given in Section 5.2-115 B of the SDC for quasi-
judicial actions. 

 
Conclusion: 
 
Procedural requirements described in Sections 5.2-115 and 5.22-110 of the SDC have been followed.  The 
notice to DLCD, as required by ORS 197.610 and OAR 660-18-0020 for amending the Development 
Code has also been followed. 
 
IV. Decision Criteria and Findings 
 
Section 5.22-115 of the SDC describes the criteria to be used in approving a Zoning Map amendment.  It 
states that in reaching a decision, the Planning Commission must adopt findings which demonstrate that 
the proposed zone change shows:  
 
“1) Consistency with applicable Metro Plan policies and the Metro Plan diagram;  
 
2) Consistency with applicable Refinement Plans, Plan District maps, Conceptual Development Plans and 
functional plans; and 
 
3) The property is presently provided with adequate public facilities, services and transportation networks 
to support the use, or these facilities, services and transportation networks are planned to be provided 
concurrently with the development of the property. 
 
4) Legislative Zoning Map amendments that involve a Metro Plan Diagram amendment shall: 
 
 a. Meet the approval criteria specified in Section 5.14-100; and 
 b. Comply with Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-012-0060, where applicable.” 
 
Criterion #1: “Consistency with applicable Metro Plan policies and the Metro Plan diagram;”  
 
Findings 
 

7. The Metro Plan contains a Diagram designating land uses for all parcels within Springfield’s 
planning jurisdiction.  The subject site is currently designated Low Density Residential (LDR) on 
the Metro Plan Diagram.   
 

8. Section II-G of the Metro Plan includes descriptions of the various plan designations.  The 
designation, “Residential” consists of three designations; Low Density Residential, Medium 
Density Residential, and High Density Residential (Pg. II-G-3). The current Metro Plan Low 
Density Residential designation allows for a development density of up to 10 dwelling units per 
gross acre.  The designation also allows for auxiliary uses including public facilities, 
neighborhood commercial and churches if allowed by the local development code. 
 

9. The proposed zone change from Public Land and Open Space (PLO) to Low Density Residential 
(LDR) is consistent with the current Low Density Residential Metro Plan designation. The LDR 

Attachment 1, Page 4 of 8



School District 19 Mt. Vernon Rd. Zoning Map Amendment 
Staff Report 
December 3, 2013 

5 

zoning limits density to the density set by the Low Density Residential Metro Plan designation 
and allows for the auxiliary uses described in the Plan.  

 
Conclusion 
 
The proposed Zoning Map amendment will change the PLO zoning to LDR on the subject site.  Such a 
change is consistent with Metro Plan Diagram and designation description for low density residential 
development.   
 
Criterion # 2: “Consistency with applicable Refinement Plans, Plan District maps, Conceptual 
Development Plans and functional plans; and” 
 
Findings: 
 

10. The subject site is located outside of any neighborhood refinement plan.   
 

11. Other applicable refinement plans and functional plans include the Willamalane Park and 
Recreation Comprehensive Plan, TransPlan and the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Public 
Facilities and Services Plan.  While the subject site is located within the planning area for these 
documents, a review shows that there are no specific policies or map elements which conflict 
with the proposed rezoning.   

 
Conclusion 
 
The proposed Zoning Map amendment is consistent with the applicable refinement plans and functional 
plans for the area. 
 
Criterion #3:  “The property is presently provided with adequate public facilities, services and 
transportation networks to support the use, or these facilities, services and transportation 
networks are planned to be provided concurrently with the development of the property.” 
 
Findings: 
 

12. The subject site is located on the northeast corner of S. 42nd Street and Mt. Vernon Rd./Holly 
Street.  South 42nd Street is classified as a minor arterial.  Mt Vernon/Holly Street is a local street. 
 

13. The site is located within the city limits and is currently served with city water, stormwater and 
sanitary sewer services. 
 

14. Participating utility, public facility and transportation providers participating on the Development 
Review Committee indicated in their meeting on November 5, that the subject site is adequately 
served to support buildout of the subject site at the density allowed by the proposed LDR zoning.   

 
Conclusion 
 
The proposed Zoning Map amendment is supported by existing service capacity for transportation, public 
facilities and utilities which already serve surrounding neighborhood.   
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Criterion #4: “Legislative Zoning Map amendments that involve a Metro Plan Diagram 
amendment shall: 
 
 a. Meet the approval criteria specified in Section 5.14-100; and 
 b. Comply with Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-012-0060, where applicable.” 
 
Findings:  
 

15. The proposed Zoning Map amendment affects a single tax lot.    
 
16. SDC Section 5.22-110 B defines quasi-judicial Zoning Map amendments to be those 

“…generally affecting a single or limited group of properties and may or may not include a Metro 
Plan diagram amendment.”  By this definition, the proposed Zoning Map amendment is a quasi-
judicial zoning map amendment and is not a legislative amendment.   

 
Conclusion  
 
Criterion #4 specifically addresses itself to “Legislative Zoning Map amendments.”   The proposed 
Zoning map amendment  “quasi-judicial” and not “legislative” and therefore do not apply to this proposal.  
 
V. Conclusion and Recommendation of Staff 
 
Based on the findings of staff with respect to the criteria defined in Section 5.22-115 of the Springfield 
Development Code for approving a Zoning Map amendment, staff find that the proposed amendment that 
would change the PLO zoning on the subject site to LDR, to be consistent with these criteria and 
recommend approval of the amendment. 
 
VI. Attachments 
 
Attachment 1: Current Zoning Map showing the subject property 
Attachment 2: Proposed Zoning Map showing the subject property   
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Attachment 1 
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Attachment 2 
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BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
OF THE 

CITY OF SPRINGFIELD 
 
ZONING MAP AMENDMENT   ] STAFF RECOMMENDATION  
CASE NUMBER: TYP313-00006  ] TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSION AND ORDER 
 
NATURE OF THE APPLICATION  
Springfield School District 19 requests a zoning map amendment from the classification Public Land and 
Open Space to the classification Low Density Residential for a 3.6 acre property located at 725 South 
42nd Street.  The property is identified as Assessor’s Map No. 18-02-05-21 Tax Lot 8300. 
 

1. The School District submitted a rezoning application and support materials on October 16, 2013.  
The application was submitted for review by the Springfield Planning Commission under Section 
5.22-115 of the Springfield Development Code (SDC) which describes the criteria to be used in 
approving a zoning map amendment. 

 
2. Timely and sufficient notice of the proposal and of the scheduled public hearing, pursuant to 

SDC Section 5.1-135 B has been provided.  
 
3. On December 3, 2013, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing to accept testimony 

and to hear comments on this proposal.  A Staff Report and Recommendation together with the 
testimony and submittals of the persons testifying at the hearing have been entered in the 
public record and have been considered during this proceeding. 

 
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 
On the basis of this record, the requested zoning map amendment proposal is found by staff to be 
consistent with the criteria of approval found in SDC Section 5.22-115 and is recommended to the 
Planning Commission for approval.  This general finding is supported by the specific findings of fact and 
conclusion in the Staff Report and Recommendation that is attached hereto and incorporated by 
reference into this decision. 
 
DECISION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
The Planning Commission is now ready to take action on this proposal based upon the above 
recommendation and the evidence and testimony already in the record as well as the evidence and 
testimony presented at this public hearing held in the matter of the zoning map amendment from Public 
Land and Open Space to Low Density Residential for the property at 725 South 42nd Street.  
 
It is the DECISION of the Planning Commission of Springfield that Case Number TYP313-00006 (be 
approved) (be approved with conditions) (be denied) (no action be taken at this time). 
 
This DECISION was presented to and approved by the Planning Commission on December 3, 2013. 
      

AYES:    _____ 
NOES:      _____ 
ABSENT:  _____ 
ABSTAIN: _____ 

 
ATTEST: __________________________________ 

Planning Commission 
Chairperson 
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MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC HEARING OF 
THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION  

THE EUGENE PLANNING COMMISSION  
THE LANE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION  

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 15, 2013 
 
The City of Springfield Planning Commission, the Eugene Planning Commission and the Lane County 
Planning Commission held a public hearing in the Library Meeting Room, 225 Fifth Street, Springfield, 
Oregon, on Tuesday, October 15, 2013 at 6:28 p.m., with Commissioner Greg James, Commissioner 
William Randall and Commissioner Ryan Sisson presiding. 
 
ATTENDANCE 
Springfield Planning Commission  
Present were Chair James and Vice Chair Bean, Commissioners Salladay, Moe, Vohs and Nelson.  Also 
present were, Senior Planner Mark Metzger, City Attorney Mary Bridget Smith, Development 
Services/Public Works Director Len Goodwin, Management Specialist Brenda Jones and members of the 
staff. 
 
Eugene Planning Commission  
Present were Chair Randall, Commissioners Steven Baker (5:38), John Barofsky, Jon Belcher, Ron 
Duncan, John Jaworski and Jeff Mills. Also present were Alissa Hansen, Senior Planner, @@. 
 
Lane County Planning Commission 
Present were Chair Sisson, Commissioners Charles Conrad (5:46), Randall Hledik, Nancy Nichols, James 
Peterson, Dennis Sandow and Larry Thorp.  Also present were Matt Laird, LMD Manager/Planning 
Director, Keir Miller, Senior Planner. 
 
ABSENT 
Springfield Planning Commission  
Commissioner Kirschenmann.  
 
Eugene Planning Commission  
None. 
 
Lane County Planning Commissioner:   
None. 
 
Springfield Chair Greg James, Eugene Chair William Randall and Lane County Chair Ryan Sisson 
convened the Meeting.  
 
1. Amendment to Chapter IV of the Eugene—Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro 

Plan)  
The planning staffs and legal counsel for Eugene, Springfield and Lane County have prepared 
amendments to Chapter IV of the Metro Plan for the purpose of implementing ORS 197.304.  The 
proposed amendments clarify each jurisdictions role in future Metro Plan amendments and 
amendments to related documents.   
 
Staff:  Mark Metzger, Springfield Senior Planner 
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 Keir Miller, Lane County Senior Planner 
 Alissa Hansen, Eugene Senior Planner 

 
Mr. James invited people who wished to speak at the public hearing to complete a Request to Speak form. 
He added people who wished to speak about a topic not on tonight’s agenda was welcome to speak.  He 
asked Planning Commissioners to introduce themselves.   
 
Mr. James opened the Springfield public hearing. 
 
Mr. Randall opened the Eugene public hearing.  
 
Mr. Sisson opened the Lane County public hearing.  
 
Mr. James explained the staff presentation had been provided during the work session earlier this evening. 
 
Mr. Metzger stated criteria of approval were found in each jurisdictions’ development codes.  The 
proposed amendment was consistent with relevant statewide planning goals, adopted by the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC).  Adoption of the proposed amendments would not 
@@ inconsistent.  (Lots of overtalking, background noise….could not understand recording.) 
 
Mr. James observed there was no one who wished to offer public testimony.  He observed there were no 
questions of staff by Planning Commissioners.   
 
In response to Mr. Sisson, Ms. Smith said the three Planning Commissions could deliberate together.   
 
Mr. James asked if there were any Planning Commissioners who wished to hold the record open for 
written testimony or to continue hearing to another time.   
 
Mr. Sandow requested that the record be kept open until November 4, 2013. 
 
Mr. James stated the preference would be to keep the record open for one week, until October 22, 2013.   
 
Mr. Metzger added the record was typically kept open for seven days.  
 
In response to Ms. Bean, Ms. Smith said the public hearing could be closed and the record kept open, 
which would not require the bodies to meet to close the record.   
 
Mr. Belcher opined staff would need time to respond to additional comments, thus it was not wise to 
leave it open until the date of the JEO meeting.   
 
Ms. Smith added the Planning Commissioners would also need time to deliberate after the record closed.   
 
Mr. Duncan asked if one Planning Commissioner could hold the records of all three Planning 
Commissions open. 
 
Ms. Smith said each record could be closed independently of the others.  However, staff recommended 
Planning Commissions kept their records in step, because the decision was based on the record, and if 
they opened and closed at different times, it became confusing and the information needed to be 
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consistent.  While the three Planning Commissions were convened together, they were acting 
independently.  She encouraged the Commissioners to keep their records together.  
 
Mr. Metzger said for the purpose of Metro Plan amendments, there were specific public involvement 
procedures in each of the jurisdictions’ codes required as far as notice and hearings, which had been 
followed.  Additionally, Eugene and Springfield staff reached out to various stakeholders, including 1000 
Friends of Oregon and others that may have been interested in the proposed amendment.  None of the 
stakeholders had chosen to participate.  
 
Mr. Miller said when a member of the public requested that the record be held open, Lane County was 
required to hold it open for seven days.  He had never seen a member of the Planning Commission request 
that the record be kept open.  He asked if this was something the Lane County Planning Commission 
should vote on.   
 
Ms. Smith said Commissioner Sandow was asking as a commissioner, and the Lane County Planning 
Commission would need to vote on the issue and pass it as the Planning Commission.   
 
Mr. Belcher asked if the record was held open, could the Planning Commissions deliberate tonight.  
Ms. Smith responded the Commissions could not deliberate tonight if the record was held open.  
 
Ms. Nichols asked if there was a reason for not keeping the record open.   
 
Mr. Goodwin said this was the beginning of series of actions which would ultimately culminate in the 
City of Springfield adopting the Springfield 2030 Plan and the City of Eugene adopting Envision Eugene, 
and possibly further changes to the Metro Plan. If this action did not occur on a timely basis, the adoption 
of the Springfield 2030 and Envision Eugene could be a three jurisdiction process.  If the change was in 
place before the adoption process for those plans occurs, Envision Eugene could be adopted by the City of 
Eugene and Lane County, and Springfield 2030 could be adopted by the City of Springfield and Lane 
County.  If the amendments were not adopted in a timely manner, the Envision Eugene and Springfield 
2030 processes, which have been in process for years, would be delayed further, until such time as the 
proposed action was in effect.  Otherwise, all three jurisdictions would have to participate in both 
comprehensive plan changes.  
 
Mr. Hledik stated if Mr. Sandow’s concern was for the watershed councils, he was a member of the 
McKenzie Watershed Council, which was not meeting until November 14, 2013.  He suggested the 
Planning Commission move on with the public hearing and deliberation tonight, and send notice to the 
McKenzie, Middle Fork and Long Tom Watershed Councils, advising them of the elected officials public 
hearing on November 4, 2013.   
 
Mr. Sandow said the Commissioners’ responsibilities were to check the facts and the documents before 
them.  He appreciated learning that 1000 Friends of Oregon and others had been contacted, but that did 
not show up on the facts under Goal 1 of the report.  The findings on Chapters 10, 11 and 12 were of great 
concern, and the facts needed to be modified, so that when this issue did move on, there was more 
effective evidence.   
 

Mr. Sandow moved that the factual evidence of meeting Goal 1 criteria, citizen 
involvement, be amended to show how widespread citizen involvement was 
adequate.  There was no second to the motion. 
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Mr. Sisson asked Mr. Sandow if his motion was to extend the public hearing out to November 5, 2013. 
 

Mr. Sandow moved that the Lane County Planning Commission public hearing 
record be kept open for seven days. Hearing no second, Mr. Sisson said the 
motion failed. 

 
Mr. Thorp, seconded by Mr. Peterson, moved to close the Lane County Planning 
Commission record.  The motion passed, with Commissioners Sisson, Conrad, 
Hledik, Nichols and Peterson voting in favor of the motion, and Commissioner 
Sandow voting against the motion. 
 
Mr. Thorp, seconded by Mr. Peterson, moved to close the Lane County Planning 
Commission public hearing.  The motion passed, with Commissioners Sisson, 
Conrad, Hledik, and Peterson voting in favor of the motion, and Commissioners 
Nichols and Sandow voting against the motion. 
 
Ms. Bean, seconded by Mr. Moe, moved to close the Springfield Planning 
Commission record.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Ms. Bean, seconded by Mr. Moe, moved to close the Springfield Planning 
Commission public hearing.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mr. Belcher, seconded by Mr. Barofsky, moved to close the Eugene Planning 
Commission record and public hearing.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 

Mr. Thorp suggested the three Planning Commissions deliberate independently.  He believed the 
jurisdictions would be well served by deliberating as three independent Planning Commissions and 
making recommendations to their elected officials. 
 
Ms. Bean concurred with Mr. Thorp’s proposal.  
 
Mr. Barofsky agreed with Mr. Thorp’s proposal, but he also felt that the commissioners could put things 
on the table during the next ten minutes that each Planning Commission could take into consideration in  
Its independent deliberations.  
 
Mr. Peterson he asked if the new language for Type II or Type III amendments in the conflict resolution 
area would allow for one of the other bodies to get involved if they so choose.  He said with the proposed 
language, an aggrieved party was not allowed.  He wanted staff to further investigate that because it was 
possible that Springfield might not be too happy with something Eugene and Lane County were cooking 
up, and Springfield might want to be able to say something about it.  As he read the new language, 
Springfield would not be able to comment on the proposal. 
 
Mr. Metzger said there had been a deliberate disengagement. He noted in the past, Springfield could come 
to the table and interfere with or involve itself in a decision that was basically between Eugene and Lane 
County.  The intent with the proposed language was only in rare instances, would Springfield be able to 
do that.   
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Ms. Smith stated staff would take note of Mr. Peterson’s comments to consider the potential for regional 
impact in the new language.   
 
Mr. Belcher called for a point of order.  He noted the commissioners had not decided on whether they 
would deliberate separately or together.   
 

Mr. Thorp, seconded by Mr. Conrad, moved that the Lane County Planning 
Commission deliberate independently.   

 
While Mr. Conrad wanted to deliberate separately, he was interested to know what the other two 
commissions decided, so that the three commissions could work together to ensure the amended Chapter 
IV language was what everyone wanted it to be.  
 
Ms. Smith said the role of the Planning Commissions tonight was to make recommendations to their 
elected officials 
 
Mr. Peterson suggested each Planning Commission deliberate separately and provide minutes of their 
meetings to the other two Planning Commissions to keep them informed.  
 

The motion passed unanimously.7:0. 
 
Mr. Miller emphasized the need for a recommendation by November 4, 2013.  He said if the Planning 
Commissions deliberated separately, they would need to establish a separate meeting place immediately 
after this meeting, or a separate special meeting.   
 
Mr. Sisson said the LCPC would meet immediately following this meeting to decide how to proceed. 
 

Mr. Belcher, seconded by Mr. Mills, moved that the Eugene Planning 
Commission deliberate separately.  The motion passed 5:2, with Commissioners 
Randall, Baker, Belcher, Duncan and Mills voting in favor of the motion, and 
Commissioners Barofsky and Jaworski voting against the motion.   
(??????????????....very noisy…..hard to catch the vote.) 

 
Ms. Hansen announced a room had been reserved for the Eugene Planning Commission to deliberate 
immediately following this meeting.  
 
Mr. Randall adjourned the Eugene Planning Commission at 6:55 p.m. 
 
Mr. Sisson adjourned the Lane County Planning Commission at 6:55 p.m. 
 
Ms. Bean explained the Springfield Planning Commission had already deliberated.  She asked if the 
Planning Commission was ready to make a motion, or if more deliberation was needed.  
 
 
Ms. Smith said with the decision to deliberate separately, the three Planning Commissions would submit 
their recommendations to their elected officials, and the elected officials would make decisions.  There 
would not be another time for the three Planning Commissions to meet jointly to hear what the other 
Planning Commissions were recommending to their elected officials.  
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Mr. James said the Springfield Planning Commission needed to decide whether it needed to deliberate 
further or take action.  He noted each jurisdiction would take independent action, and the Springfield 
Planning Commission would take a recommendation to the Springfield City Council.   
 
Mr. Vohs continued to be concerned with the conflict resolution piece, which he had raised at a prior 
meeting.  The issue needed to be refined.  
 

Ms. Bean, seconded, by Ms. Sallady, moved that the Springfield Planning 
Commission recommend to the City Council that the City Council approve with 
the following specific recommendations:  that they continue to keep some form 
of a timeline for the process in place; that they revisit the conflict resolution to 
include not only the Mayor and the Chair of the BCC, or a designee by the 
Mayor and Chair of the BCC; or, that they as a body, vote on who to send to 
resolve the conflict.  The proposed amendments to Chapter IV of the Eugene-
Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan, file number TYPR11-00001.  The 
motion passed unanimously, 6:0. 

 
Mr. James adjourned the Springfield Planning Commission at 7:02 p.m. 
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MINUTES OF THE WORK SESSION MEETING OF 
THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION  

THE EUGENE PLANNING COMMISSION  
THE LANE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION  

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 15, 2013 
 
The City of Springfield Planning Commission, the Eugene Planning Commission and the Lane County 
Planning Commission met in a work session in the Library Meeting Room, 225 Fifth Street, Springfield, 
Oregon, on Tuesday, October 15, 2013 at 5:30 p.m., with Commissioner Greg James, Commissioner 
William Randall and Commissioner Ryan Sissan presiding. 
 
ATTENDANCE 
Springfield Planning Commission  
Present were Chair James and Vice Chair Bean, Commissioners Salladay, Moe, Vohs and Nelson.  Also 
present were, Senior Planner Mark Metzger, City Attorney Mary Bridget Smith and Management 
Specialist Brenda Jones and members of the staff. 
 
Eugene Planning Commission  
Present were Chair Randall, Commissioners Steven Baker (5:38), John Barofsky, Jon Belcher, Ron 
Duncan, John Jaworski and Jeff Mills. Also present were Alissa Hansen, Senior Planner. 
 
Lane County Planning Commission 
Present were Chair Sisson, Commissioners Charles Conrad (5:46), Randall Hledik, Nancy Nichols, James 
Peterson, Dennis Sandow and Larry Thorp.  Also present were Matt Laird, LMD Manager/Planning 
Director, and Keir Miller, Senior Planner. 
 
ABSENT 
Springfield Planning Commission  
Commissioner Kirschenmann.  
 
Eugene Planning Commission  
None. 
 
Lane County Planning Commissioner:   
None. 
 
Springfield Chair Greg James, Eugene Chair William Randall and Lane County Chair Ryan Sisson 
opened the Work Session 
 
1. Amendment to Chapter IV of the Eugene—Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro 

Plan)  
Springfield #  TYP411-0001   Staff:  Mark Metzger 
Lane County # 509-PA13-05171 Staff:  Keir Miller 

 Eugene # MA 13-2  Staff:  Alissa Hansen 
 
Mark Metzger said the goal of the Joint Planning Commission was to provide sufficient information to 
enable Commissioners to close the public hearing and deliberate and make a decision tonight.  The Joint 
Elected Officials (JEO) were scheduled to take action on November 4, 2013 to act jointly on this topic.  
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Mr. Metzger provided a PowerPoint presentation entitled Metro Plan Chapter IV Amendments.  Oregon 
Revised Statute (ORS) 197.304, House Bill (HB), 3337 established separate Urban Growth Boundaries 
(UGB) for Eugene and Springfield, and was the impetus for the Springfield 2030 Plan and the Envision 
Eugene planning initiatives.  As the planning efforts were readied for adoption, amendments to Chapter 
IV were needed to clarify which governing bodies would participate in in decision making given the 
establishment of separate UGBs.  The most significant changes to Chapter IV were: 
 

• Three types of Metro Plan amendments were established”  Type I which requires the participation 
of all three jurisdictions; Type II which requires the participation of the home city and Lane 
County; and Type III amendments which may be enacted by the home city alone.  The current 
policy defines only two types of amendments:  Types I and II. Under the amended Chapter IV, 
adoption of the Springfield 2030 Plan and other Springfield-specific amendments would be a type 
II decision approved with the participation of the City and Lane County.   

• The proposed amendments remove references to Metro Plan amendments with “regional impact.”  
Removal of the regional impact language does not change similar language found in Chapter IV 
of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Public Facilities and Services (PFSP) which 
provides for multi-jurisdictional review of public facility projects which have a significant impact 
on water, stormwater, wastewater and electrical facilities serving more than one jurisdiction. 

• When governing bodies do not reach consensus on a Metro Plan amendment, the current policy 
send the matter to the Metropolitan Policy Committee (MPC). The proposed amendments would 
send unresolved decision to the Chair of the Board of County Commissioners and one or both 
Mayors of Eugene and Springfield for resolution, depending on how many governing bodies were 
participating in the decision. 

 
Mr. Metzger directed Commissioners to the table, Attachment 2, entitled What are the proposed changes, 
and explained the Current Metro Plan, Proposed Changes and Rationale for those changes, under the 
following Topics: 

• Amendment Types:  Process. 
• Amendment Types:  Decision Maker. 
• Regional Impact. 
• Conflict Resolution. 
• Timelines. 

 
Mr. James opened the floor to questions from Commissioners.  
 
Mr. Mills expressed concern about elimination of all timeline requirements.  He asserted there would 
continue to be a need to set expectations for the process.  He noted the proposed changes which would 
involve fewer jurisdictions would make the process simpler.  He added issues related to specific land use 
or specific jurisdictions could generate land use impact or an environmental impact that would be 
regulated by the Lane Regional Air Protection Agency (LRAPA).  A significant land use change within a 
district or jurisdiction could have a land use impact on adjacent areas which could be in a different 
jurisdiction.  He believed there needed to be an appeal mechanism to address a few exceptions that may 
occur over time.  He supported providing autonomy for the cities, but he was concerned about pressures 
that may arise for more intensive use in the jurisdictions as the population grew.   
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Mr. Metzger acknowledged there were risks that went along with autonomy.  When the jurisdictions 
separated and established a more autonomous relationship, they gave up some power over the other 
jurisdictions.   
 
Mr. Conrad stated appeals to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) increased the amount of time.  He 
suggested the jurisdictions would want a more formalized informal process before going through the 
appeals process.  He thought it would make sense if Springfield wanted a Type III change, it would send 
an interest notice to Lane County and Eugene advising them of proposed changes, and provide an 
opportunity for other jurisdictions to notify Springfield if it had questions about or objections to the 
proposed changes.   
 
Mr. Miller noted the informal process suggested by Mr. Conrad frequently occurred at the policy level.   
 
Ms. Smith observed the discussion had entered deliberation and suggested the Planning Commissioners 
deliberate after the public hearing, time permitting.  
 
Mr. Metzger agreed the Commissions should hold the public hearing, then close the public hearing and 
public record, and engage jointly in deliberations.   
 
In response to Mr. Duncan, Ms. Smith said commissioners could ask clarifying questions and ask for 
legal opinions after the hearing and record were closed.  She would be able to provide legal opinions and 
provide written material to commissioners.   
 
Responding to Mr. Peterson, Mr. Sisson explained the Lane County Planning Commission could stop the 
work session, close the record, and deliberate later this evening or at another time, and make a 
recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners (BCC).   
 
Mr. Sandow said the Lane County Planning Commission (LCPC) had spent time with the BCC discussing 
the LCPC’s responsibilities as a citizen involvement committee.  He found the scheduling of tonight’s 
public hearing constituted Goal 1 violations.  The scheduling of a JEO meeting on November 4, 2013 
constituted citizen involvement, and the publishing of notice of a public hearing in the Register Guard 
constituted citizen involvement. He asserted the process had not provided for adequate citizen 
involvement, particularly related to the watershed councils. He asked the watershed councils be asked to 
weigh in on this issue.  He had concerns about the politics of citizen involvement and as a citizen 
involvement committee member for Lane County, he requested that citizens be involved in a widespread 
effort, specifically notice to watershed councils and solicitation of their feedback.   
 
Mr. James adjourned the Springfield Planning Commission work session and opened the joint public 
hearing of the Eugene, Springfield and Lane County Planning Commissions at 6:25 p.m.  
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M I N U T E S 
Lane County Planning Commission  

Lane County Delta Complex Goodson Room 
3050 North Delta Highway—Eugene, Oregon 

 November 5, 2013 
 5:30 p.m. 
 
 
PRESENT:  
Lane County:  Ryan Sisson, Chair; Charles Conrad (5:42 p.m.), Randall Hledik, Nancy Nichols, James 
Peterson (5:42 p.m.), Planning Commissioners; Matt Laird, Keir Miller, Lane County staff.; 
 
City of Springfield:  Greg James, Chair; Denise Bean Vice Chair; Commissioners Johnny 
Kirschenmann, Stacy Salladay, Steve Moe (6:18 p.m.), Tim Vohs and Nick Nelson, Planning 
Commissioners;  Mark Metzger, Lauren King, City of Springfield staff.  
 
ABSENT:  
Lane County: Dennis Sandow, Larry Thorpe. 
 
Mr. Sisson convened the Lane County Planning Commission (LCPC) at 5:39 p.m. He thanked the 
Springfield Planning Commission for joining the Lane County Planning Commission this evening. He 
noted Commissioners Hledik and Nichols were present, but a quorum was not yet in attendance. He 
noted consensus to defer approval of the July 16, August 6 and August 20, 2013 minutes until a 
quorum was present.  
 
Mr. James convened the Springfield Planning Commission at 5:40 p.m. 
 
Those present introduced themselves.   
 
There was no one who wished to offer public comment.  
 
 
A. WORK SESSION 
 

1. Approval of Minutes:  July 16, August 6 and August 20, 2013 
 
Deferred to later in the meeting.   
 

2. Lane County 509-PA13-05273—(PA 1307), Proposed major amendment to the 
Rural Comprehensive Plan (RCP) to revise the Goal 5 Groundwater Resources Policies 
and add the Springfield Wellhead Protection Area to the Goal 5 Inventory of Significant 
Groundwater Resources  
 
And  
 
City of Springfield TYP4013-00008, proposing a major amendment to the Rural 
Comprehensive Plan (RCP) to revise the Goal 5 Groundwater Resources Policies and 
add the Springfield Wellhead Protection Area to the Goal 5 Inventory of Significant 
Groundwater Resources. 
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Mr. Conrad and Mr. Peterson arrived at 5:42 p.m. 
 
Mr. Sisson called for declarations of conflict of interest or ex parte contacts.  
 
Mr. Hledik declared a potential conflict of interest.  He stated his employer owned land in the subject 
area proposed for amendments and there was a potential for financial impact for his employer. 
However, he asserted he could remain impartial.  
 
Mr. Miller provided the staff report. He offered a PowerPoint presentation entitled Lane County 
Planning Commission and City of Springfield Planning Commission Joint Work Session and Public 
Hearing On a Proposed Amendment to the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan—November 5, 
2013.  
 
Mr. Miller reviewed comments received from the public in response to several mailouts.  Main themes 
included: 

• Concerns about what the proposed amendments would mean for individual property owners 
whose properties had been identified as significant sites.  He had advised people there would 
be a second public hearing process when regulatory changes were proposed.   

• Concerns about how a future plan would affect individual wells and their water rights, and if 
regulations would require more expensive systems or setbacks for septic systems.   

• Concern about how the adoption of this Goal 5 resource would impact any future UGB 
expansion designs by the City.  This was not a determining criterion.  There were questions 
about farm practices related to herbicide and pesticide use about which no proposals had yet 
been offered.   

• Concern expressed about the equity issue, and why boundary would be imposed on the rural 
land owners when they did not receive water service from the City.  

 
Mr. Sisson called for comments from the applicant.  
 
Thom Lanfear identified himself as the representative for the City of Springfield, Springfield Utility 
Board (SUB) and Rainbow Water District.  Under Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) that applied to 
Oregon’s Drinking Water Protection Program, the State Department of Human Serviced Public Health 
Division (PHD) was responsible for certifying ground water derived wellhead protection areas in the 
State.  The delineation and certification of the wellhead protection area for Springfield’s wells 
occurred in 1997, and recertification in occurred 1999 and 2008.  There were two factors that were 
considered in the application.  There was a delineation of the well head protection area certified by the 
State Public Health Division as this was the primary source of drinking water for a population greater 
than 10,000 people.  It was clear that the Springfield population was greater than 10,000 people, and 
SUB the Rainbow Water District provided water for approximately 64,000 people.  The delineated 
area within the UGB was adopted by Lane County in 2004 for implementation of the Springfield 
Drinking Water Protection Plan.  The wellhead protection area outside of the UGB has not yet been 
adopted by Lane County as a significant drinking water resource.  Inclusion of the Springfield 
wellhead protection area on the significant groundwater resource inventory in the Rural 
Comprehensive Plan (RCP) would satisfy the Goal 5 inventory requirement and provide the basis for 
future development of a Drinking Water Protection Plan outside of the UGB. The delineated area 
within the UGB was limited to the portion of the Springfield wellhead protection area outside the 
Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Plan General Plan boundary (Metro Plan) and east of I-5.  SUB 
would work with the City of Eugene on Eugene issues related to the drinking water protection area.  
The City of Eugene was engaged in the Envision Eugene process and would negotiate with Lane 
County related to future movements of the Metro Plan boundary west of I-5.   
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Mr. Lanfear stated the proposal to add policy language to the RCP would establish that there was a 
significant ground water inventory in Lane County, would direct how to get on the inventory, and 
would direct how the inventory would be used as a basis to adopt protection measures.  There were 
two steps to the Goal 5 inventory process:  inventory the resource; protect the resource. The purpose of 
the proposal before the Commissions was to adopt the maps used to delineate the wellhead protection 
area which was based on scientific analyses and did not suggest any protection measures at this time.  
The State had reviewed the analyses and certified them as acceptable studies.   
 
Phil Brown identified himself as a hydrologist and consultant for SUB.  He offered an overview of the 
water protection delineation process.  He stated delineation of water protection areas was a required 
element of wellhead and drinking water protection programs, based on hydrogeological conditions and 
simulations of how groundwater moved from aquifers towards wells. The size of the wellhead 
protection area was dependent on the amount of pumping a well field did, the permeability of aquifer, 
whether it was confined or unconfined, and its proximity to surface water.  The delineations could 
present an area of a few thousand feet or areas that reached for miles, depending on the conditions.   
The SUB delineations encompassed an area associated with a 99 year travel time, which was a tool 
used to simulate how rapidly ground water moved from an aquifer to a well, which was defined by the 
distance a particle of groundwater moved in 99 years.  This enabled SUB to have sufficient time and 
warning in the event of an aquifer contamination to protect the drinking water.  PHD recommended 
shorter distances within the wellhead protection areas.  The Springfield delineation work was 
completed, as required by the State, by a registered geologist or engineering geologist.  The State 
required different minimum standards for approaches for delineations depending on the size of the 
utility.  For systems which served over 50,000 people, requirements for a numerical groundwater flow 
model was used  by Springfield. The numerical models were able to simulate how flow fields were 
affected by aquifer boundaries, whether permeability of an aquifer changed by geological conditions.  
SUB used a sophisticated modeling platform developed by the United States Geological Survey 
(USGS) and was considered state of the art.  The geological mapping for specific well fields looked 
aquifer characteristics that were used to construct the model used to represent specific conditions in 
the vicinity of the well fields.  Additionally, the models could be calibrated to represent site specific 
conditions.   
 
Amy Chinitz, Water Quality Protection Coordinator at SUB, shared information about the Goal 5 
Groundwater Resources Policies and the addition of the Springfield Wellhead Protection Area to the 
Goal 5 inventory of Significant Groundwater Resources.  She noted good technical analysis and 
review, as well as public involvement, would be part of the process for development of a Drinking 
Water Protection Plan outside of the UGB.   
 
SUB would use Springfield, which had two decades of experience, as an example of a very good 
process, in developing its plan.  She reviewed the Springfield process, which began with Springfield 
developing its drinking water protection plan in the late 1990’s, which included developing the 
delineations for the wellhead protection areas and having those delineations certified by the State.  
After the delineation, Springfield identified and inventoried potential sources of groundwater 
contaminants.  The delineated area was often referred to as sensitive because the consequences of a 
chemical spill were great in that area.  The State Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) offered 
guidance on what kinds of activities, facilities and land uses to look for, and the kinds of potential 
contaminants associated with each of those uses.  Once the water protection delineation process was 
completed and potential contaminants were identified, the risk reduction strategies were developed. 
Springfield had a citizen task force made up of community members and representatives from 
agriculture, industry and commercial, which worked for four months, with assistance from a technical 
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advisory group, to develop ten strategies for managing potential sources of contamination.  These 
strategies, which were the cornerstone of the Springfield Drinking Water Protection Plan, were 
adopted in 1999.  In 2000, the City of Springfield adopted the implementing ordinance, the Drinking 
Water Protection Overlay, which sets standards for the management of hazardous materials within the 
20 year time of travel (TOT) zone.  Nine of the strategies identified in that plan identified an array of 
best management practices for drinking water protection.   
 
Mr. Sisson opened the floor to questions from Commissioners.  
 
Ms. Nichols asked if the spring to farm component meant that animal waste  could not be limited. 
 
Mr. Miller said the potential effects of those regulations had not been investigated. 
 
Mr. Laird added confined animal feeding regulations was not generally handled by the Lane County 
planning program, but rather the Oregon Department of Agriculture or DEQ, depending on the size of 
operation.   
 
Mr. Conrad asked if the wellhead amendments would always be Type II amendments, which would 
involve Lane County and the City of Springfield, if the Metro Plan amendments recently discussed by 
the LCPC were adopted, or if the wellhead amendments would become Type III amendments, over 
which Lane County would have no say. 
 
Mr. Miller stated when the Drinking Water Protection Plan was adopted, the IGA language would be 
null and void, and only Lane County would deal with potential issues that could affect the aquifer 
outside the UGB.  Aquifer protection outside the UGB would be subject to RCP requirements, and 
Type I, Type II, and Type III amendments would not be  part of the process.  
 
Mr. Laird said Type I requirements could apply if the City of Springfield annexed the entire area, 
expanding the Metro Plan Boundary, over a period of time.   
 
In response to Mr. Hledik, Mark Metzger said there were drinking water protection measures in the 
Springfield Development Code that applied to uses within the five year TOT zone.  There was also a 
set of protections within a two year TOT zone.   
 
Mr. Miller reviewed a colored map in the PowerPoint presentation which illustrated the various TOT 
times.   
 
Mark Metzger noted the drinking water protection prohibited new uses of a class of chemicals called 
Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid (DNAPLS).  Additionally, storage of more than 20 gallons of a toxic 
substance required demonstration of secondary containment.  He was not aware that any company had 
gone out of business in Springfield, nor that any corporation had chosen not to locate in Springfield, 
because of those protections in the sixteen years since the protection measures had been implemented.   
 
Mr. Moe arrived at 6:18 p.m. 
 
In response to Mr. Peterson, Mr. Miller said the proposal was strictly to recognize the delineated site 
on the Lane County inventory and it currently had no effect on septic regulations. SUB and the City of 
Springfield had not yet applied for their protection plan which would address farm practices related to 
herbicide and pesticide use.  He concurred that when SUB and the City of Springfield had prepared 
their protection plans, the plans would come back to the LCPC for review.   
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Mark Metzger added the Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA) exercised significant authority 
over farm practices and uses.  While the City of Springfield was creating rules that would affect non-
farm users outside the UGB, there were rules that would be the purview only of ODA, which would 
not be affected by rules adopted by Lane County. He added there were septic systems in the vicinity of 
SUB wells and he was not aware of protection measures to prevent their use or to require upgrading 
those septic systems.  There were not many septic systems within the Springfield city limits, but there 
were some within the UGB because sewers were not currently available to residents who lived outside 
the city limits but within the UGB.  About 10,000 residents in north Springfield north of Hayden 
Bridge Road.   
 
In response to Mr. Peterson, Mark Metzger said the City required annexation before people connected 
to the sewer, but the City did not force annexation.  The City did respond to emergencies.  When 
septic systems failed, people would have to annex before connecting to the City’s sewer system.  
 
Ms. Nichols asked how the City would respond to if something not known to be toxic was discovered 
to cause health problems.   
 
Ms. Chinitz explained the overlay regulated hazardous materials.  SUB had worked to help develop 
the definition of hazardous materials. If something could be demonstrated to be a threat to 
groundwater, there was latitude in applying regulations.  
 
Mr. Vohs inquired if SUB would be comfortable losing the protection of the IGA as the amendment 
process evolved. 
 
Ms. Chinitz said SUB was comfortable with the IGA, which was between the City of Springfield and 
Lane County, as it was written, which allowed for co-adoption of the plan.  The County and the City 
had worked together on the protection plan and SUB would work alongside as a partner.  
 
Mark Metzger added the IGA said called for SUB and the City to actively work with County staff to 
create the protection plan.  
 
Mr. Vohs understood the IGA was a key component which allowed the Metro Plan boundary change 
to occur. 
 
Mr. Miller said the concept of the IGA was established through the public hearings to address SUB’s 
concerns.   
 
Mr. James asked if  the IGA would be null and void when Lane County adopted the plan. 
 
Mr. Miller said there was a provision in the IGA that stated the City was also a decision maker on any 
potential issues that affected groundwater.  Adoption of the plan would mean that the City would be 
adopting the plan along with Lane County.  Once the plan was in place, there was no need for the IGA 
and the City would no longer be a decision maker.  The City would be noticed on any changes or 
actions related to the plan. SUB and the City’s concerns would be addressed in the plan.   
 
Mark Metzger stated the City of Springfield would come out ahead with the adoption of viable 
protection measures by Lane County that were promulgated by the City or SUB, and would offer 
protections the City did not currently have.  
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In response Mr. Hledik, Mark Metzger said the reason there were multiple times of travel illustrated 
on the map was because there were multiple wells in the well field and each well generated its own 
State capture zone.   
 
Mr. Sisson understood the citizen task force developed the ten strategies that were adopted into the 
1999 ordinance.  He asked if that framework would be used for the future protection plan. 
 
Ms. Chinitz said staff did not yet know what process would be needed.  SUB would meet with the City 
to determine who the interested parties were, and develop a citizen involvement process.  Springfield 
had set a precedent for having a collaborative process that provided opportunities for outreach and for 
stakeholders to provide input.  
 
Mr. Sisson hoped tonight’s meeting would provide an opportunity for members of the public to have a 
good understanding of what the public process would be as this project moved forward.  He said the 
DEQ guideline for establishing wellhead protection plans talked about public outreach.  He asked Ms. 
Chinitz if she anticipated the public process would follow the DEQ guidelines in each wellhead 
protection report related to notification and involvement of the public. 
 
Ms. Chinitz said the public notification process would be for the entire area.   
 
In response to Mr. Sisson, Mr. Miller said the notification process was a Lane County process.  A 
couple of thousand dollars had been spent on printing and mailing for this amendment process. 
 
Mr. Sisson opined it was important for the public to know the cost of providing outreach to affected 
residents.   
 
Mr. Conrad asked what the benefit was to the County for adopting the proposed amendments.  He said 
it appeared to be an altruistic gesture on the part of the County to take in the wellheads and help SUB 
and the City of Springfield. 
 
Mr. Miller said the Goal 5 process required compliance with State law.  The County needed to identify 
its groundwater resources.  Under periodic review, jurisdictions periodically reviewed and updated 
their planning documents to be in conformance with State law. The rules changed several years ago, 
and counties were not required to undertake periodic review as frequently as the cities.However, 
compliance with the rules could be triggered anytime the County wanted to work on Goal 5 resource 
policies on the Comp Plan.  The current process allowed the County to catch up on some outdated 
inventory work.  Additionally, the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) recognized the need to 
review policies.  Wise planning recognized the need to provide a potable source of drinking water on 
the long range planning horizon for the urban areas in the county that were the base of economic 
stability, job growth, and housing. 
 
Mr. Laird stated Lane County worked with its metro partners in Eugene and Springfield.  The 
amendment before the Planning Commissions was part of a negotiated agreement with the Metro Plan 
boundary adjustment.  The agreement helped the County be more efficient by administering codes 
ending at the UGB as required by statute.  The City gave up decision making in the UGB area and the 
County agreed to help the City develop wellhead protections because there currently was no wellhead 
protection in place.  It was beneficial for both jurisdictions to continue to work together.  
 
Mark Metzger said when the plan was brought together in 1999, Lane Council of Governments 
(LCOG) coordinated development of the plan with the County and the Cities of Springfield and 
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Eugene.  When the plan was completed, Springfield adopted the plan, with the understanding that 
Eugene and the County would eventually adopt the plan, but that did not happen.  He noted the 
Springfield Drinking Water Protection Plan and the protection plans of two other jurisdictions were 
listed on the PHD website as model programs for the rest of the State.  It was perceived as being a 
good plan on a statewide basis. 
 
In response to Mr. Hledik, Mr. Miller said the findings in the agenda packet were not final.  He agreed 
to check to determine consistency with Goal 1.   
 

1. Approval of Minutes:  July 16, August 6 and August 20, 2013 
 

Mr. Conrad, seconded by Mr. Peterson, moved for approval of the July 16, 
2013 minutes as submitted.  The motion passed unanimously, 5:0. 
 
Mr. Peterson, seconded by Ms. Nichols, moved for approval of the August 6 
and August 20, 2013 minutes as submitted.  The motion passed unanimously, 
5:0. 
 

Mr. Sisson adjourned the Work Session at 6:55 p.m. 
 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 

1. Lane County 509-PA13-05273—(PA 1307) —Proposed major amendment to the 
Rural Comprehensive Plan (RCP) to revise the Goal 5 Groundwater Resources Policies 
and add the Springfield Wellhead Protection Area to the Goal 5 Inventory of Significant 
Groundwater Resources. 
 
And  
 
City of Springfield TYP4013-00008, proposing a major amendment to the Rural 
Comprehensive Plan (RCP) to revise the Goal 5 Groundwater Resources Policies and 
add the Springfield Wellhead Protection Area to the Goal 5 Inventory of Significant 
Groundwater Resources. 

 
 
Mr. Sisson convened the Lane County Planning Commission at 7:11 p.m. 
 
Mr. James convened the Springfield Planning Commission at 7:11 p.m.   
 
Those present introduced themselves. 
 
Mr. Sisson explained today’s public hearing was legislative, related to application 509-PA13-05273, a 
proposed major amendment to the RCP to revise the Goal 5 Groundwater Resources Policies and add 
the Springfield Wellhead Protection Area to the Goal 5 Inventory of Significant Groundwater 
Resources.  Following the staff report, the Planning Commissions would hear public testimony, close 
or extend the public hearing and the public record.  The Planning Commissions could deliberate on 
any issues and possibly recommend to elected officials denial or approval of the proposed major 
amendment to the RCP this evening. 
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Mr. Miller offered a brief staff report.  He said the agent for the applicant would provide background 
on the proposal.  He noted because of an IGA, in addition to the Lane County Planning Commission 
and the BCC, the Springfield Planning Commission and the Springfield City Council could be 
decision makers on the application.   
 
Mr. Miller said the SUB and the City of Springfield had applied with Lane County to amend the RCP, 
asking the County to recognize on the Goal 5 Inventory of Significant Resources the delineated 
Wellhead Protection Areas that were outside the UGB of Springfield.  Lane County was required to 
identify significant resources and implement protecting measures in accordance with Statewide 
Planning Goal 5.  The focus of tonight’s public hearing was on identifying significant resources.  The 
applicant had requested addition of two new policies to the RCP.  The first policy would reference the 
Springfield Wellhead Protection Area Map” map as part of the Goal 5 inventory.  The second policy 
would memorialize language whereby the City and the County would work together on amendments 
that affected the groundwater area.  The applicant had addressed all of the relevant criteria for the 
application.  The criteria came out of Lane Code and the Statewide rules and planning goals.  The 
findings from the applicant were in the staff report included in the agenda packet.   
 
Mr. Miller said staff recommended that the application be approved.  It met the criteria, would help 
accomplish the County’s requirement to address the Goal 5 inventory and add the sites to the Goal 5 
inventory.   
 
Mr. Miller iterated this component contained no regulatory elements, and simply recognized the 
delineated areas.  The City of Springfield would address future regulations and future actions to 
protect the groundwater resource in the next phase of the process.  
 
Mark Metzger stated he concurred with the Lane County assessment of the proposal’s compliance 
with criteria.  He invited the applicant’s consultant to offer comments.  
 
Mr. Sisson opened the public hearing for the LCPC.  He invited members of the public to approach 
him to offer suggestions on how to improve the public process after the conclusion of the public 
hearing.  
 
Mr. Hledik declared a potential conflict of interest.  He stated his employer owned land in the subject 
area proposed for amendments and there was a potential for financial impact for his employer. 
However, he asserted he could remain impartial.  
 
Mr. James opened the public hearing for the City of Springfield.   
 
Tom Lanfear said the application before the Planning Commissions was an attempt to address 
Statewide Planning Goal 5.  Lane County was required to conform to all statewide planning goals and 
Goal 5 was established as a citatory to protect the inventory of natural resources.  Groundwater 
resources were one of the natural resources that needed to be identified and protected.  The State had 
established strict Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) that governed how ground water resources were 
significant and should be on the inventory.  The OAR required that the wellhead protection area be 
delineated and certified by the PHD and that the wellhead protection area be a primary source of 
drinking water for a service population of greater than 10,000 people.  The wellhead protection area 
had been delineated, certified and recertified twice by the State.  SUB was the primary source of 
drinking water for the 64,000 residents of Springfield.  Based on this data, the wellhead protection 
area qualified as a significant groundwater resource in Lane County.  Lane County did not currently 
have a significant inventory of groundwater resources and this represented the first item on the list. 
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Mr. Lanfear said the proposal focused only on land east of I-5.  This was a companion process to the 
movement of the Metro Plan boundary on the east side of I-5 that was undertaken by Lane County and 
City of Springfield.  There would be future amendments with the City of Eugene as they went through 
their Envision Eugene process with Lane County on the Metro Plan boundary .The Goal 5 rule 
specified that significant groundwater resources were to be identified and protected.  This proposal 
identified the resource.  A companion step would follow later to develop protection measures.  When 
the protection measures were developed, they would be brought back to the Lane County and 
Springfield Planning Commissions for review prior to adoption by the Springfield City Council and 
the BCC.  There would be opportunities for Lane County citizens to participate in development of the 
protection measures as well as a formal adoption process by the governing bodies to hear citizen 
comments and concerns. The first policy set up the framework for inclusion on the inventory of 
significant resources in Lane County and how the inventory would be adopted by the BCC, as well as 
how protection measures would be adopted.  The second policy identified the IGA between Lane 
County and the City of Springfield, identifying the City as a decision maker in certain application 
types, which would inform applicants on the application process.   
 
Mr. Sisson closed the Lane County Planning Commission public hearing.  
 
Mr. James closed the Springfield Planning Commission public hearing.  
 
Mr. James asked if the Springfield Planning Commission could take action tonight given that the 
meeting was not taking place in Springfield. 
 
Lauren King, representing the Springfield City Attorney’s office, stated the Springfield Planning 
Commission could take action to make a recommendation to the City Council tonight.   
 
Mr. Sisson proposed two commissions deliberate together.  He was impressed that County staff had 
reached out to over 850 property owners in Lane County.  
 
Mr. James said there had been an extensive process for gathering public testimony.   
 

Ms. Nichols, seconded by Mr. Peterson, moved to close the public hearing 
and the public record for the Lane County Planning Commission.  The motion 
passed unanimously, 5:0. 
 
Mr. Kirschenmann, seconded by Mr. Vohs, , moved to close the public 
hearing and the public record for the Springfield Planning Commission. The 
motion passed unanimously, 6:0. 

 
Mr. Sisson opened the floor for deliberations by the Lane County Planning Commission.  
 
Mr. Peterson said this process had been going on for a long time and it was time to do something 
about it.  The Planning Commission should send it on to the BCC.  
 

Mr. Hledik, seconded by Ms. Nichols, moved that the Lane County Planning 
Commission forward a recommendation to the Board of County 
Commissioners that Ordinance PA-1307 be adopted to implement the 
proposed Rural Comprehensive Plan amendments.  The motion passed 
unanimously, 5:0. 
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Mr. Kirschenmann said the applicable criteria had been met very well.  He appreciated the issue as a 
whole, since 64,000 people used 90 percent of the water from the wells.  It was an important issue.  
Lane County and the City of Springfield worked well together on the issue.  
 

Mr. Kirschenmann, seconded by Mr. Moe, moved that the Springfield 
Planning Commission recommend TYP4013-00008, proposing a major 
amendment to the Rural Comprehensive Plan (RCP) to revise the Goal 5 
Groundwater Resources Policies and add the Springfield Wellhead Protection 
Area to the Goal 5 Inventory of Significant Groundwater Resources. The 
motion passed unanimously, 6:0. 
 

Mr. Sisson adjourned the Lane County Planning Commission meeting at 7:34 p.m. 
 
Mr. James adjourned the Springfield Planning Commission meeting at 7:34 p.m. 
 
 
(Recorded by Linda Henry) 
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