
 Planning Commission  
Agenda 

City Hall 
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 541.726.3610.   
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. 

 
July 15, 2014 

_____________________________ 
 

5:45 – 6:15 p.m. Commissioner Bean Recognition 
Jesse Maine Room 

______________________________________ 
 

_____________________________ 
 

6:15 p.m. Work Session 
Jesse Maine Room 

______________________________________ 
(Planning Commission work sessions are reserved for discussion between Planning Commission,  

staff and consultants; therefore, the Planning Commission will not receive public input during work sessions.  
Opportunities for public input are provided given during all regular Planning Commission meetings.) 

 
 

CONVENE AND CALL TO ORDER THE WORK SESSION OF THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING 
COMMISSION 
 
ATTENDANCE:    Chair James _____, Vice Chair Nelson _____, Kirschenmann ___,   Moe___, Salladay___,  
  
   Vohs ____, and Bean _____. 

 
WORK SESSION ITEM(S) 

 
1. Development Advisory Committee Update 
 
 Staff: Jim Donovan, Planning Supervisor 
 15 Minutes 
 
2. Appeal of Director’s Decision -  Laurelwood Subdivision 
 
 Staff: Mark Metzger, Senior Planner 
 30 Minutes 
 

 

Development and Public Works Director,  
Len Goodwin 541-726-3685 
Current Development Manager:  
Greg Mott 541-726-3774 
Management Specialist:  
Brenda Jones 541.726.3610 

Planning Commissioners: 
Greg James, Chair 
Nick Nelson, Vice Chair 
Johnny Kirschenmann 
Steve Moe 
Stacy Salladay 
Tim Vohs 
Denise Bean 
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ADJOURN WORK SESSION OF THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING COMMISSSION 

July 15, 2014 
_____________________________ 

 
7:00 p.m. Regular Session 

Council Chambers 
______________________________________ 

 
CONVENE AND CALL TO ORDER THE REGULAR SESSION OF THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING 
COMMISSION 
 
ROLL CALL –   Chair James _____, Vice Chair Nelson _____, Kirschenmann ___,   Moe___, Salladay___,  
  
   Vohs ____, and Bean _____. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
ADJUSTMENTS TO THE REGULAR SESSION AGENDA 
 
             In response to a request by a member of the Planning Commission, staff or applicant; by consensus   
 
BUSINESS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
 

Testimony is limited to 3 minutes; testimony may not discuss or otherwise address public hearings 
appearing on this Regular Session Agenda   

 
PUBLIC HEARING(S) 
 

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING –  
 

Appeal – Appeal of Director’s Decision - Laurelwood Subdivision TYP314-00005 
 
Staff: Mark Metzger 
60 Minutes 

 

CONDUCT OF QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

� Staff explanation of quasi-judicial hearing process (ORS 197.763)  
� Chair opens the public hearing  
� Commission members declaration of potential conflicts of interest; disclosure of “ex-parte” 

contact 
� Staff report 
� Testimony from the applicant 
� Testimony in support of the application  
� Testimony opposed to the application  
� Testimony neither in support of nor opposed to the application   
� Summation by staff 
� Rebuttal from the applicant 
� Consideration of request for continuation of public hearing, extension of written record, or both 
� Close or continue public hearing; close or extend written record (continuance or extension by 

motion) 
� Planning Commission discussion; possible questions to staff or public 
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� Motion to approve, approve with conditions, or deny the application based on the information 
contained in the staff report, oral and written testimony, and all other evidence submitted into 
the record 

� Final Order signed by Chair incorporating findings and reasoning to support the decision 
 
REPORT OF COUNCIL ACTION 
 
BUSINESS FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

• Upcoming Planning Commission meetings, committee assignments, appointments or other business  
 
BUSINESS FROM THE DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
 
ADJOURN REGULAR SESSION OF THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION  
 



 AGENDA  ITEM  SUMMARY Meeting Date: 7/15/2014 
 Meeting Type: Work Session 
 Staff Contact/Dept.: Jim Donovan/DPW 
 Staff Phone No: 541-726-3660 
 Estimated Time: 15 Minutes  
S P R I N G F I E L D 
PLANNING COMMISSION  

Council Goals: Community and 
Economic Development 
and Revitalization 

 
ITEM TITLE:  DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE STATUS UPDATE. 
ACTION 
REQUESTED: 

Conduct a Work Session with the Development Advisory Committee (DAC) and 
discuss current status of DAC work products, resources and timelines. No formal 
action is requested at this time.  

ISSUE 
STATEMENT: 

The DAC has made significant process toward its top priority of streamlining MDS 
and Site Plan Review procedures, with a focus on ministerial site plan review 
standards.  This work session is to review the status of work products, timelines and 
necessary resources for completion of top DAC priorities.  
  

ATTACHMENTS: 1. Original DAC Mission and Priorities 
2. Existing Site Plan Review Procedures  
3. Draft In-progress Ministerial Code Standards Document 
4. Timeline and Resource Matrix 

DISCUSSION/ 
FINANCIAL 
IMPACT: 

Pursuant to the Committee’s mission statement, priorities and direction of The City 
Council, the DAC has worked diligently toward its top priorities of site plan review 
applicability. The DAC is at a significant juncture in its development of a 
streamlined ministerial site plan review process and felt it timely to update the 
Planning Commission of its progress. 
 
After a brief presentation by DAC leadership with Planning Commission and City 
Council Liaisons, the Planning Commission is invited to discuss priority items with 
the DAC and provide feedback on ministerial procedures, staff resources, 
committee appointments and expected timelines for public involvement and 
adoption procedures.   
 
City Council will receive a similar update on July 21, 2014 and will take under 
consideration the questions of resourcing and timelines in the context of pending 
decisions on broader Glenwood and City wide priorities.  
 
   

 



C I T Y   O F   S P R I N G F I E L D 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
DATE: July 7, 2014   
  
TO: Springfield Planning Commission  
 
FROM: DAC Committee  
                          Jim Donovan, CDD Supervisor 
                     
SUBJECT: Development Advisory Committee Adopted Mission and Priorities  
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
The following information is presented for DAC and Planning Commission Work Session discussion on 7/15/14.   
 
The DAC Mission Statement as adopted by City Council: 
 
The Development Advisory Committee shall:  1. review the customer service process and requirements of land use 
and economic development in the City of Springfield to be competitive in attracting development; 2.  provide the 
Planning Commission and City Council with recommendations on improving this process and outcome consistent 
with the Council Goal of promoting and enhancing our hometown feel while focusing on livability and 
environmental quality;  3.  provide a robust forum and venue for citizen participation in this process.   
 
The DAC work priorities are as authorized and directed by the City Council in the following order. The current DAC 
has worked on the top three priorities, with a focus on Site Plan Applicability.  
 
DAC Matrix & Rankings 
Item & Consensus 
Ranking  

Mandate Resources Public 
Involvement 

Calendar 
Time 

Difficulty 
Composite 
Score 

Council 
Goal(s) 
Supported 

Public 
Demand 

#1 Site Review 
Applicability 3 5 5 5 18 1, 2, 6 5 
#2 Project 
Advocacy & 
Communication 1 5 3 3 12 1, 2, 6 5 
#3 SDC Context 1 3 3 3 10 2, 6 3 
#4 Fees - General 1 3 3 3 10 1, 2, 6 5 
#5 Planning 
Application Fees 1 3 3 3 10 1, 2, 6 1 
#6 Incentivizing Use 
of Brownfields 

1 5 3 5 14 1, 2, 6 3 
(as revised by the DAC, post PC WS) 
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SITE REVIEW PROCEDURES 
 

 Counter Determination (Recent MDS/SP-BP)   NONE* 
 
  

L.U.C.S Checklist  (Recent MDS) 
             LOW 
  

Site Plan Review/MDS 
 
             

Site Plan Review (Type II)    NORMAL 
 
 
Master Plans           

    HIGH 
 
Refinement Plans 
          

                                                                                    *INTENSITY 
           SCALE 
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TYPE II - SITE PLAN REVIEW 
 

 
TIMELINE ------------------VARIABLE--------------------ORS 120 STARTS--------------------------60 DAYS------------VARIABLE---------+/- 120 DAYS----VARIABLE----------------- 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                               
  

                             Counter     
Call 

      DIM  
  Meeting 

 Pre 
 Submittal- 
App/Meet 

Complete  
Application 

   DRC_ 
 Notice 
 

Review 
 Write 
 

  Tentative 
   Decision 

FSP/PIP 
 Prep 
 

  FSP 
 App. 
  

 DA 
 FSP 
APPVD 

Const. 
 
 
   B.P. 
 
 
   PIP 
 
 
  LDAP 

   Occupancy 
    Inspection 

Business 
     Plan 
 

Financing 
Questions 
 

Purchase 
Agreement
Info  
 
 

    P.C. 
 Appeal 
Filed  
  

LUBA or CIRCUIT 
COURT APPEAL 
6-12 MONTH 
PROCESS DELAY 
TO NEXT STEP  
 

 

Business  
Decisions 
Researched 

Completeness 
Determined in 
Meeting with 
Applicant  

20 Day 
Notice, 
Hearing & 
Decision  

Alternate 120 Day Deadline 
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5.15-12?  Standards Applicable to Ministerial Site Plan Review & Application Submittal*    
 
*Current status as of 7/10/14, highlighted areas represent current MDS standards, remainder of text is 
considered ministerial by DAC, red text indicates areas currently under construction and consideration 
for allocation of additional time and resources.  
 
 

In order to grant M S P R  approval, the Director shall determine compliance with all applicable 
standards specified below. Final approvals and/or  occupancy is contingent  upon the completion of all 
required site improvements. Application materials shall be submitted as required on application 
submittal checklists and in sufficient detail to demonstrate  compliance with the following  standards: 

 
A. The minimum landscaping required shall include 

  
1. Landscaping standards for private property as specified in this Section and other 
Sections of this Code. 
  
2. Street trees in the public right-of-way as specified in Section 4.2-140. 
  
3. Curbside planter strips in the public right-of-way as specified in Section 4.2-135. 

  
The following areas of a lot/parcel shall be landscaped: 

  
1. All required setback areas and any additional planting areas as specified in the 
appropriate zoning district. 
  
2. Parking lot planting areas required in this Section. 

  
All required landscape planting areas shall have at least 65 percent coverage with living plant 
materials within 5 years of the date of installation. The living plant materials shall be distributed 
throughout the required planting area. The planting acceptable per 1,000 square feet of required 
planting area is as follows:  

 1. As a minimum, 2 trees not less than 6 feet in height that are at least 2 inches in 
caliper (at the time of planting, not including root ball); and 

 2. Ten shrubs, 5 gallons or larger. 
  
3. Lawn and/or groundcover may be substituted for trees or shrubbery, unless 
required for screening.. 
  

  
All required parking lot planting areas shall include 1 canopy tree at least 2 inches in caliper 
that meets City street tree standards as may be permitted by the City’s Engineering Design 
Standards and Procedures Manual and  4 shrubs, 5-gallon or larger, for each 100 square feet of 
planting area. Shrubbery that abuts public right-of-way or that is placed in the interior of any 
parking lot shall  not exceed 2-1/2 feet in height at maturity. Parking lot planting areas shall 
include: 
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1. Parking and driveway setback areas specified in the applicable zoning district; 
and 
  
2. 5 percent of the interior of a parking lot, exclusive of any required parking 
setbacks, if 24 or more parking spaces are located between the street side of a building 
and an arterial or collector street, and are visible from any street. 
  

  
All new required planting areas shall be provided with a permanent underground irrigation 
system except  where planted with approved? native species or plant communities. 
  
Landscaped setbacks abutting required screening on the same property are  exempted from 
planting requirements if the area is not visible from any public right-of-way or adjacent property.   

  
Planting Installation Standards. 

  
1. The applicant shall provide methods for the protection of existing plant material, 
which will remain through the construction process. The plants to be saved and the 
method of protection shall be noted on the Planting Plan. 
  
2. Existing trees to be retained on private property shall not have construction 
occur within the drip line, unless a landscape architect or certified arborist provides 
written certification that affected trees will have at least a 90 percent chance of survival 
over a 5-year period. Trees to be saved shall be kept free from trunk abrasion. 

  

3. The Planting Plan shall  include specifications for topsoil, including depth and 
organic matter requirements, to ensure the health and vitality of required planting. 
Where planting areas have been excavated, the Planting Plan shall provide for the 
replacement of topsoil. All waste material shall be removed from required planting areas 
prior to the application of topsoil.  

a. Inspection may be made by the Director prior to planting to verify proper 
rough grade and installation of irrigation systems. 
  
b. Plant materials and soil preparation may be inspected prior to or in 
conjunction with the occupancy inspection to ensure that placement, quantity, 
size and variety conform to the approved Planting Plan and the requirements of 
this Section. Nursery tags identifying variety and species shall remain on plant 
specimens until the Final Building Inspection by the Building Official or the 
issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. 

 
 
  

Street Trees.  Street trees are those trees required within the public right-of-way. Street trees 
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may be located within planter strips, in individual tree wells within a sidewalk, round-abouts, or 
medians. In order to meet street tree requirements where there is no planter strip and street 
trees cannot be planted within the public right-of-way, trees shall be planted in the required front 
yard or street side yard setback of private property as specified in the applicable zoning district. 

  
A. New Street Trees. New street trees shall be at least 2 inches in caliper. New street trees 
shall be selected from the City Street Tree List and installed as specified in the City’s Engineering 
Design Standards and Procedures Manual.  
  
B. Existing Street Trees. 
  

1. Street Tree Retention Standards. Existing trees may meet the requirement for 
street trees (i.e., trees on the City Street Tree List specified in the City’s Engineering 
Design Standards and Procedures Manual with a minimum caliber of 2 inches) if 
excavation or filling for proposed development is minimized within the dripline of the 
tree. Sidewalks of variable width, elevation and direction may be used to save existing 
trees.. 
  
Existing street trees to be retained on private property shall not have construction occur 
within the drip line, unless a landscape architect or  certifies that affected trees will have 
at least a 90 percent chance of survival over a 5-year period. Trees to be saved shall be 
kept free from trunk abrasion. 

 
 

1.  Where there is an unimproved  street, a 4-foot wide landscaped planter strip 
shall be required to be set back 1foot from the property  line. 

 
2.  Where there is insufficient  space for the landscaped strip required in 
Subsection A., above due to existing buildings, street width, paved parking, changes 
of elevation or location of utilities including catch basins, the  following are 
acceptable alternatives: 

 
a.  Decorative fencing located immediately behind the property line. 
The fencing may be wrought iron or masonry and shall be subject to the 
fence height standards of the applicable zoning district and the vision 
clearance setbacks of Section 4.2-130; and/or 

 
b.  Landscaping equivalent to the amount  required in Subsection A., 
above may be placed at the property corners or other areas of the property 
that are visible from the street. 

 
 

B. Trash receptacles shall be screened, covered and connected to the sanitary system 
in accordance with the Engineering Design Standards Manual . All outdoor storage areas 
shall be screened by a structure or enclosure permanently  affixed to the ground as 
specified  below: 
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Unless otherwise specified in this Code, screening shall be required: 
  

1. Where commercial and industrial districts abut residential districts and no 
approved screening exists; 
  
2. For outdoor mechanical devices and minor and major public facilities; 
  
3. For outdoor storage yards and areas in non-residential districts abutting 
residential districts along their common property line; 
  
4. For trash receptacles; and 
  
5. For automobile wrecking and salvage yards  

  
Screening shall be vegetative, earthen and/or structural. Screening shall be continuous to at least 
6 feet above ground level. The following standards shall apply:  

  
1. Vegetative Screening. Evergreen shrubs shall be planted to form a continuous 
hedge. The 6-foot height standard specified in Subsection B., above shall occur within 4 
years of planting.  When immediate screening is required where commercial or industrial 
development abuts a residential use  a sight-obscuring fence shall be installed in place 
of, or in conjunction with the shrubs.  

  
  

2. Earthen Screening. Earthen berms may be used to screen either visual or noise 
impacts. A berm may be combined with evergreen plantings or a fence to provide 
screening. . The maximum height of a berm shall be 6 feet along local streets and 8 feet 
along collector and arterial streets or railroad rights-of-way.  Height shall be measured 
from the base of the berm to the top of the berm and does not include additional fences 
or landscaping. The exterior face of the berm shall be constructed as an earthen slope. 
The interior face of the berm may be constructed as an earthen slope or retained by 
means of a wall, terrace or other means.  The maximum slope shall be 1:3. The crest 
area shall be a minimum of 4 feet wide. The slopes shall be protected by trees and 
shrubs or groundcover to prevent erosion. Berms shall be irrigated except where planted 
with approved? native species or plant communities  No part of a berm shall encroach 
into an easement. The toe of a berm over 3 feet in height shall be set back at least 5 
feet from any property line, unless when abutting public right-of-way. Berms shall not 
interfere with the drainage patterns of the property.    
3. Structural Screening. A fence or masonry wall shall be constructed to provide a 
uniform sight-obscuring screen. 
 

  
 Specific Screening Requirements  
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a. All screening shall comply with vision clearance requirements of Section 
4.2-130. 
  
b. Wherever a required screen in the form of a fence is adjacent to a 
residential or commercial district or an arterial or collector street, it shall be non-
metallic and of an earthen tone  unless coated chain link and slatting of an 
earthen tone are used.  
  
c. Any commercial sized refuse container or disposal area which would 
otherwise be visible from a public street, customer or resident parking area, any 
public facility, adjacent property, or any residential area, shall be screened from 
view as specified in Subsections 1. and 3., above. All refuse materials shall be 
contained within the screened area. See also Section 3.2-240D.3.b. for 
multifamily design standards. This standard does not apply to single and 2-family 
dwellings. 
  
d. When abutting a public street right of way outdoor storage areas and 
yards shall be provided with a 5-foot planting strip as specified in Section 4.4-
100. 

 
C. Bicycle parking spaces shall be added to meet the numerical standards for the 
appropriate  use or upgraded to meet the standards specified below:  
 

a) The required minimum number of bicycle parking spaces for each principal use is 
3 spaces. Specific requirements per use are given in Section 4.6-155.  

b) Each bicycle parking space shall be at least 2 by 6 feet with an overhead 
clearance of 7 feet, and with a 5-foot access aisle beside or between each row of 
bicycle parking, and between parked bicycles and a wall or  

c) All required long-term bicycle parking spaces shall be sheltered from 
precipitation. Short-term bicycle parking is not required to be sheltered. 

 
d) Direct access from bicycle parking spaces to the public right-of-way shall be 

provided with access ramps, if necessary, and pedestrian access from the bicycle 
parking area to the building entrance. (6211) 

 

D.  Parking and circulation areas shall be provided. Paving, striping and wheel stops shall be 
installed as specified below. Required paving and other impervious surfaces on the site 
shall comply with on-site stormwater management  standards as specified below:   

 
 

Off-street parking spaces shall be provided for all new construction and expansion of commercial, 
industrial, multi-unit residential and public and semi-public uses triggering minimum development 
or site plan standards. If an existing development is expanded, new parking spaces shall be 
provided in proportion to the increase only. 
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If parking has been provided to serve an existing use, the number of parking spaces shall not be 
reduced if the result would be fewer spaces than required by this Section. 

  
Required parking spaces shall not be used for storage of vehicles or materials. Parking for 
company motor vehicles that remain on the premises overnight shall be provided in addition to 
the number of parking spaces required by this Section. 
  
The total requirement for off-street parking spaces is the sum of the requirements for all uses. If 
the total number of required parking spaces results in a fraction, the fraction shall be rounded up 
to the next whole number.  
  
Parking spaces in a public right-of-way directly abutting the development area can  be counted 
as fulfilling a part of the parking requirements for a development as follows: For each 18 feet of 
available on-street parking, there will be 1/2 space credit toward the required amount of off-
street parking spaces. The developer is responsible for marking any on-street spaces.  

 All off-street parking areas shall comply with the ministerial standards of SDC Section 4.6-115.  

 All parking areas shall conform to the setback, vision clearance, planting and screening provisions of this 
Code and shall be completed prior to occupancy. Required parking spaces shall be improved as follows: 

  
A. All parking areas shall have a durable, dust free surfacing of Asphaltic concrete, Portland 
cement concrete or other materials as specified in the Building Safety Codes and approved by the 
Building Official. Parking lot surfacing shall not encroach upon the public right-of-way. 
  
B. Drainage improvements shall be provided to dispose of all on-site run-off. Provisions shall 
be made for the on-site collection of drainage waters to eliminate sheet flow onto sidewalks, 
public rights-of-way, and abutting private property. All drainage systems shall be approved by the 
Building Official and shall be constructed in conformance with the Building Safety Codes. 
  
C. All parking stalls fronting a sidewalk, alley, street, landscaped area or structure shall be 
provided with a secured wheel bumper or linear curb not less than 6 inches in height to be set 
back from the front of the stall a minimum of 2 feet to allow for vehicle encroachment. Wheel 
bumpers shall be a minimum of 6 feet in length. Curbs shall be constructed in conformance with 
the Standard Construction Specifications. 
  
EXCEPTION: As an option, the sidewalk or landscaped area may be widened 2 feet beyond the 
minimum dimension required to allow for vehicle encroachment. A curb not less than 6 inches in 
height shall protect the widened sidewalks and planter areas. 
  
D. Backing into the public right-of-way, other than alleys is prohibited. 
  
  

Attachment 3, Page 6 of 12



7 
 

E. All spaces shall be permanently and clearly marked. Old striping shall not be visible after 
being replaced by new striping. 
  
F. Parking areas shall be designed to connect with parking areas on abutting sites within 
the same zoning district to eliminate the use of the street for cross movements. 
  
G. Not more than 30 percent of the total parking spaces in a parking lot may be designated 
for compact cars. These spaces shall be signed and/or the space painted with the words 
“Compact Car Only.” 
  
H. Parking Spaces For Disabled Persons shall be provided in accordance with the federal 
ADA standards and the Oregon Structural Specialty Codes.  
  

1. Parking spaces for disabled persons and accessible passenger loading zones that 
serve a particular building shall be located as close as possible to a building entrance. 
2. The number and dimensions of parking spaces for disabled persons shall be as 
specified in the Structural Specialty Code. 

  
I. Motor Vehicle Parking Space Reduction Credit. Bicycle parking can substitute for up to 25 
percent of required vehicular parking. For every 5 non-required bicycle parking spaces that meet 
the short or long term bicycle parking standards specified in Table 4.6-3, the motor vehicle 
requirement is reduced by 1 space. Existing parking may be converted to take advantage of this 
provision. 

 
 Stormwater Management 

The Approval Authority shall grant development approval only where adequate public and/or private 
stormwater management systems provisions have been made. 
 
THIS AREA IS UNDER CONSTRUCTION AND REQUIRES AN ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES 
NECESSARY TO CREATE NEW ENGINEERING STANDARDS FOR SDC AND EDSPM REVISIONS. 
 
ALSO SEE CRITERION H  
 
 
E. Access from the proposed development  area to the public right-of-way shall comply with 
Section 4.2-120.  
 
 THIS AREA IS UNDER CONSTRUCTION AND REQUIRES AN ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES 
NECESSARY TO CREATE NEW ENGINEERING STANDARDS FOR SDC AND EDSPM REVISIONS. 
  

4.2-120 Site Access and Driveways 

  
Site Access and Driveways—General. 

 1. All developed lots/parcels shall have an approved access provided by either 
direct access to a: 

Deleted:  
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 a. Public street or alley along the frontage of the property; 

 b. Private street that connects to the public street system. The private street 
shall be constructed as specified in Section 4.2-110 (private streets shall not be 
permitted in lieu of public streets shown on the City’s adopted Conceptual Street 
Plan or TransPlan); or 

c. Public street by an irrevocable joint use/access easement serving the 
subject property that has been approved by the City Attorney, where: 

  
i. A private driveway is required in lieu of a panhandle driveway, 
as specified in Section 3.2-220B.; or 
  
ii. Combined access for 2 or more lots/parcels is required to reduce 
the number of driveways along a street,  

  
2. Driveway access to designated State Highways is subject to the provisions of this 
Section in addition to requirements of the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) 
Highway Division OAR /ORS Chapter Citation . Where City and ODOT regulations conflict, 
the more restrictive regulations shall apply. 
  

  
C. Driveways shall be designed to allow safe and efficient vehicular ingress and egress as 
specified in and limited to Tables 4.2-2 through 4.2-5 and the City’s Engineering Design 
Standards and Procedures Manual and the Public Works Standard Construction Specifications.  

  

 
F. Concrete sidewalks shall be installed where the proposed development area abuts a curb 
and gutter street as specified below: 
  

4.2-135 Sidewalks 

  
A. Sidewalks and planter strips abutting public streets shall be located wholly within the 
public street right-of-way 
B. Sidewalks shall be designed, constructed, replaced or repaired as specified in the City’s 
Engineering Design Standards and Procedures Manual, the Public Works Standard Construction 
Specifications and the Springfield Municipal Code, 1997.  
  
C. Planter strips may be required as part of sidewalk construction. Planter strips shall be at 
least 4.5 feet wide Maximum planter strip width is dependent upon the type of tree selected as 
specified in the City’s Engineering Design Standards and Procedures Manual. 
  
D. Maintenance of sidewalks is the continuing obligation of the abutting property owner. 

Deleted: as determined by the Public 
Works Director.
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G.  Streetlights required  to serve the development  area shall be installed as specified in Section 
4.2-145 and as follows:  
 

   
Street lighting shall be included with all new developments or redevelopment as specified in the 
City’s Engineering Design Standards and Procedures Manual and the Public Works Standard 
Construction Specifications. Existing street lights shall be upgraded to current lighting standards 
with all new developments or redevelopment. The developer is responsible for street lighting 
installation costs. 
 
 
  

 
H. The development  area shall connect to public utilities as specified in Sections 4.3-105, 4.3-
110, 4.3-120 4.3-125 and 4.3-130 and comply with the Springfield Building Safety Codes, where 
applicable. Easements may be required as specified in Subsection 4.3-140  for the extension of 
surrounding facilities on to the subject site?  

 
THIS AREA IS UNDER CONSTRUCTION AND REQUIRES AN ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES 
NECESSARY TO CREATE NEW ENGINEERING STANDARDS FOR SDC AND EDSPM REVISIONS 
 
 
4.3-105 Sanitary Sewers CAN  IMPROVEMENT AGTS BE USED? NO- Delay requires discretion.  

  
A. Sanitary sewers shall be installed to serve each new development within the city limits 
and to connect developments to existing mains. Installation of sanitary sewers shall provide 
sufficient access for maintenance activities and shall comply with the provisions of this Code, with 
the Public Works Standard Construction Specifications, the City’s Engineering Design Standards 
and Procedures Manual, the Springfield Municipal Code, 1997 and Department of Environmental 
Quality (DEQ) regulations. 
  
THIS AREA IS UNDER CONSTRUCTION AND REQUIRES AN ALLOCATION OF 
RESOURCES NECESSARY TO CREATE NEW ENGINEERING STANDARDS FOR SDC AND 
EDSPM REVISIONS  

 

 

 4.3-110 Stormwater Management 

 B. The Approval Authority shall grant development approval only where adequate public and/or 
private stormwater management systems provisions have been made as determined by the Public Works 
Director, consistent with the policies set forth in the Stormwater Management Plan and the Engineering 
Design Standards and Procedures Manual. The stormwater management system shall be separated from 

Deleted: ,

Deleted: for the extension of existing 
facilities on or near the site? .

Deleted: B. The City Engineer shall 
approve all sanitary sewer plans and 
proposed systems prior to development 
approval.¶

 ¶
C. Proposed sewer systems shall include 
design consideration of additional 
development within the area as projected by 
the Metro Plan.¶

 ¶
D. Proposed developments shall provide 
dedication and improvements indicated in an 
adopted Capital Improvements Program or 
Public Facilities Plan. The developer shall pay 
a proportional share of the cost according to 
adopted City Council policy.¶

 ¶
E. For proposed developments in 
unincorporated urbanizable land, the Lane 
County Sanitarian shall approve all septic 
system designs.¶

Comment [jpd1]: Placeholder here for 
discussion of ministerial standards from 
Engineering. See MDS original Criterion D, Parking 
Lot Stormwater comments. 
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any sanitary sewer system. Surface water drainage patterns shall be addressed on every Preliminary Site 
Plan, or Tentative Partition or Subdivision Plan. 

THIS AREA IS UNDER CONSTRUCTION AND REQUIRES AN ALLOCATION OF 
RESOURCES NECESSARY TO CREATE NEW ENGINEERING STANDARDS FOR SDC AND 
EDSPM REVISIONS  

 Utility Provider Coordination 

The developer shall be responsible for the design, installation and cost of utility lines and facilities 
to the satisfaction of the utility provider.  All utility lines shall be placed underground.  

  

Water Service and Fire Protection 

  A. Each development area shall be provided with a water system having sufficiently sized 
mains and lesser lines to furnish an adequate water supply to the development with sufficient access for 
maintenance. 

  
B. Fire hydrants and mains shall be installed by the developer as required by the Fire 
Marshal and the utility provider in accordance with adopted Fire Code 

 4.3-140 Public Easements 

  THIS AREA IS UNDER CONSTRUCTION AND REQUIRES AN ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES 
NECESSARY TO CREATE NEW ENGINEERING STANDARDS FOR SDC AND EDSPM REVISIONS 

A. Utility Easements. The applicant shall make arrangements with the City and each utility 
provider for the dedication of utility easements necessary to fully service the development or land 
beyond the development area, as necessary. The minimum width for public utility easements 
adjacent to street rights-of-way shall be 7 feet. The minimum width for all other public utility 
easements shall be also be 7 feet. However, the utility provider or the Public Works Director may 
require a larger easement for major water mains, major electric power transmission lines, 
sanitary sewer lines, stormwater management systems or in any other situation to allow 
maintenance vehicles to set up and perform the required maintenance or to accommodate 
multiple utility lines. Where feasible, utility easements shall be centered on a lot/parcel line. 
  
B. Watercourse or Riparian Area Maintenance Easements. Where the Public Works Director 
has determined that a watercourse or riparian area will be part of the City’s Stormwater 
Management System, a maintenance easement shall be required in order to maintain the 
functionality of these areas. For watercourses, the easement shall be measured from either the 
top of the bank, ordinary high water mark or the delineated setback line. The easement shall be 
a minimum of 10 feet wide where no equipment is required for access or maintenance. The 
easement shall be extended to a maximum of 25 feet wide to allow City maintenance vehicles to 
set up and perform the required maintenance. 
 
 I. MDS Major Approval pursuant to Section 5.15-110, Subsection A.3 shall 

Deleted: .
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also meet the following submittal standards in addition to Subsections A. through 
H: 

 
1.  The applicant shall prepare an MDS Site Assessment of Existing 
Conditions meeting the following standards: 

 
a.  The plan shall be drawn by a licensed engineer, architect, 
landscape architect, or land surveyor. 

 
 

b.  The plan shall provide the name, location and dimensions of all 
existing site features including, but not limited to, significant stands of 
trees, watercourses shown on the Water Quality Limited Watercourse Map 
and their riparian areas, wetlands, flood designations and slopes. 

 
2.  The applicant shall provide an MDS Site Plan meeting the 

following standards: 
 
 

a.  Prepared by a licensed engineer, architect, landscape architect, or land 

surveyor.  

b.   Proposed building envelopes. 

c.  Location and dimension of proposed landscape areas 
including percentage of landscaped coverage. 

 
d.  Required screening*. 

 
 

e.  Required street tree location and types. 
 

 
f. Planting list*. 

 

 
g.  Dimensions of the Development Area. 

 
h.  Where applicable, location of existing planned or proposed transit 
facilities*. 

 
i. Area of all property to be reserved, conveyed or dedicated. 

 

 
3.  The applicant shall submit an Improvement and Public Utilities Plan meeting 
the following 
standards: 

 
a.  Prepared by a licensed engineer where utility systems are proposed. 

 

 
b.  Location and width of proposed easements. 
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c.  Location and dimensions of all existing and proposed rights-of-way. 
 
 

d.  Location of existing of proposed utilities and infrastructure on or 
adjacent to the subject 
·site including the following as applicable: stormwater management 
systems, sanitary sewer mains, power, water mains, gas, telephone and 
cable connections. 

 
e.  Drainage patterns and connection points with supporting 
documentation to demonstrate the proposed system will function consistent 
with the City of Springfield Engineering Design Standards and Procedures 
Manual. 

 
 

Attachment 3, Page 12 of 12



Item Timing* Staffing Resources

Zoning Code Development 

and Legal Review
3-6 Months*

Transportation Code and 

Design Standards 

Development

3-6 Months*

Storm Water Code and 

Design Standards 

Development

6 Months including modeling / 

testing of new design 

standards *

Sanitary Sewer Code and 

Design Standards 

Development

3 Months*

Fire & Life Safety Code 

Development
3 Months*

*These items have the potential to be developed concurrently

Ministerial Site Plan Review
Thursday, June 19, 2014

DRAFT 

As general permit activity 

increases and pending major 

developments in Glenwood 

and other areas of the City 

limit the availability of staff 

resources for other projects, 

Council has tasked staff with 

an inventory and 

recommendation on the use of 

staff resources for major 

projects.  In that context,  

direction from Council is 

needed to dedicate additional 

resources to the development 

of new/revised design 

standards and code.  If council 

deems this activity a priority, 

staffing resources will be 

prioritized and made available 

to develop these codes and 

standards.
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AGENDA  ITEM  SUMMARY Meeting Date: 7/15/2014 
 Meeting Type: Work Session/Reg. Mtg 
 Staff Contact/Dept.: Mark Metzger/DPW 
 Staff Phone No: 541-726-3775 
 Estimated Time: 30 Minutes 
S P R I N G F I E L D 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

Council Goals: Mandate 

 
ITEM TITLE:  APPEAL OF A DIRECTOR’S DECISION FOR LAURELWOOD SUBDIVISION 

 
ACTION 
REQUESTED: 
 

In work session, staff will brief the Planning Commission on the appeal of a staff 
decision approving a subdivision tentative plan.  In regular session, the Planning 
Commission will conduct a public hearing and affirm, modify or reverse the 
Director’s decision and shall adopt findings in support of their decision.  

ISSUE 
STATEMENT: 

Subdivision Tentative Plans are reviewed and approved by staff with public notice 
and the opportunity for appeal (Type II).   Appeals of such staff decisions (called 
Director’s Decisions) come before the Planning Commission for review.  A staff 
decision approving the proposed Laurelwood Subdivision located near the 
intersection of Ivy Street and S. 55th Place has been appealed.  
 

ATTACHMENTS: 1. Appeal of Director’s Decision—Staff Report 
2. Staff Report and Decision for the Laurelwood Subdivision Tentative Plan 
3. Tamie Yarnall appeal application and supporting documents 
4. Barbara Parmenter submission in support of the appeal 
5. Comments received during the subdivision comment period  
6. Laurelwood Subdivision application and exhibits 

DISCUSSION: 
 

SDC Section 5.3-115 states that when reviewing a staff decision which has been 
appealed, the Planning Commission shall consider the Director's staff report and all 
other evidence presented, including oral and written testimony in making their 
decision.  The Commission may affirm, modify or reverse the Director’s decision 
and shall adopt findings in support of their decision. The Planning Commission 
may attach conditions as may be reasonably necessary in order to allow the appeal 
to be granted. The Planning Commission's decision is final.  
 
In work session, staff will provide background that will help Commissioners 
understand various elements of the appeal.  The purpose is not to argue the staff 
position in advance of the public hearing. The briefing will cover the steps followed 
in processing the subdivision application and the criteria which were applied in 
evaluating the proposal.   
 
Attachment 1 is the staff report responding to appeal issues raised by the appellant.  
Attachment 2 is the original Staff Report and Decision which has been appealed.  
The report contains the criteria for approval which were applied to the subdivision 
application and the conditions of approval applied to bring it into conformance with 
city planning and engineering standards.  Attachment 3 is the appeal application 
and supporting materials submitted by Ms. Yarnall.  Attachment 4 is the document 
submitted by Ms. Parmenter as an intervener in support of the appeal. Attachment 5 
is a compilation of all comments received during the comment period for the 
subdivision.  Attachment 6 is the Laurelwood Subdivision application and 
supporting exhibits.    
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Appeal of Director’s Decision 
Laurelwood Subdivision—Hayden Homes 
 
 
Project Name:  Laurelwood Subdivision—Hayden Homes 
 
Appeal Case Number:  TYP314-00005 
 
Issue:  Hayden Homes has submitted a proposal to subdivide property in southeast Springfield, creating 
a 65-lot detached single-family subdivision in two phases known as Laurelwood Subdivision.  The subject 
of this appeal is the Director’s approval with conditions of Subdivision Tentative Plan, TYP214-00004, 
which proposes to create 25 lots as Phase 1.  The appellant has submitted eight general issues of appeal. 
 
Project Location: Vacant land located south and west of the intersection of Ivy Street and South 55th 
Place and north of Mt. Vernon Rd.  The development area is about 21.29 acres.  The property is 
identified as Map No. 18020400 Tax lot 313. 
 
Plan and Zoning Designations 
Zoning:  Low Density Residential 
Overlay Districts:  N/A 
Applicable Refinement Plan:  East Main Refinement Plan 
Refinement Plan/Metro Plan Designation:  Low Density Residential 
 
Processing 
Subdivision Application Submitted:  March 20, 2014 
Decision Issued: May 20, 2014 (Approved with Conditions) 
Appeal Submittal Date:  June 4, 2014 
Appeal Hearing Date: July 15, 2014 
 

 

CITY OF SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT REVIEW TEAM 
POSITION REVIEW OF NAME PHONE 
Planner III Land Use Planning  Mark Metzger 726-3775 
Transportation Planner Transportation  Michael Liebler 736-1034 
Public Works Engineering  Sanitary & Storm Sewer,  

Utilities & Easements 
Clayton McEachern 736-1036 

Deputy Fire Marshall  Fire and Life Safety  Gilbert Gordon 726-2293 
Building Official Building  David Bowlsby 736-1029 
APPELLANT SUBDIVISION APPLICANT APPLICANT’S REPRESENTATIVE 
Tamie Yarnall 
996 South 55th Place 
Springfield, OR 97478 
 

Hayden Homes LLC 
Jesse Lovrien 
2464 Glacier Place, Suite 110 
Redmond, Oregon 97756 
(503) 888-0985 

Cardno 
Michael Cerbone 
5415 SW Westgate Drive, Suite 100 
Portland, Oregon 97221 
(503) 419-2500 
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I. Overview of the Laurelwood Subdivision Proposal. 
 
The Laurelwood subdivision is proposed as a two phased residential subdivision located between Mt. 
Vernon Road and Glacier Drive, just west of S. 55th Place within the City of Springfield and Lane County. 
The City/County boundary splits the site in a diagonal north north/south alignment; all development 
that is a part of this land use request will occur in Phase 1 that is wholly within the City boundaries. A 
225-foot wide BPA power line easement extends along the eastern site boundary. The northernmost 
portion of the site drops sharply about 80 feet in elevation to a wetland at the toe of the slope.  The 
northern edge of the property is bounded by the Weyerhaeuser haul Rd. which is owned by the 
Willamalane Park and Recreation District.  An existing house is located within its own tax lot in the 
northern portion of the site that is proposed to be retained.  
 

 
The project includes an extension of Ivy Street into the project with plans to connect to Mt Vernon Road 
in Phase 2. Additional local streets will extend from Ivy Street and provide access to other lots and 
adjacent, undeveloped properties. A temporary fire access drive is provided to Mount Vernon Road as a 
part of Phase I.  
 
The parcel is about 21 acres in size but is constrained by a 225-foot wide BPA Transmission Line 
easement (Tracts C and D) on the east and an area of steep slopes and wetlands on the northern portion 
of the site (Tract B).  The actual development area is about 15 acres.  The BPA easement, sloped area 
and wetlands are not included in the development area.   
 

Steep Slope 

Existing 
House 
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Opposition to the proposed subdivision plan has been expressed by many neighbors in the adjoining 
neighborhood on South 55th Place which will be affected by increased traffic traversing their 
neighborhood to access the new subdivision.  Neighbors have expressed their preference for access to 
the new subdivision to be accomplished by extending Glacier Street as shown on the Springfield 
Conceptual Local Street Map, or that the subdivision only take access for Mt. Vernon Rd. 
 
City Engineering staff and applicant’s engineers examined the prospects for a Glacier Drive extension as 
shown on the Conceptual Local Street Map during pre-submittal procedures  and concluded that 
extending Glacier Drive to serve the Laurelwood Subdivision as shown on conceptual transportation 
plans was not feasible due to slope, wetland and tree preservation issues found on the ground.  This 
appeal staff report highlights the Director’s consideration of these and other issues contained in the 
appeal submitted. This staff report concludes that while the concerns are natural and valid, the 
Director’s Decision addressed the concerns with findings and conditions that support the approval and 
demonstrate compliance with the applicable development standards of the Springfield Development 
Code.  
 
II. Procedural Requirements for Processing Appeals of Director’s Approvals.  
 
Section 5.3-100 of the Springfield Development Code (SDC) describes the procedures and process for 
appealing land use decisions.  The Laurelwood Subdivision Tentative Plan is classified as a Type II 
application (SDC 5.12-110).  The decision approving the Laurelwood subdivision has been appealed. 
 
SDC Section 5.3-115 provides direction for processing Type II appeals.  Section 5.3-115 states: 
 

“A. Standing to Appeal. Only the property owner, applicant, if different and those persons 
who submitted written comments within the specific comment period for limited land use 
decisions, or those persons entitled to notice for non-limited land use decisions shall have 
standing to appeal the Director’s or Hearings Official’s decision. 
  
B. Filing an Appeal. An appeal application shall be filed with the Director within 15 calendar 
days of the Director’s or Hearings Official’s decision. 
  
C. Notice. The Director shall provide notice of the public hearing to the property owner, 
applicant, if different, the appellant and all persons who submitted comments or requested 
notice of the decision as part of the process leading to the Director's or Hearings Official’s 
decision. The notice of the appeal hearing shall be as specified in Section 5.2-115. 
  
D. Review. The review is de novo and the public hearing shall be conducted as specified in 
Section 5.2-135. 
  
E. Decision. The Planning Commission or Hearings Official shall consider the Director's staff 
report and all other evidence presented, including oral and written testimony in making their 
decision. The Planning Commission or Hearings Official may affirm, modify or reverse the 
Director’s decision and shall adopt findings in support of their decision. The Planning 
Commission or Hearing’s Official may attach conditions as may be reasonably necessary in order 

Attachment 1, Page 3 of 33



Laurelwood Subdivision Appeal 
TYP314-00005 
July 15, 2014 Page 4 
 

to allow the appeal to be granted. The Planning Commission's or Hearings Official’s decision is 
final.” 

 
Role of the Planning Commission.  The Planning Commission responsibility in the matter of the 
Laurelwood Subdivision Tentative Plan appeal is to “consider the Director's staff report and all other 
evidence presented, including oral and written testimony in making their decision. The Planning 
Commission or Hearings Official may affirm, modify or reverse the Director’s decision and shall adopt 
findings in support of their decision” (SDC 5.3-115 E).  The Planning Commission will evaluate whether 
staff fairly and appropriately applied the decision criteria used for approving the subdivision tentative 
plan (SDC 5.12-125) and issue its own decision about the proposal.   The staff report approving the 
Laurelwood Subdivision (Director’s Decision), with conditions, is attached.  The report contains the 
criteria for approval and includes findings with respect to those criteria. 
 
Some issues of appeal may not be relevant to the Director’s Decision or to the criteria for approving the 
subdivision tentative plan.  In such cases staff has attempted to provide a response if it is at all related to 
the impact of the subdivision.  Other issues raised which are outside the purview of the City or of this 
approval process are identified as such and are not addressed.   

 
Procedural Findings 
 
Finding #1. Standing.  The appellant, Tamie Yarnall, submitted written comments to staff 
concerning the proposed subdivision.  In addition, Ms. Yarnall organized a neighborhood meeting to 
discuss the subdivision proposal with staff and neighbors living near the development.  Her participation 
has given the appellant standing to bring the appeal.  In addition, a Barbara Parmenter has submitted 
comments as an Intervener in the appeal.  Ms. Parmenter submitted comments to staff during the 
review process, qualifying her to participate in the appeal process.  
 
Finding #2. Filing an Appeal.  The closing 15-day appeal period was Wednesday, June 4, 2014.  The 
appellant submitted the appeal application to staff at the counter at 4:45 pm on June 4th.  The 
statement from Barbara Parmenter as an intervener in the appeal was received by fax on the afternoon 
of June 4th as well. 
 
Finding #3. Notice. Notice of the appeal hearing before the Planning Commission was mailed on 
June 16, 2014 as attested to be affidavit.  The notice was sent to all persons providing comment as well 
as additional residents in the neighborhood.  The notice timing and content was consistent with the 
provisions of SDC Section 5.2-135. 
 
Finding #4. Notice of the appeal hearing was published on July 7, 2014, in the Register Guard, a 
newspaper of general circulation in the Springfield area. 
 
Finding #5. Review.  A hearing before the Springfield Planning Commission was scheduled for July 
15, 2014, at 7:00pm in the Springfield Council Chambers at 225 Fifth Street in Springfield.  The hearing 
will be a be conducted as a de novo hearing,  allowing new testimony to be heard in addition to the 
materials that are part of the existing record.  

Attachment 1, Page 4 of 33



Laurelwood Subdivision Appeal 
TYP314-00005 
July 15, 2014 Page 5 
 

Finding #6. Decision.  The Planning Commission shall consider the Director's staff report and all 
other evidence presented, including oral and written testimony in making their decision. The Planning 
Commission or Hearings Official may affirm, modify or reverse the Director’s decision and shall adopt 
findings in support of their decision. The Planning Commission or Hearing’s Official may attach 
conditions as may be reasonably necessary in order to allow the appeal to be granted. The Planning 
Commission's or Hearings Official’s decision is final.” 
 
Finding #7. The procedural criteria for processing an appeal of a Type II land use decision as 
outlined in SDC 5.3-115 have been followed.  
  
III.  Appellant Issues and Staff Response: 
 
While access through the existing neighborhood is the primary issue, other issues have been raised by 
the appellant.  These issues are summarized below but are included in their entirety in the applicant’s 
issue statement.  
 
Appellant Issue #1.  “Unacceptable/partial notification regarding the 300-ft notification of adjacent 
neighbors.”  

• There are still neighbors who have not received any of the 4 mailings that the city has sent out 
for information about Laurelwood.  Isn’t it Mr. Metzger’s job to make sure notification was 
complete? 

• When asked about how the city came up with the 300-ft area, Mr. Metzger showed me and 
other neighbors at an April 3rd meeting a computer generated “pink bubble” on the land in 
question.  I then asked for and received this document.  The document appears to have a larger 
pink bubble but I cannot prove this since I was only shown the document at the meeting.  
Regardless, the document I received shows 12 homes in Royal Ridge being notified by the 300-
ft. notice sent out on March 24, 2014.  In actuality upon asking for and receiving a copy of the 
mailing labels used for the first mailing, it shows only 4 houses of the 12 were actually notified. 

• However, the pink bubble I remember seeing at the April 3rd neighborhood meeting, I only 
remember seeing 4 1/2 homes inside the pink bubble and I stated so in front of the neighbors 
and Mark Metzger at the time. Mark asked me for a copy of our neighborhood telephone 
directory and said he would use this as information for part of a second notification mailing 
which was sent on April 10th. 

• The second notification sent on April 10 still did not include all residents that were 300-ft. from 
the Laurelwood proposal.  I asked for a copy of how these addresses were chosen.  I was given a 
copy of the mailing labels and not a second pink bubble.  Again 850 S.  55th Place was not mailed 
notifications, nor was BPA, Weyerhaeuser, Emerald Isle residents, etc. 

• I went to the City and asked Mark Metzger for information about how/what criteria was used in 
the 300-ft notice area.  Mark said it was a computer generated pink bubble.  I claimed that it 
was his job to as supervisor of the project to know before the first mailing who was receiving the 
information.  He should have verified for any errors.  At the city I was told they use the actual 
land boundaries for the 300-ft notification.  In this case many many should have been notified 
and they still have not. 
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• On May 29, I called and talked to Luke Kinch of BPA and had questions regarding the tower.  He 
asked me to send all three mailings and the application approval notice as he had not seen any 
of the four mailings from the City. 

 
Staff Response: 300 ft. Notification.  SDC 5.2-115 requires mailed notice of pending land use actions to 
be mailed to “all property owners and occupants within 300 feet of the subject property.”  Upon receipt 
of an application, staff produces a mailing list of owners and residents within 300 feet of the proposed 
action using a computer mapping system with the capability of identifying owner and resident addresses 
within the required radius.  The computer produces both a set of mailing labels and a map showing the 
area covered by the 300-ft radius.  The appellant refers to this map of the notice area as the “pink 
bubble” because of the pink shading used to depict the 300-foot notice area.   
 
The mailed noticed was sent on March 26th.  Shortly after the notice went out, the appellant requested 
staff to attend a neighborhood meeting on April 3rd at a home on S. 55th Place.  At the meeting the issue 
of the inadequate notice was raised to staff.  Staff had a copy of the mailing list with an accompanying 
map (with the pink bubble) showing tax lots within 300-feet of the subdivision. Upon checking the list of 
mailing addresses, staff agreed that the notice was insufficient and that there was an error in the 
process.  At the April 3rd meeting, staff speculated that perhaps the intervening 225-foot BPA power line 
was responsible for the small number of addresses produced by the computer mapping tool.  More 
likely there was some other flaw in the computer programming that affected this notice. 
 
A second mailing was sent out on April 10th.  The mailing covered all of the homes on Glacier Drive, 
South 56th Street and S. 55th Place, in some instances, far exceeding the 300-ft minimum notice area 
(See Figures 1 and 2 below).  The second mailing was created by hand selecting the tax lots.  No “pink 
bubble” was created by this hand selection process.  As mentioned above, the computer generated 300-
ft notice area is depicted by a pink shaded area. 
 
The partial notice issue was raised to staff at the April 3rd neighborhood meeting.  The appellant asserts 
that some homes were still not included in the second notice.  The appellant asserts that lists two 
addresses that did not receive the second notice; 850 S. 55th Place and 5548 Glacier Drive.   
 
With each mailed notice, a notarized affidavit is created and a copy of the address labels is attached 
showing addresses that were included in the mailing.  The affidavit shows that both 850 S. 55th Place 
and 5548 Glacier Drive were included in the mailing. 
 
Finding #8. The initial notification of the proposed subdivision was insufficient.  Staff provided a 
timely correction which included all of the residents and property owners on Ivy Street, S. 55th Pl., S. 56th 
Street and Glacier Drive.  The time period for submitting comments was extended accordingly and a 
neighborhood meeting attended by staff and the applicant’s representative was held to discuss 
community concerns.  
 
Conclusion:  The corrective action taken by staff on April 10, 2014 with respect to the required notice 
meets the requirements found in SDC 5.2-115. 
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Figure 2.  Map showing the area covered by the  
second notice. The tax lots highlighted in blue  
received the second mailing.  As the drawing shows,  
the second mailing exceeded the 300-ft minimum  
notice. 
 

Appellant Issue #2.  Ivy Street and Glacier Drive are both unsafe for entrance and exits of Laurelwood.    
 

• On May 29th I asked Luke Kinch how he felt about the use of Ivy Street as one of the exit streets 
from Laurelwood.  He said normally 50-ft. away from the tower was used, but each case was 
looked at individually.  He said he wasn’t happy about Ivy Street being used but could not stop 
the City.  He said he would insist on several conditions to make it work.   

• The majority of the Royal Ridge neighborhood does not want Ivy Street used for safety reasons.  
Especially the Ivy to South 55th to Glacier route.  As we have stated in our concern letters, we 
believe it could be the cause of several accidents and possible death. 

• Approximately 6-8 years ago, Barbara Parmenter applied for Wild Goose Landing Subdivision.  
She was told if she ever wanted to build she would have to extend Glacier Street to connect to 
the subdivision.  She was told Ivy Street was never to be used as it was unsafe. Now, several 
years later, Hayden Homes applies for the same connection and is told by the City it is the only 
route to be used as the city now believes Glacier (Ivy) Street is now unsafe.  This appears to be 
discrimination to Ms. Parmenter.  This also appears to be a double standard for the 
neighborhood. Both Ivy and Glacier should be deemed unusable for safety reasons and a new 
exit/entrance should be found. 

 

 
Figure 1.  Map showing the 300-ft. notice area as a 
"Pink Bubble."  The computer generated mailing list 
failed to capture several homes on S. 55th Place.   A 
second mailing was sent to all homes on Glacier 
Drive, S. 56th Street and South 55th Place.  

 
 

330 ft. 
730 ft. 

487 ft. 
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Staff Response: BPA Easement.  BPA has a 225-foot wide easement for towers and transmission lines 
across the Hayden Homes property.  The 300-ft notice was sent to property owners and to residents 
near the proposed subdivision.  BPA is neither a property owner nor a resident and as such did not 
receive a mailing.  Early in staff discussions with Hayden Homes, it was understood that the BPA had 
been contacted regarding development within the power line transmission easement.   
 
Cardno Engineering, Hayden Homes design consultant, contacted Luke Kinch at BPA in January 2014 
concerning the subdivision.   On February 10, 2014, Cardno submitted an application to the BPA for a 
right-of-way permit which included the same plan set as was submitted to the City of Springfield on 
March 20, 2014.  Cardno provided staff with an e-mail from Luke Kinch affirming receipt of the 
application and support materials.  In addition to the right-of-way application, there is documentation of 
additional e-mails and phone call summaries which demonstrates that BPA was well informed of the 
subdivision tentative plan as submitted to the city for review. 
 
On February 18, 2014, Jordan Bernhardt, Civil Project Designer for Cardno discussed the subdivision plan 
with Luke Kinch at BPA, and made the following notes of their conversation: 
 

• “BPA understands that the location of the road [Ivy Street connection] cannot be easily changed 
and they don’t have significant issues with the layout. 

o BPA will likely require a traffic barrier to protect the towers. 
• Access/pathways 

o The pathway connection to the eastern neighborhood will need to be designed for HS-
20 loading to limit damage from trucks. 

o BPA will likely require a 16’ curb cut/driveway for access to the towers. 
 Ultimate location and actual width TBD by engineering. 

o BPA does not like ponds in easement due to restricting access. 
 North pond should not be an issue because that area is inaccessible already due 

to the slope. 
• Booster pump/water main 

o BPA does not have an issue with the booster pump location. 
 Pump station likely would not be approved under the transmission lines – max 

building volume is 1,000 cubic feet. 
o BPA is concerned with the location of the water main.  Pressure lines within 50’ of the 

towers require additional protection. 
 Additional protection is typically sleeving across the entire easement. 
 Luke mentioned an HDPE sleeve, but details to be provided by engineering later.  

• Moving forward 
o Luke says that the plan is much better than the previous plan they saw and that we 

should have no problem getting everything approved for construction this year. 
o BPA will hold off on processing application further/sending to engineering until there is 

more detail. 
o City will ask BPA if there are any significant issues – Luke does not foresee any outside of 

those already mentioned.” 
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Figure 3 Existing road and BPA towers on the subject site.  The proposed extension of Ivy Street extension 
follows an alignment very similar to the existing road alignment. 

The proposed alignment of the Ivy Street extension follows the existing road alignment.  It will pass 
less than 50 feet from the base of two BPA towers (See Figure 3).  Towers located less than 50 feet 
from local streets and even a state highway can be found near the proposed subdivision.  The next set of 
towers north of the subject site is adjacent to the Emerald Isle Manufactured Home Park.  The Emerald 
Isle towers are less than 10 feet from a street in the park (See Figure 4).  Continuing north along the 
same transmission line, the next set of towers are located at the intersection of Main Street and Hwy 
126, less than 10 feet from the street (See Figure 5). 
 

 
Figure 4. The location of the BPA towers at the Emerald Isle Manufactured Home Park, north of the 
proposed subdivision is located less than 10 feet from a local street. 
 
Upon approval of the Subdivision Tentative Plan, review of the Public Improvement Plan (PIP) for the 
subdivision will evaluate the construction level details for the street construction, stormwater design, 
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and the installation of utilities.  At this stage of design, added conditions may be included to protect 
the existing BPA towers as needed.  
 

 
 Figure 5 BPA towers at Hwy 126 and Main Street are less than 10 feet from the street. 
 

Glacier Drive Extension.  Extending Glacier 
Drive to access the proposed subdivision was 
initially considered.  The extension of Glacier 
Drive is shown on the Springfield 
Conceptual Local Street Map (see the 
excerpt from the Conceptual Map at left).  
The map was developed by a consultant in 
the 1990’s to show how transportation 
connectivity should be established as 
Springfield grows.  While connecting the 
Royal Ridge subdivision to development to 
the west and south is anticipated by the 
Conceptual Street Map, the consultant did 
not consider the slope of the land at the end 

of Glacier Drive when preparing the map.   
 
It is likely that the staff response to Ms. Parmenter’s initial development proposal was based on the 
Conceptual Local Street Map and not on an engineering analysis of the site.  Ms. Parmenter hired a 
geotechnical engineer to evaluate extending Glacier Drive to access the area covered by the Laurelwood 
subdivision.  Ms. Parmenter’s consultant came to the same conclusion as City staff and the consultant 
working for Hayden Homes—extending Glacier Drive to access the new development is not feasible and 
would likely destabilize the slope and possible impact the wetland at the toe of the slope.  
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SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1.) (b) states, “the Director, in consultation with the Public Works Director, may 
modify the Conceptual Local Street Map when a proposed alignment is consistent with the street 
connection standards in Subsection 1.a., above or when existing conditions make application of the 
Conceptual Local Street Map impractical or inconsistent with accepted transportation planning 
principles.”   
 
The proposed Ivy Street extension is a more reasonable connection for accessing future neighborhoods 
to the west and south.  Extending Glacier would violate the general provisions for street design listed in 
SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1) by forcing an alignment of Glacier that would cut deeply into the contour of 
the hill and would likely damage the wetlands found at the base of the slope.   
 
The connection will bring additional traffic into the existing Ivy Street/ S. 55th Pl. neighborhood, but 
volume of traffic that will be added will not raise the total volume higher than that which is common 
on other local streets in other neighborhoods.  Traffic from the 25 new homes proposed for 
construction during Phase I of the Laurelwood development will no doubt use Ivy Street, S. 55th Pl and 
then Glacier Drive to access and egress the area.  The slowing and turning movements from Ivy to 
Glacier on S. 55th Pl will help reduce the speed of new traffic through the area.  This will offer a measure 
of traffic calming.  New residents will need to exercise the same caution in yielding to traffic at 
intersection of Glacier and S. 55th Place that is expected of current residents.  
 
Finding #9. BPA was not included in the mailed notice sent to property owners and nearby residents 
regarding the subdivision.   Hayden Homes filed an application for a right-of-way permit with BPA on 
February 10, 2014, including the same subdivision plan set submitted to the city.  The applicant has 
provided staff with notes summarizing comments made by Luke Kinch regarding the proposal on 
February 18.   
 
Agencies are contacted separately for their comments as part of the development review process.  The 
BPA is not on our standard list of agencies who receive regular notification of land use applications.  In 
this case, staff understood from Hayden Homes that contact has been made with the BPA regarding the 
subdivision design.    
 
Finding #10. Staff is concerned about BPA comments with respect to the subdivision.  Condition of 
Approval #6 in the Staff Report and Decision approving the subdivision requires Hayden Homes to 
obtain written approval for the detention pond/swale within the BPA easement.   
 
Finding #11. Extension of Ivy Street across the BPA easement is required by the topography of the 
site.  The proposed extension follows the alignment of the existing road which passes less than 50 feet 
from the base of one of the BPA towers.  Other towers in the immediate area are located less than 50 
feet adjacent streets. 
 
Finding #12. Issues raised by the BPA will be addressed as part of the Public Improvement Planning 
process.   
 
Finding #13. Extending Glacier Drive to provide future street connections to undeveloped areas in 
the vicinity of the proposed subdivision is clearly shown on the Springfield Conceptual Local Street Map.  
The Conceptual Map was prepared without a substantive analysis of the topography.  SDC Section 4.2-
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105 (A) (1.) (b) states, “the Director, in consultation with the Public Works Director, may modify the 
Conceptual Local Street Map when a proposed alignment is consistent with the street connection 
standards in Subsection 1.a., above or when existing conditions make application of the Conceptual 
Local Street Map impractical or inconsistent with accepted transportation planning principles.”  
  
Finding #14.  The proposed extension of Ivy Street to connect to the new subdivision is considered by 
staff to be a safe and more reasonable connection to make given the steep slope and slope instability 
found at the end of Glacier Drive as documented by Exhibit F of the Laurelwood Subdivision application 
submittal.  The issue of stability was also raised by the purported findings of a geotechnical engineer 
hired by Barbara Parmenter in planning for another development for the site which was not built. 
 
Conclusion:  Extending Glacier would violate the general provisions for street design listed in SDC 
Section 4.2-105 (A) (1) by forcing an alignment of Glacier that would cut deeply into the contour of the 
hill and would likely damage the wetlands found at the base of the slope.  The staff decision to extend 
Ivy Street avoids cutting into a steep unstable slope.  The Ivy Street alignment follows the existing 
roadway across the BPA easement.   Design considerations required by the BPA to protect the existing 
towers are best made during the Public Improvement Planning step in the development process. 
 
Appellant Issue #3. Vision and slope problems for Glacier Street—adding extra cars may not be smart 
or safe. 
 

• Driving up glacier later in the day, there is a sun problem making vision impossible.  The South 
55th neighborhood consisting of 19 homes has learned over time to negotiate this difficult, near 
impossible situation.  Mr. Metzger said he would recommend planting trees along the end of 
Glacier to take care of the problem.  The trees would have to be so tall to remedy the problem 
that BPA doesn’t allow trees to be under their power lines.  Adding the possibility of 65 homes 
or even 25 homes, to this vision problem is adding to the unsafe conditions.   

• Glacier is extremely steep.  Ice and snow makes it so some cars cannot get up the hill.  Mark said 
he could add our street to the City’s gravel help route.  Will that really remedy the problem for 
the increase of cars potentially heading up that hill?  Is there documentation to show us that? 

• Recommending that Ms. Scott cut down her yard plants still will not fix the blind corner problem 
at Glacier and South 55th.  The steepness of the road will still cause a driver to cut the corner 
when turning onto S. 55th Place.  Ms. Scott’s plants are really not the fix for this problem.  
Adding more cars to an already existing problem again seems not smart or safe. 

 
Staff Response:  The intersection at S. 55th Pl and Glacier Drive is an uncontrolled “T” intersection.  The 
downhill slope on S. 55that the intersection with Glacier Drive does have the potential to shorten sight 
distance and reaction time, particularly if drivers on S. 55th Pl. fail to stop at the intersection with 
Glacier.   The failure to yield to traffic on Glacier at the uncontrolled “T” at S. 55th Pl. is a violation of ORS 
811.277(1). Even when there is no stop sign, the law implies a responsibility for vehicles on S. 55th Pl to 
stop or slow sufficiently to see and yield to traffic on Glacier.   
  
Sun Glare. Staff made several site visits to the Glacier Drive, S. 55th Place, Ivy Street area. On one such 
visit, staff met with neighbors who were working in their yard at the corner of Glacier and S. 55th Place.  
The problem of afternoon glare from the sun was discussed.  The Transportation Engineer suggested 
that perhaps planting of trees at the end of Glacier could help mitigate the sun problem. Sun glare is an 
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existing problem that Hayden Homes is not responsible for.  New residents accessing Laurelwood 
Subdivision will likely experience the same blinding glare and will need to exercise the same driving 
precautions as existing residents.  The appellant may be correct in saying that the planting of tall trees at 
the end of Glacier may conflict with the BPA easement.  The Traffic Engineer did not require the 
applicant to plant trees at the end of Glacier as a condition for approving the subdivision plan. 
 
Icy Conditions.  The Traffic Engineer also discussed the problem climbing Glacier and S. 55th during 
winter storm conditions.  Glacier and S. 55th Place were not on the de-icing route for city road crews.  
The city uses both gravel and newer chemical de-icing methods to assist residents who live on steep 
hills.  The Transportation Engineer contacted Public Works Operations and has arranged for Glacier and 
S. 55th Place to be added to the de-icing routes. 
 
Vegetation on the corner.  The staff visit to the intersection of Glacier and S. 55th Place revealed other 
contributing factors which reduce visibility at the corner.  One of the items noted was the height of the 
decorative landscaping on the corner.  SDC 4.2-130 requires homeowners maintain a “vision clear 
triangle” on corners.  No visual obstructions, including landscaping, between 2 ½ feet and 8 feet are 
allowed within 25 feet of the corner.  This does not exclude decorative landscaping on corners, but the 
height of the vegetation must be monitored to maintain clear visibility.  Vegetation on the southeast 
corner of the intersection appears to violate the vision clear triangle.  Lowering the height of the shrubs 
would reduce, but not eliminate the visibility issue.  Neighbors complain that residents parking their 
vehicles too close to the corner also contribute to the problem. 
 
No code enforcement order was issued, but it is hoped that self-management by residents, whether it is 
vegetation maintenance, or leaving room at the corner when parking vehicles, will help reduce the 
hazard reported by current residents. 
 
Finding #15. The sloping intersection at the corner of 55th Pl. and Glacier Drive can shorten sight 
distances for cars making turning movements.    The proposed development will add traffic to the 
intersection, but the volume will remain within the expected numbers for a local street.  Observing 
normal driving precautions such as stopping at the corner as required by law and keeping obstructions 
out of the “vision clear triangle” as required by City ordinance (SDC 4.2-130) can increase turning safety 
at the intersection.  New residents will need to exercise the same precautions as existing residents at 
the intersection. 
 
Finding #16. Icy conditions can make it difficult to traverse sloped streets.  The city has street routes 
which it sands and or applies de-icing chemicals during winter road conditions.  In response to the 
concerns expressed about the icing problem, staff has added Glacier Drive to the de-icing routes.    The 
icing problem is not related to the subdivision development.  New residents will need to exercise the 
same precautions as existing residents during icy conditions.   
 
Finding #17. Sun glare is a common problem on east west streets at certain times of year in many 
neighborhoods.  The problem is not related to the subdivision development.  New residents will need to 
exercise the same precautions as existing residents during such conditions.   
 
Conclusion:  The intersection of Glacier Drive and S. 55th Pl. presents driving challenges which are 
common in many areas of Springfield.  Whether the issue is short sight distances at an intersection, icy 

Attachment 1, Page 13 of 33



Laurelwood Subdivision Appeal 
TYP314-00005 
July 15, 2014 Page 14 
 

conditions, or sun glare require driver caution.  The proposed subdivision is not responsible for the 
existing conditions.  New residents using S. 55th Pl. and Glacier Drive will be required to use the same 
precautions as current residents.   Efforts of current residents to keep the vision clear zone free of 
obstructions will help increase safety in the neighborhood.  
 
Appellant Issue #4. Tree Felling Notice.   

• There was inadequate notice of the tree felling permit. The permit application should be placed 
on hold to allow people to submit their concerns.  

• The notice said that “some trees” would be removed.  Speaking with Mr. Metzger after the 
notice, he said that he had spoken with a Forest Service person who said that all of the trees 
would have to be cut down because of the instability of the remaining trees.  I have attached a 
map showing approximately 50 trees (single and small groups) that were left when the Royal 
Ridge Subdivision was built.  They have never blown down. 

• Clear cutting trees to make money is just plain savage.  Why start a subdivision with everything 
gone? I would like to see real evidence from the city and several tree specialists proving they 
must be cut down due to instability.  Royal Ridge has proof in the years of the opposite. 

• Mr. Metzger said all of the trees are small like a runaway tree farm.  I believe that there are 
plenty of larger trees and several which could be hand-picked for the lots. 

• Give Laurelwood its name by saving the trees and giving character to Laurelwood. 
 
Staff Response: Tree-Felling Notice.  Notice of the Tree-Felling Permit application was mailed on April 
16, 2014 as verified by affidavit.  The notice was sent to the same list of addresses prepared for the 
second subdivision notice mailing (See Figure 2 for the mailing coverage).  The notice covered owners 
and residents on S. 55th Place, S. 56th Street and Glacier Drive.   
 
The appellant was correct in stating that a sentence on the tree-felling application stated that the 
applicant “proposed to remove some trees…”  Standing alone, staff agrees that the statement could be 
misleading.  The applicant was not proposing to remove all of the trees on the 21 acre site, but was 
proposing to remove the trees within the 13 acre block shown on the map.  The mailed tree-felling 
notice included a map of the development site showing the general location of the trees which would 
be removed and those which would be preserved (See Figure 6).  Clearly printed on the diagram was 
the following statement, “Hayden Homes proposes to remove the planted stand of Douglas fir and 
two isolated stands of trees shown in yellow-green on the map.  The applicant contends the removal 
is required to allow development of the subdivision.  The overall site is constrained by the BPA 
Transmission Line easement and the steep slopes at the north end of the property.  The natural stands 
of oak and other species on the slope and adjacent to the wetland at the base of the slope shall be 
preserved.”  
 
Tree-Felling to make money.  The proposed tree-felling is required to allow for the grading required to 
construct streets, infrastructure and 65 home sites.  The parent parcel is constrained by a BPA 
Transmission Line easement and by steep slopes.  About 75% of the buildable portion of the site (Figure 
6.) is covered by the planted fir stand.  
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Figure 6.  Diagram showing the proposed tree-felling area.  The area represents about 13 acres of a 21 acre 
site.  The diagram did not highlight the tree-covered acreage which will be preserved. The developable area 
for the subdivision is shown within the dashed line. Trees within the area outlined by the green shading are 
proposed for removal. 

 In its tree-felling application for Laurelwood, Hayden Homes stated, “specific trees targeted for removal 
and retention have not been determined at this time.”  This makes it difficult to assess whether removal 
of all of the trees is necessary.  The development of streets and supporting infrastructure for this urban 
density residential development will likely require the removal of the great majority of the tree stand.   
The danger of windthrow affects the decision to retain some trees on site or to remove the entire stand.  
Windthrow refers to trees uprooted or broken by wind.  Removing large areas of a tree stand may leave 
the remaining trees susceptible to windthrow if the remaining trees are at the interior of a stand. 
 
The risk of windthrow to a tree is related to the tree's size (height and diameter), the 'sail area' 
presented by its crown, the anchorage provided by its roots, its exposure to the wind, and the local wind 
climate. Some species which have rapid early growth such as lodgepole pine, Douglas fir, larches, ash 
and sycamore produce large crowns in relation to their root systems. As a result, they are vulnerable to 
toppling in high winds before their roots systems are extensive enough to provide good stability1. 
 
The large single tree stand proposed for removal is a monoculture planting of Douglas fir.  Douglas fir 
have rapid early growth with large crowns in relation to their root system.  They are among those 
species which are prone to windthrow.  “Forestry Focus” an online forestry newsletter, notes that there 
is little that can be done to prevent windthrow; there are forestry practices which can reduce its risk.  
One of the measures cited in the article recommends, “clearfelling stands to windfirm edges where the 
trees have become more adapted to exposed conditions.2”   
 
Staff contacted the Oregon Department of Forestry office in Springfield to discuss the proposed tree-
felling with Marvin Vetter, Stewardship Forester.  Staff questioned Vetter about “windthrow” and the 

                                                
1 Forestry Focus, http://www.forestryfocus.ie/growing-forests-3/threats-to-forests/windthrow/  
2 Forestry Focus, http://www.forestryfocus.ie/growing-forests-3/threats-to-forests/windthrow/  
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characteristics of the subject site.  Vetter brought up the site on his GIS and commented that retained 
trees should be on the south and western edges of the stand where most of our local winds emanate.  
Vetter also indicated that complete removal of the stand was supportable because of the prospect of 
windthrow, considering of the age and the species of the trees. 
 
Finding #18. Notice of the Tree-Felling Permit application was mailed on April 16, 2014 as verified by 
affidavit.  The notice was sent to the same list of addresses prepared for the second subdivision notice 
mailing (See Figure 2 for the mailing coverage).  The notice covered owners and residents on S. 55th 
Place, S. 56th Street, Ivy Street and Glacier Drive.  The coverage area exceeds 300-ft. 
 
Finding #19. The statement in the notice the “some trees” on the subject site would be removed is 
accurate when taken in the context of the entire notice.  The notice included a map clearly showing the 
area where trees would be removed.  With the map was a statement stating “Hayden Homes proposes 
to remove the planted stand of Douglas fir and two isolated stands of trees shown in yellow-green on 
the map.  The applicant contends the removal is required to allow development of the subdivision.  The 
overall site is constrained by the BPA Transmission Line easement and the steep slopes at the north end 
of the property.  The natural stands of oak and other species on the slope and adjacent to the wetland 
at the base of the slope shall be preserved.”  Not all trees on the site were proposed for removal.   
 
Finding #20. The tree felling permit evaluated against the criteria for approving removing trees found 
in SDC 5.19-125.   It was approved separate from the subdivision application.  The applicant showed that 
the removal of the trees more than was approved by staff was necessary to allow for development of an 
urban density residential development.   
 
Finding #21. The primary area proposed for tree removal is covered by planted a Douglas fir stand.  
Douglas fir is a species that is susceptible to windthrow, especially younger stands as the one on the 
subject site.  When contacted by staff, a representative of the Oregon Department of Forestry 
confirmed that that the stand could be subject to wind throw and that only those trees on the south and 
western edges of the development should be retained.  That representative also stated that removal of 
all of the trees would be justifiable for safety. 
 
Conclusion:  The tree felling permit was properly noticed.  The permit, which is separate from the 
subdivision application, met the criteria for approval on the basis that the removal of trees form the site 
was needed to allow development at city established minimum densities and that the removal of the 
Douglas fir was justified for safety reasons due to their susceptibility to windthrow.   
 
Appellant Issue #5. Save the integrity of the Royal Ridge Neighborhood/subdivision.   

• Give Laurelwood a temporary or permanent second exit somewhere other than Ivy Street. Use 
Ivy as a last resort emergency exit only but do not use it as a through-way.  The City could 
purchase one of the homes on South 57th Street and use that for a second access/exit for the 
Laurelwood subdivision, or as a last resort, wait and make the second exit through the property 
owned by Grafted Gains and exit out on S. 56th Street.  The intersection at South 56th and Glacier 
is flatter and has better sight lines.  Overall it is much safer. 

• Royal Ridge is a very special and unique subdivision. Because of the very low traffic volume, kids 
are able to play in the street.  Neighbors often spend time visiting with each other in the street.  
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It has the feel of a long gone neighborhood community feel.  Why take this away by having the 
Laurelwood Subdivision driving through to get home when there are other options. 

• Ivy should be used only as an emergency second exit for Royal Ridge to Laurelwood in case of 
fire or quicker evacuation needs. 

 
Staff Response: Access the subdivision from somewhere else besides Ivy Street.  
 
Staff has considered other alternatives to accessing Laurelwood besides Ivy Street.  The appellant and 
other neighbors have suggested taking access from Mt. Vernon Rd. to the south and not connecting the 
subdivision to the existing Royal Ridge subdivision.   
 
The existing Royal Ridge subdivision was built with stubbed off streets which were intended for future 
connections.  While connecting to Laurelwood via Glacier is not feasible, Ivy Street is a street stub that 
already exists and can be used to make the needed connection to the west and south.  South 56th Street 
currently has a street stub which will allow it to connect to the south and perhaps the west S9See Figure 
7). 
  
Springfield Development Code Sections (SDC) 4.2-105 and 5.12-125 (F) require neighborhood 
connectivity to shorten travel distances and to provide a more even dispersal of traffic across 
neighborhoods.  In addition, the Springfield Fire Code requires at least two routes of approved access 
(2010 Springfield Fire Code Appendix D, Section D107.1.  The proposed development will have access via 
Glacier Drive and from 57th street and from Mt. Vernon Rd.  The subdivision is also required to provide 
two stubbed off street connections on the west side and one on the east side of the development for 
future street development to new and existing neighborhoods (56th Street).    
 
Connection to the subdivision from just Mt. Vernon does not satisfy the requirements of the code, given 
the option to make a connection to Glacier and S. 57th Street via Ivy Street.  The Royal Ridge Subdivision 
as approved in 1980, probably would not meet current code standards for access which were adopted in 
2004.  If Glacier Drive was impassable, S. 55th Place, Ivy Street and S. 56th Street would not be accessible 
to local traffic or to emergency vehicles.  The connection to Mt. Vernon Rd. will give residents and 
emergency vehicles secondary access to the existing neighborhoods.   
 
There will be additional traffic in the neighborhood attributable to the new subdivision.  Hayden Homes 
submitted a Traffic Assessment letter estimating the additional traffic that can expect to be generated 
by the development.  The study concludes that in Phase 1 about 20 new vehicle trips would be 
generated in the morning “peak hour” and 27 trips in the afternoon “peak hour.”  The total number of 
trips from Phase 1 is expected to be about 258 trips in a 24-hour period.  Staff assumes that all Phase 1 
traffic will initially use Glacier Drive for access.  This number, when added to the existing traffic on 
Glacier, is consistent with the traffic on other local streets in Springfield.   
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Figure 7.  The highlighted street stubs within the existing Royal Ridge subdivision shows that the development 
was built with the expectation that it would connect to additional development. 

 
Finding #22. Springfield Development Code Sections (SDC) 4.2-105 and 5.12-125 (F) require 
neighborhood connectivity to shorten travel distances and to provide a more even dispersal of traffic 
across neighborhoods.  In addition, the Springfield Fire Code requires at least two routes of approved 
access (2010 Springfield Fire Code Appendix D, Section D107.1. 
   
Finding #23.  Extending Glacier Drive to connect to the proposed subdivision would require 
significant cut and fill on a steep slope which qualified geotechnical engineers have stated is unstable. 
 
Finding #24. The Royal Ridge Subdivision was constructed with street stubs which were intended to 
provide future connections as growth occurred in the area.  These stubs exist today.  The proposed 
subdivision will take access from the Ivy Street stub. 
 
Conclusion:  The Royal Ridge Subdivision was built to accommodate expansion.  Little growth has 
occurred since it was originally developed in the 1980s.  The proposed connection of Royal Ridge to new 
development, including the proposed Laurelwood Subdivision is consistent with the Springfield 
Development Code and Fire Code.  The extension of Ivy Street for access to Laurelwood is safe and 
reasonable. 
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Appellant Issue #6. The unclear approval says “open up the walking path” under the power lines.   
 

• It doesn’t say anything about maintaining it or what does that mean?   
• Who takes on the liability if anyone is injured, raped etc. on that pathway? 
• Finally after talking with the Royal Ridge Neighborhood, the consensus was everyone thought it 

would bring more people/theft into our back yards and front yards.  We would have to purchase 
security systems.  No one else wants the path opened up.  

• The area under the power lines should be cleared of blackberries and noxious weeds up to our 
back fences.  Hayden Homes needs to be directed to maintain all of their property. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Staff Response:  Opening up the walkway.  The “walking path” mentioned by the appellant refers to the 
requirement made by staff for Hayden Homes to “clean the existing pedestrian pathway within the BPA 
Transmission Easement and clear any intruding vegetation.”  The pathway is an existing asphalt path 
that runs north-south beneath the BPA power lines and connects to the S. 55th Place neighborhood.  
Portions of the path within the BPA easement, on Hayden Homes property, are blocked by blackberries 
and other overgrowth (See Figures 10 and 12).  The conditions of approval related to the pathway are 
listed below: 
 
“Condition of Approval #1: The developer will clean the existing pedestrian pathway within the BPA 
Transmission Easement and clear any intruding vegetation to restore full functionality to the pathway.  
 
Condition of Approval #2: The developer will provide a raised crosswalk where the pedestrian pathway 
crosses the Ivy Street extension.  The crosswalk will be ADA compliant and will also calm traffic as it exits 
the proposed development and enters the existing neighborhood on 55th Place.” 
 
Liability.  Liability for accidents on the walkway area is a matter of civil law.  It is not the role of the 
Planning Commisison or staff to assess liability.  Typically a property owner is liable for accidents on 

Figure 8.  Pathway connection to S. 55th Pl.  Figure 9.  Pathway connection is part of the existing 
Royal Ridge Subdivision. 
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their property and even on the sidewalk in front of their house.  Presumably a similar principle would 
apply to the pathway on the subject property.   
 
Security.  The pathway on Hayden Homes property is located in the middle of the BPA easement.  The 
Laurelwood subdivision will establish a presence on the west side of the BPA easement, just as the Royal 
Ridge development provides a presence on the east side.    Generally, the frequent use of a community 
walkway by members of the neighborhood, will reduce unwanted activity in the same area.   Areas that 
are unobserved, and seldom used by the public, attract unlawful uses.   
 

 
 
Figure 10.  Walking path within the BPA Easement.  The aerial shows the alignment of the path.  The 
connection with S. 55th Place is less visible, but a paved connection exists. 
 
Existing Pathway Connection. The Royal Ridge subdivision includes a 10-foot wide public right-of-way 
for connecting to the pathway (See Figures 8 and 9). This connection is not located on Hayden Homes 
property.   Figure 8 shows the termination of the path on S. 55th Pl.   
 
Figure 11. below shows the pathway connection to S. 55th Pl. has been blocked by an extension of a 
wooden fence similar to that behind the neighboring yards.  It is evident that the connection was cut off 

Vegetation 
blocking the path 

Existing Connection to 
S. 55th Pl. 
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prior to Hayden Homes purchased the site (2013).  Removal of the fence is required to reopen the right-
of-way connection to the pathway. 
 

             
 
 
 
Finding #25. The condition of approval requiring Hayden Homes to clean up the existing pathway 
consistent is proportional and has a direct nexus with city policies requiring neighborhood connectivity 
and the development of pedestrian facilities. 
 
Finding #26. The Royal Ridge subdivision includes a 10-foot strip of paved pathway which connects to 
the existing pedestrian pathway that is located within the BPA easement.  The strip shows appears to be 
a public right-of-way on City GIS maps.  The 10-foot strip was created as part of the original subdivision, 
apparently with the intent of connecting to the pathway in the BPA easement. 
 
Finding #27. The Royal Ridge connection to the pedestrian path has been blocked by a wood fence 
similar to that behind the neighboring yards.  Removal of the fence is required to reopen the right-of-
way for public use. 
 
Conclusion:  The requirement that the pathway within the BPA easement be cleared of obstructions and 
cleaned up is consistent with city policies.  The fence section blocking the public right-of-way that was 
established with the creation of the subdivision should be removed to reestablish the connection of the 
pathway to S. 55th Place. 
 
Appellant Issue #7.  Insufficient water pressure at Royal Ridge.   

• Water pressure measuring 20-30 lbs. is horrific to live with.  We who live at the end of South 
55th Place have real problems.   This is the time for Springfield to step up to the plate and make 
sure PVC pipe are connected to the Ivy Street connection to help this suffering community. 

• Mark Metzger said the new water booster pump installation would give better pressure to Royal 
Ridge.  However after speaking with Scott Higley, on June 1, 2014 at SUB, he told me it would 

Figure 11.  Fence blocking pathway connection 
to S. 55th Pl. 

Figure 12.  Pathway blocked by overgrowth. 
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only help the new subdivision.  He said the only way it would help Royal Ridge (and only part of 
Royal Ridge—12 homes) is if pipe was laid and connected from the booster pump to Ivy Street 
and small easement section between 970 S. 55th Place and 968 S. 55th Place.  I spoke with Jesse 
Lovrien with Hayden Homes and he said he’d be glad to pay for the engineering costs but would 
not want to pay the approximately $2,000 necessary for pipe costs. This cost should be picked 
up by SUB or the City of Springfield.  There have been numerous complaints over the years 
informing SUB and the City of the water pressure problem. 

 
Staff Response:  The issue of water pressure was discussed at a meeting of the Development Review 
Committee, shortly after the Laurelwood Subdivision application was received.  Stemming from the 
comments received through the development review process, staff imposed the following conditions of 
approval for approval of the subdivision plan:   
 
“Condition of Approval #20: The proposed development shall require a looped water system from the 
west end of Ivy Street to Mt. Vernon Road to provide fire flow capacity.  It will also require extension of 
existing water system west in Mt. Vernon Road from Linda Lane to the west edge of the proposed 
development. 
 
Condition of Approval #21:  A booster pump station is proposed by the applicant to address the base 
water level issue.  The applicant shall contact SUB Water Division to discuss the location and 
construction of the pump station.” 
 
It was concluded that a booster pump would be needed to provide adequate pressure for the new 
subdivision.  The subdivision will be built in two phases.  It is anticipated that with the completion of the 
second phase, a “looped system” will be created.  SUB staff indicated that construction of the new 
subdivision will not decrease water service to the existing Royal Ridge customers.  City staff 
understood from the Development Review meeting that that establishment of a looped system may 
help with water pressure in the area.  
 
The existing water pressure problem was not be created by Hayden Homes, and installation of the 
required booster pump will ensure that the development will not degrade existing water service to 
Royal Ridge.   
 
Staff cannot corroborate the appellant’s discussion with SUB staff, but if there is a solution to the Royal 
Ridge water pressure issue involving Hayden Homes, it must be worked out on a voluntary basis 
between the neighbors, the developer and SUB.  Requiring the developer to fix a pre-existing problem as 
a condition of approval for the subdivision likely exceeds the bounds of the kind of exactions which a 
City may require for new development.  Federal courts have made decisions which require exactions 
(conditions of approval for new improvements) have a nexus or causal relationship to the development 
and that the required mitigations be proportional to the impact of the development.  In this case, the 
conditions of approval require a booster pump to ensure that the new development will have sufficient 
pressure and that it will not degrade existing water pressure in the nearby neighborhood.   
 
Finding #28. The problem of insufficient water pressure is a pre-existing condition.  
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Finding #29. Staff, in conjunction with SUB, is requiring the installation of a booster pump built to 
SUB specifications to service the proposed subdivision (Condition of Approval #20).  SUB has indicated 
that the pump system will provide adequate service to the subdivision.  Service to the new subdivision 
will not decrease the water pressure in the adjacent Royal Ridge neighborhood. 
 
Finding #30. Condition of Approval #21 also requires the proposed development to construct a 
looped water system from the west end of Ivy Street to Mt. Vernon Road to provide fire flow capacity.  
It will also require extension of existing water system west in Mt. Vernon Road from Linda Lane to the 
west edge of the proposed development. 
 
Conclusion:  A booster pump designed and installed to SUB specifications will provide the proposed 
subdivision with adequate water service.  The service will not decrease water pressure in the adjoining 
neighborhood.   
 
Appellant Issue #8.  Comments from Barbara Parmenter.   
Documentation from Environmental Solutions, provided by Barbara Parmenter, shows that the ground is 
not stable for a stormwater treatment plant.  The documentation proves the ground is not stable for a 
road or the water plant. 
 
Staff Response:  Environmental Solutions Report.  The document prepared by the environmental 
consultant, Environmental Solutions, for Barbara Parmenter is a wetland delineation and a Joint Permit 
Application dated August 4, 1999.  The delineation identifies the location of the wetland at the base of 
the steep slope on the northern edge of the Hayden Homes property.  The Joint Permit Application is a 
document filed with the US Army Corps of Engineers and the Oregon Department of State Lands to 
obtain permission to conduct construction activities which would impact the wetland.  In this case, the 
Joint permit was related to the construction of a condominium development south of the wetland.  
Then property owner, Barbara Parmenter was seeking permission dig a trench through the wetlands to 
connect to existing water and sewer trunk lines located near Weyerhaeuser Road.  No diagram was 
provided, but it is assumed that the condominiums were proposed for construction on the slope, or at 
the toe of the slope near the wetland.  Existing water and sewer lines are accessible from Ivy Street and 
Glacier Drive, if the development was proposed for the top of the slope.  The Environmental Solutions 
report did not address slope stability, it only provided information and permitting related to the wetland 
at the base of the slope.  
 
In a separate submittal on June 4, 2014, Barbara Parmenter included in her comments the following 
statement: “I had an additional geological report from a gentleman named Gunnar [likely Gunnar 
Schlieder, a certified Engineering Geologist who practices in the Springfield area], but I have not located 
the report as yet.  In his report, he contended that the North Slope and the lower land was not an 
alluvial formation but was a slide area…” “Gunnar’s report said the slope was unstable and putting 
water on the slope would cause a slide (Section 10, pages 7 and 8 of Barbara Parmenter’s ‘Motion for 
Intervention into Appeal of the Notice of Decision for the Laurelwood Subdivision’).”   
 
While staff does not possess the report prepared by Gunnar, his purported findings are consistent with 
the findings made by consultants for Hayden Homes with respect to the slope at the north end of the 
subject property.  The report supports the decision by city staff not to extend Glacier Drive across the 
face of the slope to access the subdivision (See Figure 13).   
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The ground is not stable for a road or water plant.  The geotech report referred to by Ms.Parmenter 
apparently addressed the slope.  Hayden Homes contracted with Branch Engineering to prepare a 
geotechnical report on the Laurelwood Subdivision Site.  In its report, Branch Engineering found that 
“The steep north-facing slope at the end of the site is a mapped landslide; no development is 
proposed for the area.  The stormwater detention facility proposed near the top of this landslide 
should be lined to prevent infiltration of water into the slide area” (Laurelwood Subdivision Tentative 
Plan Application, Exhibit F—Geotechnical Report, Section 3.2, page 6).   
 

 
Figure 13. Excerpt from the Laurelwood Subdivision Plan showing the proximity of the Ivy Street extension 
and the stormwater treatment facility to the north-facing slope. 

The proposed use of Ivy Street to access the subdivision is consistent with the findings of the 
geotechnical report.  The final design of the stormwater treatment facility will incorporate the findings 
of the Branch Engineering report with respect to preventing stormwater infiltration into the slide area.   
 
The proposed Ivy Street extension is setback from the top of slope by 60 feet or more.  The setback is 
sufficient to assure that the road bed will be stable.   
 

Steep Slope 

Stormwater  
Treatment 
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The proposed stormwater treatment facility is also set back from the top of the slope.  It will be 
engineered consistent with the findings made in the geotechnical report prepared by Branch 
Engineering that is referenced above.  
 
Finding #31. Hayden Homes submitted a geotechnical report (Exhibit F of the subdivision application) 
prepared by Ronald Derrick, Principal Geotechnical Engineer for Branch Engineering.  Section 3.2 of the 
report states “The steep north-facing slope at the end of the site is a mapped landslide; no development 
is proposed for the area.  The stormwater detention facility proposed near the top of this landslide 
should be lined to prevent infiltration of water into the slide area.”   
 
Finding #32. Section 4 of the Hayden Homes geotechnical report concluded that “the site is geologic 
and geotechnically suitable for the proposed development provided that the recommendation of this 
report are incorporated into the design and construction of the project.  Our investigation did not reveal 
any specific site features or subsurface conditions that would impede the proposed building design or 
construction.”  
 
Finding #33. Section 5 of the report includes several recommendations for inclusion in the 
construction level design of the subdivision.  These recommendations that will be incorporated into the 
Public Improvement Plan and into the construction design for the individual homes.   
 
Finding #34. Section 5.4 of the report addresses drainage.  The report repeats its recommendation 
that the stormwater detention facility at the north end of the development near the mapped landslide 
be lined to prevent subsurface infiltration, that it be moved south.  
 
Conclusion:  The purported findings of the geotechnical report commissioned by Ms. Parmenter and the 
report commissioned by Hayden Homes agree that the north slope of the site is unstable.  The Hayden 
Homes report states, “the site is geologic and geotechnically suitable for the proposed development 
provided that the recommendations of this report are incorporated into the design and construction of 
the project.”  The Hayden Homes report includes recommendations for construction design which will 
be applied in the construction level detail of the Public Improvement Plan. 
 
Applicant Issue #9. What’s the rush?   
 
This decision affects many lives and the future of Springfield in general.  The neighborhood wants to be 
heard and seen by the Planning Commission. 
 
Staff Response:  Consistent with state law (ORS 227.178) quasi-jurisdictional land use decisions are 
processed within a 120-calendar day period, including appeals.  The appeal of the Director’s Decision 
approving the Laurelwood Subdivision application has provided the appellant an opportunity to come 
before the Planning Commission. 
 
Finding #35. State law requires land use applications to be processed in a timely manner.  ORS 
227.178 defines a 120-day limit for processing applications such as the Laurelwood subdivision proposal. 
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Conclusion:  The development review process allows adequate time for gathering public comments, 
evaluating the subdivision proposal against the established criteria for approval.  The community and 
the developer are entitled to closure on the matter in a timely period as dictated by state law. 
 
IV. Intervener’s Issues and Staff Response. 
 
On the afternoon of June 4, 2014, Barbara Parmenter faxed a lengthy document with comments that she 
was submitting as an “Intervener” in the appeal.  The faxed document was titled “Motion for 
Intervention into Appeal of the Notice of Decision for the Laurelwood Subdivision, File No. TYP214-
00004,” (Motion).   Ms. Parmenter had submitted earlier comments and has standing to include appeal 
comments.  It was apparent from conversations with Ms. Yarnall that she and Ms. Parmenter had been 
in communication with one another about Parmenter’s comments.  Ms. Yarnall included documents 
given to her by Ms. Parmenter in her appeal submittal (See Appellant’s Issue #8).   
 
While the applicability of “Intervener” status may not be appropriate in this appeal process, staff has 
included the Ms. Parmenter’s comments and have responded to those comments.   
 
Role of the Planning Commission.  The Planning Commission responsibility in the matter of the 
Laurelwood Subdivision Tentative Plan appeal is to “consider the Director's staff report and all other 
evidence presented, including oral and written testimony in making their decision. The Planning 
Commission or Hearings Official may affirm, modify or reverse the Director’s decision and shall adopt 
findings in support of their decision” (SDC 5.3-115 E).  The Planning Commission will evaluate whether 
staff fairly and appropriately applied the decision criteria used for approving the subdivision tentative 
plan (SDC 5.12-125) and issue its own decision about the proposal.   The staff report approving the 
Laurelwood Subdivision (Director’s Decision), with conditions, is attached.  The report contains the 
criteria for approval and includes findings with respect to those criteria. 
 
Some issues of appeal may not be relevant to the Director’s Decision or to the criteria for approving the 
subdivision tentative plan.  In such cases staff has attempted to provide a response if it is at all related to 
the impact of the subdivision.  Other issues raised which are outside the purview of the City or of this 
approval process are identified as such and are not addressed.   
 
Intervener’s Issue #1.  Improper court action and inability to protect her property rights.   
 
Sections 1., 2., 3., 4., 5, 6., 7., 8. and 9., (pages 1-7) of Ms. Parmenter’s Motion assert that she has a right 
to intervene in this appeal; that she is a person with disabilities; that her civil rights were violated by 
unlawful court actions; that she is the victim of discrimination and of hate crimes; and that any person 
who participates in or who does not stop the crimes against her when they have the ability to do such is 
also guilty of the crime as well.  The Motion also asserts that Ms. Parmenter was never bankrupt and 
that she was coerced and was not able to protect her property interests in the courts because of her 
impairments.   
 
Staff Response: Staff has included Ms. Parmenter’s Motion for Intervention into the record for Planning 
Commission review.  Hayden Homes provided evidence of legal ownership of the property as required 
by the subdivision application.  In addition, staff researched the chain of ownership for the subject lot on 
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the Lane County Deeds and Records website, downloading evidence of the legal sale of subject property 
to Hayden Homes.  Ms. Parmenter disputes the legality of the taking of her land and its later sale.   
 
The Planning Commission is not the competent jurisdiction to judge Ms. Parmenter’s assertions set forth 
in Sections 1-9.   The Title Report provided to the City shows no cloud over the current ownership of the 
property by Hayden Homes.   
 
Finding #36. Hayden Homes submitted with their application, a title report which documents the 
legal sale of the subject property.   Staff has researched the Regional Land use Information Database 
(RLID) for information about the sale or exchange of the subject property and found evidence of a chain 
of land sales and ownership changes for the subject property dating back to 2006 (Figure 14).  The 
records show that Hayden Homes is the owner of record for the subject site.  
 

 
Figure 14. RLID record of land sales and exchanges for the subject property identified as 18-02-04-00 Tax lot 
313 on the Lane County Assessor’s Map. 

Conclusion: There is credible evidence in the public record that Hayden Homes is the legal owner of the 
property.  It is not the purview of the City nor the Planning Commission to judge the assertions made  
Ms. Parmenter’s assertions set forth in Sections 1-9.    
 
Intervener’s Issue #2. Stability of the Slope.   
 
Section 10 of the Motion explains that Ms. Parmenter’s family property is located above the wetland 
that is located at the base of the steep slope at the northern end of the subject property.  She relates 
her experience with the slope stability and the findings of a geotechnical report that she commissioned 
in the past.  Ms. Parmenter stated that the report prepared by a man named Gunnar [likely Gunnar 
Schlieder, a certified Engineering Geologist who practices in the Springfield area] concluded that the 
“…North Slope and lower land was not an alluvial formation but was a slide area.”  She further stated 
that Gunnar’s report said the slope was unstable and putting water on the slope would cause a slide. 
 
Ms. Parmenter challenges the location of the stormwater treatment facility on the North Slope, 
asserting that the location of the facility is an unstable fill area. 
 
Ms. Parmenter also asserts in Section 10 that Branch Engineering, whom she once contracted, 
“exceeded their estimates for their work… and used wetland delineation reports and soil tests she paid 
for, and gave them to Hayden Homes.  
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Staff Response:  Hayden Homes commissioned a geotechnical report for inclusion in their subdivision 
application.  Appendix F of the Laurelwood Subdivision application is a geotechnical report prepared by 
Ronald Derrick, a professional engineer working for Branch Engineering.   In his report, Derrick stated, 
“The steep north-facing slope at the end of the site is a mapped landslide; no development is proposed 
for this area.  The stormwater detention facility proposed near the top of the landslide is recommended 
to be lined to prevent infiltration of water into the slide area.  (Appendix F, page 6.)” 
 
The Hayden Homes report makes a similar finding to the purported finding made by Parmenter’s 
engineer with respect to slope and makes a recommendation that the proposed detention facility by 
lines to prevent infiltration of water into the slide area.  The subdivision tentative plan, when approved, 
is followed by the development of construction level plans for the transportation and utility facilities 
(Public Improvement Plan or PIP).  The final PIP design for the stormwater treatment facility proposed 
near the slope will comply with the geotechnical engineering design recommendation stated in 
Appendix F. 
 
Ms. Parmenter’s contract issue with Branch Engineering is a civil matter.  A wetland delineation, if it is 
accepted by the Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL), becomes a public document.  DSL provides a 
“letter of concurrence” and a copy of the approved delineation map to the City.  These are used to 
update the Springfield Local Wetland Inventory, which is a public document.    
 
Finding #37. As set forth in Findings # 31-34 of this report, the geotechnical report prepared for  
Hayden Homes agrees with the finding of Ms. Parmenter’s geotechnical report with respect to the north 
slope being unstable.  
 
Finding #38. Findings #31-34 also show that Hayden Homes consultant, Ronald Derrick, Principal 
Geotechnical Engineer for Branch Engineering found that the subject site is suitable for development if 
the recommendations found in his report are followed. 
 
Finding #39. The Public Improvement Plan process which follows the subdivision tentative plan 
approval is the proper step in the design process to apply the recommendations included in Hayden 
Homes geotechnical report.   
 
Conclusion:  The purported findings of the geotechnical report commissioned by Ms. Parmenter and the 
report commissioned by Hayden Homes agree that the north slope of the site is unstable.  The Hayden 
Homes report states, “the site is geologic and geotechnically suitable for the proposed development 
provided that the recommendations of this report are incorporated into the design and construction of 
the project.”  The Hayden Homes report includes recommendations for construction design which will 
be applied in the construction level detail of the Public Improvement Plan. 
 
Intervener’s Issue #3. Conceptual Plan. 
 
Section 11 of the Motion describes a response to Ms. Parmenter’s proposal for a subdivision proposal 
for the subject property when it was under her ownership.  She describes a meeting with “Masood” 
wherein he refused to address the fact that “the Conceptual Plan had streets and roads going over 40 to 
80 foot cliffs.”  Ms. Parmenter indicated that her engineer “stated he had to design the subdivision 
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according to what the city required.”  Section 11 concludes by saying “I hope for all of our safety and 
neighborhood continuity that we can all step back and do a better job than what has been done.  
Obviously neither access is safe or acceptable.” 
 
Staff Response:  Masood was a staff member working with development review of transportation 
facilities in the late 1990’s.  Early in the development process it would have been standard procedure to 
reference the Springfield Conceptual Local Street Map as guidance for planned transportation links 
throughout the city.  The map was, and still is, limited to conceptual transportation connections.  It does 
not take into account specific engineering problems that might face actual development of the streets 
and roads shown on the map.  Glacier Street is shown on the Conceptual Street Map as the location for 
future connection of the Royal Ridge neighborhood to points east and south.  It is conceivable that staff 
took a literal stance on Glacier Drive extension shown on the map as a means of accessing new 
development on Ms. Parmenter’s property prior to submittal of a response to the criteria for 
amendment of the conceptual plan or detailed construction information demonstrating the connection 
was infeasible.   
 
Hayden Homes consultants and current city staff acknowledge the Glacier Street extension shown on 
the Conceptual Street Map would cut across the face of a steep and unstable slope.  The Laurelwood 
Subdivision proposes to take access from Glacier Drive, S. 55th Place and Ivy Street Phase 1 of the 
development.  Phase 2 will take access from Mt. Vernon Rd. to the south and allow Phase 1 traffic to use 
Mt. Vernon as well if residents choose.   The Mt. Vernon Rd. connection will provide both the new 
subdivision and the existing Royal Ridge development a second means of access.  Currently, if Glacier is 
impassible, the neighborhood is not accessible to residents or emergency vehicles. 
 
The safety of the Glacier, S. 55th Place and Ivy Street connection has been addressed in the staff 
response to Appellant’s Issues #2, #3 and #5. 
 
Finding #40. Extending Glacier Drive to provide future street connections to undeveloped areas in 
the vicinity of the proposed subdivision is clearly shown on the Springfield Conceptual Local Street Map.  
The Conceptual Map was prepared without a substantive analysis of the topography.   
 
Finding #41. SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1.) (b) states, “the Director, in consultation with the Public 
Works Director, may modify the Conceptual Local Street Map when a proposed alignment is consistent 
with the street connection standards in Subsection 1.a., above or when existing conditions make 
application of the Conceptual Local Street Map impractical or inconsistent with accepted transportation 
planning principles.”  
  
Finding #42.  The proposed extension of Ivy Street to connect to the new subdivision is considered by 
staff to be a safe and more reasonable connection to make given the steep slope and slope instability 
found at the end of Glacier Drive as documented by Exhibit F of the Laurelwood Subdivision application 
submittal.  The issue of stability was also raised by the purported findings of a geotechnical engineer 
hired by Barbara Parmenter in planning for another development for the site which was not built. 
 
Conclusion:  Extending Glacier would violate the general provisions for street design listed in SDC 
Section 4.2-105 (A) (1) by forcing an alignment of Glacier that would cut deeply into the contour of the 
hill and would likely damage the wetlands found at the base of the slope.  The staff decision to extend 
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Ivy Street avoids cutting into a steep unstable slope.  The Ivy Street alignment follows the existing 
roadway across the BPA easement.   Design considerations required by the BPA to protect the existing 
towers are best made during the Public Improvement Planning step in the development process. 
Intervener’s Issue #4:  Different rules for some people.  Inadequate notification. Clear-cutting trees 
under a misinformed opinion. 
 
Section 12 of the Motion questions why Ms. Parmenter was required to told that she needed to extend 
Glacier Drive despite the assessment of Branch Engineering that the west end of Glacier was 
undermined and unstable.  She asserts that the City did not think it was too expensive for her to have to 
extend Glacier, but it is not financially feasible for Hayden Homes to do so.  Ms. Parmenter states 
“Considering how Hayden Homes knowingly secured the land there appears to be more discrimination 
against this female developer going on than just in the State Circuit Courts, Oregon Court of Appeals and 
the U.S. Federal District Court and the U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the District of Oregon by Oregon 
judicial officials.”   
 
In Section 12, Ms. Parmenter further states, “Numerous adjacent property owners were never given the 
right to review the city’s approval because they were never notified.  By law, this review must be 
nullified.” 
 
In concluding Section 12 and her Motion statement, Ms. Parmenter states that the City should get 
involved in correcting the many issues being raised, and not to partake in an act of retaliation by 
approving the clear cutting of desirable trees under a misinformed opinion.  Of the original 52 original 
large fir trees in Royal Ridge none have fallen as dangerous trees in over 30 years. 
 
Staff Response:  Using the literal application of the Conceptual Local Street Map showing an extension 
of Glacier Drive would not be good planning or engineering given what is known about the condition of 
the slope.    If a developer proposed to extend Glacier today, such an alignment would not have been 
accepted by current staff given what is known about the slope.  There is no discrimination based on 
gender.  If there was staff error, it was in taking a literal stand on a map showing conceptual street 
connections in the face of engineering evidence that doing so would further destabilize the existing 
slope.   
 
Finding #43. Extending Glacier Drive to provide future street connections is clearly shown on the 
Springfield Conceptual Local Street Map.  The map was prepared without a substantive analysis of the 
topography.   
 
Finding #44. SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1.) (b) states, “the Director, in consultation with the Public 
Works Director, may modify the Conceptual Local Street Map when a proposed alignment is consistent 
with the street connection standards in Subsection 1.a., above or when existing conditions make 
application of the Conceptual Local Street Map impractical or inconsistent with accepted transportation 
planning principles.”  
  
Finding #45.  The proposed extension of Ivy Street to connect to the new subdivision is considered by 
staff to be a safe and more reasonable connection to make given the steep slope and slope instability 
found at the end of Glacier Drive as documented by Exhibit F of the Laurelwood Subdivision application 
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submittal.  The issue of stability was also raised by the purported findings of a geotechnical engineer 
hired by Barbara Parmenter in planning for another development for the site which was not built. 
 
Finding #46. There is no discrimination based on gender in the decision not to extend Glacier Drive to 
connect to the proposed subdivision.  If there was staff error in the 1990’s, it was in taking a literal stand 
on a map showing conceptual street connections in the face of engineering evidence that doing so 
would further destabilize the existing slope.   
 
Conclusion:  Extending Glacier would violate the general provisions for street design listed in SDC 
Section 4.2-105 (A) (1) by forcing an alignment of Glacier that would cut deeply into the contour of the 
hill and would likely damage the wetlands found at the base of the slope.  The staff decision to extend 
Ivy Street avoids cutting into a steep unstable slope.   
 
Inadequate Notice. 
 
The issue of inadequate notification is addressed in the staff response to Appellants Issue #1.  Staff 
conceded that the initial notice informing neighbors of the pending subdivision was inadequate.  As 
explained, the process for generating mailing labels for residents and owners is automated and clearly, 
the list of addresses produced by the normally reliable process did not include several neighbors that 
should have received the 300-ft notice.  When the matter was brought to the attention of staff, a second 
notice mailing was sent out, covering all neighbors on S. 55th Place, Glacier Drive, S. 56th Street and Ivy 
Street.  In some cases, mailings were sent to addresses more than 700 feet from the subdivision. 
 
After the first mailing, subsequent mailings for the Tree-Felling Permit, the Subdivision Notice of 
Decision and the Notice of Appeal used the larger address list that was produced for the second mailing.  
Notarized affidavits attesting to the mailings include a copy of the mailing labels used for each. 
 
Finding #47. The initial notification of the proposed subdivision was insufficient.  Staff provided a 
timely correction which included all of the residents and property owners on Ivy Street, S. 55th Pl., S. 56th 
Street and Glacier Drive.  The time period for submitting comments was extended accordingly and a 
neighborhood meeting attended by staff and the applicant’s representative was held to discuss 
community concerns.  
 
Conclusion:  The corrective action taken by staff on April 10, 2014 with respect to the required notice 
meets the requirements found in SDC 5.2-115. 
 
Retaliatory Tree-Felling. 
 
The staff response to Appellant’s Issue #4 addresses the need for the tree-felling and the issue of notice 
for the tree-felling permit.  Hayden Homes applied for and received a tree-felling permit which 
preserves trees on and near the slope at the north edge of the subdivision site.  The constrained nature 
of the site limits subdivision development to less than 15 acres of the 21 acre site.  About 13 acres were 
proposed for tree-removal.  In processing the tree-felling permit, there was no issue of retaliation.  The 
permit was approved in advance of the subdivision permit being appealed. 
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Ms. Parmenter submitted comments concerning the subdivision dated April 6, 2014.  No mention of an 
objection to potential tree-felling was expressed.  No comment was received from Ms. Parmenter in 
response to the Tree-Felling permit which was mailed on April 16th.   
 
The need to remove most if not all of the planted Douglas fir stand was carefully considered by staff.  It 
would be preferable to keep small pockets of trees throughout the subdivision.  However, research on 
the problem of windthrow and the particular susceptibility of young stands of Douglas fir to the problem 
led to a condition of approval for the subdivision plan that limited retention of trees to those which 
were likely to be “windfirm.”   Windfirm trees are those which are on the outer edges of tree stands 
which are buffeted by winds and develop a root system that sustains them.  These trees would likely be 
located on the south and west edges of the subject tree stand. 
 
In addition, staff contacted Marvin Vetter, Stewardship Forester at the Oregon Department of Forestry’s 
Springfield office to discuss the issue of windthrow and the characteristics of the subject site.  Vetter 
brought up the site on his GIS and commented that retained trees should be on the south and western 
edges of the stand where most of our local winds emanate.  Vetter also indicated that complete 
removal of the stand was supportable because of the prospect of windthrow, considering of the age 
and the species of the trees. 
 
The Douglas fir stand will be replaced with homes and yards which have decorative landscaping and 
trees which are more suitable in scale and growth pattern to an urban setting than the fir trees.  In 
addition to the residential landscaping, street trees are required to be planted under Section 4.4-105 of 
the Springfield Development Code. 
 
Finding #48. The Tree Felling application is a separate land use action from the proposed subdivision.  
Notice of the tree felling permit was mailed on April 16, 2014.  The notice was sent to the same list of 
addresses prepared for the second subdivision notice mailing (See Figure 2 for the mailing coverage).  
The notice covered owners and residents on S. 55th Place, S. 56th Street, Ivy Street and Glacier Drive.  The 
coverage area exceeds 300-ft. 
 
Finding #49. No comments were received by staff opposing the tree removal during the comment 
period.  The Tree-felling permit was approved and issued on May 21.  The tree-felling permit was not 
appealed. 
   
Finding #50. The statement in the notice the “some trees” on the subject site would be removed is 
accurate when taken in the context of the entire notice.  The notice included a map clearly showing the 
area where trees would be removed.  With the map was a statement stating “Hayden Homes proposes 
to remove the planted stand of Douglas fir and two isolated stands of trees shown in yellow-green on 
the map.  The applicant contends the removal is required to allow development of the subdivision.  The 
overall site is constrained by the BPA Transmission Line easement and the steep slopes at the north end 
of the property.  The natural stands of oak and other species on the slope and adjacent to the wetland 
at the base of the slope shall be preserved.”  Not all trees on the site were proposed for removal.   
 
Finding #51. The tree felling permit evaluated against the criteria for approving removing trees found 
in SDC 5.19-125.   It was approved separate from the subdivision application.  The applicant showed that 
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the removal of the trees more than was approved by staff was necessary to allow for development of an 
urban density residential development.   
 
Finding #52. The primary area proposed for tree removal is covered by planted a Douglas fir stand.  
Douglas fir is a species that is susceptible to windthrow, especially younger stands as the one on the 
subject site.  When contacted by staff, a representative of the Oregon Department of Forestry 
confirmed that that the stand could be subject to wind throw and that only those trees on the south and 
western edges of the development should be retained.  That representative also stated that removal of 
all of the trees would be justifiable for safety. 
 
Conclusion:  The tree felling permit was properly noticed.  The permit, which is separate from the 
subdivision application, met the criteria for approval on the basis that the removal of trees form the site 
was needed to allow development at city established minimum densities and that the removal of the 
Douglas fir was justified for safety reasons due to their susceptibility to windthrow.  The tree felling 
permit was not appealed. 
 
IV. Conclusion. 
 
Most of the issues raised by the appellant were considered by staff in its original staff report decision to 
approve the proposed Laurelwood Subdivision.  For example, the appellant asserts that using the 
Glacier, S. 55th Pl., Ivy Street connection to access Phase 1 of the Laurelwood development is an unsafe 
approach.  The transportation engineering staff does not believe this to be the case.  There are existing 
sight issues at the corner of S. 55th and Glacier, but these can best be remedied by observing the existing 
driving standards and taking the kind of precautions that are expected of all drivers.  Extending Glacier 
Drive to access the subdivision requires road construction on a steep slope that is unstable.  Some 
issues, such as the issue with sun glare and low water pressure, are existing problems. There may be 
some measures that can be taken to remedy these existing problems, but the remedies imposed upon 
Hayden Homes should be limited to the connection of the problem to the new development. 
 
Staff believes that approval of the proposed subdivision, as conditioned in the staff report, is a fair and 
appropriate application of the approval criteria for subdivision tentative plans.   
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Staff Report and Decision Subdivision Tentative--Type II 
Laurelwood Subdivision—Hayden Homes 
 
 
Project Name:  Laurelwood Subdivision—Hayden Homes 
 
Project Proposal:  To create a 65-lot detached single-family subdivision in two phases.  This application 
is for Phase I which will create 25 lots.   
 
Case Number:  TYP241-00004 
 
Project Location: Vacant land located south and west of the intersection of Ivy Street and South 55th 
Place and north of Mt. Vernon Rd.  The development area is about 21.29 acres.  The property is 
identified as Map No. 18020400 Tax lot 313. 
 
Plan and Zoning Designations 
Zoning:  Low Density Residential 
Overlay Districts:  N/A 
Applicable Refinement Plan:  East Main Refinement Plan 
Refinement Plan/Metro Plan Designation:  Low Density Residential 
 
Processing 
Application Submitted Date:  March 20, 2014 
Decision Issued Date: May 20, 2014 
Decision:  Approval with Conditions 
Appeal Deadline Date:  June 4, 2014 
Associated Applications:  TYP214-00006 Tree-Felling Permit 
 

 
 
 
 

CITY OF SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT REVIEW TEAM 
POSITION REVIEW OF NAME PHONE 
Planner III Land Use Planning  Mark Metzger 726-3775 
Transportation Planner Transportation  Michael Liebler 736-1034 
Public Works Engineering  Sanitary & Storm Sewer,  

Utilities & Easements 
Clayton McEachern 736-1036 

Deputy Fire Marshall  Fire and Life Safety  Gilbert Gordon 726-2293 
Building Official Building  David Bowlsby 736-1029 
APPLICANT APPLICANT’S REPRESENTATIVE 
Hayden Homes LLC 
Jesse Lovrien 
2464 Glacier Place, Suite 110 
Redmond, Oregon 97756 
(503) 888-0985 

Cardno 
Michael Cerbone 
5415 SW Westgate Drive, Suite 100 
Portland, Oregon 97221 
(503) 419-2500 
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I. Executive Summary  
 
The Laurelwood subdivision is proposed as a two phased residential subdivision located between Mt. 
Vernon Road and Glacier Drive, just west of S 55th Place within the City of Springfield and Lane County. 
The City/County boundary splits the site in a diagonal north north/south alignment; all development 
that is a part of this land use request will occur in Phase 1 that is wholly within the City boundaries. A 
BPA power line and easement extends along the eastern site boundary. The property slopes to a high 
point in the north central portion of the site; steep terrain slopes down to the northwest. An existing 
house is located within its own tax lot in the northern portion of the site that is proposed to be retained.  
 
The subdivision is proposed as single-family detached lots, with all but Lots 18, 19, 21, 22 and 25 
exceeding 6,000 SF in area. Lot widths are between 60-ft to 92-ft and lot depths are between 90-ft and 
131-ft. All lots are regular in shape, with no proposed panhandle or flag shaped lots. The project 
includes an extension of Ivy Street into the project with plans to connect to Mt Vernon Road in Phase 2. 
Additional local streets will extend from Ivy Street and provide access to other lots and adjacent, 
undeveloped properties. A temporary fire access drive is provided to Mount Vernon Road as a part of 
Phase I.  
 
The parcel is about 21 acres in size but is constrained by a 225-foot wide BPA Transmission Line 
easement (Tracts C and D) on the east and an area of steep slopes and wetlands on the northern portion 
of the site (Tract B).  The actual development area is about 15 acres.  The BPA easement, sloped area 
and wetlands are not included in the development area.   
 
Applicability of the East Main Refinement Plan 
 
In addition to the approval criteria for Subdivision Tentative Plan applications, this proposal is subject to 
the goals and policies defined within the East Main Refinement Plan. While a more detailed response is 
provided within the body of this narrative, the proposed Laurelwood Subdivision, as conditioned, can 
be made to conform to the approval standards for subdivisions found in SDC Section 5.12-125 and 
the applicable policies found in the East Main Refinement Plan. 
   
The East Main Refinement Plan Residential Policy 3 (a) requires the application of the Hillside 
Development Overlay District to applications for development within Area #1 of the Plan.   A small 
portion of the subdivision is within Area #1 (see Figure 1.).  The Hillside Development Overlay District 
only applies to development on slopes greater than 15% or on land that is greater than 670 feet in 
elevation.  The proposed subdivision does not meet these criteria for applicability since it is below 670-
feet in elevation and the average slope within the development area is less than 15 percent. There is a 
steep slope with a wetland at the base of the slope, on the northern portion of the parcel (Tract B on the 
Plan).  This area is not part of the subdivision plan and is excluded from the development area.  The 
Hillside Development Overlay District provisions do not apply to this proposal. 
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Figure 1.  East Main Refinement Plan and Laurelwood Subdivision  
 

 

The East Main Refinement Plan Area #1 is 
shown in yellow.  The black and white area 
is outside of the Plan boundary.   
 
The dashed line shows the subject site (the 
southern portion of the subdivision is off 
the map).   
 
The buildable area of the subject site which 
lies within the black and white area is 
outside of the Plan boundary.  The dashed 
line shows the subject site (the southern 
portion of the subdivision is off the map).   
 
Refinement Plan boundary is shown in 
orange (less than 5 acres). 

 
 

Figure 2.  Tentative Subdivision Plan- Phase 1. 
 

 

 

Refinement Plan Area #1 
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The East Main Refinement Plan was adopted in 1988.   Policy 3 (d) of the Refinement Plan calls for 
development proposals in Area #1 of the Plan (see Figure 1) to be accompanied by a “Conceptual 
Development Plan.”  The content of a Conceptual Development Plan is intended to show how 
infrastructure and transportation facilities for a proposed development will fit into future transportation 
and infrastructure development in the general area.   The East Main Refinement Plan indicates that the 
Conceptual Development Plan is to be reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission, but not 
necessarily in a public hearing.   
 
The submission requirements for Subdivision Tentative Plan applications now require applicants to show 
how a proposed subdivision will integrate with current and future transportation and infrastructure 
development.   In addition, the applicant must show that there is adequate infrastructure capacity to 
serve the development.  Subsequent to the 1988 adoption of the East main Refinement Plan, 
infrastructure plans have been adopted which show current and future infrastructure connection.   Staff 
and the applicant use these plans to evaluate how a proposed subdivision would be provided services 
and how transportation connections will be made.   As such, the preparation of a duplicative Conceptual 
Development Plan is unnecessary.    Table 1 below lists these plans. 
 

Table 1. Adopted Plans Providing Conceptual Development Guidance 
 

Infrastructure Plan Content Adopted or Last 
updated 

Springfield Conceptual Local 
Street Map 

Shows existing and needed future 
transportation connections.   

August 2012 

Springfield Transportation 
System Plan 

Shows existing and planned transportation 
facilities and includes policies guiding how 
transportation needs will be met in the future.  

February 2014 

Springfield Stormwater Facilities 
Master Plan 

Shows existing and planned facilities and 
projects for stormwater management. 

October 2008 

Springfield Wastewater 
Facilities Plan 

Shows existing and planned facilities and 
projects for wastewater management. 

June 2008 

Eugene-Springfield 
Metropolitan Area Public 
Facilities and Services Plan 

This is a Regional Plan which shows existing and 
needed water, wastewater, stormwater, and 
electrical services. The plan lists current and 
future projects for infrastructure development. 

December 2011 

 
The Laurelwood application that was submitted on March 24, 2014, is complete and addresses the 
current and future connection to local infrastructure and transportation facilities as part of its overall 
tentative plan.  The submittal serves as a conceptual plan for this project. 
 
The Springfield Development Code states that Subdivision Tentative Plan applications are to be 
processed using a Type II procedure.  Type II procedures are reviewed and approved by staff with public 
notice and the opportunity for public comment.  The decision of staff may be appealed to the Planning 
Commission for review.  For this reason, Planning Commission review discussed in the East Main 
Refinement Plan will occur in the event of an appeal of the staff decision, as required by the Springfield 
Development Code (SDC 5.3-115). 
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Opposition to the proposed subdivision plan has been expressed by many neighbors in the adjoining 
neighborhood on South 55th Place which will be affected by increased traffic traversing their 
neighborhood to access the new subdivision.  Neighbors have expressed their preference for access to 
the new subdivision to be accomplished by extending Glacier Street as shown on the Springfield 
Conceptual Local Street Map.  
 
Decision:   Based on a review of the proposed subdivision tentative plan against the criteria for approval 
found in Section 5.1-125 of the Springfield Development Code (SDC), staff has approved the submitted 
tentative plan, with conditions, as of the date of this letter.   The criteria of approval are listed herein 
and are satisfied by the submitted plans and notes unless specifically noted with findings and conditions 
of approval.  All improvements are required to be installed as shown on the approved plan or as 
conditioned.   Any proposed changes to the tentative plan must be submitted to the Planning Division 
and approved prior to installation. Public Improvement Plans and the Subdivision Plat must conform to 
the submitted tentative plan as conditioned herein.  This is a limited land use decision made according 
to city code and state statutes.   Unless appealed, the decision is final.   Please read this document 
carefully. 
 
Conditions of Approval: 
 
Condition of Approval #1: The developer will clean the existing pedestrian pathway within the BPA 
Transmission Easement and clear any intruding vegetation to restore full functionality to the pathway.  
 
Condition of Approval #2: The developer will provide a raised crosswalk where the pedestrian pathway 
crosses the Ivy Street extension.  The crosswalk will be ADA compliant and will also calm traffic as it exits 
the proposed development and enters the existing neighborhood on 55th Place. 
 
Condition of Approval #3: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, the applicant shall provide a complete, city 
approved set of construction plans for all public streets and sidewalks as part of the PIP for Laurelwood 
Phase I.   
 
Condition of Approval #4:  The applicant shall work with the owner of the Parmenter property to 
resolve the access easement issue as directed by the conditions of the easement cited in Finding #16 
and in the easement documents.  
 
Condition of Approval #5: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, the applicant shall provide a complete, city 
approved set of construction plans for all sanitary sewer elements as part of the PIP for Laurelwood 
Phase 1.   
 
Condition of Approval #6: Prior to acceptance of the final plat, the applicant will obtain written approval 
for the detention pond/swale within the BPA easement.  The applicant shall also provide an access 
easement for the city of Springfield to ensure future maintenance access to the treatment facility. 
 
Condition of Approval #7: The applicant is required to obtain approval from Lane County for the 
discharge along Mt Vernon prior to approval of the final plat.  
 
Condition of Approval #8: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, the applicant shall provide all required 
permits to work in delineated wetlands if required to complete any improvements for the development.   
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Condition of Approval #9: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, the applicant shall provide a complete, city 
approved set of construction plans for all stormwater elements as part of the PIP for Laurelwood Phase 1.   
 
Condition of Approval #10: Prior to Final Plat approval, the applicant shall submit a vegetation plan for the 
stormwater ponds/swales that meet the requirements of the City’s interim design standards as required in 
Section 3.02 of the EDSPM.  The City of Eugene stormwater management manual may be referenced for 
design.   This will be done as part of the PIP. 
 
Condition of Approval #11: To ensure a fully functioning water quality system and meet objectives of 
Springfield’s MS4 permit, the Springfield Development Code and the EDSPM, the proposed detention 
ponds shall be shall be fully vegetated with all vegetation species established prior to approval of City 
Council acceptance of the Public Improvement Project.  Alternatively, if this condition cannot be met, 
the applicant shall provide and maintain additional interim erosion control/water quality measures 
acceptable to the Public Works Department that will suffice until such time as the detention pond 
vegetation becomes fully established. 
 
Condition of Approval #12: The Tentative Plan shall be amended to show the boundaries of wetland 
M30 as it affects Tract B and D as required by SDC Section 5.12-120 (F)(9).  The mapped boundary of 
M30 shown on the LWI Map is based on a wetland determination and is not a delineated wetland.  
Given the 200 foot separation of the wetland from the nearest edge of the development envelope, the 
provisions of SDC Section 5.12-120 (F)(9) may be met by showing the wetland boundary (based on the 
wetland determination) shown on the LWI.  No new formal delineation of the wetland will be required 
for the purposes of showing the wetland on the Tentative Plan.    
 
Condition of Approval #13: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, and as required in Section 5.12-120 (F)(10) 
of the Springfield Development Code, the applicant shall submit approved copies of necessary required 
permits to demonstrate compliance with Federal and State permits.  
 
Condition of Approval #14: Fire apparatus access roads shall be an all-weather surface capable of 
supporting an 80,000 lb. imposed load per 2010 Springfield Fire Code 503.2.3 and SFC Appendix D102.1. 
 
Condition of Approval #15: Landscaping plans shall show distance of at least three feet or greater from 
fire hydrants meeting 2010 Springfield Fire Code 507.5.5. 
 
Condition of Approval #16: The applicant will use the emergency vehicle access on Mt. Vernon Rd. for 
all heavy vehicle construction access to minimize impacts to the existing neighborhood around Glacier 
Drive and Ivy Street and reduce impacts to the existing roadways. 
 
Condition of Approval #17:  The emergency access to Mt Vernon will be provided with a suitable gate 
and public works lock per Fire Department requirements to be finalized as part of the PIP.  
 
Condition of Approval #18: Easements will be required for any new facilities being installed by SUB: 10’ 
for three phase underground, 7’ for single phase underground and 5’ for secondary underground 
(120/240V). Management is looking at possible feeder locations for this subdivision and future 
subdivisions that may develop to the west (see comments for more detail).  
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Condition of Approval #19: The following easements shall be required by the SUB Electric Division.  
Some elements of the planned electrical service to the subdivision will be completed as part of the 
Public Improvement Plan.  As such some of the easement requests require continued discussion 
between Hayden Homes and SUB Electric: 
 

• An easement will be required along the Weyerhaeuser Haul Road to the NW corner of the 
property.  The applicant shall work with Willamalane Park and Recreation District to obtain the 
easement.   

 
• SUB is proposing running an overhead line from the NW corner of the subject property, south 

along the west property line to south of the 70’ slope (slope conditions may prevent 
undergrounding line through slope). SUB could then underground the feeder from this point to 
the SW corner of lot #31 (Intersection of Holly & S.56th place). This will require Hayden Homes to 
acquire an easement across tax lot 18-020-04-00 00307. 

 
• SUB is requesting a 10’ easement across lot #16 and due east across BPA R.O.W. to the east BPA 

property line. 
 

• SUB is requesting a 10’ easement across the entire south property line. 
 

• SUB has a primary vault located at the NE corner of 920 S 55th Place. Instead of coming across 
the existing easement south of the BPA towers would SUB be able to acquire a 10’ easement 
along the south side of Ivy Street to the water booster pump. This would be a straight route due 
west (instead of west, south, west and north using the existing easement). Would there be an 
issue of the tower footings if SUB wanted to use this route? 

 
• Is Hayden Homes requesting a vacation of SUB’s existing easement (Between BPA R.O.W. and 

Tax lot 00307 to the west)? SUB would need to verify existing easement at this location. If 
easement exists, vacation of easements needs SUB board approval (present at monthly board 
meeting). 

 
Condition of Approval #20: The proposed development shall require a looped water system from the 
west end of Ivy Street to Mt. Vernon Road to provide fire flow capacity.  It will also require extension of 
existing water system west in Mt. Vernon Road from Linda Lane to the west edge of the proposed 
development. 
 
Condition of Approval #21:  A booster pump station is proposed by the applicant to address the base 
water level issue.  The applicant shall contact SUB Water Division to discuss the location and 
construction of the pump station. 
 
II. PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS  
 
SDC Section 5.1-130 of the Springfield Development Code indicates that subdivision tentative plan is a 
limited land use decision that shall be reviewed as a Type II procedure. 
 
Under a Type II procedure, SDC Section 5.1-130 requires the Director to provide notice of the submittal 
of the application for a subdivision tentative plan to the property owners and occupants within 300 feet 
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of the property being reviewed and to the appropriate neighborhood association, if any.   Those notified 
are to be given a 14-day period from the date of notice to provide written comment to the Director.   
Type II applications are to be distributed to the Development Review Committee for comments. 
 
Finding #1. Notice was sent to owners and occupants within 300 feet of the subject site on March 
26, 2014.   A second notice was mailed on April 10, 2014 when it was discovered that the initial mailing 
was received by only a small number of persons.   Using GIS to identify owner and resident addresses 
within a 300-foot radius of the tax lot to be subdivided did not account for the 225-foot BPA 
Transmission Line easement which separates residents from the proposed subdivision.  Consequently, 
there were only a handful of residents that received the first mailing.  The second mailing was sent to all 
residents and owners on Glacier, South 55th Street, South 55th Place and on Ivy Street.   
 
Finding #2. An informal neighborhood meeting was held on August 3, 2014 in a home on South 55th 
Place to discuss the proposed subdivision development and the comments that were submitted.  Fifteen 
adults were in attendance. 
 
Finding #3.   A second neighborhood meeting was held on Wednesday April 23rd with concerned 
residents and with representatives of the applicant and City staff.  Twenty residents registered their 
attendance at the meeting which also included the applicant’s representative, and staff. 
  
Finding #4. Letters and e-mails were received from 12 concerned residents.  A staff summary and 
response to these comments are shown in the section below. 
 
Finding #5. A Development Review Committee meeting was held on April 8, 2014 to discuss the 
proposal and receive comments from participating agencies and various city departments. 
 
Conclusion:  The requirements described in SDC Section 5.1-130 for a Type II procedure have been met. 
 
III. SUMMARY OF CITIZEN COMMENTS 
 
Tammara Coleman and 
Mark Sandefur 
820 S. 55th Place 

Comment: We support Hayden Homes not extending Glacier St.  We 
oppose granting access through the Royal Ridge Subdivision because of 
the limited sight distance and blind curves at the corner of Glacier Drive & 
S. 55th Place and S. 55th Place and Ivy Street. The sun blinds drivers during 
certain months of the year, increasing the danger at the intersection. We 
do not believe that the city code requires two means of access and 
egress. They should add a loop through lots (44, 43, 42, or 40) as Exit #2 
[on to Mt Vernon].  With annexation so close, we think it would be fair to 
make both access roads off of Mt. Vernon Rd.  There are about 10 families 
with school-age children that will be impacted by the additional traffic on 
Glacier Drive.   

Response #1:  Springfield Development Code Sections (SDC) 4.2-105 and 5.12-125 (F) require 
neighborhood connectivity to shorten travel distances and to provide a more even dispersal of traffic 
across neighborhoods.  In addition, the Springfield Fire Code requires at least two routes of approved 
access (2010 Springfield Fire Code Appendix D, Section D107.1.  The proposed development will have 
access via Glacier Drive and from 57th street and from Mt. Vernon Rd.  The subdivision is also required to 
provide two stubbed off street connections on the west side and one on the east side of the 
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development for future street development to new and existing neighborhoods (56th Street).     
 
Connection to the subdivision from just Mt. Vernon does not satisfy the requirements of the code, given 
the option to make a connection to Glacier and S. 57th Street via Ivy Street.  The Royal Ridge Subdivision 
as approved in 1980, probably would not meet current code standards for access which were adopted in 
2004.  If Glacier Drive was impassable, S. 55th Place, Ivy Street and S. 56th Street would not be accessible 
to local traffic or to emergency vehicles.  The connection to Mt. Vernon Rd. will give residents and 
emergency vehicles secondary access to the existing neighborhoods.   
 
There will be additional traffic in the neighborhood attributable to the new subdivision.  The applicant 
has submitted a Traffic Assessment letter estimating the additional traffic that can expect to be 
generated by the development.  The study concludes that in Phase 1 will about 20 new vehicle trips 
would be generated in the morning “peak hour” and 27 trips in the afternoon “peak hour.”  The total 
number of trips from Phase 1 is expected to be about 258 trips in a 24-hour period.  Staff assumes that 
all Phase 1 traffic will initially use Glacier Drive for access.  This number, when added to the existing 
traffic on Glacier, is consistent with the traffic on other local streets in Springfield.   
 
The intersection at S. 55th Pl and Glacier Drive is described as an uncontrolled “T” intersection.  The 
downhill slope on S. 55that the intersection with Glacier Drive does have the potential to shorten sight 
distance and reaction time, particularly if drivers on S. 55th Pl. fail to stop at the intersection with 
Glacier.   The failure to yield to traffic on Glacier at the uncontrolled “T” at S. 55th Pl. is a violation of ORS 
811.277(1). Even when there is no stop sign, the law implies a responsibility for vehicles on S. 55th Pl to 
stop or slow sufficiently to see and yield to traffic on Glacier.   
 
A staff visit to the intersection revealed other contributing factors which reduce visibility at the corner.  
SDC 4.2-130 requires homeowners maintain a “vision clear triangle” on corners.  No visual obstructions, 
including landscaping, between 2 ½ feet and 8 feet are allowed within 25 feet of the corner.  This does 
not exclude decorative landscaping on corners, but the height of the vegetation must be monitored to 
maintain clear visibility.  Vegetation on the southeast corner of the intersection appears to violate the 
vision clear triangle.  
Wallace and Shirley Reade 
975 S. 55th Place 

Comment: There is a blind corner (insufficient sight distance) at the 
corner of Glacier and S. 55th Place and S. 55th Place at Ivy Street.  Request 
that access be taken from an extension of Glacier.  Request that 
construction traffic use Mt. Vernon. Rd. 

Response #2:  As discussed in Response #1, drivers on S. 55th Place approaching the uncontrolled “T” 
intersection at Glacier Drive have a responsibility under the law to stop or to slow down sufficiently to 
yield to traffic on Glacier.   This failure to stop, slow or yield can create a hazard.  The proposed 
subdivision will not change the driving behavior of current residents.  
 
Extending Glacier Drive to access the proposed subdivision was considered.  The extension of Glacier 
Drive was originally shown on the Springfield Conceptual Local Street Map.  The map was developed by 
a consultant to show how transportation connectivity should be established as Springfield grows.  While 
connecting the Royal Ridge subdivision to development to the west and south was anticipated by the 
Conceptual Street map, the consultant did not consider the slope of the land at the end of Glacier Drive.   
SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1.) (b) states that “the Director, in consultation with the Public Works Director, 
may modify the Conceptual Local Street Map when a proposed alignment is consistent with the street 
connection standards in Subsection 1.a., above or when existing conditions make application of the 
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Conceptual Local Street Map impractical or inconsistent with accepted transportation planning 
principles.”   
 
The proposed Ivy Street extension is a more reasonable connection for accessing future neighborhoods 
to the west and south.  Extending Glacier would violate the general provisions for street design listed in 
SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1) by forcing an alignment of Glacier that would cut deeply into the contour of 
the hill and would likely damage the wetlands found at the base of the slope.   
 
The connection will bring additional traffic into the existing Ivy Street/ S. 55th Pl. neighborhood, but 
volume of traffic that will be added will not raise the total volume higher than that which is common on 
other local streets in other neighborhoods.  Traffic from the 25 new homes proposed for construction 
during Phase I of the Laurelwood development will no doubt use Ivy Street, S. 55th Pl and then Glacier 
Drive to access and egress the area.  The slowing and turning movements from Ivy to Glacier on S. 55th Pl 
will help reduce the speed of new traffic through the area.  This will offer a measure of traffic calming.  
New residents will need to exercise the same caution in yielding to traffic “T” intersections that is 
expected of current residents.    
 
Terri Higgins, P.E. 
896 S. 56th Street 

Comment: Insure that construction traffic will take access from Mt. 
Vernon.  Do not take access from Ivy or Glacier, take it from Mt. Vernon.  
If access is necessary using Ivy makes more sense than using Glacier.  The 
increased turn movements may slow traffic or encourage more residents 
of Laurelwood to use Mt. Vernon. It also appears that access from the end 
of Glacier would most likely cause a significant amount of environmental 
damage to the wetlands which I oppose. 

Response #3:  Taking access from Mt. Vernon Rd. alone and not connecting the proposed subdivision 
would leave the Royal Ridge subdivision disconnected from future development to the west and 
potentially to the south.  SDC 4.2-105 and 5.12-125 (F) require neighborhood connectivity to shorten 
travel distances and to provide a more even dispersal of traffic across neighborhoods.  In addition, the 
Springfield Fire Code requires at least two routes of approved access (2010 Springfield Fire Code 
Appendix D, Section D107.1.  At present, Glacier Drive is the only means of access to S. 55th Pl and S. 56th 
Streets, as well as homes on Glacier itself.  Some residents have stated that during recent winter driving 
conditions, some residents were forced to park at the bottom of the hill and walk to their homes.  
Having an alternative access with a lesser slope would give residents and first responders a secondary 
access to the Royal Ridge neighborhood. 
Brian Keiler 
S. 56th Street 
 

Comment: The subdivision would cause a huge increase in traffic through 
our quiet neighborhood.  Why isn’t the entrance off of Mt. Vernon Rd.?  
Why was this notice only sent to homes on Ivy instead of the entire 
neighborhood? 

Response #4: As shown in the applicant’s traffic impact assessment, the 25 new homes in Phase 1 of the 
subdivision would access and egress the area via Ivy Street, S. 55th Pl and Glacier Drive.  The about 20 
new vehicles would be added to the morning peak hour traffic (7-9AM).  About 27 would be added to 
the afternoon peak hour traffic (4-6PM).  This is a relatively minor increase in traffic over each of the 
two hour windows of the heaviest traffic in the neighborhood.  The overall traffic volume in the 
neighborhood would remain within the norms for local street traffic. 
 
The initial mailed notice of the subdivision was mailed on March 26th to residents and owners within 300 
feet of the proposed subdivision as required by the City Code. The intervening 225-foot wide BPA 

Attachment 2, Page 10 of 34



Laurelwood Subdivision TYP214-00004 
May 20, 2014 Page 11 
 

Transmission Line corridor dramatically shortened the computer generated list addresses that were 
identified for the mailing.  When residents raised the issue, staff moved to correct the situation on April 
10th with a second mailing to all homes on Ivy Street, S. 55th Place, 56th Street and Glacier Drive down to 
57th Street.  The deadlines for submitting comments were also extended and a neighborhood meeting 
was arranged (April 23rd) to allow residents the opportunity to discuss their concerns and submit 
comments.     
Thomas Schulke 
36333 Peel Ln. (850 S. 55th 
Place), Springfield 

Comment: My primary concern is the dramatic change in traffic and how 
that will affect livability, safety, property values and rental values the 
traffic is routed through Ivy Street.  The streets are not configured to 
handle large traffic volumes, especially with on-street parking.  I would 
suggest extending Glacier or coming off of the Weyerhaeuser Haul Rd. to 
the north. 

Response #5: As noted in Responses #1 and #4, it is recognized that Phase 1 of the development will add 
traffic to affected neighborhood.  The total volume of traffic, including the added vehicles from the new 
subdivision, will not exceed the acceptable volume range for local streets with the same configuration 
and parking as found on S. 55th Pl and on Glacier Drive.   
Rob Gilliam 
949 S. 56th Street 

Comment: Glacier is very narrow.  When cars are parked on both sides it 
is almost to pass traffic going in the opposite direction.  The steepness of 
Glacier makes it difficult to spot oncoming cross traffic as you leave S. 56th 
to turn onto Glacier.  Increasing traffic will make it worse. I would 
appreciate delaying the subdivision until access can be taken from Mt. 
Vernon Rd. 

Response #6: Please see Responses #1 and #4. 
Kelly Hickman 
897 S. 55th Place 

Comment:  The blind corner is a problem, particularly in the afternoon 
when the sun is in the west and the glare blinds you.  During icy 
conditions, its necessary to gun the engine to get up the hill and 
sometimes you can’t get up the hill.   I propose that extending Glacier 
would be safer than using Ivy. 
 
There are a lot of kids who live on the hill, at least 20.  Many of them play 
outside in the street.  With the low volume of traffic now, it is relatively 
safe for the kids.  Increasing traffic will change that.    
 
I proposed that Hayden Homes sacrifice one or two of their larger lots to 
create a park for children.  The park could be an amenity for Hayden 
Homes buyers.  I would be willing to volunteer to help make the park 
happen. 

Response #7: Please see Responses #1, #3 and #4.  On April 30, staff asked Willamalane staff if the 
District would be interested in establishing if Hayden Homes was willing to donate land within the BPA 
Transmission Line corridor.  Willamalane responded indicating that they might be interested if the 
subdivision was redesigned to create a park outside of the BPA corridor.  Given the percentage of the 
Hayden property that is already constrained by steep slopes and by the BPA Transmission corridor, 
requiring still additional land to be dedicated to a neighborhood park is beyond the City’s power to levy 
proportionate exactions to offset the impact of development. 
Kimberly Scott 
5563 Glacier Drive 

Comment: The impact of the increased impact should be considered.  
There are a number of children who walk to a bus stop at the end of 57th 
and Glacier.  This is already a questionable spot.  Additional traffic could 
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make it more dangerous. We want to preserve our property values.  Why 
can’t Hayden Homes put in their own access and egress? I’m concerned 
about runoff from the development and the impact of and the effect of 
felling those trees on the northern hillside. I do not welcome suggestions 
that I remove some of my landscaping to provide higher visibility. I object 
to building more low income housing in the area, but if it must be, they 
should build their own ingress and egress. 

Response #8: Please see Responses #1, #3 and #4.  Hayden Homes’s target market seems to be younger 
families and retirees seeking to downsize.  The proposed subdivision is market rate and not “affordable 
housing” which typically is built with public or non-profit subsidies.  Hayden Homes is paying for access 
to both Ivy Street and for Mt.  Vernon Rd.  Connection to both streets is a requirement of the city. 
 
Hayden is proposing a stormwater collect system that is consistent with city engineering requirements.  
Detention and infiltration facilities are shown in the subdivision plan which will collect, pretreat and 
gradually release runoff from the site.  Much of the water will be infiltrated into the ground through the 
proposed system.   
 
SDC 4.2-130 requires homeowners maintain a “vision clear triangle” on corners.  No visual obstructions, 
including landscaping, between 2 ½ feet and 8 feet are allowed within 25 feet of the corner.  This does 
not exclude decorative landscaping on corners, but the height of the vegetation must be monitored to 
maintain clear visibility at intersections.  This is a matter of safety which is not related to the 
construction of additional homes in the area. 
Bonnie Gillham 
907 S. 55th Place 
 

Comment: Using Ivy as the main exit is the worst choice due to the 
snarled traffic it would cause.  It would add 40-50 cars traveling on 55th 
Street S. at least 3-4 times per day.  I request that a Transportation Impact 
Analysis be done to confirm this is a poor choice. Using Ivy was refused 
for the previous development.  I wonder if the developer is just trying to 
save money.  The turn from Glacier onto S. 55th is a blind corner, which 
adds to the safety issue.  I’m also concerned that the wetlands would be 
affected by this development. 

Response #9: There will be additional traffic in the neighborhood attributable to the new subdivision.  
The applicant has submitted a Traffic Assessment Letter estimating the additional traffic that can expect 
to be generated by the development.  The analysis was prepared by Kittelson and Associates, a 
transportation engineering firm.  The study concludes that in Phase 1 will about 20 new vehicle trips 
would be generated in the morning “peak hour” and 27 trips in the afternoon “peak hour.”  The total 
number of trips from Phase 1 is expected to be about 258 trips in a 24-hour period.  Staff assumes that 
all Phase 1 traffic will initially use Glacier Drive for access.   
 
Kittelson staff walked the site to evaluate the extension of Glacier Drive as the primary connector to the 
proposed subdivision.  The Kittelson report states, “Based on field observations, geotechnical analysis, 
and conversations with City staff, the project team concludes that topographic challenges effectively 
preclude the planned Glacier Drive Extension. In lieu of Glacier Drive construction, Ivy Street will be 
extended from S. 55th Place to the west and south to provide a north-south connection through the 
site.”   
 
The Ivy Street connection is a less expensive alternative to the extension of Glacier Drive.  The Ivy Street 
connection is the preferred connection by the City given the extensive cut and fill that would be 
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required to extend Glacier Drive across and up the steep slope that drops quickly to the Weyerhaeuser 
Haul Road.  In addition to the environmental impacts such hillside engineering would have on the slope 
and the wetlands at the toe of the slope, such an alignment is contrary to the East Main Refinement 
Plan Residential Policy 3 (c) which specifically applies to Area #1 and the slope in question.  Policy 3 (c) 
states, “Transportation and access shall be designed to be sensitive to the terrain and recognize City and 
regional transportation needs.”  This policy recognizes the need for both connecting the neighborhood 
to larger street network in the area, but also the need to avoid unnecessary degradation of the slope.   
 
Curt and Doris Lantz 
967 S. 55th Place 
 

Comment: The BPA easement on the east side of the development placed 
most of the concerned homeowners outside of the required 300-ft. 
notice.  This is unjust.  The development uses Ivy Street as the primary 
access for the first phase of 25 lots.  This is an unsafe and inadequate 
route. The original “safe plan” included an extension of Glacier to provide 
access to the new development that would not endanger children on Ivy 
and S 55th Place. 

Response #10: As discussed in Response #4, the initial mailed notice of the subdivision was mailed on 
March 26th to residents and owners within 300 feet of the proposed subdivision as required by the City 
Code. The mailing list is computer generated based on the addresses and ownership records maintained 
by Lane County.  The intervening 225-foot wide BPA Transmission Line corridor dramatically shortened 
the computer generated list addresses that were identified for the mailing.  When residents raised the 
issue, staff moved to correct the situation on April 10th with a second mailing to all homes on Ivy Street, 
S. 55th Place, 56th Street and Glacier Drive down to 57th Street.  The deadlines for submitting comments 
were also extended and a neighborhood meeting was arranged (April 23rd) to allow residents the 
opportunity to discuss their concerns and submit comments.     
Barbara Parmenter  
5409 Ivy Street  
 

Comment: Enclosed is a copy of the easement running from the end of Ivy 
Street to the Parmenter Living Trust’s, and other entities, property where 
I reside.  This is not a public easement.  The development plan for the 
Laurelwood Subdivision has Ivy Street extending over the trust’s 
easement for public use.   This issue should be resolved before the 
subdivision is approved.  Does the City have preliminary CC&Rs?  What 
provisions will be made to ensure that utilities and service will be 
continued and that I will not be required to pay additional hook-up fees? 
How will stormwater service be provided to the existing 5409 Ivy Street 
residence? 

Response #11: The title report for the subject property references the access easement.  The applicant 
submitted copies of Reception Nos. 9507275 and 9508222 which were recorded at Lane County in 
February 1995.  Paragraph 2—Grant of Easement, states that the easement is “…an irrevocable, non-
exclusive easement over and across the existing roadway described as Parcel I.”  The language clearly 
states that the easement is not non-exclusive.  Paragraph 6—Condemnation: Dedication, states, “If the 
parties are requested by an appropriate governmental jurisdiction to dedicate Parcel I for public use, or 
if one of the parties so requests, such a dedication, each party shall promptly execute and deliver 
instruments conveying their respective interests in Parcel I for such purposes.”  See Findings #16, #17 
and #18. 
 
The provisions of the easement documents show that Hayden Homes may choose to request a 
dedication of the roadway for public use, and or the city may request the dedication of the roadway for 
public use.  The proposed subdivision tentative plan includes plans to establish a street within the 
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general alignment of the existing roadway.  Dedication of the streets built to serve both the Parmenter 
residence and the new subdivision will be dedicated to the City for public use.  Continued access to the 
Parmenter property during construction shall be required, as will continuity of other utilities.  Condition 
of Approval #4 in this report requires Hayden Homes to initiate a process for resolving the easement 
issue pursuant to the provisions of easement documents. 
 
The title report also shows that Barbara Parmenter signed an “Improvement Agreement and Application 
for Sewer Hookup” on Nov. 2, 1993.  With the agreement, Ms. Parmenter paid $1,734 for a sewer 
hookup.  The agreement is clear that the payment “does not include the cost of the house connection to 
said City Sewer, sewer user charges, connection fees, plumbing permits or other such costs to be 
assumed by the property owner.”  The 1993 prepayment of $1734, is a “payment in lieu of assessment” 
which if assessed today would cost Ms. Parmenter about $8,000 at today’s rate.    If the existing home 
has a working septic system, the owner will not be compelled to connect to the sewer.  The City is 
willing to work with the owner to locate the lateral stub to provide the easiest future connection to the 
sewer. 
 
The subdivision tentative plan includes stormwater management plan which describes the collection 
and conveyance of runoff to two separate detention swales; one on the northern edge of the 
subdivision and the other on the southern edge.  The stormwater plan was prepared by a professional 
engineer.  The proposed stormwater management design and facilities have been reviewed and 
approved by staff in the tentative subdivision plan.  Additional details for the stormwater facilities will 
be fleshed out as part of the “Public Improvement Plan” which has yet to be submitted. 
Tamie Yarnall and Mark 
Huisenga 
996 South 55th Pl. 
 

Comment: Staff did know or should have known that the 225-foot BPA 
easement between the development and the neighborhood would reduce 
the number of neighbors would receive the 300-foot notice.   
 
Driving up Glacier Drive is dangerous and is nearly impossible in ice and 
snow. The intersection of Glacier Drive and S. 55th Place is dangerous—a 
“possible death trap.”  A stop sign should be installed at the corner of 
Glacier and S. 55th Place and one at Ivy Street and S. 55th Place if Ivy is 
used to access the subdivision.   If Ivy is used, he corner of Ivy and S. 55th 
will become a rolling stop (even if there is a stop sign in place).  Using Ivy 
as the main road will turn it into a quick and dangerous “S” curve.  
 
Staff has stated that extending Glacier would adversely affect Booth Kelly 
Road below.  Talking with people who have walked Booth Kelly Road say 
there are lots of breaks in the path which used to go a very long 
way.  New development has infringed on the road in several places. Staff 
indicated that the wetland at the base of the slope adjacent to Booth 
Kelly Road would be impacted if Glacier were extended.  However, the 
pond appears as if it would still exist but it would be changed.  Why is the 
pond more important than the safety of our neighborhood cul-de-sac?   
 
The tree-felling notice stated that some of the trees within the subdivision 
boundary were proposed for removal.  Staff then said that all of the trees 
would be removed, perhaps except for some on the south edge of the 
subdivision. It seems as though anyone who has lived in our area knows 
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these trees cannot stay up when they are disturbed.  
 
OTHER SUGGESTIONS -  

1. NOISE - How about keeping all the noise from the construction of 
the new Laurelwood development between the hours of 8am-
6pm Monday-Friday? 

2. UNDER THE POWER LINES- Please make sure under the power 
lines the field will be taken care of and the blackberries will be 
killed that grow on the fence that divides the property from S. 
55th Pl. 

3. HORSES are welcome to stay on the property under the power 
lines.  They are great lawnmowers. 

 
Response #12:  As discussed in Response #4 and #10, the initial mailed notice of the subdivision was 
mailed on March 26th to residents and owners within 300 feet of the proposed subdivision as required 
by the City Code. The mailing list is computer generated based on the addresses and ownership records 
maintained by Lane County.  The intervening 225-foot wide BPA Transmission Line corridor dramatically 
shortened the computer generated list addresses that were identified for the mailing.  When residents 
raised the issue, staff moved to correct the situation on April 10th with a second mailing to all homes on 
Ivy Street, S. 55th Place, 56th Street and Glacier Drive down to 57th Street.  The deadlines for submitting 
comments were also extended and a neighborhood meeting was arranged (April 23rd) to allow residents 
the opportunity to discuss their concerns and submit comments.     
 
The intersection at S. 55th Pl and Glacier Drive is described as an uncontrolled “T” intersection.  The 
downhill slope on S. 55that the intersection with Glacier Drive does have the potential to shorten sight 
distance and reaction time, particularly if drivers on S. 55th Pl. fail to stop at the intersection with 
Glacier.   The failure to yield to traffic on Glacier at the uncontrolled “T” at S. 55th Pl. is a violation of ORS 
811.277(1). Even when there is no stop sign, the law implies a responsibility for vehicles on S. 55th Pl to 
stop or slow sufficiently to see and yield to traffic on Glacier.   
 
Extending Glacier Drive to access the proposed subdivision was considered.  The extension of Glacier 
Drive was originally shown on the Springfield Conceptual Local Street Map.  The map was developed by 
a consultant to show how transportation connectivity should be established as Springfield grows.  While 
connecting the Royal Ridge subdivision to development to the west and south was anticipated by the 
Conceptual Street map, the consultant did not consider the slope of the land at the end of Glacier Drive.   
SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1.) (b) states that “the Director, in consultation with the Public Works Director, 
may modify the Conceptual Local Street Map when a proposed alignment is consistent with the street 
connection standards in Subsection 1.a., above or when existing conditions make application of the 
Conceptual Local Street Map impractical or inconsistent with accepted transportation planning 
principles.”   
 
The proposed Ivy Street extension is a more reasonable connection for accessing future neighborhoods 
to the west and south.  Extending Glacier would violate the general provisions for street design listed in 
SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1) by forcing an alignment of Glacier that would cut deeply into the contour of 
the hill and would likely damage the wetlands found at the base of the slope.   
 
The connection will bring additional traffic into the existing Ivy Street/ S. 55th Pl. neighborhood, but 
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volume of traffic that will be added will not raise the total volume higher than that which is common on 
other local streets in other neighborhoods.  Traffic from the 25 new homes proposed for construction 
during Phase I of the Laurelwood development will no doubt use Ivy Street, S. 55th Pl and then Glacier 
Drive to access and egress the area.  The slowing and turning movements from Ivy to Glacier on S. 55th Pl 
will help reduce the speed of new traffic through the area.  This will offer a measure of traffic calming.  
New residents will need to exercise the same caution in yielding to traffic “T” intersections that is 
expected of current residents.    
 
The tree felling notice did indicate that some of the trees within the 13 acre development site would be 
removed.  The applicant had not specified the number of trees to be removed, but staff attached a color 
map to the notice showing the area within which trees would be removed.  In addition, on the map 
showing the areas within which trees were to be removed, staff included the following language to 
clarify the extent and location of the proposed tree-removal:  
 
 

“Hayden Homes proposes to remove the planted stand of Douglas fir and two isolated stands of trees 
shown in yellow-green on the map.  The applicant contends the removal is required to allow 
development of the subdivision.  The overall site is constrained by the BPA Transmission Line easement 
and the steep slopes at the north end of the property.  The natural stands of oak and other species on 
the slope and adjacent to the wetland at the base of the slope shall be preserved.”   
 
IV. CRITERIA OF SUBDIVISION TENTATIVE APPROVAL 
 
SDC 5.12-125 states that the Director shall approve or approve with conditions a Subdivision Tentative 
Plan application upon determining that criteria A through J of this Section have been satisfied.  If 
conditions cannot be attached to satisfy the criteria, the Director shall deny the application. 
 
A.         The request conforms to the provisions of this Code pertaining to lot/parcel size and 
dimensions. 
 
Applicant’s Statement: As shown on the Site Plan and Tentative Plat included with this submittal 
under Exhibit B, the smallest proposed lot along East-West streets is 6,472 SF (Lot 23), while the 

Attachment 2, Page 16 of 34



Laurelwood Subdivision TYP214-00004 
May 20, 2014 Page 17 
 

smallest proposed lot along a North-South street is 5,820 SF (Lots 21, 22). The minimum street 
frontage for East-West streets is 49.5-feet (Lot 2), while the minimum for North-South streets is 60-
feet. There are no lots proposed within the Hillside Development Overlay District located within the 
northernmost portion of the subdivision. 
 
Finding #6. The proposed lots meet the 4,500 sq. ft. minimum lot size and 45-foot street frontage 
requirements for east-west streets established by SDC 5.12-125 A. 
 
Conclusion: The proposed lot sizes and dimensions are in full conformance with SDC 5.12-125. The 
proposal satisfies Criterion A. 
 
B.  The zoning is consistent with the Metro Plan diagram and/or applicable Refinement Plan 
diagram, Plan District map, and Conceptual Development Plan [SDC 5.12-125 B]. 
Applicant’s Statement: The LDR zoning is consistent with the Metro Plan diagram and the East 
Main Refinement Plan diagram. 
 
Finding #7. The property is zoned Low Density Residential (LDR). The Metro Plan Diagram and 
East Main Street Refinement Plan designation for the subject property is Low Density Residential. 
 
Conclusion: The zoning is consistent with the Metro Plan diagram and the applicable Refinement Plan 
diagram. The proposal satisfies Criterion B. 
 
C. Capacity requirements of public improvements, including but not limited to water and electricity; 
sanitary sewer and stormwater management facilities; and streets and traffic safety controls shall not be 
exceeded, and the public improvements shall be available to serve the site at the time of development, 
unless otherwise provided for by this Code and other applicable regulations. The Public Works Director or 
a utility provider shall determine capacity issues [SDC 5.12-125 C]. 
 
Applicant’s Statement: As part of the memo issued by the City in response to applicant questions 
issued before the Development Issues Meeting held on October 31st, 2013, adequacy of public   
services were addressed.     According to the City, the sanitary sewer connection would tie into the new 
Jasper Sewer Trunkline that was recently completed.  Connection would require lateral connections to 
the trunk line across adjacent properties.  All stormwater quality and quantity will be handled on-site.  
Water service will be extended along Ivy Street/South 55th St to connect to the remainder of the 
subdivision. 
 

For all public improvements, the applicant shall retain a private professional civil engineer to design the 
subdivision improvements in conformance with City codes, this decision, and the current Engineering 
Design Standards and Procedures Manual (EDSPM).  The private civil engineer also shall be required to 
provide construction inspection services. 
 
City Building Permits are required for installation of private utilities.  Developers are advised to obtain 
necessary City permits prior to initiation of construction activity. 
 
The Public Works Director’s representatives have reviewed the proposed subdivision.  City staff’s review 
comments have been incorporated in findings and conditions contained herein. 
 
Criterion C contains sub-elements and applicable code standards.  The subdivision application, as 
submitted, complies with the code standards listed under each sub-element unless otherwise noted 
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with specific findings and conclusions.  The sub-elements and code standards of Criterion C include but 
are not limited to: 
 
Public improvements in accordance with SDC 4.2-100 and 4.3-100 

• Public and Private Streets (SDC 4.2-105 – 4.2-145) 
• Sanitary Sewer Improvements (SDC 4.3-105) 
• Stormwater Management and Water Quality Protection (SDC 4.3-110 – 4.3-115) 
• Natural Resource Protection (SDC 4.3-117) 
• Water Service and Fire Protection (SDC 4.3-130) 
• Utilities and Public and Private Easements (SDC 4.3-120 – 4.3-140) 

 
SDC 4.2-105-4.2-145 Public and Private Streets 
 
Applicant’s Statement: The internal street alignments vary from the Conceptual Local Street Map. 
However, the proposed street layout provides the same level of connectivity. This alternative street 
layout is due to (a) the existing topographic limitations on the site, and (b) the limited land 
holdings/parcel control of the development.  
 
The Conceptual Local Street Map shows Glacier extending across the site and connecting to 
Weyerhaeuser further to the west. This exact alignment is difficult due to existing steep slopes. As an 
alternative, the development extends Ivy Street south before it transitions to S 55th Street (the next 
local road to the south of Glacier) and connects to Mt Vernon. Holly Street extends from S 55th Street 
and stubs at the property to the west. This alternative street pattern provides the connection but 
responds to existing topographic conditions.  
 
The Conceptual Local Street Map shows 56th Street extending south and then across the site and 
connecting to a Glacier Road extension further to the west. To respond to this planned roadway 
connection, the development extends Holly Street up to the power line easement in anticipation of a 
future connection.  
 
All internal streets are proposed to City standards and include 36-ft pavement width and developed with 
sidewalks on both sides. The northern portions of Ivy Street/S 55th Street and Holly Street are proposed 
with 56-ft ROW. These designs will accommodate all modes of transportation that are associated with 
roadways including automobiles, bicycles, pedestrians, and emergency service vehicles. There are no 
wetlands or waterways that will be directly impacted as the result of these street designs. 
 
The proposal includes 25 single family lots within Phase 1 and does not result in 100 or more peak hour 
trips OR over 1,000 of average daily trips. Calculating for Phase 2 would generate a total of 620 daily 
trips for the 2 phases and 65 weekday PM peak hour trips. Both these impacts are below the minimum 
threshold for a TIS. Refer to the TIS enclosed with this submittal under Exhibit E. 
 
Finding #8. Section 4.2-105.G.2 of the Springfield Development Code requires that whenever a 
proposed land division or development will increase traffic on the City street system and that 
development has any unimproved street frontage abutting a fully improved street, that street frontage 
shall be fully improved to City specifications.  Exception (i) notes that in cases of unimproved streets, an 
Improvement Agreement shall be required as a condition of Development Approval postponing 
improvements until such time that a City street improvement project is initiated. 
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Finding #9. Springfield Development Code Sections (SDC) 4.2-105 and 5.12-125 (F) require 
neighborhood connectivity to shorten travel distances and to provide a more even dispersal of traffic 
across neighborhoods.  In addition, the Springfield Fire Code requires at least two routes of approved 
access (2010 Springfield Fire Code Appendix D, Section D107.1.  The proposed development will have 
access via Glacier Drive and 57th Street and from Mt. Vernon Rd.  The subdivision is also required to 
provide two stubbed off street connections on the west side and one on the east side of the 
development for future street development to new and existing neighborhoods (56th Street).  
 
Connection to the subdivision from just Mt. Vernon Rd does not satisfy the requirements of SDC 4.2-105 
and 5.12-125 (F), given the option to make a connection to Glacier and S. 57th Street via Ivy Street.  The 
Royal Ridge Subdivision as approved in 1980, probably would not meet current code standards for 
access which were adopted in 2004.  If Glacier Drive was impassable, S. 55th Place, Ivy Street and S. 56th 
Street would not be accessible to local traffic or to emergency vehicles.  The connection to Mt. Vernon 
Rd. will give residents and emergency vehicles secondary access to the existing neighborhoods.   
 
Finding #10. There will be additional traffic in the neighborhood attributable to the new subdivision.  
The applicant has submitted a Traffic Assessment letter estimating the additional traffic that can expect 
to be generated by the development.  The study concludes that in Phase 1 will about 20 new vehicle 
trips would be generated in the morning “peak hour” and 27 trips in the afternoon “peak hour.”  The 
total number of trips from Phase 1 is expected to be about 258 trips in a 24-hour period.  Staff assumes 
that all Phase 1 traffic will initially use Glacier Drive for access.  This number, when added to the existing 
traffic on Glacier, is consistent with the traffic on other local streets in Springfield.   
 
Finding #11. The intersection at S. 55th Pl and Glacier Drive is described as an uncontrolled “T” 
intersection.  The downhill slope on S. 55that the intersection with Glacier Drive does have the potential 
to shorten sight distance and reaction time, particularly if drivers on S. 55th Pl. fail to stop at the 
intersection with Glacier.   The failure to yield to traffic on Glacier at the uncontrolled “T” at S. 55th Pl. is 
a violation of ORS 811.277(1). Even when there is no stop sign, the law implies a responsibility for 
vehicles on S. 55th Pl to stop or slow sufficiently to see and yield to traffic on Glacier.   
 
Finding #12. A staff visit to the intersection revealed other contributing factors which reduce visibility 
at the corner.  SDC 4.2-130 requires homeowners maintain a “vision clear triangle” on corners.  No 
visual obstructions, including landscaping, between 2 ½ feet and 8 feet are allowed within 25 feet of the 
corner.  This does not exclude decorative landscaping on corners, but the height of the vegetation must 
be monitored to maintain clear visibility.  Vegetation on the southwest corner of the intersection 
appears to violate the vision clear triangle. 
 
Finding #13. The extension of Glacier Drive was originally shown on the Springfield Conceptual Local 
Street Map.  The map was developed by a consultant to show how transportation connectivity should be 
established as Springfield grows.  While connecting the Royal Ridge subdivision to development to the 
west and south was anticipated by the Conceptual Street map, the consultant did not consider the slope 
of the land at the end of Glacier Drive.  
 
Finding #14. SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1.) (b) states that “the Director, in consultation with the Public 
Works Director, may modify the Conceptual Local Street Map when a proposed alignment is consistent 
with the street connection standards in Subsection 1.a., above or when existing conditions make 
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application of the Conceptual Local Street Map impractical or inconsistent with accepted transportation 
planning principles.”   
 
The proposed Ivy Street extension is a more reasonable connection for accessing future neighborhoods 
to the west and south.  Extending Glacier would violate the general provisions for street design listed in 
SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1) by forcing an alignment of Glacier that would cut deeply into the contour of 
the hill and would likely damage the wetlands found at the base of the slope.   
 
Finding #15. There is an existing paved pedestrian pathway under the existing power lines along the 
eastern property boundary. 
 
Condition of Approval #1: The developer will clean the existing pedestrian pathway within the BPA 
Transmission Easement and clear any intruding vegetation to restore full functionality to the pathway.  
 
Condition of Approval #2: The developer will provide a raised crosswalk where the pedestrian pathway 
crosses the Ivy Street extension.  The crosswalk will be ADA compliant and will also calm traffic as it exits 
the proposed development and enters the existing neighborhood on 55th Place. 
 
Condition of Approval #3: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, the applicant shall provide a complete, city 
approved set of construction plans for all public streets and sidewalks as part of the PIP for Laurelwood 
Phase I.   
 
Finding #16. The title report for the subject property references an access easement on the 
Parmenter Property.  The applicant submitted copies of Reception Nos. 9507275 and 9508222 which 
were recorded at Lane County in February 1995.  Paragraph 2—Grant of Easement, states that the 
easement is “…an irrevocable, non-exclusive easement over and across the existing roadway described 
as Parcel I.”  The language clearly states that the easement is not non-exclusive.  Paragraph 6—
Condemnation: Dedication, states, “If the parties are requested by an appropriate governmental 
jurisdiction to dedicate Parcel I for public use, or if one of the parties so requests, such a dedication, 
each party shall promptly execute and deliver instruments conveying their respective interests in Parcel I 
for such purposes.”   
 
The provisions of the easement documents show that Hayden Homes may choose to request a 
dedication of the roadway for public use, and or the city may request the dedication of the roadway for 
public use.  The proposed subdivision tentative plan includes plans to establish a street within the 
general alignment of the existing roadway.  Dedication of the streets built to serve both the Parmenter 
residence and the new subdivision will be dedicated to the City for public use.  Continued access to the 
Parmenter property during construction shall be required, as will continuity of other utilities. 
 
Finding #17. Barbara Parmenter of 5490 Ivy Street submitted a copy of the surveyor’s diagram for 
the easement referenced in Finding #16 which runs from the end of Ivy Street to the Parmenter 
property.  Ms. Parmenter asserts that the easement is not a public easement.  The development plan for 
the Laurelwood Subdivision has Ivy Street extending over the trust’s easement for public use.   Ms. 
Parmenter has requested that the easement issue be resolved before the subdivision is approved. 
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Condition of Approval #4:  The applicant shall work with the owner of the Parmenter property to 
resolve the access easement issue as directed by the conditions of the easement cited in Finding#16 and 
in the easement documents.  
 
SDC 4.3-105 Sanitary Sewer Improvements 
 
Finding #18. Section 4.3-105.A of the SDC requires that sanitary sewers shall be installed to serve 
each new development and to connect developments to existing mains. Additionally, installation of 
sanitary sewers shall provide sufficient access for maintenance activities. 
 
Finding #19. Section 4.3-105.C of the SDC requires that proposed sewer systems shall include design 
consideration of additional development within the area as projected by the Metro Plan. 
 
Finding #20. Section 2.02.1 of the City’s Engineering Design Standards and Procedures Manual 
(EDSPM) states that when land outside a new development will logically direct flow to sanitary sewers in 
the new development, the sewers shall be public sewers and shall normally extend to one or more of 
the property boundaries. 
 
Finding #21. The applicant has proposed extension of public wastewater lines with service laterals to 
serve all lots within the development.  The proposed system will connect to the existing public sewer at 
the existing dead end of Ivy St. that has adequate capacity for the proposed development. 
 
Condition of Approval #5: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, the applicant shall provide a complete, city 
approved set of construction plans for all sanitary sewer elements as part of the PIP for Laurelwood 
Phase 1.   
 
SDC 4.3-110 – 4.3-115 Stormwater Management and Water Quality Protection 
 
Stormwater  
 
Finding #22. Section 4.3-110.B of the SDC requires that the Approval Authority shall grant 
development approval only where adequate public and/or private stormwater management systems 
provisions have been made as determined by the Public Works Director, consistent with the Engineering 
Design Standards and Procedures Manual (EDSPM). 
 
Finding #23. Section 4.3-110.C of the SDC states that a stormwater management system shall 
accommodate potential run-off from its entire upstream drainage area, whether inside or outside of the 
development. 
 
Finding #24. Section 4.3-110.D of the SDC requires that run-off from a development shall be directed 
to an approved stormwater management system with sufficient capacity to accept the discharge. 
 
Finding #25. Section 4.3-110.E of the SDC requires new developments to employ drainage 
management practices, which minimize the amount and rate of surface water run-off into receiving 
streams, and which promote water quality.   
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Finding #26. To comply with Sections 4.3-110.D & E, stormwater runoff from the north of the site will 
be directed into a detention pond and treatment swale prior to discharge into existing wetlands.  This 
pond is located within the BPA easement.   
 
Condition of Approval #6: Prior to acceptance of the final plat, the applicant will obtain written approval 
for the detention pond/swale within the BPA easement.  The applicant shall also provide an access 
easement for the city of Springfield to ensure future maintenance access to the treatment facility. 
 
Finding #27. Stormwater from the southern portion of the site will drain into a detention pond 
before metered discharge into the existing roadside swale along Mt Vernon Road that is currently 
administered by Lane County.  The existing public stormwater system along Mt Vernon, to which the 
applicant proposes connection, has limited capacity.  The applicant has turned in hydrologic stormwater 
calculations, consistent with the City’s EDSPM, showing that the proposed detention pond will limit the 
peak stormwater discharge rates to the pre-developed rates for both the applicable storm events, 
thereby limiting the flow into the existing system to an acceptable level. 
 
Condition of Approval #7: The applicant is required to obtain approval from Lane County for the 
discharge along Mt Vernon prior to approval of the final plat.  
 
Finding #28. The proposed Detention ponds will be located in tracts dedicated to the City of 
Springfield or in easements that ensure continue use and access.  Tract E and the northern pond located 
within the BPA easement is common open space for the benefit of all lots within the subdivision.  The 
City of Springfield will accept ownership of and maintenance for stormwater detention ponds that drain 
water from public rights-of-ways or other public property.  Maintenance performed is for “functionality” 
to ensure a properly working system.  The City does not provide aesthetic maintenance for stormwater 
treatment facilities.  Any maintenance relating to aesthetics or appearance will be the responsibilities of 
the neighborhood association or Homeowners Association. 
 
Finding #29.  There is an existing wetland located onsite, to remain in Tract B.  All work in a 
delineated wetland requires a permit from Department of State Lands (DSL).   
 
Condition of Approval #8: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, the applicant shall provide all required 
permits to work in delineated wetlands if required to complete any improvements for the development.   
 
Condition of Approval #9: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, the applicant shall provide a fully complete 
and city approved set of construction plans for all stormwater elements as part of the PIP for Laurelwood 
Phase 1.   
 
Water Quality  
 
Finding #30. Under Federal regulation of the Clean Water Act (CWA), Endangered Species Act (ESA), 
and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), the City of Springfield has obtained a 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit.  A provision of this permit requires the City 
demonstrate efforts to reduce the pollution in urban stormwater to the Maximum Extent Practicable 
(MEP). 
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Finding #31. Federal and Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) rules require the 
City’s MS4 plan address six “Minimum Control Measures.”  Minimum Control Measure 5, “Post-
Construction Stormwater Management for New Development and Redevelopment,” applies to the 
proposed development. 
 
Finding #32. Minimum Control Measure 5 requires the City of Springfield to develop, implement and 
enforce a program to ensure the reduction of pollutants in stormwater runoff to the MEP.  The City 
must also develop and implement strategies that include a combination of structural or non-structural 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) appropriate for the community. 
 
Finding #33. Minimum Control Measure 5 requires the City of Springfield use an ordinance or other 
regulatory mechanism to address post construction runoff from new and re-development projects to 
the extent allowable under State law.  Regulatory mechanisms used by the City include the Springfield 
Development Code (SDC), the City’s Engineering Design Standards and Procedures Manual (EDSPM) and 
the Stormwater Facilities Master Plan (SFMP). 
 
Finding #34. Section 3.02 of the City’s EDSPM states the Public Works Department will accept, as 
interim design standards for stormwater quality, water quality facilities designed pursuant to the 
policies and procedures of the City of Eugene Stormwater Management Manual. 
 
Finding #35. Section 3.03.3.B of the City’s EDSPM states all public and private development and 
redevelopment projects shall employ a system of one or more post-developed BMPs that in 
combination are designed to achieve at least a 70 percent reduction in the total suspended solids in the 
runoff generated by that development.  Section 3.03.4.E of the manual requires a minimum of 50 
percent of the non-building rooftop impervious area on a site shall be treated for stormwater quality 
improvement using vegetative methods. 
 
Finding #36. To meet the requirements of the City’s MS4 permit, the Springfield Development Code, 
and the City’s EDSPM, the applicant has proposed vegetated detention ponds. 
 
Finding #37. The vegetation proposed for use in the ponds will serve as the primary pollutant 
removal mechanism for the stormwater runoff.  Satisfactory pollutant removal will occur only when the 
vegetation has been fully established. 
  
Condition of Approval #10: Prior to Final Plat approval, the applicant shall submit a vegetation plan for the 
stormwater ponds/swales that meets the requirements of the City’s interim design standards as required 
in Section 3.02 of the EDSPM.  The City of Eugene stormwater management manual may be referenced for 
design.   This will be done as part of the PIP. 
 
Condition of Approval #11: To ensure a fully functioning water quality system and meet objectives of 
Springfield’s MS4 permit, the Springfield Development Code and the EDSPM, the proposed detention 
ponds shall be shall be fully vegetated with all vegetation species established prior to approval of City 
Council acceptance of the Public Improvement Project.  Alternatively, if this condition cannot be met, 
the applicant shall provide and maintain additional interim erosion control/water quality measures 
acceptable to the Public Works Department that will suffice until such time as the detention pond 
vegetation becomes fully established. 
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Natural Resource Protection-SDC 4.3-117 
 
Finding #38. The Springfield Local Wetland Inventory shows that wetland site M30 (see Figure 3) lies 
within Tract B and possibly within a small portion of Tract D as shown on the applicant’s Subdivision 
Tentative Plan. Wetland M30 is 6.49 acres in size and is classified by state standards as a “Locally 
Significant” wetland.  The wetland is protected under provisions of SDC 4.3-117 which require 
delineation of wetlands to establish development setbacks. 
 
Finding #39. M30 is part of the 48th Street Channel.  The channel is a tributary to a water quality 
limited watercourse and is protected by a 50-foot setback and a site plan review requirement.  
  
Finding #40. SDC 4.3-117 (C)(2) states, “The Springfield Local Inventory Map and the Springfield 
Inventory of Natural Resource Sites Map shall be used to provide a visual reference for locating known 
wetland and riparian areas, but shall not be relied upon as the final authority for locating the actual 
boundaries of these areas. The final authority shall be a delineation required as specified in Sections 
5.12-120(B) and/or 5.17-120(B) in order to locate the boundaries of the resource for the purpose of 
applying development setbacks or other protections described in this Section. 
 
Finding #41. SDC Section 5.12-120 (F)(9) requires a wetland delineation approved by the Division of 
State Lands (DSL) to be submitted concurrently with the proposed land division where there is a wetland 
on the property.   The development envelope for the subdivision is about 200 feet from the edge of the 
wetland as shown on the Local Wetland Inventory (LWI) Map.   
 

Figure 3. Wetland M30 
 

 
 
 

M30 
 

M30 
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Condition of Approval #12: The Tentative Plan shall be amended to show the boundaries of wetland 
M30 as it affects Tract B and D as required by SDC Section 5.12-120 (F)(9).  The mapped boundary of 
M30 shown on the LWI Map is based on a wetland determination and is not a delineated wetland.  
Given the 200 foot separation of the wetland from the nearest edge of the development envelope, the 
provisions of SDC Section 5.12-120 (F)(9) may be met by showing the wetland boundary (based on the 
wetland determination) shown on the LWI.  No new formal delineation of the wetland will be required 
for the purposes of showing the wetland on the Tentative Plan.    
 
Finding #42. Section 5.12-120 (F)(10) of the SDC requires the applicant submit concurrently with the 
application evidence that any required federal or state permit has been applied for or approved.  
 
Condition of Approval #13: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, and as required in Section 5.12-120 (F)(10) 
of the Springfield Development Code, the applicant shall submit approved copies of necessary required 
permits to demonstrate compliance with Federal and State permits.  
 
Water Service and Fire Protection-SDC 4.3-130 
 
Finding #43. The Springfield Utility Board will provide water service to the proposed development.   
 
Finding #44. The proposed development is within the Springfield city limits and will receive water 
service from the Springfield Utility Board (SUB).   
 
Finding #45. The water supply provided in the tentative plan is adequate for fire suppression.  The 
applicant will coordinate with SUB to install the fire hydrants shown on the tentative plan.   
 
Condition of Approval #14: Fire apparatus access roads shall be an all-weather surface capable of 
supporting an 80,000 lb. imposed load per 2010 Springfield Fire Code 503.2.3 and SFC Appendix D102.1. 
 
Condition of Approval #15: Landscaping plans shall show distance of at least three feet or greater from 
fire hydrants meeting 2010 Springfield Fire Code 507.5.5. 
 
Utilities, Public and Private Easements, Rights-of-Way (SDC 4.3-120-4.3-140) 
 
Finding #46. The applicant is proposing an emergency vehicle access to the south to Mt Vernon Road 
to comply with secondary access requirements for fire department access. 
 
Condition of Approval #16: The applicant will use the emergency vehicle access on Mt. Vernon Rd. for 
all heavy vehicle construction access to minimize impacts to the existing neighborhood around Glacier 
Drive and Ivy Street and reduce impacts to the existing roadways. 
 
Condition of Approval #17:  The emergency access to Mt Vernon will be provided with a suitable gate 
and public works lock per Fire Department requirements to be finalized as part of the PIP.  
 
Utilities, Easements and Rights-of-Way  
 
Finding #47. The proposed development is partially inside and partially outside of the city limits.  The 
portion that is within the city limits shall receive water service from SUB.  Electrical service shall be 
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provided by SUB.  Currently there is a single phase underground feed from the south side of Ivy street 
west of the property that changes to an overhead feed at pole 71115. This overhead feed serves three 
houses 5349, 5353 & 5409 Ivy Street.  
 
There are no other electric facilities bordering the property at this time.  
 
Finding #48.  There is a 225’ wide BPA easement along the east property line with no guarantee of 
obtaining new or wider easements across this easement. This will require investigation between Hayden 
Homes, SUB and Bonneville Power Administration. 
 
Finding #49. Section 4.3-140.A of the SDC requires applicants proposing developments make 
arrangements with the City and each utility provider for the dedication of utility easements necessary to 
fully service the development or land beyond the development area.  The minimum width for public 
utility easements adjacent to street rights of ways shall be 7 feet.  The minimum width for all other 
public utility easements shall be 7 feet.  The Public Works Director may require a larger easement to 
allow for adequate maintenance. 
 
Condition of Approval #18: Easements will be required for any new facilities being installed by SUB: 10’ 
for three phase underground, 7’ for single phase underground and 5’ for secondary underground 
(120/240V). Management is looking at possible feeder locations for this subdivision and future 
subdivisions that may develop to the west (see comments for more detail).  
 
Condition of Approval #19: The following easements shall be required by the SUB Electric Division.  
Some elements of the planned electrical service to the subdivision will be completed as part of the 
Public Improvement Plan.  As such some of the easement requests require continued discussion 
between Hayden Homes and SUB Electric: 
 

• An easement will be required along the Weyerhaeuser Haul Road to the NW corner of the 
property.  The applicant shall work with Willamalane Park and Recreation District to obtain the 
easement.   

 
• SUB is proposing running an overhead line from the NW corner of the subject property, south 

along the west property line to south of the 70’ slope (slope conditions may prevent 
undergrounding line through slope). SUB could then underground the feeder from this point to 
the SW corner of lot #31 (Intersection of Holly & S.56th place). This will require Hayden Homes to 
acquire an easement across tax lot 18-020-04-00 00307. 

 
• SUB is requesting a 10’ easement across lot #16 and due east across BPA R.O.W. to the east BPA 

property line. 
 

• SUB is requesting a 10’ easement across the entire south property line. 
 

• SUB has a primary vault located at the NE corner of 920 S 55th Place. Instead of coming across 
the existing easement south of the BPA towers would SUB be able to acquire a 10’ easement 
along the south side of Ivy Street to the water booster pump. This would be a straight route due 
west (instead of west, south, west and north using the existing easement). Would there be an 
issue of the tower footings if SUB wanted to use this route? 
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• Is Hayden Homes requesting a vacation of SUB’s existing easement (Between BPA R.O.W. and 

Tax lot 00307 to the west)? SUB would need to verify existing easement at this location. If 
easement exists, vacation of easements needs SUB board approval (present at monthly board 
meeting). 

 
Condition of Approval #20: The proposed development shall require a looped water system from the 
west end of Ivy Street to Mt. Vernon Road to provide fire flow capacity.  It will also require extension of 
existing water system west in Mt. Vernon Road from Linda Lane to the west edge of the proposed 
development. 
 
Finding #50. A portion of the proposed development is at an elevation above SUB’s base level water 
service boundary and is not contiguous to any upper level service area. 
 
Condition of Approval #21:  A booster pump station is proposed by the applicant to address the base 
water level issue.  The applicant shall contact SUB Water Division to discuss the location and 
construction of the pump station. 
 
D. The proposed development shall comply with all applicable public and private design and construction 
standards contained in this Code and other applicable regulations [SDC 5.12-125 D]. 
 
Criterion D contains two elements with sub-elements and applicable Code standards. The subdivision 
application as submitted complies with the applicable code standards listed under each sub-element 
unless otherwise noted with specific findings and conclusions.   The elements, sub-elements and 
Code standards of Criterion D include but are not limited to: 
 
D.1  Conformance with standards of SDC 3.2-200 (Residential Zoning), SDC 4.1-100 (Infrastructure 
Standards), SDC 4.4-100 (Landscaping, Screening and Fence Standards), SDC 4.6-100 (Vehicle Parking, 
Loading and Bicycle Parking Standards), and SDC 5.17-100 (Site Plan Review)  
 

• Parcel Coverage and Setbacks (SDC 3.2-215) 
• Height Standards (SDC 3.2-215) 
• Additional Panhandle Lot Development Standards (SDC 3.2-220) 
• Cluster Subdivision Standards (SDC 3.2-230) 
• Private Infrastructure Standards (SDC 4.1-100) 
• Landscaping Standards (SDC 4.4-105) 
• Screening (SDC 4.4-110) 
• Fence Standards (SDC 4.4-115) 
• On-Site Lighting Standards (SDC 4.5-100) 
• Vehicle Parking Standards (SDC 4.6-100) 

 
Finding #51. Landscaping--Street trees (Section 4.2-140) and planted curb strips (Section 4.2-135) are 
required landscape elements within new subdivisions.  Sheet L1.01 of the applicant’s submittal includes 
a planting plan showing the required plantings. 
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Finding #52. The remaining elements of criteria D.1 primarily relate to construction which follows 
land division.  Those standards which apply to single-family residential development shall be applied 
during building permit review. 
 
D.2 Over lay Districts and Applicable Refinement Plan Requirements 
 
Overlay Districts and Applicable Refinement Plan Requirements 
  
Finding #53. The East Main Refinement Plan (Refinement Plan) was adopted in 1988.   A small portion 
of the proposed subdivision is located within the East Main Refinement Plan area (see Figure 1.).  The 
site is designated by the Refinement Plan for low density residential use, consistent with the proposed 
development density.  
 
Finding #54. The Refinement Plan defines subareas within which specific policies apply.  The portion 
of the subdivision that is subject to the Plan is located in Area #1.  
 
Finding #55. Refinement Plan Residential Policy 3 (a) requires the application of the Hillside 
Development Overlay District to applications for development within Area #1 of the Plan.   A small 
portion of the subdivision is within Area #1 (see Figure 1.). 
 
Finding #56. SDC Section 3.3-510 describes the situations in which the Hillside Development Overlay 
District policies apply.  The section states that the Hillside Development Overlay District only applies to 
development on slopes greater than 15% or on land that is greater than 670 feet in elevation.  The 
proposed subdivision does not meet these criteria for applicability since it is below 670-feet in elevation 
and the average slope within the development area is less than 15 percent. There is a steep slope with a 
wetland at the base of the slope, on the northern portion of the parcel (Tract B on the Plan).  This area is 
not part of the subdivision plan and is excluded from the development area.  The Hillside Development 
Overlay District provisions do not apply to this proposal. 
 
Finding #57. Residential Policy 3 (d) of the Refinement Plan calls for development proposals in Area 
#1 of the Plan (see Figure 1) to be accompanied by a “Conceptual Development Plan.”  The content of a 
Conceptual Development Plan is intended to show how infrastructure and transportation facilities for a 
proposed development will fit into future transportation and infrastructure development in the general 
area.   The East Main Refinement Plan indicates that the Conceptual Development Plan is to be reviewed 
and approved by the Planning Commission, but not necessarily in a public hearing.   
 
Finding #58. The submission requirements for Subdivision Tentative Plan applications now require 
applicants to show how a proposed subdivision will integrate with current and future transportation and 
infrastructure development.   In addition, applicants must show that there is adequate infrastructure 
capacity to serve the development.  Subsequent to the 1988 adoption of the East main Refinement Plan, 
infrastructure plans have been adopted which show current and future infrastructure connection for the 
area.   Staff and the applicant use these plans to evaluate how a proposed subdivision would be 
provided services and how transportation connections will be made.   As such, the preparation of a 
duplicative Conceptual Development Plan is unnecessary.    The Table 1. below lists these plans. 
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Table 1. Adopted Plans Providing Conceptual Development Guidance 
Infrastructure Plan Content Adopted or Last 

updated 
Springfield Conceptual Local 
Street Map 

Shows existing and needed future 
transportation connections.   

August 2012 

Springfield Transportation 
System Plan 

Shows existing and planned transportation 
facilities and includes policies guiding how 
transportation needs will be met in the future.  

February 2014 

Springfield Stormwater Facilities 
Master Plan 

Shows existing and planned facilities and 
projects for stormwater management. 

October 2008 

Springfield Wastewater 
Facilities Plan 

Shows existing and planned facilities and 
projects for wastewater management. 

June 2008 

Eugene-Springfield 
Metropolitan Area Public 
Facilities and Services Plan 

This is a Regional Plan which shows existing and 
needed water, wastewater, stormwater, and 
electrical services. The plan lists current and 
future projects for infrastructure development. 

December 2011 

 
Finding #59. The Laurelwood application that was submitted on March 24, 2014, is complete and 
addresses the current and future connection to local infrastructure and transportation facilities as part 
of its overall tentative plan.  The submittal serves as a conceptual plan for this project. 
 
Finding #60. The Springfield Development Code states that Subdivision Tentative Plan applications 
are to be processed using a Type II procedure.  Type II procedures are reviewed and approved by staff 
with public notice and the opportunity for public comment.  The decision of staff may be appealed to 
the Planning Commission for review.  For this reason, Planning Commission review discussed in the East 
Main Refinement Plan shall be reserved for appeal of the staff decision, as required by the Springfield 
Development Code (SDC 5.3-115). 
 
Conclusion: As conditioned, the proposal satisfies Criterion C and D. 
 
E.         Physical features, including, but not limited to: steep slopes with unstable soil or geologic 
conditions; areas with susceptibility to flooding; significant clusters of trees and shrubs; watercourses 
shown on the Water Quality Limited Watercourse Map and their associated riparian areas; wetlands; 
rock outcroppings; open spaces; and areas of historic and/or  archaeological significance, as may 
be specified in Section 3.3-900 or ORS 97.740-760, 358.905-955 and 390.235-240, shall be protected as 
specified in this Code or in State or Federal law [SDC 5.12-125 F]. 
 
Finding #61. The Springfield Local Wetland Inventory shows that wetland site M30 lies within Tract B 
and possibly within a small portion of Tract D as shown on the applicant’s Subdivision Tentative Plan. 
Wetland M30 is 6.49 acres in size and is classified by state standards as a “Locally Significant” wetland.  
The wetland is protected under provisions of SDC 4.3-117 which require delineation of wetlands to 
establish development setbacks.  Findings #36 through #40 and Conditions of Approval #11 and #12 
address the delineation of the wetland.  The applicant does not propose any development within 200 
feet of the wetland.  The development will not impact the wetland resource. 
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Finding #62. The applicant proposes to remove most of a 13 acre stand of Douglas fir on the site.  A 
separate Tree-felling permit application has been processed concurrently with this application (TYP214-
00006). The applicant states that “all trees targeted for removal will be assessed as to their health 
and potential impact from construction-related activity and future location of improvements.”  Key 
findings from the tree-felling report are included below. 
 
Finding #63. The proposed tree-felling is required to allow for the grading required to construct 
streets, infrastructure and 65 home sites.  The parent parcel is constrained by a BPA Transmission Line 
easement and by steep slopes.  About 75% of the buildable area of the site (Figure 4.) is covered by the 
planted fir stand.  
 
Finding #64. The applicant has stated that “specific trees targeted for removal and retention have 
not been determined at this time.”  This makes it difficult to assess whether removal of all of the trees is 
necessary.  The development of streets and supporting infrastructure for this urban density residential 
development will likely require the removal of the great majority of the tree stand.   
  
Finding #65. The proposed tree-felling is required to allow for the grading required to construct 
streets, infrastructure and 65 home sites.  The parent parcel is constrained by a BPA Transmission Line 
easement and by steep slopes.  About 75% of the buildable area of the site (Figure 4.) is covered by the 
planted fir stand.  
 
Finding #66. The applicant has stated that “specific trees targeted for removal and retention have 
not been determined at this time.”  This makes it difficult to assess whether removal of all of the trees is 
necessary.  The development of streets and supporting infrastructure for this urban density residential 
development will likely require the removal of the great majority of the tree stand.    
 

Figure 4. Tree-Removal Plan within the Buildable Area of the Site 
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Finding #67. The danger of windthrow affects the decision to retain some trees on site or to remove 
the entire stand.  Windthrow refers to trees uprooted or broken by wind.  Removing large areas of a 
tree stand may leave the remaining trees susceptible to windthrow if the remaining trees are at the 
interior of a stand. 
 
The risk of windthrow to a tree is related to the tree's size (height and diameter), the 'sail area' 
presented by its crown, the anchorage provided by its roots, its exposure to the wind, and the local wind 
climate. Some species which have rapid early growth such as lodgepole pine, Douglas fir, larches, ash 
and sycamore produce large crowns in relation to their root systems. As a result, they are vulnerable to 
toppling in high winds before their roots systems are extensive enough to provide good stability1. 
Windthrow can increase following logging, especially in young forests managed specifically for timber. 
The removal of trees at a forest's edge increases the exposure of the remaining trees to the wind. 
Trees that grow adjacent to lakes or other natural forest edges, or in exposed situations such as hill 
sides, develop greater rooting strength through growth feedback with wind movement, i.e. 'adaptive' or 
'acclimative' growth. Such trees are described as “windfirm.” If a tree does not experience much wind 
movement during the stem exclusion phase of stand succession, it is not likely to develop a resistance to 
wind. Thus, when a fully or partially developed stand is bisected by a new road or by a clearcut, the trees 
on the new edge are less supported by neighboring trees than they were and may not be capable of 
withstanding the higher forces which they now experience. 
 

                                                
1 Forestry Focus, http://www.forestryfocus.ie/growing-forests-3/threats-to-forests/windthrow/  

Figure 4 shows the buildable area within the subdivision tentative is shown in the dashed line. 
Trees within the area outlined by the green shading are proposed for removal. 
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Finding #68. The large single tree stand proposed for removal is a monoculture planting of Douglas 
fir.  As noted in Finding #64, Douglas fir have rapid early growth with large crowns in relation to their 
root system.  They are among those species which are prone to windthrow. 
 
Finding #69. “Forestry Focus,” an online forestry newsletter, notes that there is little that can be 
done to prevent windthrow; there are forestry practices which can reduce its risk.  One of the measures 
cited in the article recommends, “clearfelling stands to windfirm edges where the trees have become 
more adapted to exposed conditions.2”   
 
Finding #70. Condition of Approval #1 from the Tree-felling permit states, “Those Douglas fir that are 
retained should be near the edges of the stand which are windfirm.”   
 
Finding #71. Staff contacted the Oregon Department of Forestry office in Springfield to discuss the 
application of the Field Guide to Oregon Forestry Practices Rules to tree removal in urban areas.  Marvin 
Vetter, Stewardship Forester, indicated that the Field Guide is not enforced in urban areas.  Staff 
questioned Vetter about windthrow and the characteristics of the subject site.  Vetter brought up the 
site on his GIS and commented that retained trees should be on the south and western edges of the 
stand where most of our local winds emanate.  Vetter also indicated that complete removal of the stand 
was supportable because of the prospect of windthrow, considering of the age and the species of the 
trees. 
 
Conclusion:  As conditioned, the physical and historic features of the subject property features have 
been evaluated and protected as required by this Code. The proposal satisfies Criterion E. 
 
F.  Parking areas and ingress-egress points have been designed to: facilitate vehicular traffic, 
bicycle and pedestrian safety to avoid congestion; provide connectivity within the development area 
and to adjacent residential areas, transit stops, neighborhood activity centers, and commercial, 
industrial and public areas; minimize driveways on arterial and collector streets as specified in this 
Code or other applicable regulations and comply with the ODOT access management standards for 
State highways. [SDC 5.12-125 F]. 
 
Conclusion:  As conditioned, the proposal satisfies Criterion F. 
 
G. Development of any remainder of the property under the same ownership can be accomplished in 
accordance with the provisions of this Code [SDC 5.12-125 G]. 
 
Finding #72. The submitted Subdivision Tentative Plan shows a two-phase development.  The 
application is for Phase 1 (25 lots) but the plan also shows how Phase 2 (40 lots) will be integrated into the 
subdivision as a whole.  The staff evaluation of the tentative plan takes into account the relationship of 
Phase 1 to Phase 2 and the relationship of both phases to adjoining neighborhoods and connecting utilities 
and transportation facilities.   Phase 2 shows how the remaining land within Hayden Homes ownership can 
be developed in the future in accordance with SDC 5.12-125 G.   
 
Conclusion:  The proposal satisfies Criterion G. 
 

                                                
2 Forestry Focus, http://www.forestryfocus.ie/growing-forests-3/threats-to-forests/windthrow/  
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H. Adjacent land can be developed or is provided access that will allow its development in accordance 
with the provisions of this Code [SDC 5.12-125 H]. 
 
Finding #73. The submitted Subdivision Tentative Plan shows a two-phase development.  The 
application is for Phase 1 (25 lots) but the plan also shows how Phase 2 (40 lots) will be integrated into the 
subdivision as a whole.  Access to the proposed subdivision shows connections to two existing streets, Ivy 
Street and Mt. Vernon Road.  The plan shows two stubbed-off streets that will allow access to future 
development to the west.  There is one additional street stub which shall allow access to future 
development on property to the east. 
 
Conclusion:  The proposal satisfies Criterion H. 
 
I.          Where the Subdivision of property that is outside of the city limits but within the City’s 
urbanizable area and no concurrent annexation application is submitted, the standards specified below 
shall also apply. 
 
Finding #74. This application is for Phase 1 of the subdivision.  It is located within the city limits.  
Therefore, this condition does not apply.  Phase 2 of the proposed subdivision shall be approved as a 
separate application.   
 
Conclusion: This proposal satisfies Criterion I. 
 
V.  CONCLUSION/DECISION:  Based on a review of the proposed subdivision tentative plan against the 
criteria for approval found in Section 5.1-125 of the Springfield Development Code (SDC), staff has 
approved the submitted tentative plan, with conditions, as of the date of this letter.   The criteria of 
approval are listed herein and are satisfied by the submitted plans and notes unless specifically noted 
with findings and conditions of approval.  All improvements are required to be installed as shown on the 
approved plan or as conditioned.   Any proposed changes to the tentative plan must be submitted to the 
Planning Division and approved prior to installation. Public Improvement Plans and the Subdivision Plat 
must conform to the submitted tentative plan as conditioned herein.  This is a limited land use decision 
made according to city code and state statutes.   Unless appealed, the decision is final.   Please read this 
document carefully. 
 
What Needs To Be Done? 
 
The Subdivision Final Plat Pre-submittal Meeting shall be held within two years of the date of Tentative 
Plan approval.  The Final Plat and application fee shall be submitted within 180 days of the Pre-submittal 
meeting.  If the applicant has not submitted the Subdivision Final Plat within these times, Tentative Plan 
approval shall become null and void and re-submittal of the Tentative Plan shall be required. 
 
A Subdivision Plat application is charged upon submittal of the complete application and all required 
documents, and after all conditions of approval are met, including the construction of public and private 
improvements and extension of utilities required through this decision.  THE PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT 
PLANS, PRIVATE IMPROVEMENTS, AND/OR THE SUBDIVISION PLAT MUST BE IN SUBSTANTIAL 
CONFORMITY TO THE TENTATIVE PLANS. THE FINAL PLAT AND FEES WILL BE ACCEPTED ONLY AFTER 
THE CITY SURVERYOR’S OFFICE HAS GIVEN ITS APPROVAL AND THE PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT PLAN HAS 
BEEN ACCEPTED.  
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Upon signature by the City Surveyor and the Planning Manager, the Final Plat may be submitted to Lane 
County for recordation.  No individual lots may be transferred until the Final Plat is recorded and five 
(5) copies of the filed subdivision are returned to the Development and Public Works Department by 
the applicant. 
 
Additional Information: The application, all documents, and evidence relied upon by the applicant, and 
the applicable criteria of approval are available for free inspection and copies are available at a cost of 
$0.75 for the first page and $0.50 for each additional page at the Development Services Department, 225 
Fifth Street, Springfield, Oregon. 
 
Appeals: If you wish to appeal this Type II Limited Land Use - Subdivision decision, your application must 
comply with SDC Section 5.3-100, APPEALS.  Appeals must be submitted on a City form and a fee of 
$250.00 must be paid to the City at the time of submittal. The fee will be returned to the appellant if the 
Planning Commission approves the appeal application. 
 
In accordance with SDC Section 5.3-115 which provides for a 15 day appeal period and Oregon Rules of 
Civil Procedures, Rule 10(c) for service of notice by mail, the appeal period for this decision expires at 
5:00 p.m. on June 4, 2014. 
 
Questions: Please call Mark Metzger in the Planning Division of the Development and Public Works 
Department at (541) 726-3775 if you have any questions regarding this process. 
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No liability is assumed hereunder until policy has been issued and full policy premium has been paid.

MAIN OFFICE * 811 WILLAMETTE ST. * EUGENE,  OREGON  97401 * PH: (541) 687-2233
FLORENCE  * 1901 HWY 101 - S. 2 * FLORENCE,  OREGON 97439 * PH: (541) 997-8417
EUGENE FAX:  485-0307 * E-MAIL: info@cascadetitle.com * FLORENCE FAX: 997-8246

PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT
3RD AMENDED SUPPLEMENTAL

CASCADE ESCROW July 1, 2013
ATTN:  MELISSA MITCHELL Report No: 0277836
811 WILLAMETTE STREET Your No:   EU13-0931
EUGENE, OR  97401 Seller:    UMPQUA BANK

Buyer:     HAYDEN HOMES, LLC

PRELIMINARY REPORT FOR:
Owner's Standard Policy  $350,000.00  

PREMIUMS:
Owner's Standard Premium  $1,050.00  
Government Service Fee $35.00  

We are prepared to issue 2006 (6/17/06) ALTA title insurance policy(ies)of OLD REPUBLIC 
NATIONAL TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY, in the usual form insuring the title to the land described 
as follows:

( A T T A C H E D )

Vestee:
UMPQUA BANK

Estate: FEE SIMPLE

DATED AS OF: JUNE 24, 2013 at 8:00 A.M.

Schedule B of the policy(ies) to be issued will contain the following general and special 
exceptions unless removed prior to issuance:

GENERAL EXCEPTIONS  (Standard Coverage Policy Exceptions):

1. Taxes or assessments which are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing 
authority that levies taxes or assessments on real property or by the Public Records; 
proceedings by a public agency which may result in taxes or assessments, or notices 
of such proceedings, whether or not shown by the records of such agency or by the Public 
Records.

2. Facts, rights, interests or claims which are not shown by the Public Records but which 
could be ascertained by an inspection of the Land or by making inquiry of persons in 
possession thereof.

3. Easements, or claims of easement, not shown by the Public Records; reservations or 
exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; water rights, claims 
or title to water.

*0277836*
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4. Any encroachment, encumbrance, violation, variation, or adverse circumstance 
affecting the Title that would be disclosed by an accurate and complete land survey 
of the Land.

5. Any lien, or right to a lien, for services, labor, material, equipment rental or workers 
compensation heretofore or hereafter furnished, imposed by law and not shown by the 
Public Records.

SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS:

6. Taxes for the fiscal year 2013-2014, a lien not yet payable.

7. As disclosed by the tax rolls, the premises herein described have been zoned or 
classified as forest lands.  At any time that said land is disqualified for such use, 
the property will be subject to additional taxes or penalties and interest pursuant 
to the provisions of ORS Chapter 32l.  (Parcel 3)

8. Rights of the public in and to that portion lying within streets, roads and highways.

9. Easements for utilities over and across the premises formerly included within the 
boundaries of Mt. Vernon Cemetery Road, now vacated, if any such exist.  (Parcel 4)

10. Transmission line easement and danger tree offer, including the terms and provisions 
thereof, granted the United States of America by instrument recorded March 9, 1949, 
in Book 391, Page 573, Lane County Oregon Deed Records.

11. Public utility easement, including the terms and provisions thereof, granted the City 
of Eugene, by instrument recorded October 28, 1971, Reception No. 70389, Lane County 
Official Records.

12. Improvement Agreement and Application for Sewer Hookup, including the terms and 
provisions thereof, between Barbara Parmenter and the City of Springfield, recorded 
November 2, 1993, Reception No. 9370802, Lane County Official Records.

13. Grant of Easement, including the terms and provisions thereof, granted Barbara K. 
Parmenter, by instrument recorded February 2, 1995, Reception No. 9507275, Lane County 
Official Records.

14. Grant of Easement, including the terms and provisions thereof, granted Barbara K. 
Parmenter, as Trustee of the Barbara K. Parmenter Living Trust dated August 14, 1993, 
by instrument recorded February 7, 1995, Reception No. 9508222, Lane County Official 
Records.

15. Deed of Trust, including the terms and provisions thereof, executed by Barbara K. 
Parmenter, Grantor, to Evergreen Land Title, Trustee, for the benefit of Mortgage 
Electronic Registration Systems, Inc., (MERS) acting solely as a nominee for M&T Bank, 
Beneficiary, dated November 19, 2007, recorded November 27, 2007, Reception No. 
2007-078954, Lane County Deeds and Records, to secure payment of a note in the amount 
of $292,000.00.  (A portion of Parcel 3)

 The beneficial interest under said Deed of Trust was duly assigned of record to 
JPMorgan Chase Bank, National Association, by assignment recorded February 7, 2013, 
Reception No. 2013-007794, Lane County Deeds and Records.

16. Right, Title and Interest of Bobbi, LLC, as the Grantee in Bargain and Sale Deed recorded 
February 8, 2008, Reception No. 2008-007110, Lane County Deeds and Records.  (A portion 
of Parcel 3)

Attachment 6, Page 18 of 184



Order No.  0277836  
Page 3

17. Judgment in the State Circuit Court, against Bobbi LLC, in favor of Gerald Thomas, 
docketed September 30, 2010, Judgment No. 1, Case No. 12-09-26379, in the amount of 
$4,552.00, plus interest.  (A portion of Parcel 3)

18. Judgment in the State Circuit Court, against Bobbi LLC, in favor of Gerald Thomas, 
docketed September 30, 2010, Judgment No. 2, Case No. 12-09-26379, in the amount of 
$7,776.00, plus $497.05, all plus interest.  (A portion of Parcel 3)

19. Warrant, filed by State of Oregon, Department of Revenue, against Bobbi LLC, Reference 
No. R059901384, recorded November 16, 2010, Reception No. 2010-058350, Lane County 
Deeds and Records, in the amount of $2,899.98, plus interest.  (A portion of Parcel 
3)

20. Discrepancies, conflicts in boundary lines, shortage in area, encroachments or any 
other facts which a correct survey would disclose.

21. Suit in the Circuit Court of the State of Oregon for the County of Lane, Case No. 
16-12-18532, filed September 10, 2012, entitled Barbara K. Parmenter, Julie Suzzanne 
Keeney and Linda Christine Bender, vs. Umpqua Bank and First American Title Insurance, 
now pending.

 Judgment of Dismissal filed in said case on April 30, 2013.
 Second Notice of Appeal filed in said case on June 21, 2013.
 NOTE:  A search of the records does not disclose a Notice of Pendency of an Action 

having been recorded in Lane County Official Records pursuant to ORS 93.740.

NOTE:  The property address as shown on the Assessor's Roll is:

5349 Ivy Street
Springfield, OR 97478
(Parcel 1)

NOTE:  Taxes, Account No. 1292430, Assessor's Map No. 18 02 04, #310, Code 19-00,
2012-2013, in the amount of $132.03, PAID IN FULL. (Parcel 1)

Taxes, Account No. 1296944, Assessor's Map No. 18 02 04, #311, Code 19-00,
2012-2013, in the amount of $63.74, PAID IN FULL.  (Parcel 2)

Taxes, Account No. 0560829, Assessor's Map No. 18 02 04, #313, Code 19-37,
2012-2013, in the amount of $17.44, PAID IN FULL.  (Parcel 3)

Taxes, Account No. 1584158, Assessor's Map No. 18 02 04, #313, Code 19-00,
2012-2013, in the amount of $93.21, PAID IN FULL.  (Parcel 3)

NOTE:  A judgment search has been made on the above named Vestee(s), and we find NONE except 
as set forth above.

NOTE:  As of the date hereof, there are no matters against HAYDEN HOMES, LLC, which would 
appear as exceptions in the policy to issue, except as shown herein.

NOTE:  According to the public record, the following deed(s) affecting the property herein 
described have been recorded within 24 months of the effective date of this report:

Trustee's Deed recorded September 19, 2012, Reception No. 2012-047857, Lane County 
Deeds and Records.

NOTE:  This report is being supplemented to add new exception nos. 6 and 19, to update 
exception nos. 20 and 21, and to update the report.

NOTE:  The policy to be issued may contain an arbitration clause.  When the Amount of 
Insurance is less than the amount, if any, set forth in the arbitration clause, all 
arbitrable matters shall be arbitrated at the option of either the Company or the Insured 
as the exclusive remedy of the parties.
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NOTE:  Recording charge for a RESPA transaction (all transfer and loan documents):
  RESPA Residential Sale and Purchase $172.00.

 RESPA Residential Loan/Refinance $142.00.
 RECORDING CHARGES ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE WITHOUT NOTICE.

This report is preliminary to the issuance of a policy of title insurance and shall become 
null and void unless a policy is issued and the full premium paid.

Cascade Title Co.

sm:  Title Officer: DEBBIE FORSTROM

CC: DON LEMKE BROKER
ATTN:  DON LEMKE
1073 COBURG ROAD
EUGENE, OR 97401

CC: HAYDEN HOMES, LLC
ATTN:  JESSE LOVRIEN
EMAIL:  JLOVRIEN@HAYDEN-HOMES.COM

CC: C. W. WALKER & ASSOCIATES
ATTN:  MATT HOGAN
EMAIL: MHOGAN777@AOL.COM

CC: UMPQUA BANK
EMAIL:  SAMTEYEMA@UMPQUABANK.COM
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PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

PARCEL 1:

Beginning at a point being North 0° 01’ 45” West 2028.60 feet and South 89° 25’ 40” West 
668.88 feet from the East Southeast corner of the R.G. Hixon Donation Land Claim No. 47, 
in Township 18 South, Range 2 West of the Willamette Meridian, said point also being on 
the East right of way line of a Bonneville Power Administration line easement; thence along 
said East right of way line South 3° 25’ West 442.26 feet; thence leaving said East right 
of way line and crossing said easement South 89° 25’ 40” West 225.54 feet to the West right 
of way line of said easement; thence along said West right of way North 3° 25’ East 442.26 
feet to the South margin of the Weyerhaeuser Booth-Kelly Road; thence along said South margin 
North 89° 25’ 40” East 225.54 feet to the point of beginning, in Lane County, Oregon.

EXCEPTING that portion lying Easterly of the West line of Royal Ridge as platted and 
recorded in File 73, Slide 225, Lane County Oregon Plat Records, in Lane County, 
Oregon.

PARCEL 2:

Beginning at a point begin North 1580.45 feet and West 696.22 feet from the East Southeast 
corner of the R.G. Hixon Donation Land Claim No. 47, in Township 18 South, Range 2 West 
of the Willamette Meridian, point also being on the East right of way of a Bonneville Power 
Administration line easement; thence along said East right of way line South 3° 25’ 00” 
West 504.34 feet; thence leaving said East right of way line West 20.04 feet; thence North 
3° 25’ 00” East 291.64 feet; thence South 89° 25’ 40” West 205.48 feet to the West right 
of way of said Easement; thence along said West right of way line North 3° 25’ 00” East 
212.50 feet; thence leaving said West right of way line and crossing said right of way North 
89° 25’ 40” East 225.54 feet to the point of beginning, in Lane County, Oregon.

EXCEPTING that portion lying Easterly of the West line of Royal Ridge as platted and 
recorded in File 73, Slide 225, Lane County Oregon Plat Records, in Lane County, 
Oregon.

Continued-
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Property Description Continued -

PARCEL 3:

Beginning at a point being North 89° 48’ 30” West 482.78 feet from the East Southeast corner 
of the R.G. Hixon Donation Land Claim No. 47, in Township 18 South, Range 2 West of the 
Willamette Meridian; thence North 89° 48’ 30” West 532.93 feet to the true point of 
beginning; thence North 3° 25’ East 390.00 feet; thence South 89° 48’ 30” East 205.25 feet; 
thence North 3° 25’ East 686.2 feet to the Southwest corner of Royal Ridge, as platted and 
recorded in File 73, Slide 225, Lane County Oregon Plat Records; thence North 03° 25’ East 
along the West line of said Royal Ridge to the South line of Parcel II as conveyed to James 
D. Parmenter and Barbara K. Parmenter by Warranty Deed recorded June 18, 1979, Reception 
No. 79-35384, Lane County Official Records; thence along the South line of said Parmenter 
tract South 89° 25’ 40” West, a distance of 205.48 feet, more or less, to the Southwest 
corner thereof; thence North 03° 25’ East 654.76 feet to the South margin of Weyerhaeuser 
Booth-Kelly Road; thence West along the South line of the Weyerhaeuser Booth-Kelly Road 
594.58 feet, more or less, to the West line of said Hixon Donation Land Claim; thence South 
along the West line of said Hixon Donation Land Claim to a point that is 1523.05 feet North 
and 1489.0 feet West of the Most Easterly Southeast corner of said Hixon Donation Land Claim; 
thence East 266.61 feet; thence South 269.67 feet; thence South 60.0 feet to the Southeast 
corner of that 60.0 foot roadway as described in that Street Deed to the City of Springfield, 
recorded January 5, 1979, Reception No. 79-00757; thence West 244.61 feet to a point that 
is 22.0 feet East (at right angles to) of the West line of said Hixon Donation Land Claim; 
thence South parallel with the West line of said Hixon Donation Land Claim, to the Northwest 
corner of that certain tract of land conveyed to David N. Birdseye, et ux, by deed recorded 
February 17, 1950, in Book 409, Page 540, Lane County Oregon Deed Records; thence North 
89° 40’ East 100 feet to the Northeast corner of said Birdseye tract; thence South along 
the East line of said Birdseye tract 240.0 feet to the Southeast corner of said Birdseye 
tract; thence North 89° 40’ East 177.30 feet to the angle corner on the East line of said 
Hixon Donation Land Claim; thence South 89° 48’ 30” West along the South line of said Hixon 
Donation Land Claim to the true point of beginning, in Lane County, Oregon.

TOGETHER WITH that portion of vacated Mt. Vernon Cemetery Road, if any, inuring to said 
tract of land by operation of law, under Order No. 81-9-30-9, recorded February 17, 1987, 
Reception No. 8707542, Lane County Official Records, in Lane County, Oregon.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM that portion within the following described tract:  A parcel of 
land lying in the Northeast 1/4 of Section 4, Township 18 South, Range 2 West of the 
Willamette Meridian, and being further described as follows:  Commencing at the 
intersection of South 55th Place with the centerline of Ivy Street; and run thence 
North 88° 00’ West along the centerline of said Ivy Street and its Westerly extension, 
460.33 feet; thence North 40° 34’ 00” West, 38.03 feet to the point of beginning of 
the parcel herein described; from the point of beginning run thence South 40° 34’ 
00” East, 85.00 feet; thence South 49° 26’ 00” West, 120.00 feet; thence North 40° 
34’ 00” West, 85.00 feet; thence North 49° 26’ 00” East, 120.00 feet to the point 
of beginning, in Springfield, Lane County, Oregon.

ALSO EXCEPT that portion granted to Lane County by judgment entered December 11, 1998, 
in Lane County Circuit Court Case No. 16-97-03333, in Lane County, Oregon.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The proposed Laurelwood subdivision is located north of Mt. Vernon Rd and east of S 55th Place in Springfield, 
Oregon (See Figure 1-1 – Vicinity Map). The site is approximately 29.3 acres and contains an overgrown 
Christmas tree farm. A ridge is located along the center of the site and directs runoff either north to a wetland, or 
south to a roadside ditch in Mt. Vernon Road. The proposed Laurelwood development consists of a 65 lot 
subdivision to be constructed in two phases. Phase 1 will construct the first 25 lots.  

The purpose of this report is to describe the stormwater management facilities being proposed as part of the 
Laurelwood subdivision and to show the design follows the standards and regulations developed by the City of 
Springfield. These regualtions are identified in the City of Springfield Engineering Design Standards and 
Procedure Manual issued in January 2012. Mt. Vernon Road is a Lane County road and must follow Lane 
County detention standards. 

Water quality and quantity will be accomplished through the use of extended dry ponds. Extended dry ponds are 
an approved treatment method per the City of Springfield and Lane County. Treatment is required for all non-
building rooftop impervious area. Extended dry ponds meet the requirements for vegetated treatment methods, 
meeting the City’s 50% vegetated treatment requirement. 

In addition to water quality, the City of Springfield has identified peak flow attenuation and the potential resulting 
erosion as a primary concern for flows being released into the downstream wetlands. The proposed 
development is addressing peak flow attenuation in two ways: 

 A vegetated energy dissipater was designed to disperse flow over a large area in an effort to reduce 
erosive velocities at the outfall. The flow dispersion trench was designed for the 25-year event.  

 The proposed extended dry pond will detain runoff for the water quality event and will thereby provide 
flow attenuation for smaller, more frequent storm events. 

Phase 1 will drain to the wetlands to the north and to the Mt. Vernon roadside ditch, while Phase 2 will drain only 
to the Mt. Vernon roadside ditch. This analysis is in support of Phase 1, but will review the storm design for both 
phases, assuming the site is completely built-out. 

A detailed analysis of the roadside ditch on Mt. Vernon Rd was completed to ensure sufficient conveyance 
capacity and ensure the development does not result in roadway flooding. The roadway ditch along Mt. Vernon 
Road is part of the Jasper – Natron Basin and collects runoff from the north side of the road for a quarter mile to 
the east. The downstream analysis was completed in post-development conditions. The upstream basin contains 
the site, a cemetery, cow pasture and a BPA easement. The land-use for the upstream basin is not likely to 
develop in the future.  

The proposed storm conveyance sewer will be designed in the final drainage report.  The proposed system will 
have enough capacity to handle all storm events up to and including the 25-year storm event.  

Note the project name, estimated project size and number of proposed lots has changed since submitting the 
Stormwater Management System Scope of Work.  
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1 VICINITY MAP 

 

Figure 1-1 Vicinity Map 
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2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 Project Overview 

The proposed Laurelwood subdivision is located north of Mt. Vernon Rd and east of S 55th Place in Springfield, 
Oregon (See Figure 1-1 – Vicinity Map). The site is approximately 29.3 acres and contains an overgrown 
Christmas tree farm. A ridge is located along the center of the site and directs runoff either north to a wetland, or 
south to a roadside ditch in Mt. Vernon Road. The proposed Laurelwood development consists of a 65 lot 
subdivision to be constructed in two phases. Phase 1 will construct the first 25 lots.  

The purpose of this report is to describe the stormwater management facilities being proposed as part of the 
Laurelwood subdivision and to show the design follows the standards and regulations developed by the City of 
Springfield. These regualtions are identified in the City of Springfield Engineering Design Standards and 
Procedure Manual issued in January 2012. Mt. Vernon Road is a Lane County road and must follow Lane 
County detention standards. 

3 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

3.1 Topography 

The site is approximately 28.80 acres and contains an overgrown Christmas tree farm. Land cover includes 
trees, black berries and grass. The site also includes a BPA easement. The site area within the BPA easement 
will not be developed. The existing site slopes range from 3 to 10% within the development area. A ridge is 
located along the center of the site with a maximum elevation of 579.7. The minimum elevation at the southwest 
corner of the property is approximately 533 and the minimum elevation at the northwest corner of the site is 
approximately 504. 

3.2 Climate 

The site is located in Springfield, Oregon approximately 60 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean. There is a 
gradual change in seasons with defined seasonal characteristics. Average daily temperatures range from 40F 
to 65F. Average annual rainfall recorded in this area is 46 inches. Average annual snowfall is approximately 3-
inches between December and January. 

3.3 Site Geology 

The underlying soil type on the site as classified by the United States Department of Agriculture Soil Survey of 
Lane County, Oregon is summarized within Table 3-1 (See Technical Appendix: Hydrologic Soils Group – Lane 
County Area, Oregon). 

Table 3-1 Soil Characteristics 

Soil Type Hydrologic Group

Salkum Silty Clay Loam B    
Site soils are categorized as Hydrologic Group B. Group B soils have moderate infiltration rates at the surface 
when thoroughly saturated. The texture of group B soils is fine to moderately course textures. 

3.4 Hydrology 

A ridge diverts runoff from the existing site in two directions, north-northeast and southwest. The north basin 
drains to wetlands located north of the development. The wetlands are part of the Weyerhaeuser Outfall Basin 
that ultimately flows to the McKenzie River. The south basin is part of the Jasper – Natron Basin that ultimately 
flows to the Middle Fork of the Willamette River. Exhibit 1 - Existing Basin Delineation, in the Technical Appendix 
shows the basin divide. 
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3.5 Curve Number 

The major factors for determining the CN values are hydrologic soil group, cover type, treatment, hydrologic 
condition and antecedent runoff condition. The curve number represents runoff potential from the soil. A curve 
number of 65 will be used in existing conditions, which represents “Woods-Grass Combination – Fair Condition” 
(See Technical Appendix: Table C-2 Runoff Curve Numbers). 

3.6 Time of Concentration 

The time of concentration (Tc) as described in NEH-4 Chapter 15 is defined two ways; the time for runoff to 
travel from the furthermost point of the watershed to the point in question, and the time from the end of excess 
rainfall to the point of inflection on the trailing limb of the unit hydrograph. Time of concentration can be 
estimated from several formulas. The Lane County guidelines which are based on the NRCS method where 
used in this analysis. The minimum time of concentration is 5 minutes in highly developed urban areas (i.e. 
parking lots) and the maximum is 100 minutes in rural areas. 

A time of concentration of 41 minutes was calculated for the north basin and 46 minutes was calculated for the 
south basin in existing conditions (See Technical Appendix: Time of Concentration spreadsheet).  

3.7 Basin Areas 

Table 3-2 and Table 3-3 list the basin area for each phase and for each drainage basin. The flow analysis was 
completed for each basin. The existing site is almost completely pervious (See Technical Appendix: Exhibit 1 - 
Existing Basin Delineation). 

Table 3-2 Existing Basin Areas by Phase 

Basin
Impervious Area 

(ac)

Pervious Area 

(ac)
Total Area (ac)

Phase 1 0.00 6.94 6.94

Phase 2 0.00 9.55 9.55

Excluded 0.00 12.84 12.84

Total 0.00 29.33 29.33    
Only 16.49 acres of the total site area will be developed as a single family residential development. The 
remaining area approximately 12.84 acres will be not developed because of the BPA easement, steep slopes or 
wetlands. 

Table 3-3 Existing Basin Areas by Basin 

Basin
Impervious Area 

(ac)

Pervious Area 

(ac)
Total Area (ac)

North 0.00 4.44 4.44

South 0.00 12.05 12.05

Excluded Areas 0.00 12.84 12.84

Total 0.00 29.33 29.33  
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4 PROPOSED CONDITIONS 

4.1 Hydrology 

The proposed project will construct two extended dry ponds to provide water quality treatment for the proposed 
roadway and detention for onsite impervious area. The ponds are identified as the North pond and the South 
pond. A portion of Phase 1 will drain to the North pond. The remaining area of Phase 1 will drain to the South 
pond. All of Phase 2 will drain to the South pond. In addition to providing treatment, the South pond will provide 
detention before releasing into the County roadway (See Technical Appendix: Exhibit 2 - Proposed Basin 
Delineation). 

4.2 Curve Number 

A curve number of 61 will be used for the pervious area, which represents “Open space – Good Condition”. The 

associated runoff curve number for the impervious areas is 98 (See Technical Appendix: Table C-2 Runoff 
Curve Numbers). 

4.3 Time of Concentration 

A time of concentration of 10 minutes was used in proposed conditions per section 4.03.1 Drainage Study of the 
Stormwater Capacity Manual. 

4.4 Basin Areas 

Table 4-1 and Table 4-2 list the basin area for each phase and for each drainage basin in proposed conditions. 
The proposed development will be 25.0 percent impervious (See Technical Appendix: Exhibit 2 - Proposed 
Basin Delineation). 

Table 4-1 Proposed Basin Areas by Phase 

Basin
Impervious Area 

(ac)

Pervious Area 

(ac)
Total Area (ac)

Phase 1 3.09 3.85 6.94

Phase 2 4.25 5.30 9.55

Excluded Areas 0.00 12.84 12.84

Total 7.34 21.99 29.33    
Table 4-2 Proposed Basin Areas by Basin 

Basin
Impervious Area 

(ac)

Pervious Area 

(ac)
Total Area (ac)

North 1.75 2.69 4.44

South 5.59 6.46 12.05

Excluded Areas 0.00 12.84 12.84

Total 7.34 21.99 29.33    
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5 HYDROLOGIC ANALYSIS DESIGN GUIDELINES 

5.1 Design Guidelines 

The analysis and design criteria used for stormwater management described in this section will follow City of 
Springfield Engineering Design Standards and Procedure Manual issued in January 2012. 

5.2 Hydrograph Method  

Naturally occurring rainstorms dissipate over long periods of time. The most effective way of estimating storm 
rainfall is by using the hydrograph method. The SCS Curve Number method is described in the SCS National 
Engineering Handbook - Section 4. The SCS runoff method equation is: 

 
SIP

IP
Q

a

a






)(

2

 

Where:  
Q = Runoff (cfs)       P = Rainfall (inches) 
S = Potential maximum retention after runoff begins   Ia = Initial abstraction 

During the development of a runoff hydrograph, the above equation is used to compute the incremental runoff 
depth for each time step from the incremental runoff depth given by the design storm hydrograph. xpswmm 
Version 14.1 and StormShed were used for the hydrology and hydraulics analysis. xpswmm is based on the 
public EPA SWMM program and is an approved method of analysis by the City of Springfield. 

5.3 xpswmm Runoff 

The runoff function of xpswmm generates surface and subsurface runoff based on design or measured rainfall 
conditions, land use and topography. xpswmm has present design rainfall patterns. The NRCS Type IA rainfall 
distribution with total precipitation depth multiplier was used in the model for the proposed property. 

5.4 Design Storm 

The rainfall distribution to be used within the City of Springfield jurisdiction is the design storm of 24-hour 
duration based on the standard Type 1A rainfall distribution. Table 5-1 shows total precipitation depths for 
different storm events which were used for the type 1A 24-hour rainfall distribution in xpswmm. A typical NRCS 
Type 1A 24-hour rainfall distribution for a 25-year storm event is shown in Figure 5-1. 

Table 5-1 Precipitation Depth 

Recurrence 

interval (years)

Total Precipitation 

Depth (in)

WQ 0.83

2 3.30

10 4.30

25 4.80
100 5.20    
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Figure 5-1 25 Year Type 1A Rainfall Ditribution 

 

5.5 Basin Runoff 

Table 5-2 lists the runoff rates for the existing site conditions and Table 5-3 lists runoff for the proposed site 
conditions during the 2, 5, 10, and 25-year storm events. 

Table 5-2 Existing Runoff Rates    Table 5-3     Proposed Runoff Rates 

North South

2 0.22 0.59

5 0.39 1.04

10 0.62 1.64
25 0.89 2.32

Recurrence 

interval (years)

Existing Peak Runoff Rates 

(cfs)

  

North South

2 1.33 4.24

5 1.67 5.22

10 2.04 6.27
25 2.43 7.36

Recurrence 

interval (years)

Proposed Peak Runoff 

Rates (cfs)

 

6 HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS AND DESIGN 
CHARACTERISTICS 

6.1 Design Guidelines 

The analysis and design criteria described in this section will follow the City of Springfield Engineering Design 
Standards and Procedure Manual issued in January 2012.  

6.2 Proposed Storm Conveyance 

The proposed storm system will be designed to convey runoff to an extend dry pond for treatment and detention.  
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6.3 System Capacities 

The manual requires storm drainage system and facilities be designed to convey the 25-year storm event with a 
minimum of 1.0 foot of freeboard in surcharged conditions.  

6.4 System Performance  

Maximum flow in a storm drainage pipe occurs at approximately 0.94do (Depth of flow section (do) – depth of 
flow normal to the direction of flow).  At 0.94do the section factor of uniform flow has a maximum value which 
results in optimum flow for a section without surcharge conditions. A complete conveyance analysis will be 
completed with the final drainage submittal.  

 

7 WATER QUALITY 

7.1 Water Quality Guidelines  

The proposed water quality facilities were designed per City of Springfield Engineering Design Standards and 

Procedure Manual issued in January 2012. 

7.2 Water Quality Facilities 

Water quality treatment for the proposed project will be provided by extended dry ponds.  Extended dry ponds 
are an approved treatment facilities per the City of Springfield. Per Section 3.03.1 of the City of Springfield 
design standards all created non-roof impervious area will be treated using the urban hydrograph method. The 
water quality design storm event is 0.83 inches per 24-hour period. The ponds will include an additional 0.5 ft of 
sediment storage at the bottom of the pond. The ponds are designed to empty in 48-hours.  

The impervious area draining to each pond and the calculated water quality volume are listed in Table 7-1. The 
impervious draining to each pond does not include roof and disconnection sidewalk area. 

Table 7-1 Extended Dry Pond Volumes 

Pond ID
Impervious Area Draining to 

the Pond (ac)

WQ Volume         

(cf)

North 0.90 884
South 2.50 1,782  
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8 WATER QUANTITY 

8.1 Water Quantity Guidelines  

The City of Springfield requires all development projects to mitigate the impacts of the development on the public 
storm system. Per Section 4.10 Criteria for Requiring Onsite Detention, onsite detention is required when there 
is an identified downstream deficiency, and detention, rather than conveyance system enlargement is 
determined to be more effective, there is an identified regional detention site within the development, detention is 
required as pre-treatment for a water quality facility or there is a need to mitigate flow impacts on receiving 
streams. Particularly, the City of Springfield identified the need to attenuate flows draining to the wetlands and to 
ensure the Mt. Vernon roadside ditch doesn’t flood as the result of this development.  

Additionally, Lane County requires that the post-development runoff not exceed the pre-development runoff 
using a 10-year storm event. 

8.2 Water Quantity Facilities 

Detention will not be provided in the north basin; instead the proposed development is addressing peak flow 
attenuation in two ways: 

 A flow spreader was designed to disperse flow over a large area in an effort to reduce erosive velocities 
at the outfall. The flow dispersion trench was designed for the 25-year event.  

 The proposed extended dry pond will detain runoff for the water quality event and will thereby provide 
flow attenuation for smaller, more frequent storm events. 

Detention will be provided in the south pond 

The downstream analysis describes the evaluation of the Mt. Vernon roadside ditch. The downstream analysis 
concluded the ditch has sufficient capacity to convey the proposed flows without detention, although a culvert 
crossing downstream of the outfall will be upsized to convey site flows.  

Detention will be provided to mitigate the effects of diverting the north basin to the south. The proposed 
extended dry pond will be increased in size to detain the additional flow generated from the diverted north basin.  

8.3 Control Structure 

Control structure details will be provided in the final report.  

8.4 Release Rates 

The allowable release rates for the South pond are based on detaining the 10-year post-development runoff to 
the 10-year pre-development runoff rate. Allowable release rates for the 10-year storm are listed in Table 5-2 
Existing Runoff Rates. 

8.5 Detention Pond Volume 

The design storage volume is listed for each storm event in Table 8-1. According to the hydraulic model the 
detention facility will have at least one foot of freeboard during the 25-year storm event. Additional detention 
information will be provided in the final drainage report. 

Table 8-1 Detention Volume  

10-year 17,843

Storm Event
Detention Faciltiy 

Volume (cf)
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8.6 Flow Dispersion 

A flow spreader was designed to disperse flow over a large area in an effort to reduce erosive velocities at the 
outfall. Soils in the proposed outfall location are described as silty clay loam. The maximum permissible velocity 
of sand is 1.0 ft/sec, which was used to determine the length of the flow dispersion trench (See Technical 
Appendix: Dispersion Trench Sizing spreadsheet and Chow – Fig. 7-3 U.S. and U.S.S.R. data on Permissible 
Velocities for Non-cohesive Soils).   

The flow dispersion will occur as water spills over the length of trench. The facility was design using the broad 
crested weir equation with a weir coefficient of 2.6. The broad crested weirs equation is shown below. The 
calculated flow dispersion trench is 10 feet. 

 2
3

3Hq   

Where:   
q = Volumetric flow rate per unit length, cfs/ft 
H = Depth of flow over weir 

9 DOWNSTREAM ANALYSIS 

The Laurelwood site discharges into a wetland located north of the site and a roadway side ditch on the south 
side of the site. The wetlands are part of the Weyerhaeuser Outfall Basin and the roadside ditch is part of the 
Jasper – Natron Basin. Survey information and the City of Springfield Stormwater Facilities Master Plan, dated 
October 2008 by URS were used to complete the downstream analysis. 

9.1 Guidelines 

The Stormwater Management System Scope of Work Sheet specifies a downstream analysis is required for the 
Mt. Vernon roadside ditch. The analysis reviews the roadside ditch along the north side of the roadway from 
Linda Lane to Jasper Rd (Hwy 222). 

9.2 Basin Area 

The contributing upstream area is composed of four sub-basins and includes the following land-uses; cemetery, 
BPA power lines, cow pasture, and single-family residential (proposed site). Additionally, Mt. Vernon Rd drains 
to the roadside ditch. The Downstream Analysis basin delineation map, included within the Technical Appendix, 
shows the contributing basins and a basin area table. Each basin was assigned an impervious percentage 
based on observations from aerial photos. Impervious percentage range from 0 to 52 percent (See Technical 
Appendix: Exhibit 3 – Downstream Analysis Basin Delineation). 

Excluding the site, the contributing basins are entirely built-out. The site was analyzed in proposed conditions.  

Table 9-1 Downstream Basin Area 

Basin
Impervious Area 

(ac)

Pervious Area 

(ac)
Total Area (ac)

DS-1 1.00 2.54 3.539
DS-2 7.29 6.72 14.01
DS-3 0.00 1.58 1.576
DS-4 0.00 0.52 0.518
Total 8.29 11.35 19.64    
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Preliminary Drainage Report 
Laurelwood 

March 12, 2014 Cardno 15 

9.3 Hydrologic & Hydraulic Analysis 

An xpswmm model was created for the downstream system to analysis the conveyance capacity of the public 
storm ditch.   

Runoff 

The NRCS Curve Number method was used to estimate runoff from the downstream basins. The selected 
pervious curve number is 61 – Open Space in Good Condition, and a time of concentration of 10 was used for 
each basin (per section 4.03.1 Drainage Study). xpswmm runoff tables were created for the downstream system. 

Conveyance System 

The hydraulic model starts 300 feet east of the Laurelwood site at the high point in Mt. Vernon Rd. The roadside 
ditch flows west for approximately 1,333 feet until the railroad tracks east of Jasper Rd. A ditch flowing northwest 
conveys runoff away from our site.  Two culvert crossings are located along this stretch of road. 

The downstream system was modeled in xpswmm. Survey data was used to create cross sections of the 
drainage ditch in Mt. Vernon Rd. Four ditch cross sections were created to model the downstream system. Cross 
sections were limited to a length of approximately 300 feet or less.  

The roughness coefficient (Manning’s “n”) is used to estimate friction loss within an open channel or closed 
conduit. For this analysis a value of 0.024 was used for the culverts and a value of 0.05 for the channel (not 
maintained channel – clean bottom, brush on sides) and 0.10 for the overbanks (not maintained channel – dense 
brush). Table 3-1 Manning’s “n” Values from HEC-RAS River Analysis System, Hydraulic Reference Manual by 
US Army Corps of Engineers dated January 2012 were used as a reference. 

Conveyance Performance 

Maximum flow in a storm drainage pipe occurs at approximately 0.94do (Depth of flow section (do) – depth of 
flow normal to the direction of flow). At 0.94do the section factor of uniform flow has a maximum value which 
results in optimum flow for a section without surcharge conditions. xpswmm conveyance tables are included in 
the Technical Appendix. Conveyance tables show the storm sewer runs at 0.94do for all but one culvert. 
Therefore, the proposed project will upsize this culvert.  

The proposed culvert is 21-inchs at a slope of approximately 2 percent. A ditch inlet will be placed in the 
upstream channel to lower the culvert and provide sufficient cover. 

Downstream Conclusion 

The purpose of this analysis was to determine if the downstream system has capacity for the proposed project. 
The conveyance capacity analysis found that the downstream system is adequate, with the upsizing of the 
culvert. Therefore, stormwater detention is not required for this project. 

10 SUMMARY 

The proposed stormwater conveyance and water quality design follow the City of Springfield Engineering Design 

Standards and Procedure Manual issued in January 2012. The proposed conveyance system will be designed to 
convey the 25-year flow without any deficiencies in the final drainage report. Water Quality will be managed by 
two extended dry ponds.  

The proposed Laurelwood development meets the requirements for the City of Springfield. 
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Preliminary Drainage Report 
Laurelwood 

March 12, 2014 Cardno 16 

Laurelwood 
 

 
 
 
 
  

TECHNICAL APPENDIX 
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 
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Preliminary Drainage Report 
Laurelwood 

March 12, 2014 Cardno 17 

 

 Exhibit 1: Existing Basin delineation 

 Exhibit 2: Proposed Basin Delineation 

 Exhibit 3: Downstream Analysis Basin Delineation 

 

 Hydrologic Soils Group – Lane County Area, Oregon 

 Table 2-C – Runoff Curve Number for Urban Areas 

 Time of Concentration 

 Dispersion Trench Sizing and Chow – Fig. 7-3 U.S. and U.S.S.R. data on Permissible Velocities for Non-
cohesive Soils 

 

 StormShed Hydrology 

 StormShed Water Quality Design and Water Quantity Design 

 xpswmm Downstream Schematic Layout 

 xpswmm Runoff Data 

 xpswmm Conveyance Data 

 

References 

1. Soil Survey of Lane County, Oregon Area 

2. City of Springfield Engineering Design Standards and Procedure Manual, January 2012 

3. City of Eugene Stormwater Management Manual, April 2008   
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Phase 1 0.00 6.94 6.94
Phase 2 0.00 9.55 9.55

Excluded Areas 0.00 12.84 12.84
Total 0.00 29.33 29.33
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Impervious
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Phase 1 3.09 3.85 6.94
Phase 2 4.25 5.30 9.55

Excluded Areas 0.00 12.84 12.84
Total 7.34 21.98 29.32
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Impervious
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Pervious
Area (ac)

Total Area
(ac)

DS-1 1.00 2.54 3.539
DS-2 7.34 6.67 14.01
DS-3 0.00 1.58 1.576
DS-4 0.00 0.52 0.518
Total 8.34 11.30 19.64
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Hydrologic Soil Group—Lane County Area, Oregon

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

1/7/2014
Page 1 of 4
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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Rating Polygons

A

A/D

B

B/D

C

C/D

D

Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Lines
A

A/D

B

B/D

C

C/D

D

Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Points
A

A/D

B

B/D

C

C/D

D

Not rated or not available

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:20,000.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil line
placement. The maps do not show the small areas of contrasting
soils that could have been shown at a more detailed scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:  http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more accurate
calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Lane County Area, Oregon
Survey Area Data:  Version 9, Aug 20, 2012

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 1:50,000
or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  Jul 7, 2010—Sep 9,
2011

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.

Hydrologic Soil Group—Lane County Area, Oregon

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

1/7/2014
Page 2 of 4
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Hydrologic Soil Group

Hydrologic Soil Group— Summary by Map Unit — Lane County Area, Oregon (OR637)

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

121B Salkum silty clay loam, 2
to 8 percent slopes

B 25.0 100.0%

Totals for Area of Interest 25.0 100.0%

Description

Hydrologic soil groups are based on estimates of runoff potential. Soils are
assigned to one of four groups according to the rate of water infiltration when the
soils are not protected by vegetation, are thoroughly wet, and receive precipitation
from long-duration storms.

The soils in the United States are assigned to four groups (A, B, C, and D) and
three dual classes (A/D, B/D, and C/D). The groups are defined as follows:

Group A. Soils having a high infiltration rate (low runoff potential) when thoroughly
wet. These consist mainly of deep, well drained to excessively drained sands or
gravelly sands. These soils have a high rate of water transmission.

Group B. Soils having a moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These
consist chiefly of moderately deep or deep, moderately well drained or well drained
soils that have moderately fine texture to moderately coarse texture. These soils
have a moderate rate of water transmission.

Group C. Soils having a slow infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These consist
chiefly of soils having a layer that impedes the downward movement of water or
soils of moderately fine texture or fine texture. These soils have a slow rate of water
transmission.

Group D. Soils having a very slow infiltration rate (high runoff potential) when
thoroughly wet. These consist chiefly of clays that have a high shrink-swell
potential, soils that have a high water table, soils that have a claypan or clay layer
at or near the surface, and soils that are shallow over nearly impervious material.
These soils have a very slow rate of water transmission.

If a soil is assigned to a dual hydrologic group (A/D, B/D, or C/D), the first letter is
for drained areas and the second is for undrained areas. Only the soils that in their
natural condition are in group D are assigned to dual classes.

Rating Options

Aggregation Method:  Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff:   None Specified

Hydrologic Soil Group—Lane County Area, Oregon

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

1/7/2014
Page 3 of 4
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Table C-2 
RUNOFF CURVE NUMBERS 

 
Runoff curve numbers for urban areas*  

Cover description Curve numbers for hydrologic soil group 

Cover type and hydrologic condition 
Average percent 
impervious area A B C D 

      

Open space (lawns, parks, golf courses, cemeteries, etc.):      
 Poor condition (grass cover <50%)  68 79 86 89 
 Fair condition (grass cover 50% to 75%)  49 69 79 84 
 Good condition (grass cover > 75%)  39 61 74 80 
Impervious areas:      
 Paved parking lots, roofs, driveways, etc. (excluding right-

of-way) 
 98 98 98 98 

 Streets and roads:      
 Paved; curbs and storm sewers (excluding right-of-way)  98 98 98 98 
 Paved; open ditches (including right-of-way)  83 89 92 93 
 Gravel (including right-of-way)  76 85 89 91 
 Dirt (including right-of-way)  72 82 87 89 
Urban districts:      
 Commercial and business 85 89 92 94 95 
 Industrial 72 81 88 91 93 
Residential districts by average lot size:      
 1/8 acre or less (town houses) 65 77 85 90 92 
 1/4 acre 38 61 75 83 87 
 1/3 acre 30 57 72 81 86 
 1/2 acre 25 54 70 80 85 
 1 acre 20 51 68 79 84 
 2 acres 12 46 65 77 82 
 
Runoff curve numbers for other agricultural lands*      

Cover description Curve numbers for hydrologic soil group 

Cover type 
Hydrologic 
condition A B C D 

      
Pasture, grassland, or range-continuous forage for grazing      
 <50% ground cover or heavily grazed with no mulch Poor 68 79 86 89 
 50 to 75% ground cover and not heavily grazed Fair 49 69 79 84 
 >75% ground cover and lightly or only occasionally grazed Good 39 61 74 80 
       
Meadow-continuous grass, protected from grazing and generally 
mowed for hay - 30 58 71 78 

      
Brush--weed-grass mixture with brush as the major element      
 <50% ground cover Poor 48 67 77 83 
 50 to 75% ground cover Fair 35 56 70 77 
 >75% ground cover Good 30 48 65 73 
 
Woods-grass combination (orchard or tree farm) Poor 57 73 82 86 

Fair 43 65 76 82 
Good 32 58 72 79 

 

     
 
 
 
 

     

Stormwater Management Manual  Page C-4 
Eugene July 2006 
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BY ASR DATE

Type 9 Type 9 Type 5

296 ft 300 ft 0 ft
3.3 in 3.3 in 2.5 in

0.033 ft/ft 0.0295 ft/ft 0.0000 ft/ft

0.69 hr 0.73 hr 0.00 hr

0 ft 475 ft 0 ft
0 ft/ft 0.058 ft/ft 0.000 ft/ft

0.00 ft/s 3.89 ft/s 0.00 ft/s
0.000 hr 0.034 hr 0.000 hr

0 ft2 0 ft2 0 ft2

0 ft 0 ft 0 ft
0 ft/ft 0 ft/ft 0.00 ft/ft

0 ft 0 ft 0 ft

0.00 ft/s 0.00 ft/s 0.00 ft/s
0.00 ft 0.00 ft 0.00 ft
0.00 hr 0.00 hr 0.00 hr
0.69 hr 0.76 hr 0.00 hr

41 minutes 46 minutes 0 minutes

Surface Description
Flow Length, L
Watercourse Slope*, s

INPUT VALUE

Unpaved

Average Velocity, V

Land Slope, s

INPUT

OUTPUT

Unpaved Unpaved

Travel Time

VALUE VALUE VALUE

INPUT

OUTPUT

Woods 

(light_underbrush)

Surface Description

0.4 0.4

VALUE

Woods 

(light_underbrush)

Flow Length, L (<300 ft)
2-Yr 24 Hour Rainfall, P2

VALUE VALUE

0.24 0.24 0.24

South

WATER RESOURCES GROUP

21304840

SHEET FLOW

VALUE

Grass (short 

prairie)

0.15

SHALLOW CONCENTRATED FLOW

Manning's "n"

Watershed or Subarea Tc =

Watershed or Subarea Tc =

VALUE

PROJECT NO.

Time of Concentration

3/12/2014

Travel Time

North

Hydraulic Radius, r = a / Pw

Average Velocity
OUTPUT

Travel Time

Manning's "n"

Cross Sectional Flow Area, a

Channel Slope, s

Flow Length, L

CHANNEL FLOW

Wetted Perimeter, Pw
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DISPERSION TRENCH SIZING 
 

FLOW DISPERSION TRENCH SIZING

Laurelwood - Springfield, Oregon

q = 3H 3/2

weir coef. 2.6

Outfall Qmax, cfs Ltrench, ft q, cfs/ft H, ft V, fps

North 1.21 8.20 0.147 0.15 1.00
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North Pond 

Hydrology 

 

Existing 

Event Peak Q (cfs) Peak T (hrs) Hyd Vol (acft) Area (ac) Method Raintype 

2 year 0.2213 8.89 0.2407 4.4400 SCS TYPE1A 

5 year 0.3928 8.50 0.3390 4.4400 SCS TYPE1A 

10 year 0.6248 8.42 0.4473 4.4400 SCS TYPE1A 

25 year 0.8898 8.37 0.5641 4.4400 SCS TYPE1A 

 
Proposed 

Event Peak Q (cfs) Peak T (hrs) Hyd Vol (acft) Area (ac) Method Raintype 

2 year 1.3293 8.00 0.5567 4.4400 SCS TYPE1A 

5 year 1.6715 8.00 0.6805 4.4400 SCS TYPE1A 

10 year 2.0397 8.00 0.8109 4.4400 SCS TYPE1A 

25 year 2.4276 8.00 0.9467 4.4400 SCS TYPE1A 

 

South Pond 

Hydrology 
Existing 

Event Peak Q (cfs) Peak T (hrs) Hyd Vol (acft) Area (ac) Method Raintype 

2 year 0.5930 9.10 0.6525 12.0500 SCS TYPE1A 

5 year 1.0424 8.67 0.9187 12.0500 SCS TYPE1A 

10 year 1.6356 8.52 1.2123 12.0500 SCS TYPE1A 

25 year 2.3205 8.47 1.5290 12.0500 SCS TYPE1A 

 

Proposed 

Event Peak Q (cfs) Peak T (hrs) Hyd Vol (acft) Area (ac) Method Raintype 

2 year 4.2352 8.00 1.6919 12.0500 SCS TYPE1A 

5 year 5.2202 8.00 2.0470 12.0500 SCS TYPE1A 

10 year 6.2673 8.00 2.4180 12.0500 SCS TYPE1A 

25 year 7.3616 8.00 2.8019 12.0500 SCS TYPE1A 
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North Pond 

Water Quality Design 

Storage 

Event Match Q (cfs) Peak Q (cfs) Peak Stg (ft) Vol (cf) Vol (acft) Time to Empty 

WQ 0.500 0.0188 101.9696 884.31 0.0203 48.00 

 

Extended Dry Pond 

Descrip: Prototype Record Increment 0.10 ft 
Start El. 100.00 ft Max El. 102.00 ft 
Length 15.00 ft Width 15.00 ft 
Length ss1 3.00h:1v Length ss2 3.00h:1v 
Width ss1 3.00h:1v Width ss2 3.00h:1v 

 

South Pond 

Water Quality Design 

Storage 

Event Match Q (cfs) Peak Q (cfs) Peak Stg (ft) Vol (cf) Vol (acft) Time to Empty 

WQ 0.0770 0.0767 100.3442 1782.21 0.0409 48.00 

 

Extended Dry Pond 

Descrip: Prototype Record Increment 0.10 ft 
Start El. 100.00 ft Max El. 102.00 ft 
Length 69.4 ft Width 72.43 ft 
Length ss1 3.00h:1v Length ss2 3.00h:1v 
Width ss1 3.00h:1v Width ss2 3.00h:1v 
 
 

Water Quantity Design 

Storage 

Event Match Q (cfs) Peak Q (cfs) Peak Stg (ft) Vol (cf) Vol (acft) Time to Empty 

10 year 1.6356 1.6349 103.3386 17842.64 0.4096 25.17 
 

Detention Pond 

Descrip: Prototype Record Increment 0.10 ft 
Start El. 100.0000 ft Max El. 104.0000 ft 

Stage Area 

Stage (ft) Area (sf) 

101.00 6432.37 
102.00 7436.03 
103.00 8496.43 
104.00 9613.59 
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Laurelwood — Downstream Analysis 

Schematic Layout 
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Area Impervious Tc Rainfall Infiltration

 ac % min in in in cfs

DS-1 C-1 3.54 28.3 61 10 4.8 2.88 1.92 1.48

DS-2 C-2 14.01 52.4 61 10 4.8 2.14 2.66 9.29

DS-3 C-5 1.58 0 61 10 4.8 3.61 1.19 0.28

DS-4 CB-2 0.52 0 61 10 4.8 3.61 1.19 0.09

Runoff Information

DOWNSTREAM ANALYSIS LAURELWOOD -  SPRINGFIELD, OREGON

xpswmm RUNOFF DATA (25-YR-STORM EVENT)

Node Information

Node Name

Curve Number

Surface RunoffBasin Name
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Diameter Length Slope
Design 

Capacity

Qmax/ 

Qdesign
Max Flow Max Velocity

Max Flow 

Depth
y/d0

US Ground 

Elev.

DS Ground 

Elev.
US IE DS IE US Freeboard DS Freeboard US EGL DS EGL

ft ft % cfs cfs ft/s ft ft ft ft ft ft ft ft ft

Ditch-1 C-1 Outfall 0.00 329.58 1.59 463.01 0.01 6.44 1.41 0.36 0.13 524.40 519.41 521.65 516.41 2.39 2.65 522.01 516.76
P-1 CB-1 C-1 1.75 36.92 3.09 15.08 0.33 4.98 5.36 0.76 0.43 524.61 524.40 522.79 521.65 1.06 2.39 523.55 522.01
P-2 C-2 CB-1 1.00 86.40 6.35 4.86 1.02 4.98 6.36 1.93 1.00 530.25 524.61 528.32 522.79 0.00 1.06 530.25 523.55
Ditch-2 C-3 C-2 0.00 287.89 8.35 74.76 0.01 0.37 0.95 1.93 1.00 570.00 530.25 552.37 528.32 17.41 0.00 552.59 530.25
Ditch-3 C-4 C-3 0.00 237.55 6.17 277.66 0.00 0.38 1.66 0.25 0.09 569.67 570.00 567.02 552.37 2.40 17.41 567.27 552.59
P-3 C-5 C-4 1.00 51.32 4.36 4.03 0.09 0.38 3.12 0.25 0.25 572.80 569.67 569.26 567.02 3.33 2.40 569.47 567.27
Ditch-4 CB-2 C-5 0.00 300.54 3.41 331.85 0.00 0.09 0.94 0.21 0.06 584.04 572.80 579.50 569.26 4.38 3.33 579.66 569.47

Diameter Length Slope
Design 

Capacity

Qmax/ 

Qdesign
Max Flow Max Velocity

Max Flow 

Depth
y/d0

US Ground 

Elev.

DS Ground 

Elev.
US IE DS IE US Freeboard DS Freeboard US EGL DS EGL

ft ft % cfs cfs ft/s ft ft ft ft ft ft ft ft ft

Ditch-1 C-1 Outfall 0.00 329.58 1.59 463.01 0.02 11.04 1.70 0.45 0.17 524.40 519.41 521.65 516.41 2.30 2.55 522.10 516.86
P-1 CB-1 C-1 1.75 36.92 1.92 11.90 0.81 9.60 6.04 1.17 0.67 524.41 524.40 522.36 521.65 0.88 2.30 523.53 522.10
P-2 C-2 CB-1 1.75 86.40 2.00 11.90 0.81 9.61 8.60 1.78 1.00 530.25 524.41 524.02 522.36 4.45 0.88 525.80 523.53
Ditch-2 C-3 C-2 0.00 287.89 8.35 74.76 0.01 0.37 1.95 0.23 0.12 570.00 530.25 552.37 524.02 17.41 4.45 552.60 525.80
Ditch-3 C-4 C-3 0.00 237.55 6.17 277.66 0.00 0.38 1.66 0.25 0.09 569.67 570.00 567.02 552.37 2.41 17.41 567.27 552.60
P-3 C-5 C-4 1.00 51.32 4.36 4.03 0.09 0.38 3.13 0.25 0.25 572.80 569.67 569.26 567.02 3.33 2.41 569.47 567.27
Ditch-4 CB-2 C-5 0.00 300.54 3.41 331.85 0.00 0.09 0.94 0.21 0.06 584.04 572.80 579.50 569.26 4.38 3.33 579.66 569.47

EXISTING CONDITIONS - DOWNSTREAM ANALYSIS LAURELWOOD - SPRINGFIELD, OREGON

xpswmm CONVEYANCE DATA ( 25-YEAR STORM EVENT ) 

Location
Conduit Properties Conduit Results Node Information (Manhole, Pond, Tee, Outfall, Ditch Inlet, Catch Basin)

Link

Station

From To

PROPOSED CONDITIONS - DOWNSTREAM ANALYSIS LAURELWOOD - SPRINGFIELD, OREGON

xpswmm CONVEYANCE DATA ( 25-YEAR STORM EVENT ) 

Location
Conduit Properties Conduit Results Node Information (Manhole, Pond, Tee, Outfall, Ditch Inlet, Catch Basin)

Link

Station

From To
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FILENAME: H:\PROJFILE\13652 - WILD GOOSE LANDING SUBDIVISION\REPORT\FINAL\13652LTR_FINAL.DOCX 

 

 

January 23, 2014 Project #: 13652 

Michael Liebler 
City of Springfield 
225 Fifth Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 

RE: Wild Goose Landing Subdivision Traffic Assessment Letter  

Dear Michael, 

This letter addresses the traffic impacts associated with the proposed Wild Goose Landing single-family 

subdivision located in Springfield, Oregon. A trip generation assessment and System Development 

Charge (SDC) estimate is provided herein. Based on the trip generation estimate, no further study 

beyond this letter is required per City of Springfield requirements for a Traffic Impact Analysis.  

INTRODUCTION 

Hayden Homes is proposing to develop a 65-home subdivision on a vacant parcel of land generally 

located northeast of the Jasper Road/Mt. Vernon Road intersection. The site is approximately 25.65 

acres and is appropriately zoned for single family residential. The site is bounded by Booth Kelly Road 

to the north, S. 55th Place to the east, and Mt. Vernon Road to the south. A site vicinity map is shown in 

Figure 1. 

PHASED DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 

Wild Goose Landing will be developed in two phases. Phase 1 includes the development of 27 units (of 

the 65) located within the Springfield city jurisdictional boundary. The proposed site plan is shown in 

Figure 2 and includes the Lane County jurisdictional boundary.  

Street Connections and Circulation 

Based on conversations with the project team and a field visit conducted January 16, 2014, the primary 

roadway through the site will be developed from Ivy Street (shown in Figure 2). The City of Springfield 

Conceptual Local Street Map (Attachment “A”) had identified the extension of Glacier Street as the 

primary east-west connector. Based on field observations, geotechnical analysis, and conversations 

with City staff, the project team concludes that topographic challenges effectively preclude the planned 

Glacier Street extension. In lieu of Glacier Street construction, Ivy Street will be extended from S. 55th 

Place to the west and south to provide a north-south connection through the site. Ivy Street will be 

extended to Mt. Vernon Road in conjunction with Phase 2 site development.  
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Wild Goose Landing Subdivision Traffic Impact Assessment Project #: 13652 
January 23, 2014 Page: 4 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.  Portland, Oregon 

For Phase 1, a gravel roadway connecting to Mt. Vernon Road will provide alternative access into the 

subdivision for emergency vehicles.  

In addition to the north-south Ivy Street connection, three additional roadways have been designed 

through the site to provide east-west connectivity. Consistent with the Conceptual Local Street Map, 

two of these roadways have been aligned with the future westbound extension of S. 58th Street and a 

second east-west connector near the south portion of the site (to be developed under Phase 2). 

Trip Generation Estimate 

The standard reference Trip Generation, 9th Edition, published by the Institute of Transportation 

Engineers (ITE) was used to estimate trips to the site based on the number single family homes. 

Although Phase 1 includes 27 of the 65 units, the estimate below shows the number of trips anticipated 

for both development scenarios. Table 1 summarizes the weekday daily, morning, and evening peak 

hour trips estimated for the proposed development. 

Table 1 – Weekday Trip Generation Estimate 

Land Use 
ITE 

Code Units Daily 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Total In Out Total In Out 

Single-Family Detached Housing (Phase 1) 
210 

27 258 20 5 15 27 17 10 

Single-Family Detached Housing (Phase 2) 38 362 29 7 22 38 24 14 

Total New Trips (Phase 1 + Phase 2) 620 49 12 37 65 41 24 

 

As shown in Table 1, the proposed Phase 1 development is estimated to generate approximately 258 

daily trips with 20 trips during the a.m. peak hour, and 27 trips during the p.m. peak hour. The full 

development (Phases 1 and 2) is estimated to generate approximately 620 daily trips with 49 trips 

during the a.m. peak hour, and 65 trips during the p.m. peak hour. 

Per conversations with City of Springfield staff, trip generation of less than 1,000 net new daily vehicle 

trips or fewer than 100 peak hour trips does not trigger the need for a full traffic impact report. As 

such, the trip generation estimate shown in Table 1 should be sufficient documentation to support the 

proposed development. 

SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE 

The City of Springfield implements a transportation SDC fee of $85 per daily generated trip for single-

family home developments. For the proposed development, the 620 daily trips would result in a fee of 

approximately $52,700. 
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EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD SALEM-KEIZER 

 

310 5th Street, Springfield, OR 97477    |    p: 541.746.0637    |    www.branchengineering.com 

 

March 10, 2014 
 
Mr. Jesse Lovrien  
Hayden Enterprises Realty Inc.  
2464 SW Glacier Place, Suite 110 
Redmond, Oregon  97756 
 

RE: GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION 

 LAURELWOOD SUBDIVISION (FORMERLY WILD GOOSE LANDING SUBDIVISION) 

 SPRINGFIELD, OREGON  

 BRANCH ENGINEERING INC. PROJECT NO. 14-034 

 

 
Branch Engineering Inc. (BEI) performed a geotechnical engineering investigation at the 

approximately 29-acre subject site for the development of a proposed 69-lot residential 

subdivision with associated public street and utility improvements.    This purpose of our work 

is to provide pertinent geotechnical recommendations for design and construction of the 

residential development.  During the course of our work, the name of the subdivision was 

changed from Wild Goose Landing to Laurelwood, for the purpose of this report these names are 

synonymous herein. 

 

The accompanying report presents the results of our site research, field exploration and testing, 

data analyses, and our conclusions and recommended geotechnical design parameters for the 

project.  Based on the results of our study, no geotechnical/geologic hazards were identified at 

the site that would impede the proposed development.  The site is suitable for the planned 

development, provided that the recommendations of this report are implemented in the design 

and construction of the project.   

 

Sincerely, 
Branch Engineering Inc. 

 

  

 

 
 

 

 

 

                                          

 

Ronald J. Derrick, P.E., G.E.  

Principal Geotechnical Engineer 
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Lane County complies with State and Federal laws and regulations relating to discrimination, including the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 Rev 04/24/12 

DATE: 

PERMIT # : 

LANE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
APPLICATION FOR FACILITY PERMIT  

IINNCCOOMMPPLLEETTEE  AAPPPPLLIICCAATTIIOONNSS  WWIILLLL  NNOOTT  BBEE  AACCCCEEPPTTEEDD  

SSEEEE  PPAAGGEE  22  FFOORR  IINNSSTTRRUUCCTTIIOONNSS  AANNDD  FFEEEESS  

AALLLL  PPLLAANNSS  MMUUSSTT  BBEE  1111XX1177  OORR  SSMMAALLLLEERR  UUNNLLEESSSS  AANN  EELLEECCTTRROONNIICC  CCOOPPYY  IISS  PPRROOVVIIDDEEDD  

_____________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________ 
APPLICANT:  Print Name PROPERTY OWNER:  Print Name (if different from Applicant) 

_____________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________ 
Mailing Address:  Street Address Mailing Address:  Street Address 

_____________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________ 
City, State, Zip Code City, State, Zip Code 

_____________________________  _____________________________ ___________________________  ______________________________ 
Daytime Phone (Required)    FAX Daytime Phone (Required)   FAX  

_____________________________   _____________________________ ___________________________   _____________________________ 
Evening Phone  Cell Phone Evening Phone  Cell Phone  
 
_____________________________________________________________ ____________________________________________________________ 
E-mail Address  E-mail Address 

(2) Road name_____________________________________  (3)  MAP – TAX LOT : _________  ________     ________     __________     _____________ 
 Township  Range  Section  Subsection  Tax Lot 

(4) Street address (if not addressed put N/A) ___________________   Approximate Mile Post of Road________    (5) Nearest Town ________________________ 

(6) Directions to site from nearest major cross road ________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 (7) CHECK ONE BOX BELOW THAT BEST DESCRIBES THE WORK YOU PLAN TO PERFORM AND ATTACH REQUIRED MATERIALS 

 (8)  DRIVEWAY APRON PERMIT: YOU MUST COMPLETE A – H BELOW IF YOU HAVE CHECKED THE DRIVEWAY APRON BOX. 

a. Attach a plot plan 11x17 or smaller. (If you are building or have a planning action, turn in the same plan you will provide to Land Mgt)

b. Choose One:   [   ]Constructing New Approach  [   ]Modifying Existing Approach  [   ]Evaluation of Existing Approach 

c. Width of driveway access at the property line ___________ (If no choice is made, we will provide you with the minimum requirement)

d. Apron Surface Request:   [   ]Asphalt     [   ]Concrete     [   ]Gravel  (asphalt or concrete finish is required on paved roads) 

e. How many tax lots will this access serve? _____________  How many accesses currently exist? ______________ 

f. Staking or flagging of the area is required. Describe how the access is marked:________________________________________________

g. Is this permit a requirement for:  A Building Permit? Y  or N  A Planning Action? Y  or N  (If yes-attach conditions of approval) 

h. Describe the purpose of the access? (ex: home, RV parking, industrial)__________________________________________________________

i. Additional Comments ______________________________________________________________________________________________

(9)  PROJECT DEVELOPMENT/ROAD CONSTRUCTION PERMIT: Engineered plans and surety may be required (SEE REVERSE) 

(10)   ROADSIDE LOGGING PERMIT:  Staking or flagging of the area is required. Describe how the location is marked 

_______________________________        ______________________  __________________________________________________ 
Logging Co.          Phone  Mailing Address including Zip 

Describe Logging Activity: __________________________________________________________________________________________ 

(11)  UTILITY PERMIT: Submit 11X17 or smaller engineered plans. MUST mark locations with Paint or flagging.  Work Order # _______________  

Approx mile post________  Description of Work ________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

(12)  OTHER WORK WITHIN THE RIGHT-OF-WAY:  Work in the right-of-way not covered above. Please describe the work in detail. Attach a site 

plan and supporting materials. Please stake or flag the area __________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Application is hereby made for a facility permit for work to be done within a County Road right-of-way, subject to all terms, conditions, agreements, stipulations, and provisions of the issued permit, pursuant to the 
rules and regulations regarding roads and rights-of-way, as set forth in Lane Code 15.205-225 and Lane Manual 3.120-124 and 15.505-550, and any other applicable regulation, law, or ordinance. The undersigned 
hereby declares, certifies and affirms under penalty of law that all information provided on this form and attachments are, to the best of my knowledge, true and complete. 

(13) SIGNATURE (Property owner/authorized agent) _________________________________________________________  Date_______________________ 

RETURN TO: Lane County Public Works Engineering Permit Desk, 3050 N. Delta Highway, Eugene, OR  97408 
Tel. 541/682-6902    FAX 541/682-8505 

For Office Use Only 

(1) 

x
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Lane County complies with State and Federal laws and regulations relating to discrimination, including the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 Rev 04/24/12 

 

APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS 
 

(1) APPLICANT/OWNER INFORMATION: The Applicant Name and Address is where we will send the permit after it becomes issued or 
denied.  All information in this section must be complete including telephone numbers.  If we are unable to contact you by phone, we will rely 
on the mail service and valuable time may be lost. A copy of the permit will only be sent to the owner if they have not signed the application. 
 

(2) ROAD NAME:  Indicate the road name where you intend to do work within the public right-of-way, not necessarily the home address. 
 

(3) MAP-TAX LOT: Look at a property tax bill for this information. The 13-digit Map and Tax Lot number begins with 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 
22, or 23.  If you need help finding this number contact the Assessment and Taxation office from the Lane County web site, 
www.lanecounty.org, then click on Departments, then go to Assessment and Taxation, or call 541/682-4321.  
 

(4) STREET ADDRESS:  If no address has been assigned to the property, write “None” or put “N/A”. 
 

(5) NEAREST TOWN:  Please specify the nearest town, or if the property is within a town, the town where it is located. 
 

(6) DIRECTIONS TO SITE:  Please give explicit directions to the site from the nearest major crossroad.  Include approximate distances, 
milepost, side of road (north, south, east, west), nearest address if the property is not addressed, flagging color and any other features that will 
enable county staff to easily find your property or the location of the work to be done. 
 

(7) CHECK A BOX FOR THE PERMIT YOU ARE REQUESTING:  There are five different types of facility permits:  Driveway Apron, Project 
Development/Road Construction, Roadside Logging, Other, or Utility.  Check ONE box per facility permit application. 

 

(8) DRIVEWAY APRON PERMITS: 

• Please fill in all the required information and attach required materials.  We can not process your permit unless sections A-H are complete. 
• If you have a pending Building Permit (BP) or Planning Action (PA) with Land Management Division (LMD), give us the Building Permit 

(BP) number or Planning Action (PA) number and attach the Planning Action conditions of Approval and site plan. 
• Be sure to stake and flag the center of the location where you intend to construct your driveway.  Flagging is available from the Permit desk 

(3050 N. Delta Highway), but you may use your own (If using your own flagging or markings please describe them). County staff will 
inspect the site so flagging must be visible from road.  If the access currently exists, it can be placed at the side of the access.  

  

(9) PROJECT DEVELOPMENT/ROAD CONSTRUCTION PERMITS:  Survey work, engineered plans, insurance and bonding may be 
required for this work to be done.  However, before going to these expenses, we suggest you fill out an application.  After receiving the 
application and completing the necessary research, a meeting can be scheduled to discuss your request. If plans must be larger than 11x17 
please provide an electronic copy as well. 
 

(10) ROADSIDE LOGGING PERMITS: Attach map showing the logging area. All required flagging & signing shall adhere to the current edition 
of the MUTCD. 

 

(11) UTILITY PERMITS: Each location requires a new permit. 11x17 or smaller plans are needed. If the plans must be larger, an electronic 
version of the plans in PDF format is requested.  Plans are to include site information such as address, pole number, etc. 
 

(12)  OTHER WORK WITHIN ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY: Use this section for Drainage, Vegetation, or any other work in the right-of-way that is 
not covered in the boxes above.  Attach map showing the work requested. 11x17 or smaller plans are requested. If the plans must be larger, 
an electronic version of the plans in PDF format is requested. An unusual request may take longer to process, so be sure and apply at least 
four weeks prior to commencement of the work requested. 
 

(13) SIGNATURE:  Be sure to sign and date the application.  
 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:  DEVELOPMENT REQUIRING A DRIVEWAY FACILITY PERMIT 
 

A facility permit is required for any work within a County Road right-of-way.  In addition, a facility permit is required for the following types of 
new development prior to land use authorization on the building permit: 
 

1. New structures on vacant parcels; 
2. Additional dwellings on property where a dwelling already exists except for temporary medical hardship homes or replacement dwellings; 
3. If specified as a condition of approval in a land use decision. 
 

If you are required to have a facility permit to fulfill any of the requirements in 1 – 3 above, you MUST PROVIDE THE SAME PLOT PLAN FOR YOUR 
ACCESS AS YOU SUPPLIED TO LAND MANAGEMENT.  For site plan checklist go to the Lane County website at: 
http://www.lanecounty.org/Departments/PW/LMD/LandUse/Documents/Handouts/Site_Plan_How_To_Handout_4_07.pdf  or visit the Public Works Dept or  
Land Management at 3050 N. Delta Hwy in Eugene. 

SCHEDULE OF FEES 
Permit 
Fee* 

Deviation 
Requests 

Director 
Appeal 

Appeal to 
Board of 

Commissioners 
Notes 

                     (See Lane Code Chapter 15.210 (12 & 15.709) 

Residential and 
Commercial Approaches 

$450 $1000 $1000 $2800 
Includes normal permit administration, two inspections and an additional 
form inspection in the case of a concrete driveway apron.  

Project Development/ 
Road Construction  

Deposit 
$250 + 

$1000 $1000 $2800 
Average costs are $1000. Total costs shall be based on the actual costs 
incurred. The initial $250 deposit will go toward actual costs. 

Logging/Vegetation/ 
Residential drainage 

$250 $1000 $1000 $2800 
A surety or bond is generally required for Logging in the right-of-way or 
temporary approaches used for Logging in the right-of-way. 

Other activities 
Deposit 
$250 + 

$1000 $1000 $2800 
Average costs are $850. Total costs shall be based on the actual costs 
incurred. The initial $250 deposit will go toward actual costs. 

*A minimum of a non-refundable application fee of $250.00 is required on ALL permits. This initial deposit will go toward the actual costs incurred. Due to the 
fee structure of Logging, Vegetation, and Residential Drainage, these permits will be paid in full prior to the issuance of a permit.  In some cases, permit fees 
may not be determined until the permit has been fully processed.  Lane County recommends you post only the non-refundable application fee when applying 
for a permit that is not required by Land Mgmt or any other agency because A DENIAL OF YOUR REQUESTED PERMIT WILL NOT CONSTITUTE A 
REFUND regardless of the amount of money that has been posted up front.  
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	DATE PERMIT: 
	APPLICANT: Print Name: Cardno, Inc. - Matt Lewis
	PROPERTY OWNER Print Name if different from Applicant: Hayden Homes - Jesse Lovrien
	Mailing Address Street Address: 5415 SW Westgate Drive, Suite 100
	Mailing Address Street Address_2: 2464 SW Glacier Place, Suite 110
	City State Zip Code: Portland, OR 97221
	City State Zip Code_2: Redmond, OR 97756
	Daytime Phone Required: 503-419-2500
	FAX: 503-419-2600
	Daytime Phone Required_2: 800-923-6607
	FAX_2: 541-548-0761
	Evening Phone: 
	Cell Phone: 
	Evening Phone_2: 
	Cell Phone_2: 
	Email Address: Matt.Lewis@cardno.com
	Email Address_2: JLovrien@Hayden-Homes.com
	2 Road name: Mt. Vernon Road
	Township: 18 S
	Range: 2 W
	Section: 4
	Subsection: 
	Tax Lot: 313
	4 Street address if not addressed put NA: N/A
	Approximate Mile Post of Road: N/A
	5 Nearest Town: Springfield
	6 Directions to site from nearest major cross road: Located on the north side of Mt. Vernon Rd. approximately 0.13 miles east of Jasper Road 
	Directions - Cont: and approximately 0.46 miles west of Bob Straub Pkwy. Across from Mt. Vernon Cemetery Road.
	DRIVEWAY APRON PERMIT YOU MUST COMPLETE A  H BELOW IF YOU HAVE CHECKED THE DRIVEWAY APRON BOX: On
	Check Box2: Yes
	Concrete: 36 ft.
	Check Box3: Off
	How many accesses currently exist: 0
	Staking or flagging of the area is required Describe how the access is marked: See Add. Comments
	undefined: Fire/Maintenance access only
	or N: Off
	A Planning Action Y: On
	or N_2: On
	If yesattach conditions of approval: Off
	h Describe the purpose of the access ex home RV parking industrial: Fire and maintenance access for new subdivision development
	Additional Comments: Phase 1 will add two accesses for fire and maintenance only. Phase 2 will convert fire access to full roadway serving 65 lots (additional access from Ivy St - to the north)
	PROJECT DEVELOPMENTROAD CONSTRUCTION PERMIT Engineered plans and surety may be required SEE REVERSE: Off
	ROADSIDE LOGGING PERMIT Staking or flagging of the area is required Describe how the location is marked: Off
	Logging Co: 
	Phone: 
	Mailing Address including Zip: 
	Describe Logging Activity: 
	UTILITY PERMIT Submit 11X17 or smaller engineered plans MUST mark locations with Paint or flagging Work Order: Off
	undefined_2: 
	Description of Work: 
	Approx mile post 1: 
	Approx mile post 2: 
	Approx mile post 3: 
	Approx mile post 4: 
	OTHER WORK WITHIN THE RIGHTOFWAY Work in the rightofway not covered above Please describe the work in detail Attach a site: Off
	plan and supporting materials Please stake or flag the area 1: 
	plan and supporting materials Please stake or flag the area 2: 
	Date: 2014-02-06


