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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. 
 

June 16, 2015 
_____________________________ 

 
6:30 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 given during all regular Planning Commission meetings.) 
 
 

CONVENE AND CALL TO ORDER THE WORK SESSION OF THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
ATTENDANCE:    Chair Vohs _____, Vice Chair Nelson _____,   Moe___, James _____, Dunn _____,  
 

Koivula _____, Landen _____.  
 

 
WORK SESSION ITEM(S) 

 
1. Instruction from City Attorney regarding Glenwood Greenway Setback 

 
The hearing scheduled for tonight will be to consider the question of the greenway setback on certain properties in 
Glenwood based on the criteria of approval for this action in the Glenwood plan district. The city attorney will 
provide an explanation of the status of the record and decision that was created during the first public hearing on 
this matter using the incorrect criteria. 
 

 Staff: Lauren King, Assistant City Attorney 
 30 Minutes 
   

 
ADJOURN WORK SESSION OF THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

 
 

 

Development and Public Works Director,  
Anette Spickard, 541-726-3697 
Current Development Manager: 
Greg Mott 541-726-3774 
Management Specialist: 
Brenda Jones 541.726.3610 

Planning Commissioners: 
Tim Vohs, Chair 
Nick Nelson, Vice Chair 
Steve Moe 
Greg James 
Sean Dunn 
Michael Koivula 
Andrew Landen 
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June 16, 2015 
_____________________________ 

 
7:00 p.m. Joint Regular Session 

Council Chambers 
______________________________________ 

 
CONVENE AND CALL TO ORDER THE JOINT REGULAR SESSION OF THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING 
COMMISSION AND SPRINGFIELD HEARINGS OFFICIAL 
 
BY – CHAIR, SPRINGFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION 
BY – SPRINGFIELD HEARINGS OFFICIAL 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
ROLL CALL:     Chair Vohs _____, Vice Chair Nelson _____,   Moe___, James _____, Dunn _____,  
 

Koivula _____, Landen _____.  
 
HEARINGS OFFICIAL 
 ROLL CALL:  Gary Darnielle  _____. 
 
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 (JOINT) –  
 

1. Establishing the Willamette River Greenway Setback Line in Glenwood –  
 
Conduct a second joint public hearing with the Springfield Hearings Official to consider a proposal to adopt a 
“Greenway Setback Line” for properties in Glenwood where this line has yet to be established. The Planning 
Commission is requested to approve, approve with conditions or amendments, or deny the proposed location for 
the setback as it applies to the location of the setback within the annexed ODOT right-of-way located beneath 
the Springfield bridges. The Hearings Official shall determine the setback for those properties which are outside 
of the city limits but within Springfield’s Urban Growth Boundary.  
 
Staff: Mark Metzger 
30 Minutes 

 
CONDUCT OF QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND SPRINGIELD   
HEARINGS OFFICIAL 
 

� Staff explanation of quasi-judicial hearing process (ORS 197.763):  City Attorney 
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� Chair opens the public hearing  
� Hearings Official opens the public hearing 
� Commission members declaration of potential conflicts of interest; disclosure of “ex-parte” contact 
� Hearings Official 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 
� Planning Commission, followed by Hearings Official:  Consideration of request for continuation of public 

hearing, extension of written record, or both 
� Planning Commission, followed by Hearings Official:  Close or continue public hearing (by motion); close 

or extend written record (continuance or extension by motion) 
� Planning Commission discussion; possible questions to staff or public 
� Hearings Official possible questions to staff or public 
� If no continuance, Planning Commission motion to approve, approve with conditions or amendments, 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 

� Hearings Official declares estimated date of published decision; adjourns participation in the joint 
hearing 

� Final Order signed by Chair incorporating findings and reasoning to support the decision 
 

 
ADJOURN JOINT REGULAR SESSION OF THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION AND HEARINGS 
OFFICIAL AND CONVENE REGULAR SESSON OF THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
PUBLIC HEARING(S) 
 

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING –  
 

1. Moderate Visibility Cellular Tower Application – Smartlink PCs on behalf of Verizon Wireless LLC, 
TYP315-00003 and TYP215-00012–  
Conclude a continued public hearing, then conduct deliberations and approve, approve with amendments, or 
deny a proposal by Verizon Wireless to construct a 90-foot tall monopine cellular tower at 4614 Jasper Road. 

Staff: Andy Limbird 
15 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 
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� 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 
� 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: 6/16/2015 
 Meeting Type: Regular Meeting 
 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: ESTABLISHING THE WILLAMETTE RIVER GREENWAY SETBACK LINE IN 

GLENWOOD 
ACTION 
REQUESTED: 

Conduct a second joint public hearing with the Springfield Hearings Official to consider a 
proposal to adopt a “Greenway Setback Line” for properties in Glenwood where this line 
has yet to be established. The Planning Commission is requested to approve, approve with 
conditions or amendments, or deny the proposed location for the setback as it applies to 
the location of the setback within the annexed ODOT right-of-way located beneath the 
Springfield bridges. The Hearings Official shall determine the setback for those properties 
which are outside of the city limits but within Springfield’s Urban Growth Boundary.  

ISSUE 
STATEMENT: 

This is the second joint public hearing on this specific proposal and is necessary to 
correct a technical error in the notice and listed criteria of approval used for the 
initial joint public hearing conducted on May 5, 2015.  At that hearing staff referenced 
the approval criteria found in SDC 3.3-325—Willamette Greenway Overlay District, for 
establishing the location of the Greenway Setback Line.  These criteria do not apply within 
the Glenwood Riverfront Mixed Use Plan District; instead the similar but separate criteria 
found in SDC 3.4-280 (D) and (L) are to be used for establishing the setback within the 
boundaries of the Glenwood Riverfront Mixed Use Plan District.   

 
In addition, criteria found in Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-015-0005 C. 3. k. 
are also applicable to this decision but were not included in the public notice for the May 
5, 2015 joint public hearing and were not specifically addressed in the staff report.  The 
unaddressed criteria in SDC 3.4-280 (D) and (L), and in OAR 660-015-0005 C.3.k.—
Greenway Setback, are so similar in scope and purpose to the criteria of  SDC 3.3-
325, that the proposed location of the setback established in the initial hearing is 
unchanged for this hearing.    

ATTACHMENTS: 1. Staff Report and Recommendation 
2. Application and Supporting Exhibits A-G. Exhibit G is a series of aerial photographs   
 showing the proposed setback line. 
3. 2004 Salix Report on the Establishment of the Willamette River Greenway Setback Line 
 in Glenwood. 

DISCUSSION: The City proposes to draw the Willamette River Greenway Setaback Line at the upland 
extent of the riparian vegetation (Riparian Edge), or ten feet from top-of-bank, whichever 
is greater.  Where the existing riparian vegetation is present, the proposed setback (from 
top-of-bank) averages 20 to 30 feet.  Exhibit G to the application contains a series of aerial 
photographs showing the proposed setback line. 
 

 Attachment 1 is the Staff Report and Recommendation which compares the proposed 
Greenway setback to the applicable criteria for establishing the setback found in SDC 3.4-
280 (D) and (L) and in OAR 660-015-0005 C. 3. k. Attachment 2 is the application 
prepared by Schirmer-Satre Group on behalf of the City which is the applicant. 
Attachment 3 is the 2004 Salix Report on Establishment of the Willamette River 
Greenway Setback Line in Glenwood.  The Salix Report provides a second opinion on the 
proposed location of the Willamette River Greenway Setback Line in Glenwood.  
 
It is the conclusion of staff that the proposed Glenwood Willamette River Greenway 
Setback Line is consistent with the criteria for establishment found in SDC 3.4-280 (D) 
and (L) and in OAR 660-015-0005 C. 3. k. Staff recommends approval of the proposed 
setback line as submitted. 
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Type III Willamette Greenway Setback Determination, 
Without Development  
Staff Report and Recommendation 

 

 

Project Name:  Glenwood Willamette River Greenway Setback 
 
Proposed Action: To establish the Willamette River Greenway Setback in Glenwood for properties 
without a delineated setback. The City proposes to draw the Willamette River Greenway Setaback Line 
at the upland extent of the riparian vegetation (Riparian Edge), or ten feet from top-of-bank, whichever 
is greater.   Exhibit G of Attachment 2, the City’s application, shows the recommended setback line for 
the subject properties.  Exhibit G is composed of 6 survey maps overlaying an aerial photograph showing 
the proposed line with respect to existing development and the river.  The proposed setback follows the 
upland extent of the natural riparian vegetation.   
 
File No.:  TYP315-00002 
Applicant:  City of Springfield 
Applicant’s Representative: Richard Satre, Schirmer -Satre Group 
Date of Application: April 9, 2015 
Date of Hearing:  June 16, 2015 
 
Subject Properties:  The affected properties include nineteen (19), mostly developed parcels.   Sixteen 
parcels totalling 51.28 acres are developed. Three parcels totalling 5.56 acres are vacant.  In addition, 
there are two lots comprised of right-of-way beneath the ODOT Springfield Bridges and the Union Pacific 
Railroad Bridge.  These two total 6.50 acres.  With the exception of the ODOT Bridge right-of-way, the 
properties are located outside of the Springfield City Limits.   
 
Table 1 shows those properties that are annexed and not annexed.  The Springfield Planning 
Commission has the authority to approve the Greenway Setback Line for properties that have been 
annexed.  The Springfield Hearings Official has the authority to approve the setback for properties that 
have not been annexed. 
 
 

Table 1. Subject Properties 
 

Map Lot Number Acres Glenwood Refinement 
Plan/Zoning 

Vacant/ 
Developed 

Annexed? 

170334310  TL1000 5.28 OFFICE MU DEVELOPED NO 
170334310  TL1100 2.87 OFFICE MU DEVELOPED NO 
170334320  TL0101 1.82 OFFICE MU DEVELOPED NO 
170334320  TL0400 2.47 OFFICE MU DEVELOPED NO 
170334410  TL0700 2.71 COMMERCIAL MU VACANT NO 
170334410  TL0800 1.51 COMMERCIAL MU DEVELOPED NO 
170334420  TL0100 1.49 RESIDENTIAL MU VACANT NO 
170334420  TL1500 1.36 RESIDENTIAL MU VACANT NO 
170334420  TL1600 3.64 RESIDENTIAL MU DEVELOPED NO 
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Map Lot Number Acres Glenwood Refinement 
Plan/Zoning 

Vacant/ 
Developed 

Annexed? 

170334420  TL2400 2.79 RESIDENTIAL MU DEVELOPED NO 
170334420  TL2500 3.55 RESIDENTIAL MU DEVELOPED NO 
170334420  TL2600 2.84 RESIDENTIAL MU DEVELOPED NO 
170334420  TL2700 1.60 RESIDENTIAL MU DEVELOPED NO 
170334420  TL2802 5.34 OFFICE MU/ RES MU DEVELOPED NO 
170334440  TL0100 5.98 EMPLOYMENT MU DEVELOPED NO 
170334440  TL0102 1.89 EMPLOYMENT MU DEVELOPED NO 
170334440  TL0200 1.57 EMPLOYMENT MU DEVELOPED NO 
180302200  TL2900 7.04 EMPLOYMENT MU DEVELOPED NO 
170334320  TL0100 1.09 OFFICE MU DEVELOPED NO 

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD BRIDGE ROW 1.76  VACANT NO 
ODOT SPRINGFIELD BRIDGES ROW 4.74  VACANT YES 

 
Figure 1. Proposed Glenwood Willamette Greenway Setback Line Subject Properties 
 

 

 

Willamette River 

Union Pacific 
Railroad 
Bridge 

ODOT 
Springfield 

Bridges 

Annexed Unincorporated Subject Properties 
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I.  Executive Summary 
 
The City proposes to delineate the Willamette River Greenway Setback Line in Glenwood for properties 
which have yet to establish one. This application is intended to establish the setback within the 
boundaries of the subject properties prior to new development.  No development is proposed with this 
application.  The applicable standards which apply to the alignment of the Greenway Setback Line for 
the subject properties focus on allowing appropriate recreational access,  minimalization of vandalism 
and tresspass, protection and enhancement of the riparian fringe and protection of significant fish and 
wildlife habitat.   
 
The subject sites are mostly developed.  What riparian fringe that exists along the river is very narrow.   
Where the existing riparian vegetation is present, the proposed setback (from top of bank) averages 20 
to 30 feet.  In one small area, however, the setback is approximately 190 feet due to the presence of a 
small wetland (Tax Lot 18-03-02-20  TL2900). Elsewhere, where the riparian vegetation is scarce or 
absent, the setback line ranges between 10 and 20 feet from top-of-bank.  The proposal includes a 
minimum width for the Greenway Setback Line of ten feet.  This will provide an opportunity to enhance 
the natural vegetative fringe along the river in those areas where vegetation is currently lacking or 
nonexistent.  This minimum setback distance is consistent with previous Greenway Setback 
determinations.   
 
The City employed Schirmer-Satre Group to develop a recommended setback delineation.  Brian 
Meiering, Environmental Specialist for Schirmer-Satre, is a professional wildlife biologist with 17 years 
experience.  Brian completed the Greenway Setback analysis and report for the Wildish application that 
was approved by the Springfield Planning Commission and Hearings Official in April, 2014.   
 
Meiering walked each site where property owner permission could be obtained, to evaluate the 
resource values for each site and to recommend a setback location.   City survey staff worked together 
with Schirmer Satre staff to establish monuments delineating the location of the recommended setback.  
Schirmer Satre staff found that the subject properties generally have minimal habitat value, particularly 
for supporting listed species known to be found within a two mile radius.  Meiering paid specific 
attention to the potential presence of the Western Pond Turtle and habitat, concluding that the subject 
properties are not optimal turtle habitat. 
 
City Survey staff mapped the recommeded setback line.  Crews set survey monuments on those 
properties whose owners granted access.  On those few properties where access could not be obtained, 
Meiering used aerial photography as a basis for the recommended line.  Survey staff used Meiering’s 
work as a basis for showing the line on the maps showing the proposed setaback (Attachment 2, Exhibit 
G).   
 
The proposed Greenway Setback line provides minimal protection to the existing narrow band of 
vegetation along the river.  The line acknowledges the existing development, and the future vision for 
the Glenwood Riverfront as reflected in the adopted Glenwood Refinement Plan. That said, the 
established development setback of 75-feet for riparian protection and enhancement that will not be 
altered or negated by the proposed greenway setback line.   
 
In 2004, the City contracted with Salix Associates, an environmental consultancy, to conduct an analysis 
of the Glenwood riverfront using the standards found in SDC Section 3.3-325 for establishing the 
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Greenway Setback Line (Attachment 3).  The Salix report produced a descriptive inventory of the flora 
and fauna along the riverfront and included a series of aerial photos with a recommended Greenway 
Boundary drawn in.  The City’s proposed Willamette Greenway Setback Line is consistent with the 
setback recommended by Salix Associates.    
 
In 2014, the City adopted the Glenwood Riverfront Mixed Use District.  Development standards for the 
district are contained in SDC 3.4-200.  Specific direction for establishing the Greenway Setback Line 
within the Glenwood Riverfront District are found in SDC 3.4-280 (D) and (L).    
 
The proposed sestback is found by staff to be consistent with the standards for establishing the setback 
found in SDC 3.4-280 (D) and (L).  The remainder of this report addresses the criteria for establishing the 
Greenway Setback Line in Glenwood.   
 
II. Site Context: 
 
The subject property is comprised of one area of public right-of-way (that area associated with the two 
Springfield Bridges as they cross the Willamette River from Glenwood to Downtown Springfield), one 
property owned by Union Pacific Rail Road (UPRR) where it’s rail line crosses the Willamette River 
between Glenwood and Springfield, and nineteen (19) tax lots with fifteen (15) different owners.  In one 
instance, the same owner owned three of the subject tax lots, in three instances, the same owner 
owned two of the subject tax lots, while in two instances the same tax lot had two different owners.   
 
An inventory of the subject property, including map and lot number, tax lot size, plan designation and 
zoning, ownership and whether permission to access the property is documented in Attachment 2, 
Exhibit A1.  Collectively, the property documented in Exhibit A is the Subject Property. 
 
Each Subject Property parcel (the right-of-way, UPRR parcel and the 19 tax lots) fronts the Willamette 
River and is located between Franklin Blvd and the Willamette River in the northern portion of the 
Glenwood neighborhood and between McVay Blvd and the Willamette River in the southern portion of 
the Glenwood neighborhood.  (Of these, the former is referred to as the Franklin Riverfront and the 
latter is referred to as the McVay Riverfront in the Glenwood Refinement Plan.)  

Plan designations and zoning districts of the tax lots is also codified in the adopted Glenwood 
Refinement Plan.  These are Office Mixed-Use, Residential Mixed-Use, Commercial Mixed-Use and 
Employment Mixed-Use2.  

Riverfront areas, plan designations and zoning districts aren’t applicable to Greenway Setback Line 
criteria, but understanding the land use framework can help visualize the setback line and its effect on 
current and future developments and uses and vice-versa. 

                                                           
1  An inventory of property along the Glenwood Riverfront which already has an established Greenway Setback Line is documented 

in Attachment 2, Exhibit B.  The properties in Exhibit B are not part of this application’s request to establish a Greenway Setback 
Line but are included for reference.   

2  Whereas the tax lots have a plan designation and zoning district, right-of-way and railroad property does not. 
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Figure 3. It is common for existing development to 
extend to the top-of-bank. 

 

Figure 2. Plan Designations and Zoning Districts Glenwood 
Refinement Plan April 2014   
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The current physical condition of the Subject Property is quite variable.  Individual tax lots range from 
fully developed to essentially undeveloped with most of the development being long-standing and of an 
industrial nature.  The river’s edge in particular is of a similar nature.  It is common for development to 
approach very near to the top of bank. Even where the tax lot is ‘undeveloped’, it is rare that some level 
of site disturbance has not previously occurred. 
 
Along the river’s edge, the area near the top of bank, the physical condition varies greatly (See Figure 4 
below).  From mown lawn (photo 1), to industrial fencing (2 and 3), to backyard overlooks (4), to cleared 
and once used for something (5), to simply cleared (6), the vegetated fringe is sometimes there, 
sometimes not and nearly never of a natural condition. 
 
Figure 4.  Photos 1-6 below illustrate conditions along the river’s edge in the subject area 

 
(1) 

 
(2) 

 
(3) 

 
(4) 

 
(5) 

 
(6) 

 
III.  Procedural Criteria: 
 
Section 3.3-315 of the Springfield Development Code (SDC) states that development proposals within 
the Willamette Greenway Boundary shall be reviewed as a Discretionary Use procedure. SDC Section 
5.9-115 states that Discretionary Uses are to be processed as a Type III review procedure that comes 
before the Planning Commission for sites within the city limits or the Lane County Hearings Official for 
those sites outside of the city limits but within the Springfield Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).   
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Type III processing steps are described in 5.1-135 and 5.9-115.  The following processing steps are 
required: 
 

1. The Director must determine that the application is complete. 
2. Newspaper notice must be provided and mailed notice to property owners and occupants 

within 300 feet of the project area. 
3. The Director shall distribute the application to the Development Review Committee or the 

Historical Commission for comments, where applicable. 
4. Notice shall be given to the Oregon Department of Transportation by forwarding a copy of the 

application by certified mail, return receipt requested. Notice of final City action shall also be 
provided to the Oregon Department of Transportation. 

 
Procedural Findings and Conclusion 
 
Finding #1. The applicant is the City of Springfield.  Staff determined that the application materials 
submitted by Schirmer -Satre were complete on April 16, 2014. 
 
Finding #2. Table 1 shows that the ODOT right-of-way beneath the Springfield Bridges is the only 
subject property that has been annexed.  The Springfield Planning Commission shall approve the setback 
for the annexed property.  The Springfield Hearings Official shall approve the setback for the remaining 
subject sites.  
 
Finding #3. Published notice of the hearing appeared in the Register Guard on May XX, 2015. The 
published notice complied with the content requirements for Type III public hearings listed in SDC 
Section 5.2-115 (B). 
 
Finding #4. No development is proposed by this action.  The Development Review Committee 
provides comments related to site development and the provision of services for a particular 
development.  The Director concluded that a Development Review Committee meeting was not 
warranted.  The project area does not fall within the Springfield Historical District and as such the 
proposal does not warrant Design Review Committee review. 
 
Finding #5. Mailed notice was sent to affected property owners and occupants within 300-feet of 
the project on May 27, 2015, as attested by affidavit.  The mailing allowed more than the required 20-
day notice and complied with the content requirements for Type III public hearings listed in SDC Section 
5.2-115 (A).  Two phone calls were received by staff from residents of the Riverside Mobile Home Park, 
asking for clarification about the Greenway Setback Line.  No opinions were expressed by the residents 
during the calls. 
 
Finding #6. In completing the on-site analysis for locating the proposed Greenway setback, the City 
sought permission from property owners before entering their property.  This permission letter was sent 
to owners on January 13, 2015.  Attachment 2, Exhibit s D and E to the application are copies of the 
Property Owner Letter and the Property Owner Access Permission Letter.   
 
Finding #7. A meeting of interested property owners was held at Roaring Rapids Pizza on January 
29, 2015, to discuss the setback line and its implications for their properties.  One-on-one meetings and 
phone calls were also used to discuss the setback line with owners. 
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Finding #8. Notice of the proposed setback line was forwarded to David Warren at the Oregon 
Department of Transportation on April 17, 2015, as required by SDC 5.1-135.  
 
Conclusion 
 
The procedural requirements detailed in SDC Section 5.9-115, SDC Section 5.2-115 (A) and (B) and SDC 
5.1-135 have been followed. 
 
IV.  Review Criteria and Findings: 
  
No development is proposed as part of this application to establish the Greenway Setback Line. The 
standards for establishing the Greenway Setback Line within the Glenwood Riverfront Mixed Use District 
and are found in SDC Section 3.4-2.80 (D) and (L).  Additional criteria are found in the Oregon 
Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-015-0005 C. 3. k.—Greenway Setback  

These standards are shown below. 
 
Establishment of the Greenway Setback Line and Permitted Uses—SDC 3.4-280 (D) and (L). 
 
“In the Glenwood Riverfront portion of the WG Overlay District, the Greenway Setback Line shall be 
established to protect, maintain, preserve, and enhance the natural, scenic, historic and recreational 
qualities of the Willamette Greenway. Only water-dependent and water-related uses are permitted 
between the Willamette River and the Greenway Setback Line. The location of the Greenway Setback 
Line shall be determined consistent with the criteria specified in Sections L.1., L.4., L.5., L.7., L.10., and 
L.11” (SDC Section 3.4-280 (D) (1)). 
 
SDC Section 3.4-280 (L) (1, 4, 5, 7, 10, and 11) 
 
1. Any development, change of use or intensification of use permitted in the base zone shall be 
oriented toward the river between the Willamette Greenway Setback Line and the Willamette 
Greenway outer boundary. 

EXCEPTION: Proposed water-dependent and water-related uses listed in Subsection 3.4-280D.2. shall be 
permitted within the Greenway Setback Line. 

4. The maintenance of public safety and protection of public and private property, especially from 
vandalism and trespass, shall be provided to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
5. The natural vegetative fringe along the river shall be enhanced, protected and maintained in 
order to assure scenic quality and viewpoints, protection of wildlife, protection from erosion and 
screening of uses from the river. 
 
7. Recreational needs shall be satisfied as specified in the Glenwood Refinement Plan and/or this 
Plan District. 
 
10. Significant fish and wildlife habitats shall be protected to the maximum extent practicable. 
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11. Significant natural and scenic areas, viewpoints and vistas shall be protected to the maximum 
extent practicable. 
 
OAR 660-015-0005 C. 3. k.—Greenway Setback 
 
k.  “A setback line will be established to keep structures separated from the river in order to protect, 
maintain preserve and enhance the natural, scenic, historic and recreational qualities of the Willamette 
River Greenway, as identified in the Greenway Inventories. The setback line shall not apply to water-
related or water-dependent uses.”  The referenced Greenway Inventories are listed in OAR 660-015-
0005 B. 1-15.   

Findings: 
 
“1. Any development, change of use or intensification of use permitted in the base zone shall be 
oriented toward the river between the Willamette Greenway Setback Line and the Willamette 
Greenway outer boundary.” 
 
Applicant’s Statement:  “There is no development proposed with this application; therefore the 
criterion is not presently applicable.  Even after the Greenway Setback line is established, the subject 
property will still be subject to the Willamette Greenway Overlay District development standards, which, 
as noted above, invoke the Discretionary Use standards under SDC 5.9-120, the Master Plan standards 
under SDC 5.13-100 and the Site Plan Review standards under SDC 5.17-100, as well as the SDC 3.4-280 
standards invoked above for any change or intensification of use, or construction that has a significant 
visual impact.  When development is ultimately proposed for the subject property, these procedures will 
ensure this standard is met. 
 
To the degree that it applies, this criterion (SDC 3.4-280 L. 1.) is met.” 
 
Staff Finding: 
 
Finding #9. The phrase, “shall be oriented toward the river…” concerns the direction a building or 
development would face, and how close it would come to the river.  No development is proposed as 
part of this application.  Future development will be guided by the Greenway Setback Line and by the 
established 75-foot riparian setback found in the Springfield Development Code (SDC 4.3-115 and 4.3-
117). 
 
“4. The maintenance of public safety and protection of public and private property, especially 
from vandalism and trespass, shall be provided to the maximum extent practicable.” 
 
Applicant’s Statement: “Illegal trespass, camping and vandalism are problems that occur on both sides 
of the Willamette River through the Glenwood area.  The establishment of the proposed Greenway 
Setback Line is not likely to exacerbate the problem since the setback width is relatively narrow and the 
property is highly developed, fenced and observed.  Camping, vandalism and trespass are more likely to 
occur in locations that are secluded.  An overly broad Greenway setback line could support undesirable 
activity by providing a large area that is isolated from public view and access.     
 
Future development of the subject property will likely reduce unwanted activity.   
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The proposed Greenway Setback Line will protect the vegetated fringe along the river without inviting 
unwanted trespass or other illegal activities which may occur in secluded areas.  
 
This criterion (SDC 3.4-280 L. 4.) is met.” 
 
Staff Findings: 
 
Finding #10. Illegal trespass (camping) and vandalism are problems that occur on both sides of the 
Willamette River through the Glenwood area.  This is particularly true of undeveloped areas along the 
river, including public parks and private property. The establishment of the proposed Greenway Setback 
Line is not likely to exacerbate the problem since the setback width is relatively narrow.  Camping, 
vandalism and trespass are more likely to occur in locations that are secluded.  An overly broad 
Greenway setback line could support undesirable activity by providing a large area that is isolated from 
public view and access.     
 
Conclusion:  The proposed Greenway Setback Line will protect the vegetated fringe along the river 
without inviting unwanted trespass or other illegal activities which may occur in secluded areas. This 
standard is met. 
 
“5. The natural vegetative fringe along the river shall be enhanced, protected and maintained in 
order to assure scenic quality and viewpoints, protection of wildlife, protection from erosion and 
screening of uses from the river.” 
 
Applicant’s Statement: “This standard uses the term “natural vegetative fringe along the river,” which 
the Glenwood Riverfront Natural Resources Inventory (Exhibit F) refers to as the “riparian edge,” 
characterized by the presence of riparian vegetation such as cottonwood and willow species.  The 
Inventory describes representative sections of the riparian edge as: 
 
The area directly adjacent to the Willamette River is dominated by riparian vegetation.  Dominant 
vegetation within the riparian edge include Populus balsamifera, Fraxinus latifolia, Salix spp., Alnus 
rhombifolia, Cornus sericea, Acer macrophyllum, Robinia pseudoacacia, Spirea douglasii and Carex 
obnupta.  
 
The riparian edge, in particular the area between top of bank and the river, is the most significant fish 
and wildlife habitat type.  It provides the most significant scenic qualities and has been mapped to 
encompass the remaining vegetative fringe within subject property. 
 
The enclosed Greenway Setback Line Survey maps locate the proposed setback line.  This line follows 
the upland extent of the natural riparian vegetation.  
 
Where the existing riparian vegetation is present, the setback (from top of bank) averages 20 to 30 feet.  
In one small area, however, the setback is approximately 190 feet due to the presence of a small 
wetland (Tax Lot 18030220-02900). Elsewhere, where the riparian vegetation is scarce or absent, the 
setback line ranges between 10 and 20 feet from top of bank.  Additionally, the proposal includes a 
minimum width for the Greenway Setback Line of ten feet.  This will provide an opportunity to enhance 
the natural vegetative fringe along the river in those areas where vegetation is currently lacking or 
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nonexistent.  This minimum setback distance is consistent with previous Greenway Setback 
determinations.   
 
The proposed Willamette Greenway Setback Line will provide for the protection and enhancement of 
the natural vegetative fringe along the river. 
 
Given this, this criterion (SDC 3.4-280 L. 5.) is met.” 
 
Staff Findings: 
 
Finding #11. The phrase “maximum extent practicable” in this standard is not defined in the 
Springfield Development Code or in the Oregon Administrative Rules for Goal 15, the Willamette River 
Greenway.  Text drawn from Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 15 (F.3.b.) implies the term is intended to 
require a balancing of factors so that each of the identified Willamette Greenway criteria is met to the 
greatest extent possible without precluding the use approved under the applicable Comprehensive Plan 
designation and zoning.  Planning Goal 15, Section F provides direction for implementing the Greenway 
Program.  Section (F.3.b.) states:  
 

“b. The review of intensification, changes of use and developments as authorized by the 
Comprehensive Plan and zoning ordinance to insure their compatibility with the Greenway statutes 
and to insure that the best possible appearance, landscaping and public access are provided. Such 
review shall include the following findings, that to the greatest possible degree: 
 

(1) The intensification, change of use or development will provide the maximum possible 
landscaped area, open space or vegetation between the activity and the river; 
 
(2) Necessary public access will be provided to and along the river by appropriate legal means;” 

 
Finding #12. The City proposes to draw the setback line at the upland extent of the riparian 
vegetation (Riparian Edge) ten feet from top-of-bank, whichever is greater.  This is a minimal setback, 
however it does incorporate and protect the relatively narrow vegetated fringe that exists on the 
subject properties.  This approach and minimum setback distance is consistent with previous Greenway 
Setback determinations (File No. TYP314-00001, TYP312-00003).  
 
The proposed setback follows the upland extent of the natural riparian vegetation.  Where the existing 
riparian vegetation is present, the setback (from top-of-bank) averages 20 to 30 feet.  In one small area, 
however, the setback is proposed to follow the outline of a suspected wetland to a distance of about 
190 feet (Tax Lot 18-03-02-20  TL2900).  
 
Finding #13. Staff concurs with the location of the proposed Greenway Setback for the annexed site 
beneath the Springfield Bridges.  This site is subject to the approval of the Springfield Planning 
Commission. 
 
Finding #14. Section 6.110 of the Springfield Development Code defines “top-of-bank” as follows: For 
a given watercourse, the top of bank is the same as the “bankfull stage.” The “bankfull stage” is defined 
as “the stage or elevation at which water overflows the natural banks of streams or other waters of the 
State and begins to inundate the upland.”  
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Finding #15. The proposed Greenway Setback Line will protect the existing vegetated fringe along 
the river.  Current development and past disturbance on the subject properties have created conditions 
within the interior of the site which provide little habitat.  Outside of the setback, the land is largely 
developed or is vacant with compacted fill and gravel.  What vegetation that exists in the interior areas 
is mostly non-native grasses and forbs.   
 
Finding #16. No new development is proposed as part of this application.  Future development will 
provide opportunities to enhance the habitat within the proposed Greenway Setback and within the 
required 75-foot riparian setback established by SDC Section 4.3-115 (A) (1).  Current best practices for 
stormwater pretreatment make use of vegetated swales and other natural facilities to remove 
sediments and contaminants before stormwater is released to receiving streams and rivers.  These 
natural treatment facilities can be built into the landscape within the 75-foot setback, creating enhanced 
habitat and making for a more aesthetically pleasing landscape.  
 
Conclusion: The proposed Greenway Setback Line will protect the existing vegetated fringe along the 
river.  Current development and past disturbance on the subject properties have created conditions 
within the interior of the site which provide little habitat.  Outside of the setback, the land is largely 
developed or is vacant with compacted fill and gravel.  What vegetation that exists in the interior areas 
is mostly non-native grasses and forbs.  This standard is met. 
 
“7. Recreational needs shall be satisfied as specified in the Glenwood Refinement Plan and/or this 
Plan District.” 
 
Applicant’s Statement:   

 
“The applicable functional plan for recreation in this area 
is the Willamalane Park and Recreation Comprehensive 
Plan. It was adopted by the Willamalane Board of 
Directors on Oct. 10, 2012 and was subsequently 
adopted as an element of the Metro Area General Plan 
by Springfield (Ord. No. 6303 (Nov., 4, 2013) and Lane 
County (Ord. No. PA 1302 (Oct. 5, 2013). 
The portion of the Willamalane Plan most relevant to the 
current proposal deals with the creation of a riverfront 
linear park.  The Highlights and Improvements section, 
Chapter 3, provides: 
 
Actions 4.13 and 4.14, Glenwood Riverfront Linear Park A 
and B: As the Glenwood area is redeveloped, 
Willamalane has an opportunity to work with public and 
private partners to develop a riverfront linear park and 
multiuse path, and expand the popular Willamette River 
path system. Section A (Action 4.13) would travel from 
the Viaduct Path underneath the I-5 bridge, east to the 
Springfield Bridge; Section B (Action 4.14) would travel 
from the Springfield Bridge south to Seavey Loop Road.  
 

Figure 5. Excerpt Map 2 Proposed Park 
and Recreation Projects Willamalane 
Park and Recreation Comprehensive 
Plan, 10/14 
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The proposed linear park will include multiuse paths, picnic areas, and river overlooks, and will be a 
significant regional recreation and river overlooks, and will be a significant regional recreation and 
alternative transportation resource. The park will also expand recreation opportunities for Glenwood 
area residents, who currently have limited access to close-to-home parks. 

  
In addition, the Strategies and Actions section, Chapter 4, includes a map showing a planned multi-use 
path along the riverfront of the subject properties, Map 2 Proposed Park and Recreation Projects. That 
map includes four symbols over the subject property with the numbers 4.13, 4.14, 4.15 and 4.24.  These 
numbers correspond to planned actions, as described in tables. 
 
Action 4.13 is described in the table as: Glenwood Riverfront Linear Park A.  Work with partners to 
develop a riverfront linear park and multiuse path from I-5 to the Springfield Bridge, consistent with the 
Glenwood Refinement Plan. 
 
4.14 is described as: Glenwood Riverfront Linear Park B.  Work with partners to develop a riverfront 
linear park and multiuse path from the Springfield Bridge to Seavey Loop Road. 
 
4.15 is described as: Glenwood to Island Park (Bridge).  Work with the city to explore the feasibility of a 
bicycle/pedestrian bridge from South Bank Path A to Island Park, per the Downtown District Urban 
Design Plan. 
 
4.24 is described as: Glenwood to Dorris Ranch (Bridge).  Work with partners to explore the feasibility of 
developing a bicycle and pedestrian bridge across the Willamette River, connecting the Glenwood 
Riverfront Linear Park B to Dorris Ranch and the Middle Fork Path. 
   
Additional functional and refinement plans also reference the multi-use trail along the south bank of the 
Willamette River.  TransPlan (July 2002) identifies a South Bank Trail to run from I-5 to the Springfield 
Bridge, but not any farther upstream.  The 2014 Glenwood Refinement Plan, at page 76, states Develop a 
multi-use path along the Willamette River in Glenwood from I-5 to the southern tip of Springfield’s Urban 
Growth Boundary so that the multi-use path strengthens physical and visual connections to the river, and 
supports recreational uses and bicycle/pedestrian commuters along the riverfront. 
 
These plans, and their projects, the linear park, the bridges, the off-street path, do not reference the 
Willamette Greenway Overlay District or a Greenway setback line.  There is however a correlation as 
both are referring to the linear edge of the adjacent Willamette River.  The city has not yet obtained any 
property rights for the linear park or pathway.  This will likely be negotiated in the context is specific 
property annexation and/or development or re-development.  As establishment of a Greenway setback is 
a necessary first step for development approval, approval of this application will bring the city one step 
closer towards being in a position to implement these policies from the Willamalane plan. 
 
As stated, the public access rights will need to be obtained through purchase or voluntary donation, as 
part of future annexation proceeding or as part of a subsequent development review process.  In a 
similar application for a Willamette Greenway Setback determination for a property elsewhere located 
along the Glenwood riverfront, the Hearings Official noted "The best time to provide for the bike path is 
when development is proposed for the subject property." There is some flexibility in the ultimate location 
of the path, as the Glenwood Refinement Plan states that the path diagram is a conceptual alignment 
(Glenwood Refinement Plan, page 54).  Because the subject property will still be within the Willamette 
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Greenway Overlay District after the Willamette Greenway Setback Line is established, development 
proposals for property will be subject to Discretionary Use procedures (SDC 5.9-100) and/or Master Plans 
(SDC 5.13-100) or Site Plan Review (SDC 5.17-100).  Those procedures will ensure the city has ample 
opportunity to secure the public rights for a riverfront linear park and pathway in the context of a 
redevelopment application. 
 
Elsewhere, the Springfield Development Code, in addressing the protection of water quality (SDC 4.3-
115.A.1) establishes a 75-foot development setback from the top-of-bank for the Willamette River.  This 
development setback allows for construction of multi-use paths and some stormwater treatment 
facilities within the setback boundary. The subject property is subject to this setback.  It should be noted 
that the 75-foot setback was established to accomplish water quality and resource protection goals.  The 
Greenway Setback Line is different from this water quality/resource setback.  The Greenway Setback is 
intended to accomplish broader goals including recreation and access. 
 
Establishment of the Willamette Greenway Setback line at the upland extent of the riparian vegetation 
as proposed in this application would not interfere with establishment of the multi-use path planned for 
location on the subject property.  The narrow corridor required for the path should not negatively impact 
development of the subject property.    
 
The recreational needs of the Springfield area and for Glenwood in particular have been planned or 
provided for.  That portion of the recreational plan that affects the subject property will not be affected 
by the proposed delineation of the Greenway Setback Line. 
 
Lastly, this approval criterion directs the city to consider and minimize the possibility that public 
recreation might disturb adjacent property.  Currently, there is some public recreation that occurs on the 
river (rafting, fishing).  Establishing the Greenway Setback line will not change the existing situation in 
regard to public recreation on and adjacent to the subject property. 
 
Given this, this criterion (SDC 3.4-280 L. 7.) is met.” 
 

 
 

Figure 6. Excerpt from 
Map 2-4, Proposed 
Multi-Use Paths and 
Trails,  

2012 Willamalane 
Park and Recreation 
Comprehensive Plan 
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Staff Findings: 
 
Finding #17. The 2014 Glenwood Refinement Plan designates all of the Glenwood Riverfront as one 
of four types of mixed-use development.  These designations include Office Mixed Use, Commercial 
Mixed Use, Residential Mixed Use and Employment Mixed Use.  The implementing zoning conforms to 
these same mixed use designations.  The planned use of the Glenwood riverfront is for employment 
uses and not recreational use.  
 
Finding #18. The 2014 Glenwood Refinement Plan identifies policies relating to the establishment of 
a “Riverfront Multi-Use Path.”  The path, by definition will be located within the vicinity of the Greenway 
Setback Line.  One policy states, “Partner with Willamalane Park and Recreation District, property 
owners, and private developers to fund, design, and construct the path” (SDC Appendix 3, C.5.a., 
Glenwood Refinement Plan, page 77).  Another policy states, “Collaborate with Willamalane and others 
as appropriate to: develop river edge variety along the linear park corridor, as conceptually depicted in 
Figures 10 and 14; protect lands within the coterminous Riparian and Willamette Greenway Setback 
area; integrate a variety of passive recreation spaces with abutting natural resources; and implement 
riparian protection and enhancement measures and stormwater management features” ( SDC Appendix 
3 B.6.b., Glenwood Refinement Plan, page 98). 
 
Finding #19. The Willamalane Park and Recreation District provides park services for the City of 
Springfield.  This includes park planning and development.  The 2012 Willamalane Park and Recreation 
Plan lists current and planned park facilities for the Springfield area. 

 
Finding #20. The 2012 Willamalane Park and Recreation Comprehensive Plan (Willamalane 
Comprehensive Plan) indicates that no community or regional parks are planned within the subject area.  
The Plan calls for three neighborhood parks to be developed in the Glenwood area.   Projects 1.24, 1.25 
and 1.26 are neighborhood parks planned for residential areas in Glenwood.  Each of these will be 
located outside of the subject area as shown on Map 2-1 of the Willamalane Plan.   
 
Finding #21. The 2012 Willamalane Comprehensive Plan calls for the development of the Glenwood 
Riverfront Linear Park (Projects 4.13, 4.14) and the associated Glenwood to Island Park Bridge (Project 
4.15). 

 
Finding #22. The Willamalane Plan explains that linear parks and trails are intended to preserve open 
space and provide opportunities for trail-oriented activities, such as walking, running, bicycling, skating, 
etc.  Typically, linear parks are developed within a 20-foot easement or dedicated right-of-way that is 
secured through negotiation with property owners.  The Willamalane Plan indicates that facility design 
will be “sensitive to issues such as privacy, security, and property rights when planning and developing 
linear parks and pathways” (Strategies A.53 and A.54 Willamalane Comprehensive Plan, page 45).  
 
Finding #23. The 2014 Glenwood Refinement Plan devotes a section to “Riverfront Multi-Use Path 
(pg. 76).  The objective of the Glenwood Plan with respect to the Riverfront path is to “Develop a multi-
use path along the Willamette River in Glenwood from I-5 to the southern tip of Springfield’s Urban 
Growth Boundary so that the multi-use path strengthens physical and visual connections to the river, 
and supports recreational uses and bicycle/pedestrian commuters along the riverfront.” 
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Finding #24. SDC Section 4.3-115 (A.)(1.) states,  “Along all watercourses shown on the WQLW Map 
with average annual stream flow greater than 1,000 cubic feet per second (CFS), the riparian area 
boundary shall be 75 feet landward from the top of the bank. Existing native vegetative ground cover 
and trees shall be preserved, conserved, and maintained between the ordinary low water line and the 
top of bank and 75 feet landward from the top of bank.”   The standard effectively establishes a 75-foot 
development setback from the top-of-bank for the Willamette River.  This development setback allows 
for construction of multi-use paths and some stormwater treatment facilities within the setback 
boundary. The applicant’s properties are subject to this setback.   
 
It should be noted that the 75-foot setback was established to accomplish water quality and resource 
protection goals.  The Greenway Setback Line is different from this water quality/resource setback.  The 
Greenway Setback is intended to accomplish broader goals including recreation and access. 

 
Finding #25. Applicants with riverfront property seeking annexation to the City have been required to 
dedicate a strip land for the Glenwood Riverfront Linear Park (Project 4.14).  As a result segments of 
riverfront land have been set aside for linear park and multi-use path.  Similar negotiations to acquire 
land for the path will likely accompany any future annexation.   
 
Finding #26. Establishment of the Willamette Greenway Setback line “at the upland extent of the 
riparian vegetation (Riparian Edge), or ten feet 10’ from top of bank, which ever is greater,” as proposed 
by the City would not interfere with establishment of the multi-use path planned for location on the 
subject properties.  The narrow corridor required for the path should not negatively impact 
development of the subject properties.    

 
Conclusion:  The Glenwood Refinement Plan calls for partnering with Willamalane Park and Recreation 
District to develop a multi-use path along the riverfront.  Willamalane has planned for parks of various 
types to serve the Glenwood area.  The subject properties are planned for development of residential, 
commercial, and employment mixed uses and not specifically for parks.  That said, the planned multi-
use path is planned for placement along the Willamette River which impacts the applicant’s properties.  
The applicant has already dedicated land for path across the majority of its properties.  The recreational 
needs of the Springfield area and for Glenwood in particular have been planned or provided for.  That 
portion of the recreational plan that affects the subject properties will not be affected by the proposed 
delineation of the Greenway Setback Line.  This condition has been met. 

“10. Significant fish and wildlife habitats shall be protected to the maximum extent practicable.” 
Applicant’s Statement:   
 
The 1999 Glenwood Refinement Plan (page 39) recognizes that there are no significant fish or wildlife 
habitat areas identified within the Glenwood portion of the Willamette River Greenway.  This conclusion 
is confirmed in the Glenwood Riverfront Natural Resources Inventory (Attachment 2, Exhibit F), which 
explains: 
 
Current records obtained from Oregon Biodiversity Information Center (ORBIC) show no rare species 
known on the subject property, with the exception of fish species within the Willamette River itself. 
In addition, the Inventory concludes that the subject property is poor habitat for all the species listed.  
This Inventory concluded: 
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Dominance of site disturbance on the subject property (clearing, filling, paving, buildings) has led to 
dense non-native, and sometimes invasive, vegetation and a narrow riparian fringe with steep banks. 
The velocity of waters and steep, linear nature of the banks along these lots is not conducive for listed 
species. 
 
Whereas there is a dominance of highly disturbed urban alteration to the property, the Inventory did 
observe a somewhat different set of habitat and physical conditions in a few areas (such as on Lot 17-03-
34-44/00100) but found these areas to be similarly lacking in overall habitat values, with the exception 
of a riparian edge that is proposed to be included in the Greenway setback. The Inventory explains: While 
Lot 17-03-34-44/00100 may exhibit characteristics of fair habitat for listed species, the lack of 
documented evidence of species use, lack of ponding water, cleared area and extent of invasive 
vegetation, velocity of the river, isolated nature of the lot and surrounding urban uses negate this habitat 
value beyond the proposed setback. 
 
The riparian fringe along the river’s edge (between the top of bank/riparian vegetation and the river) is 
expected to provide benefits such as refuge for different life stages of fish during high water and allow 
some cooling value during the hotter months which also benefits different life stages of listed fish, 
including salmonids. The proposed location of the Greenway Setback would retain these values.  
 
The proposed setback area would conserve all of the existing riparian vegetation.  Because this proposal 
protects all of the riparian vegetation on the subject property, it affords the greatest degree of 
protection for fish and wildlife habitat, even though that habitat is not considered significant. 
 
Given this, this criterion (SDC 3.4-280 L. 10.) is met.” 
 
Staff Findings: 
 
Finding #27. The 1999 Glenwood Refinement Plan was replaced by the 2014 Glenwood Refinement 
Plan.  In the context of the Greenway area, the 1999 Glenwood Plan stated “No significant or wildlife 
habitat areas have been identified to date.” The 2014 Glenwood Plan makes no specific assessment of 
significant fish and wildlife habitat in Glenwood, but does describe a broad vision for future riverfront 
vegetative restoration within the 75-foot development setback adopted by the City in 2004 in response 
to the Federal Clean Water Act.  The proposed Greenway Setback does not conflict with this proposed 
restoration per se; however, the larger 75-foot setback will have the effect of keeping future 
development further from the Willamette than that proposed by the Glenwood Greenway Setback Line.  
 
Finding #28. The subject properties are heavily disturbed.  Present use of the land on the majority of 
the sites has degraded the habitat value of the site.  There is a narrow vegetated fringe adjacent to the 
river.  The proposed Greenway Setback Line protects that existing fringe.   The photos in Figures 3 and 4 
illustrate the minimal habitat value and narrow vegetated fringe found on the subject sites. 
 
Finding #29. In 2002, The Willamette River was included on Springfield’s Map of Water Quality 
Limited Watercourses as part of Springfield’s response to the Federal Clean Water Act.  In addition, in 
2005, the Springfield Natural Resources Study listed the Willamette River as a “locally significant” 
riparian corridor under Statewide Planning Goal 5.  A program for protecting the Willamette River was 
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developed as part of Springfield’s response to the Federal Clean Water Act, and to Goal 5.  The adopted 
protections include a 75-foot development setback from the top-of-bank.3  
 
Finding #30. The applicant cites records obtained from Oregon Biodiversity Information Center 
(ORBIC) which show no rare species are known to inhabit the subject lots, with the exception of fish 
species within the adjacent Willamette River.  ORBIC is an authoritative resource, but the data provided 
does not affirm categorically that there are no sensitive or threatened species inhabiting the subject 
sites.  The database captures reported occurrences of various species.   
 
Finding #31. Table 2 (Attachment 2, Exhibit F) is from the Glenwood Riverfront Natural Resources 
Inventory lists the species known to occur within two miles of the subject site.  The information was part 
of the ORBIC data provided by the applicant. 
 
Finding #32. The City hired Schirmer -Satre Group used a qualified staff biologist4 to conduct on-site 
habitat assessments where property owners had given permission.  The on-site assessment, coupled 
with the report provided by ORBIC lends confidence to the analysis and conclusions drawn by the 
consultant. 
 

 
 

                                                           
3 Springfield Development Code Section 4.3-115 A (1). 
4 The site analysis was conducted by Brian Meiering of Schirmer Satre Group.  He is a professional wildlife biologist with 15 
years’ experience working for the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Bureau of Land Management and the US Forest 
Service.  His experience includes both fisheries and wildlife management.  He is qualified to evaluate regulatory compliance 
regarding aquatic and terrestrial environments. 
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Table 2.  Rare Species of Fish and Wildlife Known to Occur Within 2 Miles of the Study Area. 
 

LE: Endangered, LT: Listed Threatened, SC: Sensitive Critical, 
SOC: Species of Concern. Oregon Biodiversity Information Center, December 2013 

 
Table 3. Schirmer -Satre On-Site Habitat Evaluation 

 
Map Lot Number Acres Glenwood Refinement 

Plan/Zoning 
On-Site? 

1703343101000 5.28 OFFICE MU YES 
1703343101100 2.87 OFFICE MU NO 
1703343200101 1.82 OFFICE MU NO 
1703343200400 2.47 OFFICE MU YES 
1703344100700 2.71 COMMERCIAL MU YES 
1703344100800 1.51 COMMERCIAL MU YES 
1703344200100 1.49 RESIDENTIAL MU YES 
1703344201500 1.36 RESIDENTIAL MU YES 
1703344201600 3.64 RESIDENTIAL MU YES 
1703344202400 2.79 RESIDENTIAL MU NO 
1703344202500 3.55 RESIDENTIAL MU NO 
1703344202600 2.84 RESIDENTIAL MU YES 
1703344202700 1.60 RESIDENTIAL MU YES 
1703344202802 5.34 OFFICE MU/ RES MU YES 
1703344400100 5.98 EMPLOYMENT MU YES 
1703344400102 1.89 EMPLOYMENT MU YES 
1803022002900 7.04 EMPLOYMENT MU YES 

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD BRIDGE ROW 1.76  YES 
ODOT SPRINGFIELD BRIDGES ROW 4.74  YES 

Common 
Name 

Scientific Name Category Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat Requirements 

Bull trout 
(Willamette 

SMU) 

Salvelinus 
confluentus 

Vertebrate 
Animal 

LT SC Clean and cold water. 
Connectivity and complexity 

(USFWS 2010 [online] 
Chinook salmon 

(Upper 
Willamette River 
ESU, spring run) 

Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha 

Vertebrate 
Animal 

LT SC Variable due to multiple life 
stage requirements.  Use large 

river systems to access 
appropriate spawning.  

Necessitate access from sea to 
spawning areas. 

Oregon chub Oregonichthys 
crameri 

Vertebrate 
Animal 

LT SC Slow moving, relatively warmer 
water in off channel habitat 

(Bangs, 2013) 
Painted turtle Chrysemys picta Vertebrate 

Animal 
 SC Slow moving aquatic habitats 

with basking areas.  Nesting 
typically on sparsely vegetated 

areas. 
Purple martin Progne subis Vertebrate 

Animal 
SOC SC Open areas, more often near 

water in colonies 
Townsend's big-

eared bat 
Corynorhinus 

townsendii 
Vertebrate 

Animal 
SOC SC Roosts in caves, cliffs, under 

bridges 

Common 
Name 

Scientific Name Category Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat Requirements 

Western pond 
turtle 

Actinemys 
marmorata 

Vertebrate 
Animal 

SOC SC Slow moving aquatic habitats.  
Nesting with basking areas 

typically on sparsely vegetated 
south and flat facing slopes.  

Soils for nesting can be 
compact. 
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Figure 7.  Aerial photo showing where Schirmer-Satre staff conducted on-site habitat 
assessments.   
 
Finding #33. Section 4.2.1 of Attachment 2, Exhibit F—The Glenwood Natural Resources Inventory 
states: “There are no known records of rare species occurring within the Study Area with the exception 
of species within the Willamette River itself.  There are also no known rare species surveys which have 
been performed on the Study Area.  During planning efforts related to development, surveys for rare 
species may be required in order to comply with State and Federal law.  These laws include, but are not 
limited to the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) and the Oregon Endangered Species Act (1987).  
The requirements of these laws are typically triggered by development actions requiring a Local, State 
or Federal permit.  
 
A rare species list was obtained from the Oregon Biodiversity Information Center (ORBIC, 2013) and 
cross-checked against lists maintained by the State of Oregon,  United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
and the National Marine Fisheries Service.  The species on these lists were narrowed by the scope of this 
project (fish and wildlife) and a constrained physical range.  Given their specific documented life history 
needs, this list of species was evaluated for likelihood to occur within the Study Area based on the four 
habitat types described.  Although habitat is a strong precursor to species using an area, there are 
always instances where species will use atypical habitat or refrain from using habitat judged as highly 
suitable.  Records of actual occurrence, and therefore seasonally appropriate wildlife surveys, are the 
most suitable means to evaluate wildlife use of an area.   
 
Finding #34.  The Glenwood Natural Resources Inventory is consistent with the findings of Mike 
Shippey and Chad Hoffman of Coyote Creek Ecological Services, in Eugene.  Shippey and Hoffman 

Greenway Setback Previously 
Determined for these Sites  

On-site habitat assessments 
conducted for these sites    
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prepared a similar report5 for the purpose of establishing the Greenway Setback for Shamrock Village, a 
10 acre property located off of McVay Hwy. in 2102 (File No. TYP312-00003).   
 
Finding #35. In 2004, the City of Springfield commissioned Salix Associates, an environmental 
consultancy, to recommend a Greenway Setback Line for the Glenwood riverfront (Attachment 3).  
When completed, the recommended setback was not adopted, but not for lack of the report’s 
credibility.  Political considerations left the report on the shelf.   
 
The 2004 Salix Associates report6 addressed the standards for establishing the Greenway Setback in 
Glenwood.  In doing so, the report included a series of aerial photographs showing their recommended 
Greenway Setback alignment hand-drawn on the photos.  The Salix report (page 4) states, “We have 
made a draft delineation of our best interpretation of the location of the GSL [Greenway Setback Line] 
within the study area, based on Springfield’s Development Code guidelines.  It is included here as 
Attachment C [of the Salix Report], Photos 1-21.”   
 
Photos 1-15 of the Salix report pertain to the subject properties.  Attachment 3 includes photos 1-16 for 
reference. The recommended boundaries for the Greenway Setback Line closely follow the riparian 
fringe along the river, similar to the line proposed by the applicant.   
 
In addition to being an attachment to this report, the 2004 Salix Report was included as Appendix E to 
the 2009 Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project’s “Existing Conditions Report.”  The Glenwood 
Refinement Update Project is a supplemental study that formed a foundation for the 2014 Glenwood 
Refinement Plan. 
 
Finding #36. The Springfield Natural Resources Study (Updated 2011) is Springfield’s acknowledged 
Goal 5 inventory and protection program.  Site WA/WB (Willamette River) provides a general 
description of the natural functions and values of the river.  With respect to protecting the Willamette 
River within Springfield’s planning jurisdiction, the following policy was adopted:  “Limit conflicting uses 
and employ low impact development practices when developing within 150 feet of the resource site.  The 
Willamette River (WA/WB) is a water quality limited watercourse and is protected by a 75-foot 
development setback and site plan review standards described in SDC Section 4.3-115.  No additional 
setbacks are necessary.   The documented presence of a state and federally listed species requires 
coordination with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and appropriate federal agencies to 
determine what (if any) additional measures may be needed.” (Springfield Natural Resources Study, page 
297)     
 
The prescribed protection allows for development employing “low impact development” practices 
within 150-feet of the river.  These practices are built into the stormwater best management practices 
that are part of the Springfield Development Code and the Engineering Design Standards and 
Procedures Manual.   Protection of state and federal listed species that are listed will be coordinated 
with ODFW if and when occurrences of these species are confirmed within the subject property. 
 

                                                           
5 Site Inventory of Natural Resources, Shamrock Village Mobile Home Park, Coyote Ecological Services, August 2008, page 7. 
6 Report on Establishment of a Draft Willamette River Greenway Setback Line on the South and West Sides of the Willamette 
River, Glenwood (Springfield), Oregon; Salix Associates, November 23, 2004.  
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The standards for establishing the Greenway Setback are different that those used to establish the 75-
foot development setback for Goal 5.  The proposed setback line will not alter the existing 75-foot 
protection.  

Conclusion:  The subject properties are largely developed.   There is a narrow vegetative fringe along the 
Willamette which will be protected by the proposed alignment of the Greenway Setback Line.  ORBIC 
and other authoritative natural resource databases have indicated that there are few state or federally 
listed terrestrial species known to live within a 2-mile radius of the site.  A more careful ground survey 
and report by Brian Meiering of Schirmer -Satre confirmed that there is little habitat on the properties 
which would support the species identified in the ORBIC report.  
 
The proposed setback line is generally consistent with the setback line recommended by Salix Associates 
in their 2004 report (Attachment 3).  Photos #1-#16 of the Salix report show a setback line that closely 
hugs the vegetative fringe that can be seen in the photo.  The City proposes to draw the setback line “at 
the upland extent of the riparian vegetation (Riparian Edge), or ten feet from top-of-bank, whichever is 
greater.”  Such an alignment for the Setback line is consistent with the Salix recommendation. 
 
The proposed Greenway Setback Line does not alter or negate other existing protections for the 
Glenwood riverfront.  The proposed setback and does not negate the habitat enhancement that will be 
required as development occurs. The proposed Greenway Setback is consistent with this standard in its 
protection of existing fish and wildlife habitat.  
 
“11. Significant natural and scenic areas, viewpoints and vistas shall be protected to the maximum 
extent practicable.” 
 
Applicant’s Statement: The [1999] Glenwood Refinement Plan, at page 39, recognizes that there are no 
identified scenic qualities or viewpoints within the Glenwood portion of the Willamette River Greenway. 
Although there are no identified scenic qualities or view-points on the subject property, the existing 
riparian edge has the potential to assist in providing visual identification and definition to the river and 
riparian system as well as providing limited filtered views of the river from the property. The proposed 
Greenway Setback Line will effectively protect the potential for scenic qualities and view-points along the 
river from future development, as would an easement for the proposed riverfront linear park and 
multiuse path.  
 
Importantly, the proposed Greenway Setback Line provides opportunity for a continuous vegetative 
buffer between the path and the river.  This will protect scenic qualities associated with views from the 
river as well as protect the scenic qualities and viewpoints of the river corridor itself.   
 
As such, this criterion (SDC 3.4-280 L. 10.) is met. 
 
Staff Findings: 
 
Finding #37. The 1999 Glenwood Refinement Plan was replaced by the 2014 Glenwood Refinement 
Plan.  The 2009 Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project’s “Existing Conditions Report” is a 
supplemental study conducted to provide a basis for the 2014 Glenwood Refinement Plan.  The Existing 
Conditions Report quoted the 1999 Glenwood Plan in the finding made concerning scenic qualities and 

Attachment 1, Page 22 of 42



Glenwood Greenway Setback TYP315-00002 
June 16, 2015 Page 23 
 

viewpoints.  “The current GRP states that there are no identified scenic qualities or viewpoints within 
the Glenwood portion of the [Willamette]Greenway (GRP p. 39)7.   
 
The 2014 Glenwood Plan itself makes no comments on the existing scenic qualities or viewpoints in 
Glenwood, but does describe a vision for riverfront restoration within the 75-foot development setback 
adopted by the City in 2004 in response to the Federal Clean Water Act.  The proposed Greenway 
Setback Line does not conflict with the vision proposed by the Glen wood Refinement Plan. 
 
Finding #38. OAR 660-023-0230—Scenic Views and Sites, defines “scenic views and sites” as “lands 
that are valued for their aesthetic appearance.”   The rule goes on to state that “Local governments are 
not required to amend their comprehensive plans in order to identify scenic views and sites.” 
 
Finding #39. Springfield does not have an inventory of scenic views or sites.  Scenic qualities are 
inherently associated with the Willamette River corridor, even in the Glenwood corridor.  The proposed 
Greenway Setback Line will effectively protect scenic qualities and view-points along the river from 
future development, as will the permanent easement for the proposed Willamalane multi-use path.  The 
proposed Greenway Setback Line provides for a continuous vegetative buffer between the path and the 
river, in order to protect scenic qualities associated with views from the river as well as to protect the 
scenic qualities and viewpoints within the river corridor itself.   
 
Conclusion: The proposed Greenway Setback is consistent with this standard.  
 
OAR 660-015-0005 C. 3. k.—Greenway Setback  

Section 3.4- 225 (A and B) states that in cases where “the development standards of the Glenwood 
Riverfront Mixed-Use Plan District conflict with local standards found in other Sections of this Code, the 
standards of the Plan District will prevail, unless there is a specific reference to another SDC Section. In 
that case, the referenced Section’s standards will prevail.”  The section goes on to state that where 
“these development standards conflict with Federal and/or State regulations, the Federal and/or State 
regulations will prevail. (6279)” 
 
In 2013, the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) issued a remand of the Glenwood Refinement 
Plan to correct an assignment of error that called for the city to “…demonstrate that the setback is 
based on protection of resources identified in the city’s acknowledged Greenway inventory” (LUBA 
No. 2012-077/078/079, page 45.).   In its decision, LUBA was referencing the inventories mentioned in 
OAR 660-015-0005 C. 3. k.   The reminder of this report responds to the criteria described in OAR 660-
015-0005 C. 3. k. and cites the inventories upon which the recommended Glenwood Greenway Setback 
Line are based. 
 
k.  “A setback line will be established to keep structures separated from the river in order to protect, 
maintain preserve and enhance the natural, scenic, historic and recreational qualities of the 
Willamette River Greenway, as identified in the Greenway Inventories. The setback line shall not 
apply to water-related or water-dependent uses” [emphasis added].   The referenced Greenway 
Inventories are listed in OAR 660-015-0005 B. 1-15.   

 

                                                           
7 Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project, Existing Conditions Report, pg. 67. 
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“Natural Qualities” 

Applicant’s Statement: “The Glenwood Riverfront Natural resources Inventory (Exhibit F) refers to as 
the “riparian edge,” characterized by the presence of riparian vegetation such as cottonwood and willow 
species.  The Inventory describes representative sections of the riparian edge as: 

The area directly adjacent to the Willamette River is dominated by riparian vegetation.  Dominant 
vegetation within the riparian edge include Populus balsamifera, Fraxinus latifolia, Salix spp., Alnus 
rhombifolia, Cornus sericea, Acer macrophyllum, Robinia pseudoacacia, Spirea douglasii and Carex 
obnupta.  
 
The riparian edge, in particular the area between top of bank and the river, is the most significant fish 
and wildlife habitat type.  It provides the most significant scenic qualities and has been mapped to 
encompass the remaining vegetative fringe within subject property. 
 
The enclosed Greenway Setback Line Survey maps locate the proposed setback line.  This line follows 
the upland extent of the natural riparian vegetation.  
 
Where the existing riparian vegetation is present, the setback (from top of bank) averages 20 to 30 feet.  
In one small area, however, the setback is approximately 190 feet due to the presence of a small 
wetland (Tax Lot 18030220-02900). Elsewhere, where the riparian vegetation is scarce or absent, the 
setback line ranges between 10 and 20 feet from top of bank.  Additionally, the proposal includes a 
minimum width for the Greenway Setback Line of ten feet.  This will provide an opportunity to enhance 
the natural vegetative fringe along the river in those areas where vegetation is currently lacking or 
nonexistent.  This minimum setback distance is consistent with previous Greenway Setback 
determinations.   
 
The proposed Willamette Greenway Setback Line will provide for the protection and enhancement of 
the natural vegetative fringe along the river. 
 
The 1999 Glenwood Refinement Plan (page 39) recognizes that there are no significant fish or wildlife 
habitat areas identified within the Glenwood portion of the Willamette River Greenway.  This conclusion 
is confirmed in the Glenwood Riverfront Natural Resources Inventory (Attachment 2, Exhibit F), which 
explains: 
 
Current records obtained from Oregon Biodiversity Information Center (ORBIC) show no rare species 
known on the subject property, with the exception of fish species within the Willamette River itself. 
In addition, the Inventory concludes that the subject property is poor habitat for all the species listed.  
This Inventory concluded: 
 
Dominance of site disturbance on the subject property (clearing, filling, paving, buildings) has led to 
dense non-native, and sometimes invasive, vegetation and a narrow riparian fringe with steep banks. 
The velocity of waters and steep, linear nature of the banks along these lots is not conducive for listed 
species. 
 
Whereas there is a dominance of highly disturbed urban alteration to the property, the Inventory did 
observe a somewhat different set of habitat and physical conditions in a few areas (such as on Lot 17-03-
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34-44/00100) but found these areas to be similarly lacking in overall habitat values, with the exception 
of a riparian edge that is proposed to be included in the Greenway setback. The Inventory explains: While 
Lot 17-03-34-44/00100 may exhibit characteristics of fair habitat for listed species, the lack of 
documented evidence of species use, lack of ponding water, cleared area and extent of invasive 
vegetation, velocity of the river, isolated nature of the lot and surrounding urban uses negate this habitat 
value beyond the proposed setback. 
 
The riparian fringe along the river’s edge (between the top of bank/riparian vegetation and the river) is 
expected to provide benefits such as refuge for different life stages of fish during high water and allow 
some cooling value during the hotter months which also benefits different life stages of listed fish, 
including salmonids. The proposed location of the Greenway Setback would retain these values.  
 
The proposed setback area would conserve all of the existing riparian vegetation.  Because this proposal 
protects all of the riparian vegetation on the subject property, it affords the greatest degree of 
protection for fish and wildlife habitat, even though that habitat is not considered significant. 
 
Given this, this criterion (OAR 660-015-0005 C. 3. k., Natural Qualities) is met.” 
 
Staff Findings: 
 
Finding #40. The City proposes to draw the setback line at the upland extent of the riparian 
vegetation (Riparian Edge) ten feet from top-of-bank, whichever is greater.  This is a minimal setback, 
however it does incorporate and protect the relatively narrow vegetated fringe that exists on the 
subject properties.  This approach and minimum setback distance is consistent with previous Greenway 
Setback determinations (File No. TYP314-00001, TYP312-00003).  
 
The proposed setback follows the upland extent of the natural riparian vegetation.  Where the existing 
riparian vegetation is present, the setback (from top-of-bank) averages 20 to 30 feet.  In one small area, 
however, the setback is proposed to follow the outline of a suspected wetland to a distance of about 
190 feet (Tax Lot 18-03-02-20  TL2900).  
 
Finding #41. Staff concurs with the location of the proposed Greenway Setback for the annexed site 
beneath the Springfield Bridges.  This site is subject to the approval of the Springfield Planning 
Commission. 
 
Finding #42. Section 6.110 of the Springfield Development Code defines “top-of-bank” as follows: For 
a given watercourse, the top of bank is the same as the “bankfull stage.” The “bankfull stage” is defined 
as “the stage or elevation at which water overflows the natural banks of streams or other waters of the 
State and begins to inundate the upland.”  
 
Finding #43. The proposed Greenway Setback Line will protect the existing vegetated fringe along 
the river.  Current development and past disturbance on the subject properties have created conditions 
within the interior of the site which provide little habitat.  Outside of the setback, the land is largely 
developed or is vacant with compacted fill and gravel.  What vegetation that exists in the interior areas 
is mostly non-native grasses and forbs.   
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Finding #44. No new development is proposed as part of this application.  Future development will 
provide opportunities to enhance the habitat within the proposed Greenway Setback and within the 
required 75-foot riparian setback established by SDC Section 4.3-115 (A) (1).  Current best practices for 
stormwater pretreatment make use of vegetated swales and other natural facilities to remove 
sediments and contaminants before stormwater is released to receiving streams and rivers.  These 
natural treatment facilities can be built into the landscape within the 75-foot setback, creating enhanced 
habitat and making for a more aesthetically pleasing landscape.  
 
Finding #45. The 1999 Glenwood Refinement Plan was replaced by the 2014 Glenwood Refinement 
Plan.  In the context of the Greenway area, the 1999 Glenwood Plan stated “No significant or wildlife 
habitat areas have been identified to date.” The 2014 Glenwood Plan makes no specific assessment of 
significant fish and wildlife habitat in Glenwood, but does describe a broad vision for future riverfront 
vegetative restoration within the 75-foot development setback adopted by the City in 2004 in response 
to the Federal Clean Water Act.  The proposed Greenway Setback does not conflict with this proposed 
restoration per se, however, the larger 75-foot setback will have the effect of keeping future 
development further from the Willamette than that proposed by the Glenwood Greenway Setback Line.  
 
Finding #46. The subject properties are heavily disturbed.  Present use of the land on the majority of 
the sites has degraded the habitat value of the site.  There is a narrow vegetated fringe adjacent to the 
river.  The proposed Greenway Setback Line protects that existing fringe.   The photos in Figures 3 and 4 
illustrate the minimal habitat value and narrow vegetated fringe found on the subject sites. 
 
Finding #47. In 2002, The Willamette River was included on Springfield’s Map of Water Quality 
Limited Watercourses as part of Springfield’s response to the Federal Clean Water Act.  In addition, in 
2005, the Springfield Natural Resources Study listed the Willamette River as a “locally significant” 
riparian corridor under Statewide Planning Goal 5.  A program for protecting the Willamette River was 
developed as part of Springfield’s response to the Federal Clean Water Act, and to Goal 5.  The adopted 
protections include a 75-foot development setback from the top-of-bank.8  
 
Finding #48. The applicant cites records obtained from Oregon Biodiversity Information Center 
(ORBIC) which show no rare species are known to inhabit the subject lots, with the exception of fish 
species within the adjacent Willamette River.  ORBIC is an authoritative resource, but the data provided 
does not affirm categorically that there are no sensitive or threatened species inhabiting the subject 
sites.  The database captures reported occurrences of various species.   
 
Finding #49. Table 2 (Attachment 2, Exhibit F) is from the Glenwood Riverfront Natural Resources 
Inventory lists the species known to occur within two miles of the subject site.  The information was part 
of the ORBIC data provided by the applicant. 
 
Finding #50. The City hired Schirmer -Satre Group used a qualified staff biologist9 to conduct on-site 
habitat assessments where property owners had given permission.  The on-site assessment, coupled 

                                                           
8 Springfield Development Code Section 4.3-115 A (1). 
9 The site analysis was conducted by Brian Meiering of Schirmer Satre Group.  He is a professional wildlife biologist with 15 
years’ experience working for the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Bureau of Land Management and the US Forest 
Service.  His experience includes both fisheries and wildlife management.  He is qualified to evaluate regulatory compliance 
regarding aquatic and terrestrial environments. 
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with the report provided by ORBIC lends confidence to the analysis and conclusions drawn by the 
consultant. 
 

 
 

Table 2.  Rare Species of Fish and Wildlife Known to Occur Within 2 Miles of the Study Area. 
 

Common 
Name 

Scientific Name Category Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat Requirements 

Bull trout 
(Willamette 

SMU) 

Salvelinus 
confluentus 

Vertebrate 
Animal 

LT SC Clean and cold water. 
Connectivity and complexity 

(USFWS 2010 [online] 
Chinook salmon 

(Upper 
Willamette River 
ESU, spring run) 

Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha 

Vertebrate 
Animal 

LT SC Variable due to multiple life 
stage requirements.  Use large 

river systems to access 
appropriate spawning.  

Necessitate access from sea to 
spawning areas. 

Oregon chub Oregonichthys 
crameri 

Vertebrate 
Animal 

LT SC Slow moving, relatively warmer 
water in off channel habitat 

(Bangs, 2013) 
Painted turtle Chrysemys picta Vertebrate 

Animal 
 SC Slow moving aquatic habitats 

with basking areas.  Nesting 
typically on sparsely vegetated 

areas. 
Purple martin Progne subis Vertebrate 

Animal 
SOC SC Open areas, more often near 

water in colonies 
Townsend's big-

eared bat 
Corynorhinus 

townsendii 
Vertebrate 

Animal 
SOC SC Roosts in caves, cliffs, under 

bridges 

Common 
Name 

Scientific Name Category Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Habitat Requirements 
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LE: Endangered, LT: Listed Threatened, SC: Sensitive Critical, 
SOC: Species of Concern. Oregon Biodiversity Information Center, December 2013 

 
Table 3. Schirmer -Satre On-Site Habitat Evaluation 

 
Map Lot Number Acres Glenwood Refinement 

Plan/Zoning 
On-Site? 

1703343101000 5.28 OFFICE MU YES 
1703343101100 2.87 OFFICE MU NO 
1703343200101 1.82 OFFICE MU NO 
1703343200400 2.47 OFFICE MU YES 
1703344100700 2.71 COMMERCIAL MU YES 
1703344100800 1.51 COMMERCIAL MU YES 
1703344200100 1.49 RESIDENTIAL MU YES 
1703344201500 1.36 RESIDENTIAL MU YES 
1703344201600 3.64 RESIDENTIAL MU YES 
1703344202400 2.79 RESIDENTIAL MU NO 
1703344202500 3.55 RESIDENTIAL MU NO 
1703344202600 2.84 RESIDENTIAL MU YES 
1703344202700 1.60 RESIDENTIAL MU YES 
1703344202802 5.34 OFFICE MU/ RES MU YES 
1703344400100 5.98 EMPLOYMENT MU YES 
1703344400102 1.89 EMPLOYMENT MU YES 
1803022002900 7.04 EMPLOYMENT MU YES 

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD BRIDGE ROW 1.76  YES 
ODOT SPRINGFIELD BRIDGES ROW 4.74  YES 

Western pond 
turtle 

Actinemys 
marmorata 

Vertebrate 
Animal 

SOC SC Slow moving aquatic habitats.  
Nesting with basking areas 

typically on sparsely vegetated 
south and flat facing slopes.  

Soils for nesting can be 
compact. 
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Figure 7.  Aerial photo showing where Schirmer-Satre staff conducted on-site habitat 
assessments.   
 
Finding #51. Section 4.2.1 of Attachment 2, Exhibit F—The Glenwood Natural Resources Inventory 
states: “There are no known records of rare species occurring within the Study Area with the exception 
of species within the Willamette River itself.  There are also no known rare species surveys which have 
been performed on the Study Area.  During planning efforts related to development, surveys for rare 
species may be required in order to comply with State and Federal law.  These laws include, but are not 
limited to the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) and the Oregon Endangered Species Act (1987).  
The requirements of these laws are typically triggered by development actions requiring a Local, State 
or Federal permit.  
 
A rare species list was obtained from the Oregon Biodiversity Information Center (ORBIC, 2013) and 
cross-checked against lists maintained by the State of Oregon,  United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
and the National Marine Fisheries Service.  The species on these lists were narrowed by the scope of this 
project (fish and wildlife) and a constrained physical range.  Given their specific documented life history 
needs, this list of species was evaluated for likelihood to occur within the Study Area based on the four 
habitat types described.  Although habitat is a strong precursor to species using an area, there are 
always instances where species will use atypical habitat or refrain from using habitat judged as highly 
suitable.  Records of actual occurrence, and therefore seasonally appropriate wildlife surveys, are the 
most suitable means to evaluate wildlife use of an area.   
 
Finding #52.  The Glenwood Natural Resources Inventory is consistent with the findings of Mike 
Shippey and Chad Hoffman of Coyote Creek Ecological Services, in Eugene.  Shippey and Hoffman 

Greenway Setback Previously 
Determined for these Sites  

On-site habitat assessments 
conducted for these sites    
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prepared a similar report10 for the purpose of establishing the Greenway Setback for Shamrock Village, a 
10 acre property located off of McVay Hwy. in 2102 (File No. TYP312-00003).   
 
Finding #53. In 2004, the City of Springfield commissioned Salix Associates, an environmental 
consultancy, to recommend a Greenway Setback Line for the Glenwood riverfront (Attachment 3).  
When completed, the recommended setback was not adopted, but not for lack of the report’s 
credibility.  Political considerations left the report on the shelf.   
 
The 2004 Salix Associates report11 addressed the standards for establishing the Greenway Setback in 
Glenwood.  In doing so, the report included a series of aerial photographs showing their recommended 
Greenway Setback alignment hand-drawn on the photos.  The Salix report (page 4) states, “We have 
made a draft delineation of our best interpretation of the location of the GSL [Greenway Setback Line] 
within the study area, based on Springfield’s Development Code guidelines.  It is included here as 
Attachment C [of the Salix Report], Photos 1-21.”   
 
Photos 1-15 of the Salix report pertain to the subject properties.  Attachment 3 includes photos 1-16 for 
reference. The recommended boundaries for the Greenway Setback Line closely follow the riparian 
fringe along the river, similar to the line proposed by the applicant.   
 
In addition to being an attachment to this report, the 2004 Salix Report was included as Appendix E to 
the 2009 Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project’s “Existing Conditions Report.”  The Glenwood 
Refinement Update Project is a supplemental study that formed a foundation for the 2014 Glenwood 
Refinement Plan. 
 
Finding #54. The Springfield Natural Resources Study (Updated 2011) is Springfield’s acknowledged 
Goal 5 inventory and protection program.  Site WA/WB (Willamette River) provides a general 
description of the natural functions and values of the river.  With respect to protecting the Willamette 
River within Springfield’s planning jurisdiction, the following policy was adopted:  “Limit conflicting uses 
and employ low impact development practices when developing within 150 feet of the resource site.  The 
Willamette River (WA/WB) is a water quality limited watercourse and is protected by a 75-foot 
development setback and site plan review standards described in SDC Section 4.3-115.  No additional 
setbacks are necessary.   The documented presence of a state and federally listed species requires 
coordination with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and appropriate federal agencies to 
determine what (if any) additional measures may be needed.” (Springfield Natural Resources Study, page 
297)     
 
The prescribed protection allows for development employing “low impact development” practices 
within 150-feet of the river.  These practices are built into the stormwater best management practices 
that are part of the Springfield Development Code and the Engineering Design Standards and 
Procedures Manual.   Protection of state and federal listed species that are listed will be coordinated 
with ODFW if and when occurrences of these species are confirmed within the subject property. 
 

                                                           
10 Site Inventory of Natural Resources, Shamrock Village Mobile Home Park, Coyote Ecological Services, August 2008, page 7. 
11 Report on Establishment of a Draft Willamette River Greenway Setback Line on the South and West Sides of the Willamette 
River, Glenwood (Springfield), Oregon; Salix Associates, November 23, 2004.  
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The standards for establishing the Greenway Setback are different that those used to establish the 75-
foot development setback for Goal 5.  The proposed setback line will not alter the existing 75-foot 
protection. 
 
Finding #55. Establishment of the proposed Glenwood Greenway Setback is based on the Glenwood 
Natural Resources Inventory (Exhibit F).  The Glenwood Natural Resources Inventory cites additional 
state and federal inventories of listed wildlife species for the Glenwood area.  
 
Conclusion: The proposed Greenway Setback Line will protect the existing vegetated fringe along the 
river.  Current development and past disturbance on the subject properties have created conditions 
within the interior of the site which provide little habitat.  Outside of the setback, the land is largely 
developed or is vacant with compacted fill and gravel.  What vegetation that exists in the interior areas 
is mostly non-native grasses and forbs.  
 
ORBIC and other authoritative natural resource databases have indicated that there are few state or 
federally listed terrestrial species known to live within a 2-mile radius of the site.  A more careful ground 
survey and report by Brian Meiering of Schirmer -Satre confirmed that there is little habitat on the 
properties which would support the species identified in the ORBIC report.  
 
The proposed setback line is generally consistent with the setback line recommended by Salix Associates 
in their 2004 report (Attachment 3).  Photos #1-#16 of the Salix report show a setback line that closely 
hugs the vegetative fringe that can be seen in the photo.  The City proposes to draw the setback line “at 
the upland extent of the riparian vegetation (Riparian Edge), or ten feet from top-of-bank, whichever is 
greater.”  Such an alignment for the Setback line is consistent with the Salix recommendation. 
 
The proposed Greenway Setback Line does not alter or negate other existing protections for the 
Glenwood riverfront.  The proposed setback and does not negate the habitat enhancement that will be 
required as development occurs. The proposed Greenway Setback is consistent with this standard in its 
protection of the natural qualities of the vegetative fringe and existing fish and wildlife habitat.  
 
“Scenic Qualities” 
 
Applicant’s Statement: The 1999 Glenwood Refinement Plan, at page 39, recognizes that there are no 
identified scenic qualities or viewpoints within the Glenwood portion of the Willamette River Greenway. 
Although there are no identified scenic qualities or view-points on the subject property, the existing 
riparian edge has the potential to assist in providing visual identification and definition to the river and 
riparian system as well as providing limited filtered views of the river from the property. The proposed 
Greenway Setback Line will effectively protect the potential for scenic qualities and view-points along the 
river from future development, as would an easement for the proposed riverfront linear park and 
multiuse path.  
 
Importantly, the proposed Greenway Setback Line provides opportunity for a continuous vegetative 
buffer between the path and the river.  This will protect scenic qualities associated with views from the 
river as well as protect the scenic qualities and viewpoints of the river corridor itself.   
 
As such, this criterion (OAR 660-015-0005 C. 3. k., Scenic Qualities) is met. 
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Staff Findings: 
 
Finding #56. The Eugene Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan Natural Assets and Constraints 
Working Paper Section G—Scenic Sites defines standards for identifying scenic sites.  Of the identified 
standards, “Moving Water” is rated as having “High Scenic Value” (page G-4). Glenwood has an 
abundance of moving water which creates the potential for establishing scenic sites and viewpoints as 
development occurs in the future.  
 
Finding #57. The 1999 Glenwood Refinement Plan was replaced by the 2014 Glenwood Refinement 
Plan.  The 2009 Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project’s “Existing Conditions Report” is a 
supplemental study conducted to provide a basis for the 2014 Glenwood Refinement Plan.  The Existing 
Conditions Report quoted the 1999 Glenwood Plan in the finding made concerning scenic qualities and 
viewpoints.  “The current GRP states that there are no identified scenic qualities or viewpoints within 
the Glenwood portion of the [Willamette] Greenway (GRP p. 39)12.   
 
Finding #58. The 2014 Glenwood Plan itself makes no comments on the existing scenic qualities or 
viewpoints in Glenwood, but does describe a vision for riverfront restoration within the 75-foot 
development setback adopted by the City in 2004 in response to the Federal Clean Water Act.  The 
proposed Greenway Setback Line does not conflict with the vision proposed by the Glen wood 
Refinement Plan. 
 
Finding #59. OAR 660-023-0230—Scenic Views and Sites, defines “scenic views and sites” as “lands 
that are valued for their aesthetic appearance.”   The rule goes on to state that “Local governments are 
not required to amend their comprehensive plans in order to identify scenic views and sites.” 
 
Finding #60. Springfield does not have an inventory of scenic views or sites.  Scenic qualities are 
inherently associated with the Willamette River corridor, even in the Glenwood corridor.  The proposed 
Greenway Setback Line will effectively protect scenic qualities and view-points along the river from 
future development, as will the permanent easement for the proposed Willamalane multi-use path.  The 
proposed Greenway Setback Line provides for a continuous vegetative buffer between the path and the 
river, in order to protect scenic qualities associated with views from the river as well as to protect the 
scenic qualities and viewpoints within the river corridor itself.   
 
Conclusion: The proposed Greenway Setback is consistent with this standard.  
 
“Historic Qualities” 
 
Finding #61. The 2014 Glenwood Refinement Plan (page 161) cites the Historic Qualities section of 
the Environmental Design Element in the 1999 Glenwood Refinement Plan “as providing a brief 
historical sketch of Glenwood’s development from the 1850s to the 1980s.”  The 1999 Plan did not 
include an inventory of historic resources.   
 
Finding #62. In 2010, the Springfield Historic Commission contracted with Historic Preservation 
Northwest to conduct a Reconnaissance Level Survey (RLS) to further investigate properties identified in 
a 2001 windshield survey as having potential historic resources.   

                                                           
12 Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project, Existing Conditions Report, pg. 67. 
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Finding #63. The 2010 North Glenwood Reconnaissance Level Survey 
(http://www.ci.springfield.or.us/dpw/CommissionsCommittees/Historic/SupportFiles/2010%20North%2
0Glenwood%20RLS.pdf ) was conducted in coordination with an update of the Glenwood Refinement 
Plan to 1) to provide the City of Springfield with an informational basis for policy and planning decisions 
regarding management and protection of resources in Glenwood; 2) Provide Springfield residents with 
an assessment of the resources in Glenwood; and 3) to add to the body of knowledge maintained by the 
Oregon State Historic Preservation Office with regards to the historic resources within Springfield, Lane 
County, and the State of Oregon. 
 
Finding #64. The 2010 North Glenwood Reconnaissance Level Survey contains results (page 4.) which 
conclude, “This architectural survey examined 270 tax lots and found 473 structures. These 473 
structures were tied to 214 addresses with many grouped in mobile home courts. Of the 214 resources, 
149 are domestic, 53 are commercial, 8 are industrial, 1 is recreation, 1 is religion, and 1 is 
transportation related. Many of the resources in this neighborhood have undergone a great deal of 
alteration and addition. Of the 214 addresses, 50 (23%) can be considered contributing resources while 
84 (39%) are too altered to be contributing and 80 (37%) are out of period (i.e. built after 1960).” 
 
Finding #65. The 2010 North Glenwood Reconnaissance Level Survey concludes (page 6), “The 
combined total of 164 (76%) of non-contributing plus non-period structures versus 50 (23%) for 
potentially contributing structures makes it unlikely that Glenwood could become a National Register 
Historic District. Of the 50 potentially contributing resources, most would only be eligible for listing as 
part of a larger context, such as a District or Multiple Property Submission. They appear to lack the 
distinction for individual listing on the National Register, barring the discovery of their association with a 
significant person or event. However, eleven resources do have the potential for individual listing and 
warrant further examination.” 
 
Residential structures that warrant further examination for individual listing: 
• 295 North Brooklyn Street 
• 1475 South Brooklyn Street 
• 1690 South Brooklyn Street 
• 3007 Franklin Boulevard 
• 1780 Mississippi Avenue 
Commercial or industrial structures that warrant further examination for individual listing: 
• 3600 Franklin Boulevard (Myrmo & Sons) 
• 3698 Franklin Boulevard 
• 4206 Franklin Boulevard (Blue Cross Animal Hospital) 
Other Resources that warrant further examination for individual listing: 
• 3787 Franklin Boulevard 
• 3998 Franklin Boulevard (Ponderosa Village) 
• 1625 Henderson Avenue (Midway Manor) 
 
Finding #66. The 2010 North Glenwood Reconnaissance Level Survey inventoried those eleven 
historic resources that warrant further examination.  They are located outside of the proposed 
Glenwood Greenway Setback Line.   
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Conclusion: The 2010 North Glenwood Reconnaissance Level Survey, in conjunction with the historic 
narratives found in the 1999 Glenwood Refinement Plan provides an adequate inventory of historic 
resources in Glenwood.  Those historic resources with potential for individual listing on the National 
Register are located outside of the proposed Glenwood Greenway Setback Line.  This criterion (OAR 
660-015-0005, Historic Qualities) is met. 
 

“Recreational Qualities” 

Applicant’s Statement:   
 

“The applicable functional plan for recreation in this area 
is the Willamalane Park and Recreation Comprehensive 
Plan. It was adopted by the Willamalane Board of 
Directors on Oct. 10, 2012 and was subsequently 
adopted as an element of the Metro Area General Plan 
by Springfield (Ord. No. 6303 (Nov., 4, 2013) and Lane 
County (Ord. No. PA 1302 (Oct. 5, 2013). 
The portion of the Willamalane Plan most relevant to the 
current proposal deals with the creation of a riverfront 
linear park.  The Highlights and Improvements section, 
Chapter 3, provides: 
 
Actions 4.13 and 4.14, Glenwood Riverfront Linear Park A 
and B: As the Glenwood area is redeveloped, 
Willamalane has an opportunity to work with public and 
private partners to develop a riverfront linear park and 
multiuse path, and expand the popular Willamette River 
path system. Section A (Action 4.13) would travel from 
the Viaduct Path underneath the I-5 bridge, east to the 
Springfield Bridge; Section B (Action 4.14) would travel 
from the Springfield Bridge south to Seavey Loop Road.  
 
The proposed linear park will include multiuse paths, picnic areas, and river overlooks, and will be a 
significant regional recreation and river overlooks, and will be a significant regional recreation and 
alternative transportation resource. The park will also expand recreation opportunities for Glenwood 
area residents, who currently have limited access to close-to-home parks. 

  
In addition, the Strategies and Actions section, Chapter 4, includes a map showing a planned multi-use 
path along the riverfront of the subject properties, Map 2 Proposed Park and Recreation Projects. That 
map includes four symbols over the subject property with the numbers 4.13, 4.14, 4.15 and 4.24.  These 
numbers correspond to planned actions, as described in tables. 
 
Action 4.13 is described in the table as: Glenwood Riverfront Linear Park A.  Work with partners to 
develop a riverfront linear park and multiuse path from I-5 to the Springfield Bridge, consistent with the 
Glenwood Refinement Plan. 
 

Figure 5. Excerpt Map 2 Proposed Park 
and Recreation Projects Willamalane 
Park and Recreation Comprehensive 
Plan, 10/14 
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4.14 is described as: Glenwood Riverfront Linear Park B.  Work with partners to develop a riverfront 
linear park and multiuse path from the Springfield Bridge to Seavey Loop Road. 
 
4.15 is described as: Glenwood to Island Park (Bridge).  Work with the city to explore the feasibility of a 
bicycle/pedestrian bridge from South Bank Path A to Island Park, per the Downtown District Urban 
Design Plan. 
 
4.24 is described as: Glenwood to Dorris Ranch (Bridge).  Work with partners to explore the feasibility of 
developing a bicycle and pedestrian bridge across the Willamette River, connecting the Glenwood 
Riverfront Linear Park B to Dorris Ranch and the Middle Fork Path. 
   
Additional functional and refinement plans also reference the multi-use trail along the south bank of the 
Willamette River.  TransPlan (July 2002) identifies a South Bank Trail to run from I-5 to the Springfield 
Bridge, but not any farther upstream.  The 2014 Glenwood Refinement Plan, at page 76, states Develop a 
multi-use path along the Willamette River in Glenwood from I-5 to the southern tip of Springfield’s Urban 
Growth Boundary so that the multi-use path strengthens physical and visual connections to the river, and 
supports recreational uses and bicycle/pedestrian commuters along the riverfront. 
 
These plans, and their projects, the linear park, the bridges, the off-street path, do not reference the 
Willamette Greenway Overlay District or a Greenway setback line.  There is however a correlation as 
both are referring to the linear edge of the adjacent Willamette River.  The city has not yet obtained any 
property rights for the linear park or pathway.  This will likely be negotiated in the context is specific 
property annexation and/or development or re-development.  As establishment of a Greenway setback is 
a necessary first step for development approval, approval of this application will bring the city one step 
closer towards being in a position to implement these policies from the Willamalane plan. 
 
As stated, the public access rights will need to be obtained through purchase or voluntary donation, as 
part of future annexation proceeding or as part of a subsequent development review process.  In a 
similar application for a Willamette Greenway Setback determination for a property elsewhere located 
along the Glenwood riverfront, the Hearings Official noted "The best time to provide for the bike path is 
when development is proposed for the subject property." There is some flexibility in the ultimate location 
of the path, as the Glenwood Refinement Plan states that the path diagram is a conceptual alignment 
(Glenwood Refinement Plan, page 54).  Because the subject property will still be within the Willamette 
Greenway Overlay District after the Willamette Greenway Setback Line is established, development 
proposals for property will be subject to Discretionary Use procedures (SDC 5.9-100) and/or Master Plans 
(SDC 5.13-100) or Site Plan Review (SDC 5.17-100).  Those procedures will ensure the city has ample 
opportunity to secure the public rights for a riverfront linear park and pathway in the context of a 
redevelopment application. 
 
Elsewhere, the Springfield Development Code, in addressing the protection of water quality (SDC 4.3-
115.A.1) establishes a 75-foot development setback from the top-of-bank for the Willamette River.  This 
development setback allows for construction of multi-use paths and some stormwater treatment 
facilities within the setback boundary. The subject property is subject to this setback.  It should be noted 
that the 75-foot setback was established to accomplish water quality and resource protection goals.  The 
Greenway Setback Line is different from this water quality/resource setback.  The Greenway Setback is 
intended to accomplish broader goals including recreation and access. 
 

Attachment 1, Page 35 of 42



Glenwood Greenway Setback TYP315-00002 
June 16, 2015 Page 36 
 

Establishment of the Willamette Greenway Setback line at the upland extent of the riparian vegetation 
as proposed in this application would not interfere with establishment of the multi-use path planned for 
location on the subject property.  The narrow corridor required for the path should not negatively impact 
development of the subject property.    
 
The recreational needs of the Springfield area and for Glenwood in particular have been planned or 
provided for.  That portion of the recreational plan that affects the subject property will not be affected 
by the proposed delineation of the Greenway Setback Line. 
 
Lastly, this approval criterion directs the city to consider and minimize the possibility that public 
recreation might disturb adjacent property.  Currently, there is some public recreation that occurs on the 
river (rafting, fishing).  Establishing the Greenway Setback line will not change the existing situation in 
regard to public recreation on and adjacent to the subject property. 
 
Given this, this criterion (OAR 660-015-0005, Recreational Qualities) is met.” 
 

 
 
Staff Findings: 
 
Finding #67. The 2014 Glenwood Refinement Plan designates all of the Glenwood Riverfront as one 
of four types of mixed-use development.  These designations include Office Mixed Use, Commercial 
Mixed Use, Residential Mixed Use and Employment Mixed Use.  The implementing zoning conforms to 
these same mixed use designations.  The planned use of the Glenwood riverfront is for employment 
uses and not recreational use.  
 
Finding #68. The 2014 Glenwood Refinement Plan, identifies policies relating to the establishment of 
a “Riverfront Multi-Use Path.”  The path, by definition will be located within the vicinity of the Greenway 
Setback Line.  One policy states, “Partner with Willamalane Park and Recreation District, property 
owners, and private developers to fund, design, and construct the path” (SDC Appendix 3, C.5.a., 
Glenwood Refinement Plan, page 77).  Another policy states, “Collaborate with Willamalane and others 
as appropriate to: develop river edge variety along the linear park corridor, as conceptually depicted in 

Figure 6. Excerpt from 
Map 2-4, Proposed 
Multi-Use Paths and 
Trails,  

2012 Willamalane 
Park and Recreation 
Comprehensive Plan 
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Figures 10 and 14; protect lands within the coterminous Riparian and Willamette Greenway Setback 
area; integrate a variety of passive recreation spaces with abutting natural resources; and implement 
riparian protection and enhancement measures and stormwater management features” ( SDC Appendix 
3 B.6.b., Glenwood Refinement Plan, page 98). 
 
Finding #69. The Willamalane Park and Recreation District provides park services for the City of 
Springfield.  This includes park planning and development.  The 2012 Willamalane Park and Recreation 
Plan lists current and planned park facilities for the Springfield area. 

 
Finding #70. The 2012 Willamalane Park and Recreation Comprehensive Plan (Willamalane 
Comprehensive Plan) indicates that no community or regional parks are planned within the subject area.  
The Plan calls for three neighborhood parks to be developed in the Glenwood area.   Projects 1.24, 1.25 
and 1.26 are neighborhood parks planned for residential areas in Glenwood.  Each of these will be 
located outside of the subject area as shown on Map 2-1 of the Willamalane Plan.   
 
Finding #71. The 2012 Willamalane Comprehensive Plan calls for the development of the Glenwood 
Riverfront Linear Park (Projects 4.13, 4.14) and the associated Glenwood to Island Park Bridge (Project 
4.15). 

 
Finding #72. The Willamalane Plan explains that linear parks and trails are intended to preserve open 
space and provide opportunities for trail-oriented activities, such as walking, running, bicycling, skating, 
etc.  Typically, linear parks are developed within a 20-foot easement or dedicated right-of-way that is 
secured through negotiation with property owners.  The Willamalane Plan indicates that facility design 
will be “sensitive to issues such as privacy, security, and property rights when planning and developing 
linear parks and pathways” (Strategies A.53 and A.54 Willamalane Comprehensive Plan, page 45).  
 
Finding #73. The 2014 Glenwood Refinement Plan devotes a section to “Riverfront Multi-Use Path 
(pg. 76).  The objective of the Glenwood Plan with respect to the Riverfront path is to “Develop a multi-
use path along the Willamette River in Glenwood from I-5 to the southern tip of Springfield’s Urban 
Growth Boundary so that the multi-use path strengthens physical and visual connections to the river, 
and supports recreational uses and bicycle/pedestrian commuters along the riverfront.” 

 
Finding #74. SDC Section 4.3-115 (A.)(1.) states,  “Along all watercourses shown on the WQLW Map 
with average annual stream flow greater than 1,000 cubic feet per second (CFS), the riparian area 
boundary shall be 75 feet landward from the top of the bank. Existing native vegetative ground cover 
and trees shall be preserved, conserved, and maintained between the ordinary low water line and the 
top of bank and 75 feet landward from the top of bank.”   The standard effectively establishes a 75-foot 
development setback from the top-of-bank for the Willamette River.  This development setback allows 
for construction of multi-use paths and some stormwater treatment facilities within the setback 
boundary. The applicant’s properties are subject to this setback.   
 
It should be noted that the 75-foot setback was established to accomplish water quality and resource 
protection goals.  The Greenway Setback Line is different from this water quality/resource setback.  The 
Greenway Setback is intended to accomplish broader goals including recreation and access. 

 
Finding #75. Applicants with riverfront property seeking annexation to the City have been required to 
dedicate a strip land for the Glenwood Riverfront Linear Park (Project 4.14).  As a result segments of 
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riverfront land have been set aside for linear park and multi-use path.  Similar negotiations to acquire 
land for the path will likely accompany any future annexation.   
 
Finding #76. Establishment of the Willamette Greenway Setback line “at the upland extent of the 
riparian vegetation (Riparian Edge), or ten feet 10’ from top of bank, which ever is greater,” as proposed 
by the City would not interfere with establishment of the multi-use path planned for location on the 
subject properties.  The narrow corridor required for the path should not negatively impact 
development of the subject properties.    

 
Conclusion:  The Glenwood Refinement Plan calls for partnering with Willamalane Park and Recreation 
District to develop a multi-use path along the riverfront.  Willamalane has planned for parks of various 
types to serve the Glenwood area.  The subject properties are planned for development of residential, 
commercial, and employment mixed uses and not specifically for parks.  That said, the planned multi-
use path is planned for placement along the Willamette River which impacts the applicant’s properties.  
The applicant has already dedicated land for path across the majority of its properties.  The recreational 
needs of the Springfield area and for Glenwood in particular have been planned or provided for.  That 
portion of the recreational plan that affects the subject properties will not be affected by the proposed 
delineation of the Greenway Setback Line.  This condition has been met. 

Supporting Inventories 
 
As previously mentioned, in 2013, the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) issued a remand of the 
Glenwood Refinement Plan to correct an assignment of error that called for the city to “…demonstrate 
that the setback is based on protection of resources identified in the city’s acknowledged Greenway 
inventory” (LUBA No. 2012-077/078/079, page 45.).   In its decision, LUBA was referencing the 
inventories mentioned in OAR 660-015-0005 C. 3. k.    
 
OAR 660-015-0005 C.3.k., states “A setback line will be established to keep structures separated from 
the river in order to protect, maintain preserve and enhance the natural, scenic, historic and 
recreational qualities of the Willamette River Greenway, as identified in the Greenway Inventories. The 
setback line shall not apply to water-related or water-dependent uses” [emphasis added].   The 
referenced Greenway Inventories are listed in OAR 660-015-0005 B. 1-15.  It is not clear from subsection 
C.3.k. whether all 15 inventories were to be consulted or those that specifically concern themselves with 
“natural, scenic, historic and recreational qualities…”   

Out of an abundance of caution, staff has listed the 15 resource inventories that are cited in OAR 660-
015-0005 B. 1-15 and has provided a list of corresponding Springfield inventories, plans and reports 
which provide an informed basis for planning decisions, including the recommendation of a Greenway 
Setback Line for Glenwood.  These inventories include: 
 
1. All agricultural lands as provided in Goal 3. This includes all land currently in farm use as defined in 
ORS Chapter 215.203(2); 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: Glenwood is not designated for agricultural development.  No 
applicable inventories exist or are required. 
 
2. All current aggregate excavation and processing sites, and all known extractable aggregate sources; 
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Applicable Inventories and Databases: Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) 
Working Papers: Natural Assets and Constraints, Sand and Gravel Resources (Updated March 29, 1984). 
The working papers are adopted elements of the Metro Plan which inventory aggregate resources 
within the Eugene-Springfield area, including Glenwood.   Riverfront property in South Glenwood was 
actively mined for sand and gravel until the 1970’s.  The area is no longer mined.   Glenwood, and 
specifically parcels within the Willamette Greenway Boundary, are not designated for Sand and Gravel. 
 
3. All current public recreation sites, including public access points to the river and hunting and fishing 
areas; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The 2012 Willamalane Park and Recreation Comprehensive Plan 
is the acknowledged recreation plan for Springfield and Glenwood.  The 2012 Plan contains an inventory 
and maps of existing recreational sites.  The Plan also includes maps of planned facilities, including a 
riverfront linear park and multi-use path in the Glenwood area.  The proposed Greenway Setback Line 
will not hinder the development of the park and path in Glenwood.   
 
4. Historical and archaeological sites; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: There are no published inventories of archaeological sites in the 
Glenwood area.  The locations of archaeological sites are protected by the State Historic Preservation 
Office. As part of the Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project, City staff requested information from 
the State Historic Preservation Office regarding any known below-ground historic resources in 
Glenwood. The State Archaeologist, Dennis Griffin, sent a response letter to the City dated March 19, 
2009. Mr. Griffin stated that there are no known prehistoric archaeological resources in the area, and 
the only historic archaeological site in the State’s records is the railroad junction trestle built around 
1926 near E. 19th Avenue. 
 
With respect to historic resources, the city commissioned The 2010 North Glenwood Reconnaissance 
Level Survey.  The 2010 Survey inventoried sites and structures with potential for listing on the National 
Registry.  The eleven sites that were identified are located outside of the proposed Glenwood Greenway 
Setback Line. 
 
5. Timber resources; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: Glenwood is not designated for Forest uses.  No applicable 
inventories exist or are required. 
 
6. Significant natural and scenic areas, and vegetative cover; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The proposed setback is based in large part on the Glenwood 
Natural Resources Inventory (Exhibit F).  The inventory identifies and maps the extent of the vegetative 
fringe along the Willamette within the vicinity of the proposed setback.  Additional inventory data is 
drawn from the Springfield Inventory of Natural Resource Sites (2004) and the Springfield Natural 
Resources Study (2005) which articulates a program for protection of wetland, riparian and upland 
natural resources. The Natural Resources Study was updated in 2011 to include additional Glenwood 
riparian and wetland sites. 
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7. Fish and wildlife habitats; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The proposed setback is based in large part on the Glenwood 
Natural Resources Inventory (Exhibit F).  The inventory provides an assessment of fish and wildlife 
habitat along the Willamette within the vicinity of the proposed setback.  Additional inventory data is 
drawn from the Oregon Biodiversity Center (ORBIC), the Springfield Inventory of Natural Resource Sites 
(2004) and the Springfield Natural Resources Study (2005).  The Springfield Natural Resources Study 
articulates the City’s Goal 5 program for protection of wetland, riparian and upland natural resources. 
The Natural Resources Study was updated in 2011 to include additional Glenwood riparian and wetland 
sites. 
 
8. Areas of annual flooding and flood plains; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The 2009 Eugene/Springfield Multi-Jurisdictional Natural 
Hazards Mitigation Plan maps and provides an inventory and assessment of flood risks and flood plains 
in the area, including Glenwood.  Additional mapping is available through FEMA and the city’s 
Geographic Information System.  The Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project also provided details 
regarding flood hazard in the Glenwood area (page 74). 
 
9. Land currently committed to industrial, commercial and residential uses; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project identifies land 
currently committed to industrial, commercial and residential uses (page 20 and following).  The “Land 
Use Layer ” for the regions GIS database include land use codes which indicate whether land is vacant or 
developed, the value of the land and development and type of use the land is committed to; residential, 
commercial or industrial. This GIS source was the basis for identifying committed Glenwood land uses.  
  
10. The ownership of property, including riparian rights; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The “Land Use Layer” for the region’s GIS database includes land 
ownership information as well as land use information.   This database was used to identify landowners 
and to engage them in the process of locating the Greenway Setback on their property in Glenwood. 
 
11. Hydrological conditions; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The United States Geological Survey  (USGS) Water Watch web 
site provides up-to-date reports on hydrological conditions for both the  Middle Fork and the Coastal 
Fork of the Willamette River which converge less than 1 mile upstream from Glenwood.  This 
information is supplemented by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) 
Northwest River Forecast Center’s online reporting for the Willamette River for the Eugene-Springfield 
area and the National Weather Service’s Advanced Hydrologic Prediction Service. 
 
12. Ecologically fragile areas; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The proposed setback is based in large part on the Glenwood 
Natural Resources Inventory (Exhibit F).  The inventory provides an assessment of fish and wildlife 
habitat along the Willamette within the vicinity of the proposed setback.  The Glenwood riverfront was 

Attachment 1, Page 40 of 42



Glenwood Greenway Setback TYP315-00002 
June 16, 2015 Page 41 
 

screened for ecologically sensitive areas as part of the Glenwood Natural Resources Inventory.  
Additional inventory data was drawn from the Springfield Inventory of Natural Resource Sites (2004) and 
the Springfield Natural Resources Study (2005) which articulates a program for protection of wetland, 
riparian and upland natural resources. The Natural Resources Study was updated in 2011 to include 
additional Glenwood riparian and wetland sites. 
 
13. Recreational needs as set forth in Goal 8; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The 2012 Willamalane Park and Recreation Comprehensive Plan 
is the acknowledged recreation plan for Springfield and Glenwood.  The 2012 Plan contains an inventory 
and maps of existing recreational sites.  The Plan also includes maps of planned facilities, including a 
riverfront linear park and multi-use path in the Glenwood area.  The proposed Greenway Setback Line 
will not hinder the development of the park and path in Glenwood.   
 
14. Other uses of land and water in or near the Greenway; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases:  The Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project identifies land 
committed to industrial, commercial and residential uses (page 20 and following).  The “Land Use Layer 
” for the regions GIS database include land use codes which indicate whether land is vacant or 
developed, the value of the land and development and type of use the land is committed to; residential, 
commercial or industrial. This GIS source was the basis for identifying committed Glenwood land uses.  
 
15. Acquisition areas which include the identification of areas suitable for protection or preservation 
through public acquisition of lands or an interest in land. Such acquisition areas shall include the 
following: 

a. Areas which may suitably be protected by scenic easements; 
b. Scenic and recreational land for exclusive use of the public; 
c. Sites for the preservation and restoration of historic places; 
d. Public access corridor; 
e. Public parks; 
f. Ecologically fragile areas; and 
g. Other areas which are desirable for public acquisition may also be identified if the reasons for 
public acquisition for the Greenway are also identified. 

 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: In 1981, an update to the Willamette River Greenway Inventory 
that is contained in Section J of the Metro Plan Working Papers was adopted.  The Inventory Map, Figure 
J-3, shows no ODOT “Possible Acquisition Areas” and no Metro Plan-Lane County Greenway Land Use 
Acquisition Sites in Glenwood.  Several sites upstream from Glenwood were inventoried on Figure J-3, 
including lands which have been acquired by Willamalane Park and Recreation District along the Middle 
Fork of the Willamette River between Dorris Ranch Park and Clearwater Park. 
 
V.  Conclusion and Recommendation 
 
The City proposes to “draw the setback line at the upland extent of the riparian vegetation (Riparian 
Edge), or ten feet from top-of-bank, whichever is greater.  This application is intended to establish the 
Willamette Greenway Setback Line within the boundaries of the subject property prior to development.  
The applicable standards which apply to the alignment of the setback line for the subject properties 
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focus on appropriate recreational access,  minimalization of vandalism and tresspass, protection and 
enhancement of the riparian fringe and protection of significant fish and wildlife habitat.  
 
The subject properties are mostly developed or vancant and disturbed, with compacted gravel and soils 
that support non-native grasses and forbs.  What riparian fringe that exists along the river is very 
narrow.  The width of the protecting the riparian vegetation ranges between 20 and 190 feet with a 10-
foot minimum setback from top-of-bank.  The proposed setback line protects the existing vegetation, 
but does little to enhance the existing vegetation as required by SDC 3.4-280 L. 5.  The Glenwood 
Refinement Plan and the Metro Plan each have policies calling for enhancement of the vegetated fringe 
along the river at the time of development.  
 
The City contracted with a consultant firm, Shirmer/ Satre Group to prepare the analysis and report 
supporting the City’s application.  Briam Meiering, the Wildlife Biologist for Schirmer-Satre  is a qualified 
wildlife and fisheries biologist.  He conducted an on-site habitat assessment for the properties to 
develop a natural resources inventory and report for the subject properties.  The biologist’s report 
found that the site has minimal habitat value, particularly for supporting listed species known to be 
found within a two mile radius.  The report made specific findings regarding the presence of the pond 
turtle and habitat supportive of the turtle, concluding that the subject properties are not viable turtle 
habitat. 
 
In 2004, the City contracted with Salix Associates (Attachment 3), an environmental consultancy, to 
conduct an analysis of the Glenwood riverfront using the standards found in SDC Section 3.3-325 for 
establishing the Greenway Setback Line.  The standards found in SDC 3.4-280 (D) and (L)are very similar 
to the criteria used by Salix.  The Salix report produced a descriptive inventory of the flora and fauna 
along the riverfront and included a series of aerial photos with a recommended Greenway Setback Line 
drawn in.  Aerial Photos 1-15 from the Salix Study address the subject properties (Attachment 3).  The 
applicant’s proposed Willamette Greenway Setback Line is consistent with the setback recommended by 
Salix.   The proposed sestback is found by staff to be consistent with the standards for establishing the 
Greenway Setback Line found in SDC 3.4-280 (D) and (L). 
 
Staff identified additional inventory criteria for establishing the Greenway Setback Line in OAR 660-015-
0005 C.3.k.  The referenced Greenway Inventories are listed in OAR 660-015-0005 B. 1-15.  At staff 
review of the listed inventories identifies the applicable inventories and databases which respond to 
OAR 660-015-0005 B. 1-5.  These inventories were used to establish the original Greenway Boundary 
and the proposed Glenwood Greenway Setback Line.   These inventories support the proposed location 
of the Glenwood Setback Line. 
 
The proposed Glenwood Greenway Setback Line (Attachment 2, Exhibit G) provides minimal protection 
to the existing narrow band of vegetation along the river.  The established development setback of 75-
feet for riparian protection and enhancement that will not be altered or negated by the proposed 
greenway setback line.  The setback proposal is consistent with the alignment recommended by Salix 
Associates in their 2004 report to the City.   
 
Based on the analysis prepared by Satre/Schirmer in preparing the City’s application and the findings 
contained therein, staff concludes the proposed Glenwood Willamette River Greenway Setback Line is 
consistent with the criteria for establishing the setback line found in SDC 34-280 (D) and (L).   
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June 2, 2015 
 
CITY OF SPRINGFIELD 
225 Fifth Street, Springfield, OR 97477 
Willamette Greenway Overlay District Development 
Establishment of Greenway Setback Line without Development 
For the Glenwood Riverfront 
 
WRITTEN STATEMENT 
In accordance with Glenwood Riverfront Mixed Use District requirements (SDC 3.4-280), this application 
shall demonstrate compliance with the criterial of approval specified in SDC 3.4-280 (D) and (L).  
Additional criteria are found in the Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-015-0005 C. 3. k.—Greenway 
Setback.  This written statement describes the proposal and demonstrates that the proposal complies with 
the criteria contained in SDC 3.4-280 L1., L4., L5., L7., L10. and L.11; as well as those found in OAR 
660-015-0005 C. 3. k.—Greenway Setback. 
 
I. LAND USE REQUEST 

This land use request is for approval of 
the establishment of a Greenway 
Setback Line in Glenwood for the entire 
length of the Glenwood neighborhood’s 
frontage with the Willamette River 
where there is not an already-
established Greenway Setback Line. 
 
As establishment of a Greenway 
Setback Line along Willamette River 
frontage is a required precursor to 
development where the Greenway 
Overlay District is applicable, approval 
of this application will assist with overall 
long-range planning for the Glenwood 
Riverfront as well as satisfy the 
requirement to establish the Greenway 
Setback Line for individual parcels. 
 

 
Glenwood Neighborhood 

Springfield, Oregon 
GoogleEarth, 2014 

II. THE SITE AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 
A. Subject Property 

The subject property is comprised of one area of public right-of-way (that area 
associated with the two Springfield Bridges as they cross the Willamette River 
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from Glenwood to Downtown Springfield), one property owned by Union Pacific 
Rail Road (UPRR) where it’s rail line crosses the Willamette River between  
 

Glenwood and Springfield, and nineteen (19) tax lots with fifteen (15) different owners.  In one 
instance, the same owner owned three of the subject tax lots, in three instances, the same owner 
owned two of the subject tax lots, while in two instances the same tax lot had two different owners.   
 
An inventory of the subject property, including map and lot number, tax lot size, plan designation 
and zoning, ownership and whether permission to access the property is documented in the 
attached Exhibit A1.  Collectively, the property documented in Exhibit A is the Subject Property. 
 

Each Subject Property parcel (the right-of-way, 
UPRR parcel and the 19 tax lots) fronts the 
Willamette River and is located between Franklin 
Blvd and the Willamette River in the northern portion 
of the Glenwood neighborhood and between McVay 
Blvd and the Willamette River in the southern 
portion of the Glenwood neighborhood.  (Of these, 
the former is referred to as the Franklin Riverfront 
and the latter is referred to as the McVay Riverfront 
in the Glenwood Refinement Plan.)  
 
Plan designations and zoning districts of the tax 
lots is also codified in the adopted Glenwood 
Refinement Plan.  These are Office Mixed-Use, 
Residential Mixed-Use, Commercial Mixed-Use 
and Employment Mixed-Use2.   
 
Riverfront areas, plan designations and zoning 
districts aren’t applicable to Greenway Setback 
Line criteria, but understanding the land use 
framework can help visualize the setback line and 
its effect on current and future developments and 
uses. And vice-versa. 

 
Plan Designations and Zoning Districts 

Glenwood Refinement Plan 
April 2014 

 
Collectively, the Subject Property consists of 
approximately 63.34 acres, with 56.84 acres 
within the 19 tax lots, 4.74 acres in the 
Springfield Bridge Right-of-Way and 1.76 
acres with the UPRR parcel. 
 
The current physical condition of the Subject 
Property is quite variable.  Individual tax lots 
range from fully developed to essentially 
undeveloped with most of the development 
being long-standing and of an industrial 
nature.  The river’s edge in particular is of a 
similar nature.  A common occurrence is one 
of development right up to, or vary near to, 

 

                                                           
1  An inventory of property along the Glenwood Riverfront which already has an established Greenway Setback Line is documented 

in the attached Exhibit B.  The properties in Exhibit B are not part of this application’s request to establish a Greenway Setback 
Line but are included for reference.   

2  Whereas the tax lots have a plan designation and zoning district, right-of-way and railroad property does not. 
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the top of bank. Even where the tax lot is 
‘undeveloped’, it is rare that some level of 
site disturbance has not previously occurred. 
  
Along the river’s edge, the area near the top of bank, the physical condition varies greatly.  From 
mown lawn (photo 1), to industrial fencing (2 and 3), to backyard overlooks (4), to cleared and 
once used for something (5), to simply cleared (6), the vegetated fringe is sometimes there, 
sometimes not and nearly never of a natural condition. 
 

 
(1) 

 
(2) 

 
(3) 

 
(4) 

 
(5) 

 
(6) 

 
B. Jurisdictional Status 

All of the Subject Property is within Springfield’s Urban Growth Boundary.  However, none of the 
tax lots in the Subject Area are within the Springfield City Limits.  The only portion of the Subject 
Property that is inside the city limits is the right-of-way associated with the Springfield Bridge 
crossing the Willamette River from Glenwood to Downtown Springfield.  Given this, the Public 
hearing associated with this application will be a joint hearing with the Springfield Hearings official 
considering the request as it applies to the property outside the city limits and the Springfield 
Planning Commission considering the request as it applies to the area inside the city limits. 
 

C. Property Owner Involvement 
1. Access Permission 

An inventory of affected tax lots, including ownership and contact information, was generated 
(all tax lots fronting the Willamette River through Glenwood which did not already have an 
approved Greenway Setback Line (see Exhibit A).  From this, an informational letter was 
generated and sent to each property owner (see Exhibit C).  The letter informed property 
owners of the project and included a request for permission to access their property to 
conduct necessary field work and to allow city surveyors to survey the setback line. 
 
Utilizing the Access Permission Form (see Exhibit D) which was included with the letter, 
permission was received to access 14 of the 19 tax lots. Utilizing that, the project’s 
environmental specialist established a schedule and, along with the city surveyor, conducted 
the field work. 
 
Where permission was not granted, various data sources were utilized to determine the 
setback line location, including visual observation from adjoining property, high resolution 
aerial photos and GIS data. 
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2. Property Owner Meeting(s) 

The informational letter included notice of an upcoming informational meeting and invited 
property owners to attend.  The meeting was held at noon on a weekday at Roaring Rapids 
Pizza.  The time and location, as the pizza parlor is right there in the neighborhood, was 
selected with the objective of making it convenient to attend.   At the meeting, city staff made 
a presentation and staff and the consultant answered questions. 
 
In addition to the property owner meeting, city staff reached out to property owners via 
telephone and individual meetings when requested. 
 

D. Identifying and Locating the Setback Line 
1. Environmental Analysis and Field Work 

Current and historic information was collected from a number of sources.  Information was 
obtained from natural resource data bases as well as from field investigations.  Data bases 
included organizations, such as the Oregon Biodiversity Information Center (ORBIC), for 
vegetation references, and state departments, such as the Oregon Department of Geology 
and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) for mapping information.   
 
Field investigations followed the collection and analysis of data base and mapping 
information.  Initial tax lot maps of the subject property area, with airphoto, river-associated 
data, such as topography, soils and top of bank features were generated.  The river’s edge 
was then traversed, making observations, marking positions and noting conditions. 
 
The results of this work was then compiled into a detailed report, Glenwood Riverfront 
Natural Resources Inventory (see Exhibit F). 
 

2. Surveying the Setback Line  
The City of Springfield Surveyor’s office and crew followed behind the environmental staff 
field work and surveyed the location of flagged points established by the environmental crew.   
The resulting line was then documented on a set of Greenway Setback Line Survey Maps 
(see Exhibit G). 
 

III. GLENWOOD RIVERFRONT MIXED-USE PLAN DISTRICT – ESTABLISHMENT OF GREENWAY 
SETBACK LINE – APPROVAL CRITERIA AND FINDINGS 
 
This section is presented in the same order of applicable requirements found in Section 3.4-280 (D) 
and (L), Establishment of the Greenway Setback Line, of the Springfield Development Code.  
Applicable sections of the Code are in bold italics, followed by proposed findings of fact in normal 
text.   
 

D. Establishment of the Greenway Setback Line and Permitted Uses. 
  

1. Establishment of the Greenway Setback Line. In the Glenwood Riverfront 
portion of the WG Overlay District, the Greenway Setback Line shall be established 
to protect, maintain, preserve, and enhance the natural, scenic, historic and 
recreational qualities of the Willamette Greenway. Only water-dependent and 
water-related uses are permitted between the Willamette River and the Greenway 
Setback Line. The location of the Greenway Setback Line shall be determined 
consistent with the criteria specified in Sections L.1., L.4., L.5., L.7., L.10., and L.11. 
[emphasis added]. 
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L. Criteria. In the Glenwood Riverfront portion of the WG Overlay District, the 
applicant shall demonstrate compliance with the following criteria of approval: 

  
1. Any development, change of use or intensification of use permitted in the 
base zone shall be oriented toward the river between the Willamette Greenway 
Setback Line and the Willamette Greenway outer boundary. 
 

Response to Criterion:  There is no development proposed with this application; therefore the criterion is 
not presently applicable.  Even after the Greenway Setback line is established, the subject property will 
still be subject to the Willamette Greenway Overlay District development standards, which, as noted 
above, invoke the Discretionary Use standards under SDC 3.4-280 G, the Master Plan standards under 
SDC 5.13-100 and the Site Plan Review standards under SDC 5.17-100, as well as the SDC 3.4-280 
standards invoked above for any change or intensification of use, or construction that has a significant 
visual impact.  When development is ultimately proposed for the subject property, these procedures will 
ensure this standard is met. 
 
To the degree that it applies, this criterion (SDC 3.4-280 L. 1.) is met. 
 

4. The maintenance of public safety and protection of public and private 
property, especially from vandalism and trespass, shall be provided to the 
maximum extent practicable. 
 

Response to Criterion:  Illegal trespass, camping and vandalism are problems that occur on both sides 
of the Willamette River through the Glenwood area.  The establishment of the proposed Greenway 
Setback Line is not likely to exacerbate the problem since the setback width is relatively narrow and the 
property is highly developed, fenced and observed.  Camping, vandalism and trespass are more likely to 
occur in locations that are secluded.  An overly broad Greenway setback line could support undesirable 
activity by providing a large area that is isolated from public view and access.     
 
Future development of the subject property will likely reduce unwanted activity.  The proposed Greenway 
Setback Line will protect the vegetated fringe along the river without inviting unwanted trespass or other 
illegal activities which may occur in secluded areas.  
 
This criterion (SDC 3.4-280 L. 4.) is met. 

 
5. The natural vegetative fringe along the river shall be enhanced, protected 
and maintained in order to assure scenic quality and viewpoints, protection of 
wildlife, protection from erosion and screening of uses from the river. 
 

Response to Criterion:  This standard uses the term “natural vegetative fringe along the river,” which the 
Glenwood Riverfront Natural Resources Inventory (Exhibit F) refers to as the “riparian edge,” 
characterized by the presence of riparian vegetation such as cottonwood and willow species.  The 
Inventory describes representative sections of the riparian edge as: 
 
The area directly adjacent to the Willamette River is dominated by riparian vegetation.  Dominant 
vegetation within the riparian edge include Populus balsamifera, Fraxinus latifolia, Salix spp., Alnus 
rhombifolia, Cornus sericea, Acer macrophyllum, Robinia pseudoacacia, Spirea douglasii and Carex 
obnupta.  
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The riparian edge, in particular the area between top of bank and the river, is the most significant fish and 
wildlife habitat type.  It provides the most significant scenic qualities and has been mapped to encompass 
the remaining vegetative fringe within subject property. 
 
The enclosed Greenway Setback Line Survey maps locate the proposed setback line.  This line follows 
the upland extent of the natural riparian vegetation.  
 
Where the existing riparian vegetation is present, the setback (from top of bank) averages 20 to 30 feet.  
In one small area, however, the setback is approximately 190 feet due to the presence of a small wetland 
(Tax Lot 18030220-02900). Elsewhere, where the riparian vegetation is scarce or absent, the setback line 
ranges between 10 and 20 feet from top of bank.  Additionally, the proposal includes a minimum width for 
the Greenway Setback Line of ten feet.  This will provide an opportunity to enhance the natural vegetative 
fringe along the river in those areas where vegetation is currently lacking or nonexistent.  This minimum 
setback distance is consistent with previous Greenway Setback determinations.   
 
The proposed Willamette Greenway Setback Line will provide for the protection and enhancement of the 
natural vegetative fringe along the river. 
 
Given this, this criterion (SDC 3.4-280 L. 5.) is met. 

 
7. Recreational needs shall be satisfied as specified in the Glenwood Refinement 
Plan and/or this Plan District. 

 
Response to Criterion:  “The applicable functional plan 
for recreation in this area is the Willamalane Park and 
Recreation Comprehensive Plan. It was adopted by the 
Willamalane Board of Directors on Oct. 10, 2012 and 
was subsequently adopted as an element of the Metro 
Area General Plan by Springfield (Ord. No. 6303 (Nov., 
4, 2013) and Lane County (Ord. No. PA 1302 (Oct. 5, 
2013). 
The portion of the Willamalane Plan most relevant to the 
current proposal deals with the creation of a riverfront 
linear park.  The Highlights and Improvements section, 
Chapter 3, provides: 
 
Actions 4.13 and 4.14, Glenwood Riverfront Linear Park 
A and B: As the Glenwood area is redeveloped, 
Willamalane has an opportunity to work with public and 
private partners to develop a riverfront linear park and 
multiuse path, and expand the popular Willamette River 
path system. Section A (Action 4.13) would travel from 
the Viaduct Path underneath the I-5 bridge, east to the 
Springfield Bridge; Section B (Action 4.14) would travel 
from the Springfield Bridge south to Seavey Loop Road.  
 
The proposed linear park will include multiuse paths, 
picnic areas, and river overlooks, and will be a 
significant regional recreation and river overlooks, and 
will be a significant regional recreation and alternative transportation resource. The park will also expand 
recreation opportunities for Glenwood area residents, who currently have limited access to close-to-home 
parks. 

  

Excerpt from Map 2 Proposed Park and Recreation 
Projects, Willamalane Park and Recreation 
Comprehensive Plan, October 2012 
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In addition, the Strategies and Actions section, Chapter 4, includes a map showing a planned multi-use 
path along the riverfront of the subject properties, Map 2 Proposed Park and Recreation Projects. That 
map includes four symbols over the subject property with the numbers 4.13, 4.14, 4.15 and 4.24.  These 
numbers correspond to planned actions, as described in tables. 
 
Action 4.13 is described in the table as: Glenwood Riverfront Linear Park A.  Work with partners to 
develop a riverfront linear park and multiuse path from I-5 to the Springfield Bridge, consistent with the 
Glenwood Refinement Plan. 
 
4.14 is described as: Glenwood Riverfront Linear Park B.  Work with partners to develop a riverfront linear 
park and multiuse path from the Springfield Bridge to Seavey Loop Road. 
 
4.15 is described as: Glenwood to Island Park (Bridge).  Work with the city to explore the feasibility of a 
bicycle/pedestrian bridge from South Bank Path A to Island Park, per the Downtown District Urban 
Design Plan. 
 
4.24 is described as: Glenwood to Dorris Ranch (Bridge).  Work with partners to explore the feasibility of 
developing a bicycle and pedestrian bridge across the Willamette River, connecting the Glenwood 
Riverfront Linear Park B to Dorris Ranch and the Middle Fork Path. 
   
Additional functional and refinement plans also reference the multi-use trail along the south bank of the 
Willamette River.  TransPlan (July 2002) identifies a South Bank Trail to run from I-5 to the Springfield 
Bridge, but not any farther upstream.  The 2014 Glenwood Refinement Plan, at page 76, states Develop 
a multi-use path along the Willamette River in Glenwood from I-5 to the southern tip of Springfield’s Urban 
Growth Boundary so that the multi-use path strengthens physical and visual connections to the river, and 
supports recreational uses and bicycle/pedestrian commuters along the riverfront. 
 
These plans, and their projects, the linear park, the bridges, the off-street path, do not reference the 
Willamette Greenway Overlay District or a Greenway setback line.  There is however a correlation as both 
are referring to the linear edge of the adjacent Willamette River.  The city has not yet obtained any 
property rights for the linear park or pathway.  This will likely be negotiated in the context is specific 
property annexation and/or development or re-development.  As establishment of a Greenway setback is 
a necessary first step for development approval, approval of this application will bring the city one step 
closer towards being in a position to implement these policies from the Willamalane plan. 
 
As stated, the public access rights will need to be obtained through purchase or voluntary donation, as 
part of future annexation proceeding or as part of a subsequent development review process.  In a similar 
application for a Willamette Greenway Setback determination for a property elsewhere located along the 
Glenwood riverfront, the Hearings Official noted "The best time to provide for the bike path is when 
development is proposed for the subject property." There is some flexibility in the ultimate location of the 
path, as the Glenwood Refinement Plan states that the path diagram is a conceptual alignment 
(Glenwood Refinement Plan, page 54).  Because the subject property will still be within the Willamette 
Greenway Overlay District after the Willamette Greenway Setback Line is established, development 
proposals for property will be subject to Discretionary Use procedures (SDC 5.9-100) and/or Master Plans 
(SDC 5.13-100) or Site Plan Review (SDC 5.17-100).  Those procedures will ensure the city has ample 
opportunity to secure the public rights for a riverfront linear park and pathway in the context of a 
redevelopment application. 
 
Elsewhere, the Springfield Development Code, in addressing the protection of water quality (SDC 4.3-
115.A.1) establishes a 75-foot development setback from the top-of-bank for the Willamette River.  This 
development setback allows for construction of multi-use paths and some stormwater treatment facilities 
within the setback boundary. The subject property is subject to this setback.  It should be noted that the 
75-foot setback was established to accomplish water quality and resource protection goals.  The 
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Greenway Setback Line is different from this water quality/resource setback.  The Greenway Setback is 
intended to accomplish broader goals including recreation and access. 
 
Establishment of the Willamette Greenway Setback line at the upland extent of the riparian vegetation as 
proposed in this application would not interfere with establishment of the multi-use path planned for 
location on the subject property.  The narrow corridor required for the path should not negatively impact 
development of the subject property.    
 
The recreational needs of the Springfield area and for Glenwood in particular have been planned or 
provided for.  That portion of the recreational plan that affects the subject property will not be affected by 
the proposed delineation of the Greenway Setback Line. 
 
Lastly, this approval criterion directs the city to consider and minimize the possibility that public recreation 
might disturb adjacent property.  Currently, there is some public recreation that occurs on the river 
(rafting, fishing).  Establishing the Greenway Setback line will not change the existing situation in regard 
to public recreation on and adjacent to the subject property. 
 
Given this, this criterion (SDC 3.4-280 L. 7.) is met.” 
 

10. Significant fish and wildlife habitats shall be protected to the maximum 
extent practicable. 

 
Response to Criterion:  The 1999 Glenwood Refinement Plan (page 39) recognizes that there are no 
significant fish or wildlife habitat areas identified within the Glenwood portion of the Willamette River 
Greenway.  This conclusion is confirmed in the Glenwood Riverfront Natural Resources Inventory 
(Attachment 2, Exhibit F), which explains: 
 
Current records obtained from Oregon Biodiversity Information Center (ORBIC) show no rare species 
known on the subject property, with the exception of fish species within the Willamette River itself. 
In addition, the Inventory concludes that the subject property is poor habitat for all the species listed.  This 
Inventory concluded: 
 
Dominance of site disturbance on the subject property (clearing, filling, paving, buildings) has led to 
dense non-native, and sometimes invasive, vegetation and a narrow riparian fringe with steep banks. The 
velocity of waters and steep, linear nature of the banks along these lots is not conducive for listed 
species. 
 
Whereas there is a dominance of highly 
disturbed urban alteration to the property, the 
Inventory did observe a somewhat different set 
of habitat and physical conditions in a few areas 
(such as on Lot 17-03-34-44/00100) but found 
these areas to be similarly lacking in overall 
habitat values, with the exception of a riparian 
edge that is proposed to be included in the 
Greenway setback. The Inventory explains: 
While Lot 17-03-34-44/00100 may exhibit 
characteristics of fair habitat for listed species, 
the lack of documented evidence of species 
use, lack of ponding water, cleared area and 
extent of invasive vegetation, velocity of the 
river, isolated nature of the lot and surrounding 
urban uses negate this habitat value beyond the 
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proposed setback. 
 
The riparian fringe along the river’s edge (between the top of bank/riparian vegetation and the river) is 
expected to provide benefits such as refuge for different life stages of fish during high water and allow 
some cooling value during the hotter months which also benefits different life stages of listed fish, 
including salmonids. The proposed location of the Greenway Setback would retain these values.  
The proposed setback area would conserve all of the existing riparian vegetation.  Because this proposal 
protects all of the riparian vegetation on the subject property, it affords the greatest degree of protection 
for fish and wildlife habitat, even though that habitat is not considered significant. 
 
Given this, this criterion (SDC 3.4-280 L. 10.) is met.” 

 
11. Significant natural and scenic areas, viewpoints and vistas shall be 
protected to the maximum extent practicable. 

 
Response to Criterion:  The [1999] Glenwood Refinement Plan, at page 39, recognizes that there are 
no identified scenic qualities or viewpoints within the Glenwood portion of the Willamette River Greenway. 
Although there are no identified scenic qualities or view-points on the subject property, the existing 
riparian edge has the potential to assist in providing visual identification and definition to the river and 
riparian system as well as providing limited filtered views of the river from the property. The proposed 
Greenway Setback Line will effectively protect the potential for scenic qualities and view-points along the 
river from future development, as would an easement for the proposed riverfront linear park and multiuse 
path.  
 
Importantly, the proposed Greenway Setback Line provides opportunity for a continuous vegetative buffer 
between the path and the river.  This will protect scenic qualities associated with views from the river as 
well as protect the scenic qualities and viewpoints of the river corridor itself.   
 
As such, this criterion (SDC 3.4-280 L. 10.) is met. 

 
IV. OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 660-015-0005 C. 3. K—GREENWAY SETBACK – 

APPROVAL CRITERIA AND FINDINGS 
 
Section 3.4- 225 (A and B) states that in cases where “the development standards of the Glenwood 
Riverfront Mixed-Use Plan District conflict with local standards found in other Sections of this Code, the 
standards of the Plan District will prevail, unless there is a specific reference to another SDC Section. In 
that case, the referenced Section’s standards will prevail.”  The section goes on to state that where “these 
development standards conflict with Federal and/or State regulations, the Federal and/or State 
regulations will prevail. (6279)” 
 
In 2013, the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) issued a remand of the Glenwood Refinement 
Plan to correct an assignment of error that called for the city to “…demonstrate that the setback is based 
on protection of resources identified in the city’s acknowledged Greenway inventory” (LUBA No. 2012-
077/078/079, page 45.).   In its decision, LUBA was referencing the inventories mentioned in OAR 
660-015-0005 C. 3. k.   The reminder of this report responds to the criteria described in OAR 660-015-
0005 C. 3. k. and cites the inventories upon which the recommended Glenwood Greenway Setback Line 
are based. 
 
k.  “A setback line will be established to keep structures separated from the river in order to 
protect, maintain preserve and enhance the natural, scenic, historic and recreational qualities of 
the Willamette River Greenway, as identified in the Greenway Inventories. The setback line shall 
not apply to water-related or water-dependent uses.”   The referenced Greenway Inventories are 
listed in OAR 660-015-0005 B. 1-15. 
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“Natural Qualities” 
 
Response to Criterion:  The Glenwood Riverfront Natural Resources Inventory (Exhibit F) refers to as 
the “riparian edge,” characterized by the presence of riparian vegetation such as cottonwood and willow 
species.  The Inventory describes representative sections of the riparian edge as: 
The area directly adjacent to the Willamette River is dominated by riparian vegetation.  Dominant 
vegetation within the riparian edge include Populus balsamifera, Fraxinus latifolia, Salix spp., Alnus 
rhombifolia, Cornus sericea, Acer macrophyllum, Robinia pseudoacacia, Spirea douglasii and Carex 
obnupta.  
 
The riparian edge, in particular the area between top of bank and the river, is the most significant fish and 
wildlife habitat type.  It provides the most significant scenic qualities and has been mapped to encompass 
the remaining vegetative fringe within subject property. 
 
The enclosed Greenway Setback Line Survey maps locate the proposed setback line.  This line follows 
the upland extent of the natural riparian vegetation.  
 
Where the existing riparian vegetation is present, the setback (from top of bank) averages 20 to 30 feet.  
In one small area, however, the setback is approximately 190 feet due to the presence of a small wetland 
(Tax Lot 18030220-02900). Elsewhere, where the riparian vegetation is scarce or absent, the setback line 
ranges between 10 and 20 feet from top of bank.  Additionally, the proposal includes a minimum width for 
the Greenway Setback Line of ten feet.  This will provide an opportunity to enhance the natural vegetative 
fringe along the river in those areas where vegetation is currently lacking or nonexistent.  This minimum 
setback distance is consistent with previous Greenway Setback determinations.   
 
The proposed Willamette Greenway Setback Line will provide for the protection and enhancement of the 
natural vegetative fringe along the river. 
 
The 1999 Glenwood Refinement Plan (page 39) recognizes that there are no significant fish or wildlife 
habitat areas identified within the Glenwood portion of the Willamette River Greenway.  This conclusion is 
confirmed in the Glenwood Riverfront Natural Resources Inventory (Attachment 2, Exhibit F), which 
explains: 
 
Current records obtained from Oregon Biodiversity Information Center (ORBIC) show no rare species 
known on the subject property, with the exception of fish species within the Willamette River itself. 
In addition, the Inventory concludes that the subject property is poor habitat for all the species listed.  This 
Inventory concluded: 
 
Dominance of site disturbance on the subject property (clearing, filling, paving, buildings) has led to 
dense non-native, and sometimes invasive, vegetation and a narrow riparian fringe with steep banks. The 
velocity of waters and steep, linear nature of the banks along these lots is not conducive for listed 
species. 
 
Whereas there is a dominance of highly disturbed urban alteration to the property, the Inventory did 
observe a somewhat different set of habitat and physical conditions in a few areas (such as on Lot 17-03-
34-44/00100) but found these areas to be similarly lacking in overall habitat values, with the exception of 
a riparian edge that is proposed to be included in the Greenway setback. The Inventory explains: While 
Lot 17-03-34-44/00100 may exhibit characteristics of fair habitat for listed species, the lack of 
documented evidence of species use, lack of ponding water, cleared area and extent of invasive 
vegetation, velocity of the river, isolated nature of the lot and surrounding urban uses negate this habitat 
value beyond the proposed setback. 
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The riparian fringe along the river’s edge (between the top of bank/riparian vegetation and the river) is 
expected to provide benefits such as refuge for different life stages of fish during high water and allow 
some cooling value during the hotter months which also benefits different life stages of listed fish, 
including salmonids. The proposed location of the Greenway Setback would retain these values.  
 
The proposed setback area would conserve all of the existing riparian vegetation.  Because this proposal 
protects all of the riparian vegetation on the subject property, it affords the greatest degree of protection 
for fish and wildlife habitat, even though that habitat is not considered significant. 
 
Given this, this criterion (OAR 660-015-0005, Natural Qualities) is met. 
 
“Scenic Qualities” 
 
Response to Criterion: The 1999 Glenwood Refinement Plan, at page 39, recognizes that there are no 
identified scenic qualities or viewpoints within the Glenwood portion of the Willamette River Greenway. 
Although there are no identified scenic qualities or view-points on the subject property, the existing 
riparian edge has the potential to assist in providing visual identification and definition to the river and 
riparian system as well as providing limited filtered views of the river from the property. The proposed 
Greenway Setback Line will effectively protect the potential for scenic qualities and view-points along the 
river from future development, as would an easement for the proposed riverfront linear park and multiuse 
path.  
 
Importantly, the proposed Greenway Setback Line provides opportunity for a continuous vegetative buffer 
between the path and the river.  This will protect scenic qualities associated with views from the river as 
well as protect the scenic qualities and viewpoints of the river corridor itself.   
 
As such, this criterion (OAR 660-015-0005, Scenic Qualities) is met. 
 
“Historic Qualities” 
 
Response to Criterion:  
 
The 2014 Glenwood Refinement Plan (page 161) cites the Historic Qualities section of the Environmental 
Design Element in the 1999 Glenwood Refinement Plan “as providing a brief historical sketch of 
Glenwood’s development from the 1850s to the 1980s.”  The 1999 Glenwood Refinement Plan contains a 
brief overview of the history of Glenwood but does not include an inventory of historic resources.   
 
In 2010, the Springfield Historic Commission contracted with Historic Preservation Northwest to conduct a 
Reconnaissance Level Survey (RLS) to further investigate properties identified in a 2001 windshield 
survey as having potential historic resources.  Based on the initial windshield survey a more detailed 
inventory was prepared. The 2010 North Glenwood Reconnaissance Level Survey3 (2010 Survey) was 
conducted in coordination with an update of the Glenwood Refinement Plan to 1) to provide the City of 
Springfield with an informational basis for policy and planning decisions regarding management and 
protection of resources in Glenwood; 2) Provide Springfield residents with an assessment of the 
resources in Glenwood; and 3) to add to the body of knowledge maintained by the Oregon State Historic 
Preservation Office with regards to the historic resources within Springfield, Lane County, and the State 
of Oregon. 
 

                                                           
3 
http://www.ci.springfield.or.us/dpw/CommissionsCommittees/Historic/SupportFiles/2010%20North%20Gle
nwood%20RLS.pdf   
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The 2010 Survey contains results (page 4.) which conclude, “This architectural survey examined 270 tax 
lots and found 473 structures. These 473 structures were tied to 214 addresses with many grouped in 
mobile home courts. Of the 214 resources, 149 are domestic, 53 are commercial, 8 are industrial, 1 is 
recreation, 1 is religion, and 1 is transportation related. Many of the resources in this neighborhood have 
undergone a great deal of alteration and addition. Of the 214 addresses, 50 (23%) can be considered 
contributing resources while 84 (39%) are too altered to be contributing and 80 (37%) are out of period 
(i.e. built after 1960).” 
 
The 2010 Survey concludes (page 6), “The combined total of 164 (76%) of non-contributing plus non-
period structures versus 50 (23%) for potentially contributing structures makes it unlikely that Glenwood 
could become a National Register Historic District. Of the 50 potentially contributing resources, most 
would only be eligible for listing as part of a larger context, such as a District or Multiple Property 
Submission. They appear to lack the distinction for individual listing on the National Register, barring the 
discovery of their association with a significant person or event. However, eleven resources do have the 
potential for individual listing and warrant further examination.” 
 
Residential structures that warrant further examination for individual listing: 
• 295 North Brooklyn Street 
• 1475 South Brooklyn Street 
• 1690 South Brooklyn Street 
• 3007 Franklin Boulevard 
• 1780 Mississippi Avenue 
Commercial or industrial structures that warrant further examination for individual listing: 
• 3600 Franklin Boulevard (Myrmo & Sons) 
• 3698 Franklin Boulevard 
• 4206 Franklin Boulevard (Blue Cross Animal Hospital) 
Other Resources that warrant further examination for individual listing: 
• 3787 Franklin Boulevard 
• 3998 Franklin Boulevard (Ponderosa Village) 
• 1625 Henderson Avenue (Midway Manor) 
 
The 2010 Survey inventoried those eleven historic resources that warrant further examination.  The 
inventoried sites are located outside of the proposed Glenwood Greenway Setback Line.   
 
This criterion (OAR 660-015-0005, Historic Qualities) is met. 
 
“Recreational Qualities” 
 
Response to the Criterion:  “The applicable functional plan for recreation in this area is the Willamalane 
Park and Recreation Comprehensive Plan. It was adopted by the Willamalane Board of Directors on Oct. 
10, 2012 and was subsequently adopted as an element of the Metro Area General Plan by Springfield 
(Ord. No. 6303 (Nov., 4, 2013) and Lane County (Ord. No. PA 1302 (Oct. 5, 2013). 
The portion of the Willamalane Plan most relevant to the current proposal deals with the creation of a 
riverfront linear park.  The Highlights and Improvements section, Chapter 3, provides: 
 
Actions 4.13 and 4.14, Glenwood Riverfront Linear Park A and B: As the Glenwood area is redeveloped, 
Willamalane has an opportunity to work with public and private partners to develop a riverfront linear park 
and multiuse path, and expand the popular Willamette River path system. Section A (Action 4.13) would 
travel from the Viaduct Path underneath the I-5 bridge, east to the Springfield Bridge; Section B (Action 
4.14) would travel from the Springfield Bridge south to Seavey Loop Road.  
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The proposed linear park will include multiuse paths, 
picnic areas, and river overlooks, and will be a 
significant regional recreation and river overlooks, and 
will be a significant regional recreation and alternative 
transportation resource. The park will also expand 
recreation opportunities for Glenwood area residents, 
who currently have limited access to close-to-home 
parks. 

  
In addition, the Strategies and Actions section, Chapter 
4, includes a map showing a planned multi-use path 
along the riverfront of the subject properties, Map 2 
Proposed Park and Recreation Projects. That map 
includes four symbols over the subject property with the 
numbers 4.13, 4.14, 4.15 and 4.24.  These numbers 
correspond to planned actions, as described in tables. 
 
Action 4.13 is described in the table as: Glenwood 
Riverfront Linear Park A.  Work with partners to 
develop a riverfront linear park and multiuse path from 
I-5 to the Springfield Bridge, consistent with the 
Glenwood Refinement Plan. 
 

4.14 is described as: Glenwood Riverfront Linear Park 
B.  Work with partners to develop a riverfront linear park 
and multiuse path from the Springfield Bridge to Seavey 
Loop Road. 
 
4.15 is described as: Glenwood to Island Park (Bridge).  Work with the city to explore the feasibility of a 
bicycle/pedestrian bridge from South Bank Path A to Island Park, per the Downtown District Urban 
Design Plan. 
 
4.24 is described as: Glenwood to Dorris Ranch (Bridge).  Work with partners to explore the feasibility of 
developing a bicycle and pedestrian bridge across the Willamette River, connecting the Glenwood 
Riverfront Linear Park B to Dorris Ranch and the Middle Fork Path. 
   
Additional functional and refinement plans also reference the multi-use trail along the south bank of the 
Willamette River.  TransPlan (July 2002) identifies a South Bank Trail to run from I-5 to the Springfield 
Bridge, but not any farther upstream.  The 2014 Glenwood Refinement Plan, at page 76, states Develop 
a multi-use path along the Willamette River in Glenwood from I-5 to the southern tip of Springfield’s Urban 
Growth Boundary so that the multi-use path strengthens physical and visual connections to the river, and 
supports recreational uses and bicycle/pedestrian commuters along the riverfront. 
 
These plans, and their projects, the linear park, the bridges, the off-street path, do not reference the 
Willamette Greenway Overlay District or a Greenway setback line.  There is however a correlation as both 
are referring to the linear edge of the adjacent Willamette River.  The city has not yet obtained any 
property rights for the linear park or pathway.  This will likely be negotiated in the context is specific 
property annexation and/or development or re-development.  As establishment of a Greenway setback is 
a necessary first step for development approval, approval of this application will bring the city one step 
closer towards being in a position to implement these policies from the Willamalane plan. 
 
As stated, the public access rights will need to be obtained through purchase or voluntary donation, as 
part of future annexation proceeding or as part of a subsequent development review process.  In a similar 

Excerpt Map 2 Proposed Park and Recreation Projects 
Willamalane Park and Recreation Comprehensive 
Plan, 10/14 
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application for a Willamette Greenway Setback determination for a property elsewhere located along the 
Glenwood riverfront, the Hearings Official noted "The best time to provide for the bike path is when 
development is proposed for the subject property." There is some flexibility in the ultimate location of the 
path, as the Glenwood Refinement Plan states that the path diagram is a conceptual alignment 
(Glenwood Refinement Plan, page 54).  Because the subject property will still be within the Willamette 
Greenway Overlay District after the Willamette Greenway Setback Line is established, development 
proposals for property will be subject to Discretionary Use procedures (SDC 5.9-100) and/or Master Plans 
(SDC 5.13-100) or Site Plan Review (SDC 5.17-100).  Those procedures will ensure the city has ample 
opportunity to secure the public rights for a riverfront linear park and pathway in the context of a 
redevelopment application. 
 
Elsewhere, the Springfield Development Code, in addressing the protection of water quality (SDC 4.3-
115.A.1) establishes a 75-foot development setback from the top-of-bank for the Willamette River.  This 
development setback allows for construction of multi-use paths and some stormwater treatment facilities 
within the setback boundary. The subject property is subject to this setback.  It should be noted that the 
75-foot setback was established to accomplish water quality and resource protection goals.  The 
Greenway Setback Line is different from this water quality/resource setback.  The Greenway Setback is 
intended to accomplish broader goals including recreation and access. 
 
Establishment of the Willamette Greenway Setback line at the upland extent of the riparian vegetation as 
proposed in this application would not interfere with establishment of the multi-use path planned for 
location on the subject property.  The narrow corridor required for the path should not negatively impact 
development of the subject property.    
 
The recreational needs of the Springfield area and for Glenwood in particular have been planned or 
provided for.  That portion of the recreational plan that affects the subject property will not be affected by 
the proposed delineation of the Greenway Setback Line. 
 
Lastly, this approval criterion directs the city to consider and minimize the possibility that public recreation 
might disturb adjacent property.  Currently, there is some public recreation that occurs on the river 
(rafting, fishing).  Establishing the Greenway Setback line will not change the existing situation in regard 
to public recreation on and adjacent to the subject property. 
 
Given this, this criterion (OAR 660-015-0005, Recreational Qualities) is met.” 
 
SUPPORTING INVENTORIES 
 
As previously mentioned, in 2013, the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) issued a remand of 
the Glenwood Refinement Plan to correct an assignment of error that called for the city to “…demonstrate 
that the setback is based on protection of resources identified in the city’s acknowledged Greenway 
inventory” (LUBA No. 2012-077/078/079, page 45.).   In its decision, LUBA was referencing the 
inventories mentioned in OAR 660-015-0005 C. 3. k.    
 
OAR 660-015-0005 C.3.k., states “A setback line will be established to keep structures separated from 
the river in order to protect, maintain preserve and enhance the natural, scenic, historic and recreational 
qualities of the Willamette River Greenway, as identified in the Greenway Inventories. The setback line 
shall not apply to water-related or water-dependent uses” [emphasis added].   The referenced Greenway 
Inventories are listed in OAR 660-015-0005 B. 1-15.  It is not clear from subsection C.3.k. whether all 
15 inventories were to be consulted or those that specifically concern themselves with “natural, 
scenic, historic and recreational qualities…”   
 
Out of an abundance of caution, staff has listed the 15 resource inventories that are cited in OAR 
660-015-0005 B. 1-15 and has provided a list of corresponding  inventories, plans and reports 
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which provide an informed basis for planning decisions, including the recommendation of a 
Greenway Setback Line for Glenwood.  These inventories [in bold italics] include: 
 
1. All agricultural lands as provided in Goal 3. This includes all land currently in farm use as 
defined in ORS Chapter 215.203(2); 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: Glenwood is not designated for agricultural development.  No 
applicable inventories exist or are required. 
 
2. All current aggregate excavation and processing sites, and all known extractable aggregate 
sources; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro 
Plan) Working Papers: Natural Assets and Constraints, Sand and Gravel Resources (Updated March 29, 
1984). The working papers are adopted elements of the Metro Plan which inventory aggregate resources 
within the Eugene-Springfield area, including Glenwood.   Riverfront property in South Glenwood was 
actively mined for sand and gravel until the 1970’s.  The area is no longer mined.   Glenwood, and 
specifically parcels within the Willamette Greenway Boundary, are not designated for Sand and Gravel. 
 
3. All current public recreation sites, including public access points to the river and hunting and 
fishing areas; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The 2012 Willamalane Park and Recreation Comprehensive 
Plan is the acknowledged recreation plan for Springfield and Glenwood.  The 2012 Plan contains an 
inventory and maps of existing recreational sites.  The Plan also includes maps of planned facilities, 
including a riverfront linear park and multi-use path in the Glenwood area.  The proposed Greenway 
Setback Line will not hinder the development of the park and path in Glenwood.  See Findings #67 
through #76 for additional details. 
 
4. Historical and archaeological sites; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: There are no published inventories of archaeological sites in 
the Glenwood area.  The locations of archaeological sites are protected by the State Historic Preservation 
Office. As part of the Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project, City staff requested information from 
the State Historic Preservation Office regarding any known below‐ground historic resources in Glenwood. 
The State Archaeologist, Dennis Griffin, sent a response letter to the City dated March 19, 2009. Mr. 
Griffin stated that there are no known prehistoric archaeological resources in the area, and the only 
historic archaeological site in the State’s records is the railroad junction trestle built around 1926 near E. 
19th Avenue. 
 
With respect to historic resources, the city commissioned The 2010 North Glenwood Reconnaissance 
Level Survey.  The 2010 Survey inventoried sites and structures with potential for listing on the National 
Registry.  The eleven sites that were identified are located outside of the proposed Glenwood Greenway 
Setback Line.  The Survey concluded that “The combined total of 164 (76%) of non-contributing plus non-
period structures versus 50 (23%) for potentially contributing structures makes it unlikely that Glenwood 
could become a National Register Historic District. Of the 50 potentially contributing resources, most 
would only be eligible for listing as part of a larger context, such as a District or Multiple Property 
Submission. They appear to lack the distinction for individual listing on the National Register, barring the 
discovery of their association with a significant person or event. 
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5. Timber resources; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: Glenwood is not designated for Forest uses.  No applicable 
inventories exist or are required. 
 
6. Significant natural and scenic areas, and vegetative cover; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The proposed setback is based in large part on the Glenwood 
Natural Resources Inventory (Exhibit F).  The inventory identifies and maps the extent of the vegetative 
fringe along the Willamette within the vicinity of the proposed setback.  Additional inventory data is drawn 
from the Springfield Inventory of Natural Resource Sites (2004) and the Springfield Natural Resources 
Study (2005) which articulates a program for protection of wetland, riparian and upland natural resources. 
The Natural Resources Study was updated in 2011 to include additional Glenwood riparian and wetland 
sites.  See Findings #11-#16 for additional details. 
 
7. Fish and wildlife habitats; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The proposed setback is based in large part on the Glenwood 
Natural Resources Inventory (Exhibit F).  The inventory provides an assessment of fish and wildlife 
habitat along the Willamette within the vicinity of the proposed setback.  Additional inventory data is 
drawn from the Oregon Biodiversity Center (ORBIC), the Springfield Inventory of Natural Resource Sites 
(2004) and the Springfield Natural Resources Study (2005).  The Springfield Natural Resources Study 
articulates the City’s Goal 5 program for protection of wetland, riparian and upland natural resources. The 
Natural Resources Study was updated in 2011 to include additional Glenwood riparian and wetland sites. 
See Findings #40 through #55 for additional details. 
 
8. Areas of annual flooding and flood plains; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The 2009 Eugene/Springfield Multi-Jurisdictional Natural 
Hazards Mitigation Plan maps and provides an inventory and assessment of flood risks and flood plains 
in the area, including Glenwood.  Additional map information is shown on FEMA Map No. 41039C1142F 
and the city’s Geographic Information System.  The Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project also 
provided details regarding flood hazard in the Glenwood area (page 74).   
 
While Glenwood has areas of flood hazard, development within a flood hazard area is regulated by SDC 
Section 3.3-400 Floodplain Overlay District.  The location of the proposed setback line will not negate or 
reduce the regulatory protections provided by the Overlay District. 
 
9. Land currently committed to industrial, commercial and residential uses; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project identifies land 
currently committed to industrial, commercial and residential uses (page 20 and following).  The “Regional 
Land use Information Database Land Use Layer ” (RLID) includes land use codes which indicate whether 
land is vacant or developed, the value of the land and development and type of use the land is committed 
to; residential, commercial or industrial.  RLID is linked to the City’s GIS system, allowing staff to analyze 
land use and development within Glenwood.  This GIS source was the basis for identifying committed 
land uses in Glenwood.  
  
10. The ownership of property, including riparian rights; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The “Regional Land use Information Database Land Use 
Layer” (RLID) includes ownership information for all of the riverfront parcels that are affected by the 
proposed setback line.  The information database also allows staff to identify residents and owners for 
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mailed notice of the action (parcels within 300 feet of the proposed line).  This database was used to 
identify landowners and to engage them in the process of locating the Greenway Setback on their 
property in Glenwood. 
 
Riparian rights refers to property owner use of the river.  Such uses often include boat docks, boat ramps 
or other water related –water dependent structures. No such structures are present in the subject area.  
Water related and water dependent uses are allowed within the Greenway Setback Line by state law and 
by SDC Section 3.4-280 D. 1. 
 
11. Hydrological conditions; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The United States Geological Survey  (USGS) Water Watch 
web site provides up-to-date reports on hydrological conditions for both the  Middle Fork and the Coastal 
Fork of the Willamette River which converge less than 1 mile upstream from Glenwood.  This information 
is supplemented by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) Northwest River 
Forecast Center’s online reporting for the Willamette River for the Eugene-Springfield area and the 
National Weather Service’s Advanced Hydrologic Prediction Service.  Hydrologic conditions relate to 
flood hazard.  
 
As mentioned above, the 2009 Eugene/Springfield Multi-Jurisdictional Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan 
maps and provides an inventory and assessment of flood risks and flood plains in the area, including 
Glenwood.  Additional map information is shown on FEMA Map No. 41039C1142F and the city’s 
Geographic Information System.  The Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project also provided details 
regarding flood hazard in the Glenwood area (page 74).   
 
Glenwood has areas that are subject to flood hazard.  Development within a flood hazard area is 
regulated by SDC Section 3.3-400 Floodplain Overlay District.  The location of the proposed setback line 
will not negate or reduce the regulatory protections provided by the Overlay District. 
 
12. Ecologically fragile areas; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The proposed setback is based in large part on the Glenwood 
Natural Resources Inventory (Exhibit F).  The inventory provides an assessment of fish and wildlife 
habitat along the Willamette within the vicinity of the proposed setback.  The Glenwood riverfront was 
screened for ecologically sensitive areas as part of the Glenwood Natural Resources Inventory.  No 
ecologically sensitive areas were identified outside of the proposed setback area.   
 
Additional inventory data was drawn from the Springfield Inventory of Natural Resource Sites (2004) and 
the Springfield Natural Resources Study (2005) which articulates a program for protection of wetland, 
riparian and upland natural resources. The Natural Resources Study was updated in 2011 to include 
additional Glenwood riparian and wetland sites.  
 
13. Recreational needs as set forth in Goal 8; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: The 2012 Willamalane Park and Recreation Comprehensive 
Plan is the acknowledged recreation plan for Springfield and Glenwood.  The 2012 Plan contains an 
inventory and maps of existing recreational sites.  The Plan also includes maps of planned facilities, 
including a riverfront linear park and multi-use path in the Glenwood area.  The proposed Greenway 
Setback Line will not hinder the development of the park and path in Glenwood.  The proposed Greenway 
Setback Line will not hinder the development of the park and path in Glenwood.   
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14. Other uses of land and water in or near the Greenway; 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases:  The Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project identifies land 
committed to industrial, commercial and residential uses (page 20 and following).  RLID provides an 
information database which includes land use codes which indicates the present use of the land, whether 
land is vacant or developed, and the value of the land and development. This GIS source was the basis 
for identifying committed Glenwood land uses.  
 
15. Acquisition areas which include the identification of areas suitable for protection or 
preservation through public acquisition of lands or an interest in land. Such acquisition areas 
shall include the following: 
 

a. Areas which may suitably be protected by scenic easements; 
b. Scenic and recreational land for exclusive use of the public; 
c. Sites for the preservation and restoration of historic places; 
d. Public access corridor; 
e. Public parks; 
f. Ecologically fragile areas; and 
g. Other areas which are desirable for public acquisition may also be identified if the reasons 
for public acquisition for the Greenway are also identified. 

 

  
Excerpt from Map J-3, Natural Assets and Constraints Working papers showing potential ODOT and Metro Plan-Lane 
County Greenway Acquisition Sites.  No Greenway acquisition sites were identified in Glenwood. 
 
Applicable Inventories and Databases: In 1981, an update to the Willamette River Greenway 
Inventory that is contained in Chapter III, Section J of the Metro Plan Working Papers was adopted.  
The Inventory Map, Figure J-3, shows no ODOT “Possible Acquisition Areas” and no Metro 
Plan-Lane County Greenway Land Use Acquisition Sites in Glenwood.  Several sites upstream 
from Glenwood were inventoried on Figure J-3, including lands which have been acquired by 

Glenwood 
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Willamalane Park and Recreation District along the Middle Fork of the Willamette River between 
Dorris Ranch Park and Clearwater Park. 
 
a. Areas which may suitably be protected by scenic easements. 
The 1999 Glenwood Refinement Plan (GRP) was replaced by the 2014 Glenwood Refinement Plan.  
The 2009 Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project’s “Existing Conditions Report” is a 
supplemental study conducted to provide a basis for the 2014 Glenwood Refinement Plan.  The 
Existing Conditions Report quoted the 1999 Glenwood Plan in the finding made concerning scenic 
qualities and viewpoints.  “The current GRP states that there are no identified scenic qualities or 
viewpoints within the Glenwood portion of the [Willamette] Greenway (GRP p. 39)4.   
 
b. Scenic and recreational land for exclusive use of the public. 
The 1981 Working Papers did not identify recreational or scenic land for acquisition in Glenwood.  
Several hundred acres just upstream of Glenwood were identified for acquisition in the 1981 Working 
Papers Section J, Figure J-3 were and acquired by Willamalane Parks and Lane County.   
 
c. Sites for the preservation and restoration of historic places. 
With respect to historic resources, the city commissioned the 2010 North Glenwood Reconnaissance 
Level Survey to inventory and evaluate potential historic resources in Glenwood.  The Survey 
concluded that “The combined total of 164 (76%) of non-contributing plus non-period structures 
versus 50 (23%) for potentially contributing structures makes it unlikely that Glenwood could become 
a National Register Historic District. Of the 50 potentially contributing resources, most would only be 
eligible for listing as part of a larger context, such as a District or Multiple Property Submission. They 
appear to lack the distinction for individual listing on the National Register, barring the discovery of 
their association with a significant person or event. No sites worthy of acquisition were identified by 
the Survey. 

 
 d. Public access corridor.  The 2012 Willamalane Park and Recreation District Comprehensive 
Plan identified a planned linear park and multi-use path for the Glenwood Riverfront which will provide 
appropriate access to the Willamette River.  Right-of-way acquisition for the riverfront multi-use path 
is being secured as annexation occurs.   
 
e. Public parks.  The 2012 Willamalane Park and Recreation District Comprehensive Plan identified 
a planned linear park and multi-use path for the Glenwood Riverfront which will provide appropriate 
access to the Willamette River.  Right-of-way acquisition for the riverfront multi-use path is being 
secured as annexation occurs.   
 
f. Ecologically fragile areas.  The Glenwood Natural Resources Inventory did not identify any 
ecologically fragile along the riverfront that should be proposed for acquisition.  
 
g. Other areas which are desirable for public acquisition. In 1981, an update to the Willamette 
River Greenway Inventory that is contained in Chapter III, Section J of the Metro Plan Working 
Papers was adopted.  The Inventory Map, Figure J-3, shows no ODOT “Possible Acquisition Areas” 
and no Metro Plan-Lane County Greenway Land Use Acquisition Sites in Glenwood.  Several sites 
upstream from Glenwood were inventoried on Figure J-3, including lands which have been acquired 
by Willamalane Park and Recreation District along the Middle Fork of the Willamette River between 
Dorris Ranch Park and Clearwater Park. 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
4 Glenwood Refinement Plan Update Project, Existing Conditions Report, pg. 67. 
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V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
This application proposes to “draw the setback line at the upland extent of the riparian vegetation or ten 
feet 10’ from top of bank, whichever is greater.”  This application is intended to establish the Willamette 
Greenway Setback Line within the boundaries of the subject property prior to development.  The 
applicable criterion which apply to the alignment of the Greenway Setback Line for the subject property 
focus on appropriate recreational access,  minimization of vandalism and trespass, protection and 
enhancement of the riparian fringe and protection of significant fish and wildlife habitat.  
 The subject property is highly disturbed.  What riparian fringe that exists along the river is in many 
locations very narrow, with urban development right up to the top of bank.  The application indicates the 
width of the protecting the riparian vegetation ranges between 20 and 90 feet with a 10-foot minimum 
setback from top-of-bank.  The proposed setback line protects the existing vegetation there is.  The 
Glenwood Refinement Plan and the Metro Plan each have policies calling for enhancement of the 
vegetated fringe along the river at the time of development.  
 
An environmental specialist, a wildlife and fisheries biologist, walked the site and developed a natural 
resources inventory and report for the subject property.  The biologist’s report found that the site has 
minimal habitat value, particularly for supporting listed species known to be found within a two mile 
radius.   
 
The established development setback of 75-feet for riparian protection and enhancement that will not be 
altered or negated by the proposed greenway setback line.   
 
The above information represents a brief outline of the project and applicable approval criteria.  Based on 
the information and findings contained in this written statement, associated exhibits, it is believed that the 
criteria of approval contained in the Springfield Development Code have been met. Therefore, the 
applicant requests that the City of Springfield approve the request.  Both the applicant and the applicant’s 
representative are available for questions.  We look forward to working with staff to ensure this project 
meets the goals and objectives of the applicant and the city. 
 
If you have any questions regarding the above information, please do not hesitate to contact Rick Satre, 
AICP, ASLA, CSI, at Schirmer Satre Group, 541-686-4540, rick@schirmersatre.com.  
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AGENDA  ITEM  SUMMARY Meeting Date: 6/16/2015 
 Meeting Type: Regular Meeting 
 Staff Contact/Dept.: Andy Limbird, DPW 
 Staff Phone No: 541-726-3784 
 Estimated Time: 15 Minutes 
S P R I N G F I E L D 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

Council Goals: Maintain and Improve 
Infrastructure and Facilities  

ITEM TITLE:  MODERATE VISIBILITY CELLULAR TOWER APPLICATION—SMARTLINK PCS 
ON BEHALF OF VERIZON WIRELESS LLC, CASES TYP315-00003 AND TYP215-
00012 

ACTION 
REQUESTED: 

Conclude a continued public hearing, then conduct deliberations and approve, approve with 
amendments, or deny a proposal by Verizon Wireless to construct a 90-foot tall monopine 
cellular tower at 4614 Jasper Road. 

ISSUE 
STATEMENT: 

The applicant has submitted Discretionary Use and Site Plan Review applications for a new 
wireless telecommunication tower facility off South 42nd Street.  The proposed cellular 
tower is designed as an imitation pine tree and is classified as a “Moderate Visibility” 
wireless telecommunication facility requiring Planning Commission approval.  Section 4.3-
145.F of the Springfield Development Code (SDC) provides Discretionary Use standards 
for approving the cellular tower placement.   

ATTACHMENTS: 1. Staff Report and Recommendation for Discretionary Use  
2. Staff Report and Recommended Conditions of Approval for Site Plan Review 
3. Verizon Wireless Application and Exhibits 
4. Written Comments from Robert & Diane Ronning 

DISCUSSION: 
 

The tower facility is proposed for a vacant commercial property on the west side of South 
42nd Street just north of the intersection with Jasper Road.  The location is zoned 
Community Commercial (CC) in accordance with the Springfield Zoning Map.  The 
surrounding properties are zoned for commercial, institutional, single-family residential, 
and multi-family residential development.  Moderate Visibility tower facilities are 
allowable in the Community Commercial district subject to Discretionary Use approval. 
 
The proposed cellular tower is just south of the Relief Nursery facility at 850 South 42nd 
Street, and east of Mt. Vernon Elementary School.  There are existing residential dwellings 
to the south and southwest of the subject site along Horace Street and Jasper Road.  The 
nearest dwelling on residentially-zoned property is about 375 feet from the proposed 
cellular tower.  Verizon Wireless has provided evidence of a substantial capacity gap in the 
mid-Springfield area (Attachment 3), particularly with modern data streaming demands.  
Additionally, the cellular facility currently providing coverage for this area of Springfield is 
located at the International Paper plant.  The antenna array is planned to be removed to 
accommodate changes at the International Paper site and is not being replaced.  Therefore, 
the proposed cellular tower facility would constitute both a relocation of an existing facility 
to maintain coverage and an improvement to the service capacity in the area.  
 
Staff has prepared a staff report and recommendation based on the review criteria found in 
SDC Section 4.3-145.F and SDC Section 5.9-120 (Attachment 1).  The findings presented 
by staff provide a substantive basis for conditionally approving a moderate visibility 
wireless telecommunication facility at the subject property.  Staff has also prepared a staff 
report with recommended conditions of approval for the Site Plan Review application, 
which is based on the review criteria found in SDC Section 5.17-125 (Attachment 2). 
 
One written comment was received in response to the mailed notice of the Public Hearing 
for Discretionary Use and Site Plan Review applications, and is included herein as 
Attachment 4.  At the public hearing meeting on June 2, 2015, four persons submitted 
verbal testimony:  two opposed, one neutral, and one in favor of the proposal. 

 



Staff Report and Findings 
Springfield Planning Commission 

Discretionary Use Request (Verizon Wireless) 
 
Hearing Date:  June 16, 2015 
 
Case Number:  TYP315-00003 
 
Applicant:  Lauren Russell, SmartLink LLC on behalf of Verizon Wireless 
 
Site:  4614 Jasper Road (Map 18-02-05-23, Tax Lot 100) 

 

  
Request 
The application was submitted on May 1, 2015, and staff conducted a Development Review Committee meeting 
on the Discretionary Use request on May 19, 2015.  The Planning Commission opened the public hearing on the 
Discretionary Use request on June 2, 2015 and the public hearing was continued to the June 16, 2015 meeting. 
 
Site Information/Background 
The property that is the subject of the Discretionary Use request is located at 4614 Jasper Road, which is a 
mostly vacant commercial parcel containing a concrete shell building (Photos 1-3).  The physical location of the 
proposed cellular tower is just west of South 42nd Street near the north boundary of the property.  The applicant 
is proposing to construct a 90-foot high monopine cellular tower with equipment shelter and fenced enclosure 
about 54 feet from the north boundary of the subject property.  Monopine cellular towers are classified as 
“moderate visibility” wireless telecommunications system (WTS) facilities in accordance with Section 4.3-
145.E of the Springfield Development Code (SDC).  Moderate visibility wireless telecommunications system 
facilities (ie. cellular towers that are camouflaged as imitation trees) are allowable in the Community 
Commercial (CC) District subject to Discretionary Use approval in accordance with SDC Section 4.3-145.F.5 
and Table 4.3-1.   
 
Photo 1 – Site Air Photo 
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Photo 2 – Magnified Aerial View 

 
 
Photo 3 – Site View Looking East 

 
 
 

SITE 

Horace Street 

S 
42

nd
  S

tr
ee

t 

Jasper Road 

Location of Proposed 
Wireless Telecommunication 

Tower and Compound 

Mt. Vernon 
Elementary School 

Relief Nursery 

Attachment 1, Page 2 of 19



The property is zoned and designated Community Commercial (CC) in accordance with the Springfield Zoning 
Map and the adopted Metro Plan diagram (Figure 1).  The facility has frontage on South 42nd Street along the 
east boundary, and access to the site will be derived from an existing curb cut and driveway approach onto 
South 42nd Street.  The applicant is proposing to use the existing driveway approach and gravel driveway 
surrounding the vacant commercial building as the primary means of access to the site.  The applicant is 
proposing to extend the gravel driveway around the north side of the vacant commercial building to a fenced 
and gated compound and equipment shelter serving the cellular tower.  The applicant has submitted a Site Plan 
Review application under separate cover (Case TYP215-00012) for the proposed wireless telecommunications 
system facility and compound.   
 
Figure 1 – Zoning Map Extract 

 
 
Zoning Map Legend 
 
   Community Commercial (CC)     Neighborhood Commercial (NC) 
   

  Low Density Residential (LDR)     Medium Density Residential (MDR) 
 
 
Notification and Written Comments 
Notification of the June 2, 2015 public hearing was sent to all property owners and residents within 300 feet of the 
site on May 12, 2015.  Notification was also published in the legal notices section of The Register Guard on May 
26, 2015.   
 
Public notification was also sent to all property owners and residents within 300 feet of the site on May 12, 2015 
for the companion Site Plan Review application submitted under separate cover (Case TYP215-00012).  One 
written comment was received from Robert and Diane Ronning, 4050 Jasper Road, Springfield 97478:   
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“We own property on Horace St. and are very much opposed to any development on it as we are living on a fixed 
income and any more assessment to it would make it very difficult for us, as we are both in our late 70’s.  So we 
are both opposed to this development.  We beg you to vote against this.” 
 
Staff Response:  The proposed wireless transmissions system facility is located on a mostly vacant commercial 
property to the northwest of the residential dwellings on Horace Street.  Installation of the proposed cellular tower 
should have no financial impact to adjacent property owners.  The residential properties on Horace Street are not 
annexed to the City of Springfield, so changes to Lane County levies or taxation rates could have potential 
impacts to their property tax assessments.  It is the opinion of staff that such changes would be entirely separate 
from and not influenced by the current development proposal.    
 
At the public hearing meeting on June 2, 2015, four persons provided verbal testimony to the Planning 
Commission: two persons in opposition, one person neutral, and one person in favor of the proposal.  The key 
issues related to the proposed monopine tower included its appearance, screening and buffering from the adjacent 
Relief Nursery site, noise from the cooling system units, and the use of diesel fuel for the backup generator.   
 
Criteria of Approval 
Section 5.9-100 of the SDC contains the criteria of approval for the decision maker to utilize during review of 
Discretionary Use requests.  The Criteria of Discretionary Use approval are:  
 
SDC 5.9-120 CRITERIA  
  
A. The proposed use conforms with applicable: 

 
1. Provisions of the Metro Plan; 
 
2. Refinement plans;  
 
3. Plan District standards; 
 
4. Conceptual Development Plans or 
 
5. Specific Development Standards in this Code; 

 
B. The site under consideration is suitable for the proposed use, considering: 

 
1. The location, size, design and operating characteristics of the use (operating characteristics include 

but are not limited to parking, traffic, noise, vibration, emissions, light, glare, odor, dust, visibility, 
safety, and aesthetic considerations, where applicable); 

 
2. Adequate and safe circulation exists for vehicular access to and from the proposed site, and on-site 

circulation and emergency response as well as pedestrian, bicycle and transit circulation; 
 
3. The natural and physical features of the site, including but not limited to, riparian areas, regulated 

wetlands, natural stormwater management/drainage areas and wooded areas shall be adequately 
considered in the project design; and 

 
4. Adequate public facilities and services are available, including but not limited to, utilities, streets, 

storm drainage facilities, sanitary sewer and other public infrastructure. 
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C. Any adverse effects of the proposed use on adjacent properties and on the public can be mitigated through 
the: 

 
1. Application of other Code standards (including, but not limited to:  buffering from less intensive uses 

and increased setbacks); 
 
2. Site Plan Review approval conditions, where applicable; 
 
3. Other approval conditions that may be required by the Approval Authority; and/or 
 
4. A proposal by the applicant that meets or exceeds the cited Code standards and/or approval 

conditions. 
 

D. Applicable Discretionary Use criteria in other Sections of this Code: 
 

1. Wireless telecommunications systems facilities requiring Discretionary Use approval are exempt from 
Subsections A-C above, but shall comply with the approval criteria specified in Section 4.3-145. 

 
2. Alternative design standards for multifamily development are exempt from Subsections A – C above, 

but shall comply with the approval criteria specified in Section 3.2-245 
 
3. Fences requiring Discretionary Use approval are exempt from Subsections A – C above, but shall 

comply with the approval criteria specified in Section 4.4-115.C. 
 
4. The siting of public elementary, middle and high schools requiring Discretionary Use approval is 

exempt from Subsections A – C above, but shall comply with the approval criteria specified in Section 
4.7-195. 

 
Finding:  Wireless telecommunications systems facilities are exempt from Criteria A-C in accordance with 
Section 5.9-120.D.1 of the Springfield Development Code.  Therefore, only Criterion D is listed herein. 
 
Proposed Findings In Support of Discretionary Use Approval 
 
Criterion:  Discretionary Use criteria of approval: 
 
D. Applicable Discretionary Use criteria in other Sections of this Code: 
 

1. Wireless telecommunications systems facilities requiring Discretionary Use approval are exempt 
from Subsections A-C above, but shall comply with the approval criteria specified in Section 4.3-
145. 

 
Procedural Finding:  The approval criteria for wireless telecommunications system facilities are listed in 
SDC 4.3-145.F – General Standards.  The proposed monopine tower (ie. imitation tree) is classified as a 
“moderate visibility” facility in accordance with SDC 4.3-145.E.  The applicable standards for wireless 
telecommunications systems facilities are as follows: 

 
1) Design for co-location.  All new towers shall be designed to structurally accommodate the 

maximum number of additional users technically practicable. 
 
 Applicant’s Submittal:  “As illustrated in the ‘Proposed Tower Load Elevation’ on Sheet A-2 of the 

attached drawings (Exhibit A – Site Plan and Elevations), the proposed WTS facility would be 
designed to structurally accommodate two additional users.” 
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 Finding 1:  The applicant has designed the wireless telecommunications system (WTS) facility to 
accommodate additional users, thereby allowing for co-location at the subject site.  The applicant’s 
submittal (Sheet A-2) shows the location of two additional antenna arrays that could be mounted 
below the Verizon Wireless antenna array.  Tower loading for the currently proposed and potential 
future antenna arrays will be reviewed through the building permitting process for the facility. 

 
 Conclusion:  This standard has been met.  
 
2) Demonstrated Need for New WTS Facilities.  Applications shall demonstrate that the proposed 

WTS facility is necessary to close a significant gap in service coverage or capacity for the 
carrier and is the least intrusive means to close the significant gap. 

 
 Applicant’s Submittal:  “As described in the attached letter from the radio frequency engineer 

(Exhibit B – RF Justification Letter), the proposed WTS facility is needed to close a significant gap 
in both service coverage and capacity.  Currently, Verizon Wireless has one site with a single sector 
pointed toward the area of concern and the data usage demands exceed the existing capacity.  This 
existing site, EUG Springfield, will soon be decommissioned, which will create a coverage gap on 
top of the capacity gap.  As described in the attached letter from the radio frequency engineer 
(Exhibit B – RF Justification Letter), the search area assigned by the radio frequency engineer to the 
real estate consultant was determined by the current coverage provided by the to-be-
decommissioned EUG Springfield site, the terrain, and the population density distribution.  This 
need excluded all existing towers due to their distance from the coverage need and thus a new tower 
is necessary.  The attached inventory of existing towers map (Exhibit C – Inventory of Towers) 
shows all existing towers within five miles of the proposed WTS facility, none of which fall within the 
assigned search area.  The nearest existing tower at 4680 Main Street is 0.85 miles north of the 
proposed WTS facility, which is too far north from the assigned search area to adequately meet the 
coverage objective.  The next nearest tower at 693 36th Street is 1.27 miles northwest of the proposed 
WTS facility [and] is already a Verizon site – EUG Aster.  The only other existing tower that is fewer 
than 2 miles from the proposed WTS facility is the tower at 3950 Kathryn Avenue, which is 1.64 
miles northwest and very close to Verizon’s EUG Aster site.  This tower would provide very similar 
coverage to the EUG Aster site and would also not adequately meet the coverage objective.  There 
are no existing buildings within the search area that could be used for co-location opportunities.  
The majority of the search area is zoned Low Density Residential and there are also 2 properties 
zoned Community Commercial and 3 properties zoned Neighborhood Commercial.  Existing 
buildings on the non-residential properties are one- and two-story buildings, which is too short to 
meet the engineer’s minimum antenna centerline height of 75 feet.” 

 
 Finding 2:  The applicant’s submittal shows the existing gaps in coverage, along with the location of 

the existing Verizon Wireless facility at the International Paper plant in mid-Springfield.  Upon 
decommissioning of the existing wireless telecommunications system facility, there would be a 
coverage and capacity gap that can be addressed by the proposed monopine tower.   

 
 Conclusion:  This standard has been met. 

 
3) Lack of Coverage and Lack of Capacity.  The application shall demonstrate that the gap in 

service cannot be closed by upgrading other existing facilities.  In doing so, evidence shall 
clearly support a conclusion that the gap results from a lack of coverage and not a lack of 
capacity to achieve adequate service.  If the proposed WTS facility is to improve capacity, 
evidence shall further justify why other methods for improving service capacity are not 
reasonable, available or effective. 
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Applicant’s Submittal:  “As described in the attached letter from the radio frequency engineer 
(Exhibit B – RF Justification letter), the decommissioning of the EUG-Springfield site will create a 
gap from a lack of coverage in an area that is already experiencing a gap from a lack of capacity.”   

 
Finding 3:  The applicant’s submittal indicates that there is an existing capacity gap in the area to be 
served by the proposed monopine tower.  Additionally, with the anticipated decommissioning of an 
existing facility at the International Paper plant north of the subject property, there will be a 
coverage gap as well.  The proposed facility addresses both the coverage and capacity gap according 
to the applicant’s submittal and supporting information. 

 
Conclusion:  This standard has been met.  

 
4) Identify the Least Intrusive Alternative for Providing Coverage.  The application shall 

demonstrate a good faith effort to identify and evaluate less intrusive alternatives, including, 
but not limited to, less sensitive sites, alternative design systems, alternative tower designs, the 
use of repeaters, or multiple facilities.  Subsection F.5. defines the type of WTS facilities that 
are allowed in each zoning district. 

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “As described in the attached letter from the radio frequency engineer 
(Exhibit B – RF Justification Letter), the search area assigned by the radio frequency engineer to the 
real estate consultant was determined by the current coverage provided by the to-be-
decommissioned EUG Springfield site, the terrain, and the population density distribution.  This 
need excluded all existing towers due to their distance from the coverage need and thus a new tower 
is necessary.  The attached inventory of existing towers map (Exhibit C – Inventory of Towers) 
shows all existing towers within five miles of the proposed WTS facility, none of which fall within the 
assigned search area.  The nearest existing tower at 4680 Main Street is 0.85 miles north of the 
proposed WTS facility, which is too far north from the assigned search area to adequately meet the 
coverage objective.  The next nearest tower at 693 36th Street is 1.27 miles northwest of the proposed 
WTS facility [and] is already a Verizon site – EUG Aster.  The only other existing tower that is fewer 
than 2 miles from the proposed WTS facility is the tower at 3950 Kathryn Avenue, which is 1.64 
miles northwest and very close to Verizon’s EUG Aster site.  This tower would provide very similar 
coverage to the EUG Aster site and would also not adequately meet the coverage objective.  There 
are no existing buildings within the search area that could be used for co-location opportunities.  
The majority of the search area is zoned Low Density Residential and there are also 2 properties 
zoned Community Commercial and 3 properties zoned Neighborhood Commercial.  Existing 
buildings on the non-residential properties are one- and two-story buildings, which is too short to 
meet the engineer’s minimum antenna centerline height of 75 feet.  Because the to-be-
decommissioned site’s antennas had a centerline of 160 feet, the replacement site would either need 
to match that height or be as tall as permissible.  Instead of proposing a new 160-foot tall tower, 
Verizon proposes to make use of multiple less intrusive facilities.  The replacement plan includes the 
proposed WTS facility and EUG Aster, a co-location on the existing tower located at 693 36th Street 
(permit #811-SPR2014-02174).  By using multiple facilities, the proposed WTS facility antennas 
would have a centerline of 90 feet, which would provide an acceptable replacement signal strength, 
allowing the current customers to maintain service.”  

 
Finding 4:  The applicant’s submittal and supporting information demonstrates that the proposed 
monopine tower, in conjunction with modifications other existing Verizon Wireless facilities in the 
vicinity, is the minimum-sized facility necessary to address the coverage and capacity gap in this 
area of Springfield.  

 
Conclusion:  This standard has been met. 
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5) Location of WTS Facilities by Type.  Subsection E. defines various types of WTS facilities by 
their visual impact.  These are:  high visibility, moderate visibility, low visibility and stealth 
facilities.  Table 4.3-1 lists the type of WTS facilities allowed in each of Springfield’s zoning 
districts. 

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “The proposed WTS facility would be a monopine, which is a moderate 
visibility facility.  Moderate visibility facilities are allowed in the subject property’s Community 
Commercial zoning district.”  

 
Finding 5:  In accordance with SDC 4.3-145.E, wireless transmissions system facilities that are 
camouflaged, such as imitation trees, are considered “moderate visibility”.  In accordance with SDC 
Table 4.3-1, moderate visibility facilities are allowable in the Community Commercial district. 

 
Finding 6:  In accordance with SDC 4.3-145.H, moderate visibility wireless transmissions system 
facilities require Type III Planning Commission review.  The applicant has submitted concurrent 
Discretionary Use (Case TYP315-00003) and Site Plan Review (Case TYP215-00012) applications 
for Planning Commission review.   

 
Conclusion:  This standard has been met. 

 
6) Maximum Number of High Visibility WTS Facilities.  No more than 1 high visibility facility is 

allowed on any 1 lot/parcel. 
 

Applicant’s Submittal:  “Not applicable.  The proposed WTS facility would be a moderate visibility 
facility.  There are no existing WTS facilities on the subject property.” 

 
Finding 7:  The applicant is not proposing a high visibility wireless transmissions facility or more 
than one facility on the subject property.  Therefore, this standard does not apply. 

 
Conclusion:  This standard has been met. 

 
7) Separation Between Towers.  No new WTS tower may be installed closer than 2,000 feet from 

any existing or proposed tower unless supporting findings can be made under Subsections F.2, 
3 and 4 by the Approval Authority. 

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “As illustrated in the attached inventory of existing towers map (Exhibit C – 
Inventory of Existing Towers), the nearest existing tower is 0.85 miles, or 4,488 feet, away from the 
proposed WTS facility.” 
 
Finding 8:  The applicant’s submittal confirms that the nearest wireless telecommunications system 
tower operated by Verizon Wireless or any other carrier is more than 2,000 feet from the subject site.   

 
Conclusion:  This standard has been met.   

 
8) WTS Facilities Adjacent to Residentially Zoned Property.  In order to ensure public safety, all 

towers located on or adjacent to any residential zoning district shall be set back from all 
residential property lines by a distance at least equal to the height of the facility, including any 
antennas or other appurtenances.  The setback shall be measured from that part of the WTS 
tower that is closest to the neighboring residentially zoned property. 

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “As illustrated in the ‘Proposed Site Plan’ on Sheet A-0 of the attached 
drawings (Exhibit A – Site Plan and Elevations), the proposed WTS facility would be set back more 
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than 267 feet from the residential property to the west and more than 322 feet from the residential 
property to the east, which is greater than the 90-foot antenna tip height.”  

 
Finding 9:  The subject property is zoned Community Commercial, and therefore the proposed 
facility is not on or immediately adjacent to a residential zoning district.  The nearest residentially-
zoned properties are about 435 feet north (vacant property immediately south of 804 South 42nd 
Street, which is zoned Low Density Residential); 267 feet west (Mt. Vernon Elementary School, 
which is zoned Medium Density Residential); 320 feet southwest (4094 Jasper Road, which is zoned 
Medium Density Residential); 520 feet south (4145 Jasper Road, which is zoned Low Density 
Residential); and 320 feet east (East Congregation of Jehovah’s Witnesses Church at 885 South 42nd 
Street, which is zoned Low Density Residential).  The applicant’s submittal demonstrates that the 
tower will be sufficiently set back from residential property lines in accordance with SDC 4.3-
145.F.8. 

 
Conclusion:  This standard has been met.     

 
9) Historic Buildings and Structures.  No WTS facility shall be allowed on any building or 

structure, or in any district, that is listed on any Federal, State or local historic register unless 
a finding is made by the Approval Authority that the proposed facility will have no adverse 
effect on the appearance of the building, structure, or district.  No change in architecture and 
no high or moderate visibility WTS facilities are permitted on any building or any site within a 
historic district.  Proposed WTS facilities in the Historic Overlay District area also subject to 
the applicable provisions of Section 3.3-900. 

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “Not applicable.  The proposed WTS facility would not be located on a 
historic building or structure.” 

 
Finding 10:  The proposed wireless telecommunications system facility is not located on a historic 
building, or within the designated Historic Overlay District as depicted in SDC 3.3-910.  Therefore, 
this standard does not apply. 

 
Conclusion:  This standard has been met. 

 
10) Equipment Location.  The following location standards shall apply to WTS facilities: 
 

a. No WTS facility shall be located in a front, rear or side yard building setback in any base 
zone and no portion of any antenna array shall extend beyond the property lines; 

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “As illustrated in the ‘Proposed Site Plan’ on Sheet A-0 of the attached 
drawings (Exhibit A – Site Plan and Elevations), the proposed WTS facility would be located 
more than 53 feet from the nearest property line, which is greater than the required 10-foot 
interior setback.” 

 
Finding 11:  In accordance with SDC 3.2-315, the minimum interior side yard or rear yard 
building setback when abutting residential districts is 10 feet.  The subject property abuts 
residential zoning along the west boundary.   

 
Finding 12:  The proposed monopine tower is not located within a required building setback area 
and the antenna does not project into a setback area or across a property line. 

 
Conclusion:  This sub-element of the standard has been met. 
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b. Where there is no building, the WTS facility shall be located at least 30 feet from a 
property line abutting a street; 

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “As illustrated in the ‘Proposed Site Plan’ on Sheet A-0 of the attached 
drawings (Exhibit A – Site Plan and Elevations), the proposed WTS facility would be located 111 
feet from the nearest property line abutting a street.” 

 
Finding 13:  In accordance with SDC 3.2-315, the minimum front yard or street side yard 
building setback is 10 feet.  The subject property abuts South 42nd Street along the east boundary, 
and the property abuts an undeveloped segment of Horace Street along the south boundary.  The 
proposed monopine tower is about 111 feet from the edge of the undeveloped Horace Street 
right-of-way and about 240 feet from the edge of the South 42nd Street right-of-way, which meets 
the requirements of SDC 3.2-315. 

 
Conclusion:  This sub-element of the standard has been met. 

 
c. For guyed WTS towers, all guy anchors shall be located at least 50 feet from all property 

lines. 
 

Applicant’s Submittal:  “Not applicable.  The proposed WTS facility would not include any guy 
wires.” 

 
Finding 14:  As stated in the applicant’s project narrative, the proposed monopine tower is a 
freestanding structure and does not require guy wire support.  Therefore, this standard does not 
apply.   

 
Conclusion:  This sub-element of the standard has been met. 

 
11) Tower Height.  Towers may exceed the height limits otherwise provided for in this Code.  

However, all towers greater than the height limit of the base zone shall require Discreationary 
Use approval through a Type III review process, subject to the approval criteria specified in 
Subsection I. 
 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “There is no maximum building height in the Community Commercial zoning 
district except within fifty feet of a Low Density Residential or Medium Density Residential zoning 
district to the east, west, or south, where the maximum height is no greater than that permitted 
within the residential zoning district.  Because the proposed WTS facility is located more than 50 
feet from the adjacent properties zoned Low Density Residential and Medium Density Residential to 
the east and west, respectively, there is no height limit.”  

 
Finding 15:  In accordance with SDC 3.2-315, there is no maximum building height in the 
Community Commercial district, except for a zone extending 50 feet inward from the edge of the 
properties that are zoned Medium Density Residential along the west boundary of the site.  The 
proposed monopine tower is located about 267 feet from the west boundary of the property and is 
therefore outside the 50-foot height limitation zone along the west boundary of the site.   

 
Conclusion:  This standard has been met.  

 
12) Accessory Building Size.  All accessory buildings and structures built to contain equipment 

accessory to a WTS facility shall not exceed 12 feet in height unless a greater height is 
necessary and required by a condition of approval to maximize architectural integration.  
Each accessory building or structure located on any residential or public land and open space 
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zoned property is limited to 200 square feet, unless approved through the Discretionary Use 
process. 

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “As illustrated in the ‘Shelter Details’ on Sheet A-6 of the attached drawings 
(Exhibit A – Site Plan and Elevations), the proposed WTS facility’s accessory equipment shelter 
would be 10’-6” in height.  Because the subject property is zoned Community Commercial, the 
accessory equipment structure is not limited in square footage.” 

 
Finding 16:  As stated in the applicant’s submittal, the proposed equipment shelter building will have 
a flat roof and be approximately 10.5 feet in height.  The proposed building is about 310 square feet 
and will require building permits for construction. 

 
Finding 17:  In accordance with SDC 4.7-105, accessory structures are to be constructed in 
conjunction with or after construction of a primary structure.  There is an existing, vacant, 4,000 ft2 
commercial building on the property that is considered the primary structure on the site.  Therefore, 
an accessory structure is allowable on the property.     

 
Conclusion:  This standard has been met. 

 
13) Visual Impact.  All WTS facilities shall be designed to minimize the visual impact to the 

greatest extent practicable by means of placement, screening, landscaping, and camouflage.  
All facilities shall also be designed to be compatible with existing architectural elements, 
building materials, and other site characteristics.  The applicant shall use the least visible 
antennas reasonably available to accomplish the coverage objectives.   All high visibility and 
moderate visibility facilities shall be sited in a manner to cause the least detriment to the 
viewshed of abutting properties, neighboring properties, and distant properties. 

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “The proposed WTS facility would be designed to minimize the visual impact 
to the greatest extent practicable by means of placement, screening, landscaping, and camouflage. 

 
Placement:  As illustrated in the ‘Proposed Site Plan’ on Sheet A-0 of the attached drawings 
(Exhibit A – Site Plan and Elevations), the proposed WTS facility would be located on a large parcel 
more than 240 feet from S. 42nd [Street], more than 110 feet from the Horace Street right-of-way, 
more than 267 feet from the school property to the west, and more than 50 feet from the commercial 
property to the north.  As illustrated in attached photo simulation looking west (Exhibit D – Visual 
Impact Study), the proposed WTS facility would be located near existing trees of various sizes, which 
would help the facility blend in with the context of the site. 

 
Screening and landscaping:  The proposed WTS facility would be surrounded by a 6-foot tall chain 
link fence with barbed wire and a 5-foot wide landscape buffer.  As illustrated on Sheet A-1.1 of the 
attached drawings (Exhibit A – Site Plan and Elevations), the landscaping surrounding the proposed 
WTS facility would comply with the landscaping, screening, and fence standards.  The proposed 
screening and landscaping would minimize the visual impact of the equipment area and tower base. 

 
Camouflage:  The proposed WTS facility would be a monopine.  As illustrated in the ‘Proposed East 
Elevation’ on Sheet A-2 of the attached drawings (Exhibit A – Site Plan and Elevations), the 
proposed tower would be designed to look as much like a tree as possible, with branches, low-profile 
antennas colored green to blend with the branches, and a pole colored to match the trunks of the 
surrounding trees.  The attached photo simulations (Exhibit D – Visual Impact Study) also illustrate 
the proposed monopine design.  Compared to an unstealthed monopole, the proposed facility would 
better blend with the context of the site and thus minimizes the visual impact.”  
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 Finding 18:  The applicant is proposing to install a landscaping buffer around the fenced enclosure 
containing the monopine tower and equipment shelter.  According to the applicant’s site plan, the 
landscaping plants will be drought tolerant and will not require irrigation after establishment.  Seven 
(7) Leyland cypress trees are proposed to be planted around the perimeter of the fenced enclosure, 
including a tree at each of the four corners and one at the midpoint of the north, west and south 
fencelines.  Leyland cypress trees are noted for their ability to withstand poor site conditions, rapid 
establishment and growth, and dense growth form.  The trees can reach a height of 50 feet or more in 
optimal conditions.  The applicant is also proposing to plant shrubs in the intervening areas between 
the cypress trees.  The proposed species (Blue Blossom and Oregon Grape) typically reach a height 
of five to six feet and are broadleaf evergreen species.  The applicant’s proposed site plan would 
provide for a year-round vegetative screening of the wireless transmissions system equipment shelter 
and enclosure.     

 
 Finding 19:  The applicant has submitted renderings of the proposed monopine tower, which is 

proposed as a 2 branch per foot imitation pine tree (Figure 2).  Staff observes that the proposed 
design is not consistent with the growth form of other natural evergreen trees in the neighborhood, or 
even in the greater region.  There are existing fir trees on the boundary of the site, and these have a 
more dense growth form and higher density of branches than the proposed monopine facility.  It is 
the opinion of staff that the proposed design would be more appropriate for central Oregon where 
pine trees are the predominant evergreen species.  Instead, staff recommends a 3 branch per foot 
design that resembles a Sequoia or California Redwood tree – trees that are not native to the area but 
are commonly planted as landscaping trees and become neighborhood landmarks due to their size 
and distinctive growth form (Figure 3). 

  
             Figure 2 – Proposed Tower Design              Figure 3 – Recommended Tower Design 

    
   2 Branches per Foot    3 Branches per Foot 

Source:  Larson’s Camouflage Product Sheets 
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 RECOMMENDED CONDITION OF APPROVAL: 
 

1. The monopine wireless transmissions system facility shall be a three (3) branch per foot 
facility as depicted in the manufacturer’s product sheets provided by Larson’s 
Camouflage. 

 
Conclusion:  As conditioned herein, this standard has been met. 

 
14) Minimize Visibility.  Colors and materials for WTS facilities shall be nonreflective and chosen 

to minimize visibility.  Facilities, including support equipment and buildings, shall be painted 
or textured using colors to match or blend with the primary background, unless required by 
any other applicable law. 

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “As illustrated in the ‘Proposed East Elevation’ on Sheet A-2 of the attached 
drawings (Exhibit A – Site Plan and Elevations), the proposed tower would be designed to look as 
much like a tree as possible, with branches, low-profile antennas colored green to blend with the 
branches, and a pole colored to match the trunks of the surrounding trees.  As illustrated in the 
‘Shelter Details’ on Sheet A-6 of the attached drawings (Exhibit A – Site Plan and Elevations), the 
shelter would have an exposed brown aggregate finish.  Additionally, the proposed fence and 
landscaping would further minimize the visibility of the facility.” 

 
 Finding 20:  The applicant is proposing to use an imitation pine tree that is designed and intended to 

be as close to a real tree as feasible.  As stated and conditioned above, staff is recommending a 
higher standard of branching density to make the monopine tower more comparable with 
representative evergreen trees in the area.  The applicant has provided product sheets from the 
monopine tower manufacturer indicating that the tower pole is designed to be natural looking with 
an epoxy finish that resembles tree bark (Figures 4 & 5). 

 
  Figures 4 & 5 – Examples of Manufacturer’s Monopine Tower “Tree Bark” Designs 

 
     Source:  Larson’s Camouflage Product Sheets 
 
 Finding 21:  The applicant is proposing to use an earth-toned exposed aggregate finish for the 

equipment shelter, which will be non-reflective and should be unobtrusive behind the planned 
vegetative screening.  The proposed finish materials for the equipment enclosure and tower pole will 
minimize visibility of the wireless transmissions system facilities. 

 
 Conclusion:  This standard has been met. 
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15) Camouflaged Facilities.  All camouflaged WTS facilities shall be designed to visually and 
operationally blend into the surrounding area in a manner consistent with existing 
development on adjacent properties.  The facility shall also be appropriate for the specific site.  
In other words, it shall not “stand out” from its surrounding environment.   

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “The proposed WTS facility would be a monopine.  As illustrated in the 
‘Proposed East Elevation’ on Sheet A-2 of the attached drawings (Exhibit A – Site Plan and 
Elevations), the proposed tower would be designed to look as much like a tree as possible, with 
branches, low-profile antennas colored green to blend with the branches, and a pole colored to 
match the trunks of the surrounding trees.  As illustrated in the attached photo simulation looking 
west (Exhibit D – Visual Impact Study, the proposed WTS facility would be located near existing 
trees of various sizes, which would help the facility blend in with the context of the site.” 

  
Finding 22:  The proposed monopine tower should be well camouflaged and blend into the 
surrounding area, especially as further commercial development occurs on the subject property.  At 
present, most of the property is vacant and open with the exception of a long-vacant commercial 
building and a residential dwelling that faces Jasper Road.  Any type of development on the property 
will be visible from residential properties on the perimeter, and therefore the camouflage design and 
provision for screening is particularly important.  As previously stated and conditioned in this report, 
the monopine tower design needs to be consistent with the growth form of evergreen trees in the 
region.    

 
 Conclusion:  As conditioned in this report, this standard has been met. 
 
16) Façade-Mounted Antenna.  Façade-mounted antennas shall be architecturally integrated into 

the building design and otherwise made as unobtrusive as possible.  If possible, antennas shall 
be located entirely within an existing or newly created architectural feature so as to be 
completely screened from view.  Façade-mounted antennas shall not extend more than 2 feet 
out from the building face. 

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “Not applicable.  The proposed WTS facility would not be mounted to an 
existing structure.” 

 
Finding 23:  As stated in the applicant’s project narrative, the proposed monopine tower is a 
freestanding structure and is not mounted on a building façade.  Therefore, this standard does not 
apply.   

 
17) Roof-Mounted Antenna.  Roof-mounted antennas shall be constructed at the minimum height 

possible to serve the operator’s service area and shall be set back as far from the building edge 
as possible or otherwise screened to minimize visibility from the public right-of-way and 
adjacent properties. 

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “Not applicable.  The proposed WTS facility would not be mounted to an 
existing structure.” 

 
Finding 24:  As stated in the applicant’s project narrative, the proposed monopine tower is a 
freestanding structure and is not mounted on a rooftop.  Therefore, this standard does not apply.   

 
18) Compliance with Photo Simulations.  As a condition of approval and prior to final staff 

inspection of the WTS facility, the applicant shall submit evidence, e.g. photos, sufficient to 
prove that the facility is in substantial conformance with photo simulations provided with the 
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initial application.  Non-conformance shall require any necessary modification to achieve 
compliance within 90 days of notifying the applicant. 

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “The Applicant will comply with this standard.” 

 
 Finding 25:  The applicant’s photo simulations and project narrative indicate that the proposed 

wireless transmissions system facility will be exactly as shown on the manufacturer’s product sheets.  
As stated and conditioned previously, staff is recommending a higher branching density of 3 
branches per foot to better approximate the growth form of large evergreen trees in the neighborhood 
and region.  Provided the higher branching density design is used, the monopine facility should 
largely resemble the tower design shown above in Figure 3.  

 
19) Noise.  Noise from any equipment supporting the WTS facility shall comply with the 

regulations specified in OAR 340-035-0035. 
 

Applicant’s Submittal:  “As described in the attached noise report (Exhibit E – Noise Report), the 
equipment supporting the proposed WTS facility would comply with the regulations specified in OAR 
340-035-0035.” 
 
Finding 26:  The proposed equipment shelter is equipped with cooling units that are designed and 
intended to operate continuously and as-needed to regulate temperatures for the electronic equipment 
housed within the shelter.  Additionally, a backup diesel generator is to be installed within the 
shelter, and the generator will be operated on a weekly basis to test the system and maintain 
functionality.   
 
Finding 27:  In accordance with OAR 340-035-0035, the introduction of new noise sources on 
commercial sites cannot raise ambient noise levels by more than 10 decibels (dBA) as measured an 
appropriate distance from the noise source – in this case the nearest property line to the north.  The 
applicant’s Noise Report indicates that background noise levels on the site are measured at about 48 
dBA, which is primarily attributed to passing traffic.  According to the submitted Noise Report, the 
applicant’s proposed wireless transmissions system facility will not result in sound levels that are 
elevated more than 10 decibels above ambient noise levels at the north property line.  Measures to 
address noise include running the cooling units individually instead of in tandem, and providing a 
muffler for the backup generator.  Noise reduction is also a factor of the distance from the source to 
the receiving body.  Because the nearest residential dwelling is more than 340 feet from the 
proposed noise source, there should be no adverse noise impacts to residential properties.   
 
Conclusion:  This standard has been met. 

 
20) Signage.  No signs, striping graphics, or other attention-getting devices are permitted on any 

WTS facility except for warning and safety signage that shall: 
 

a. Have a surface area of no more than 3 square feet; 
 
b. Be affixed to a fence or equipment cabinet; and 
 
c. Be limited to no more than 2 signs, unless more are required by any other applicable law.  

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “As illustrated on Sheet A-8 of the attached drawings (Exhibit A – Site 
Plan and Elevations), the proposed WTS facility would contain only the required warning and 
safety signage.” 
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Finding 28:  According to the applicant’s site plan, the equipment shelter and fence will be 
equipped with three federally- and state-required warning and safety signs pertaining to radio 
frequency fields and the presence of corrosive liquids.  The safety signs will meet the limitations 
of SDC 4.3-145.F.20 in all other respects, including but not limited to total surface area and 
placement of the signs. 
 
Conclusion:  This standard has been met. 

 
21) Traffic Obstruction.  Maintenance vehicles servicing WTS facilities located in the public or 

private right-of-way shall not park on the traveled way or in a manner that obstructs traffic. 
 

Applicant’s Submittal:  “Not applicable.  The proposed WTS facility would not be located in the 
public or private right-of-way.” 
 
Finding 29:  The proposed wireless telecommunications system facility is well-removed from the 
public rights-of-way for South 42nd Street and Horace Street.  Additionally, the applicant’s proposed 
site plan provides for access and parking that is set back from the adjacent public rights-of-way.  As 
proposed, the site design will not cause traffic to be obstructed. 
 
Conclusion:  This standard has been met. 

 
22) Parking.  No net loss in required on-site parking spaces shall occur as a result of the 

installation of any WTS facility. 
 

Applicant’s Submittal:  “Because there are currently no required on-site parking spaces on the 
subject property, there would be no net loss in required on-site parking spaces as a result of the 
installation of the proposed WTS facility.” 
 
Finding 30:  The proposed wireless telecommunications system facility is located west of (behind) 
an existing, vacant commercial building that faces South 42nd Street.  The existing building is served 
by a driveway approach and gravel driveway that is not currently developed to City standards.  The 
applicant is proposing to use the existing driveway approach for access to the equipment shelter, but 
will be providing a separate access driveway and parking area that is separated from the vacant 
building.  Therefore, the proposed wireless transmissions system facility does not affect the existing 
or potential future parking for the commercial building on the site. 
 
Conclusion:  This standard has been met. 

 
23) Sidewalks and Pathways.  Cabinets and other equipment shall not impair pedestrian use of 

sidewalks or other pedestrian paths or bikeways on public or private land. 
 

Applicant’s Submittal:  “As illustrated in the ‘Proposed Compound Plan’ on Sheet A-1 of the 
attached drawings (Exhibit A – Site Plan and Elevations), the proposed WTS facility’s equipment 
would all be located within the fenced lease area and would not impair the use of sidewalks, 
pedestrian paths, or bikeways.”  
 
Finding 31:  The proposed wireless transmissions system facility is located internal to the mostly 
vacant commercial site.  There are no existing or planned pedestrian or bicycle facilities that pass 
through the area occupied by the proposed development.  Therefore, the proposal will not have an 
adverse impact on pedestrian or bicycle movements. 
 
Conclusion:  This standard has been met. 
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24) Lighting.  WTS facilities shall not include any beacon lights or strobe lights, unless required by 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or other applicable authority.  If beacon lights or 
strobe lights are required, the Approval Authority shall review any available alternatives and 
approve the design with the least visual impact.  All other site lighting for security and 
maintenance purposes shall be shielded and directed downward, and shall comply with the 
outdoor lighting standards in Section 4.5-100, unless required by any other applicable law. 

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “As described in the attached letter from the Oregon Department of Aviation 
(Exhibit F – FAA/ODA Determinations), no marking or lighting are necessary for aviation safety.  
As illustrated in the ‘Shelter Details’ on Sheet A-6 of the attached drawings (Exhibit A – Site Plan 
and Elevations), the light fixture on the proposed WTS facility’s equipment shelter would have a 
sharp cutoff in order to comply with the outdoor lighting standards.” 
 
Finding 32:  The applicant’s submittal indicates that no beacon or strobe lights are required or 
planned for the monopine tower.  The proposed equipment shelter light is mounted at an 8-foot level 
and is designed to be shielded and fully downcast to prevent glare and light trespass onto 
neighboring properties. 
 
Conclusion:  This standard has been met.    

 
25) Landscaping.  For WTS facilities with towers that exceed the height limitations of the base 

zone, at least 1 row of evergreen trees or shrubs, not less than 4 feet high at the time of 
planting, and spaced out not more than 15 feet apart, shall be provided in the landscape 
setback.  Shrubs shall be a variety that can be expected to grow to form a continuous hedge at 
least 5 feet in height within 2 years of planting.  Trees and shrubs in the vicinity of guy wires 
shall be of a kind that would not exceed 20 feet in height or would not affect the stability of the 
guys.  In all other cases, the landscaping, screening and fence standards specified in Section 
4.4-100 shall apply. 

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “As illustrated on Sheet A-1.1 of the attached drawings (Exhibit A – Site 
Plan and Elevations), the landscaping surrounding the proposed facility would comply with the 
landscaping, screening, and fence standards.” 

 
 Finding 33:  The proposed wireless transmissions system tower does not exceed the height 

limitations of the base Community Commercial zoning district.  Although not specifically required, 
the applicant is proposing to plant shrubs that will be about 5 feet apart and that should form a 
screening hedge upon maturity.  Review of the applicant’s proposed landscaping plan is detailed in 
the accompanying staff report and recommended conditions for the Site Plan Review application 
(Case TYP215-00012). 

 
26) Prohibited WTS Facilities. 
 

a. Any high or moderate visibility WTS facility in the Historic Overlay District. 
 
b. Any WTS facility in the public right-of-way that severely limits access to abutting property, 

which limits public access or use of the sidewalk, or which constitutes a vision clearance 
violation. 

 
c. Any detached WTS facility taller than 150 feet above finished grade at the base of the 

tower. 
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Applicant’s Submittal:  “The proposed WTS facility is not within the Historic Overlay District or 
the public right-of-way and would not be taller than 150 feet.  Therefore, it is not a prohibited 
facility.” 

  
Finding 34:  As stated and depicted in the applicant’s project narrative and submittal materials, 
the proposed monopine tower is an allowable facility in the Community Commercial zoning 
district.  The proposed development is not within the Historic Overlay District or the public 
right-of-way, and is not taller than 150 feet above finished grade.  As such, the proposed 
monopine tower is not classified as a prohibited wireless transmissions system facility.  
Therefore, this standard does not apply.   

 
  Conclusion:  This standard has been met. 
 
27) Speculation.  No application shall be accepted or approved for a speculation WTS tower, ie. 

from an applicant that simply constructs towers and leases tower space to service carriers, but 
is not a service carrier, unless the applicant submits a binding written commitment or executed 
lease from a service carrier to utilize or lease space on the tower. 

 
Applicant’s Submittal:  “The Applicant represents Verizon Wireless and is not proposing a 
speculation WTS facility.”  

 
Finding 35:  The applicant’s project narrative and submittal materials indicate that the wireless 
carrier (Verizon Wireless) is proposing the monopine tower as a necessary component of their 
network facilities in Springfield, both in terms of maintaining coverage and improving capacity.  
Therefore, this standard does not apply. 
 
Conclusion:  This standard has been met. 
 

2. Alternative design standards for multifamily development are exempt from Subsections A – C 
above, but shall comply with the approval criteria specified in Section 3.2-245. 

 
Finding 36:  The proposed development is not a multi-family residential facility.  Therefore, this 
criterion does not apply. 
 

3. Fences requiring Discretionary Use approval are exempt from Subsections A – C above, but 
shall comply with the approval criteria specified in Section 4.4-115.C. 

 
Finding 37:  The proposed development does not include a fence requiring Discretionary Use 
approval.  Therefore, this criterion does not apply. 

 
4. The siting of public elementary, middle and high schools requiring Discretionary Use approval 

is exempt from Subsections A – C above, but shall comply with the approval criteria specified 
in Section 4.7-195. 

 
Finding 38:  The proposed development is not a public school.  Therefore, this criterion does not 
apply. 
 

Conclusion:  Staff has reviewed the application and supporting information submitted by the applicant for the 
Discretionary Use request.  Based on the above-listed criteria, staff finds that the proposal meets criterion D.1 of 
SDC 5.9-120.  Staff recommends support for the request as the proposal meets the stated criteria for 
Discretionary Use approval.  Additionally, approval of the Discretionary Use would facilitate approval of the 
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accompanying Site Plan Review application for a wireless telecommunications system submitted under separate 
cover (Case TYP215-00012).   
 
Conditions of Approval 
SDC Section 5.9-125 allows for the Approval Authority to attach conditions of approval to a Discretionary Use 
request to ensure the application fully meets the criteria of approval.  The specific language from the code 
section is cited below: 
 
5.9-125 CONDITIONS  
 
The Approval Authority may attach conditions as may be reasonably necessary in order to allow the 
Discretionary Use approval to be granted. 
 
Staff has reviewed the Discretionary Use request and supporting information provided by the applicant, and 
recommends the following condition of approval:   
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITION OF APPROVAL: 

 
1. The monopine wireless transmissions system facility shall be a three (3) branch per foot facility as 

depicted in the manufacturer’s product sheets provided by Larson’s Camouflage. 
 
The proposed wireless telecommunications system facility has been reviewed and recommended conditions of 
approval are also described in the Site Plan Review application for this development submitted under separate 
cover (Case TYP215-00012).    

 
Based on the applicant’s submittal and testimony provided at the public hearing, the Planning Commission may 
choose to apply conditions of approval as necessary to comply with the Discretionary Use criteria. 
 
Additional Approvals 
The subject Discretionary Use request is the necessary first step for the applicant to proceed with development 
plans for the site.  The companion Site Plan Review application (Case TYP215-00012) is intended to address 
the specific Development Code and detailed site planning requirements for the proposed wireless 
telecommunications system facility.   
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Type II TENTATIVE SITE PLAN REVIEW,  
staff report & RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
 
 
Project Name:  Verizon Wireless Site Plan Review   
 
Project Proposal:  Construct a 90-foot high monopine wireless transmissions system facility on a mostly 
undeveloped commercial site  
 
Case Number:  TYP215-00012 
 
Project Location: 4164 Jasper Road  
(Map 18-02-05-23, TL 100)  
 
Zoning:  Community Commercial (CC)

Comprehensive Plan Designation:   
CC (Metro Plan)  

  
Overlay Districts:  Drinking Water  
Protection Overlay District (DWP) 
 
Pre-Submittal Meeting Date: April 17, 2015 
 
Application Submitted Date: May 1, 2015 
 
Planning Commission Meeting Date: 
June 16, 2015 
 
Appeal Deadline Date:  July 1, 2015 
  
Associated Applications:  PRE14-00052 (Development Issues Meeting); PRE15-00019 (Pre-Submittal); TYP315-
00003 (Discretionary Use) 
 
APPLICANT’S DEVELOPMENT REVIEW TEAM 
 

 

 
Applicant: 
Lauren Russell 
SmartLink LLC 
621 SW Alder Street 
Suite 660 
Portland, OR  97205 

 
Property Owner:  
John Erving, Broker 
Jasper Junction LLC 
85831 Parklane Circle 
Pleasant Hill, OR  97455 

 
Project Engineer: 
Raymond Jacobson, PE 
Acom Consulting Inc. 
1125 SE Clatsop Street 
Portland, OR  97202 

 

CITY OF SPRINGFIELD’S  DEVELOPMENT REVIEW TEAM  

POSITION REVIEW OF NAME PHONE 
Project Manager Planning  Andy Limbird 541-726-3784 
Transportation Planning Engineer Transportation  Michael Liebler 541-736-1034 
Public Works Engineer Utilities Kyle Greene 541-726-5750 
Public Works Engineer Sanitary & Storm Sewer  Kyle Greene 541-726-5750 
Deputy Fire Marshal Fire and Life Safety  Gilbert Gordon 541-726-2293 
Building Official Building  David Bowlsby 541-736-1029 
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Site Information:  The subject development site is a mostly vacant commercial property on the west side of South 
42nd Street and north of Jasper Road.  The commercial property is bisected by an undeveloped segment of Horace 
Street right-of-way that extends from its current terminus at the west boundary of the site to South 42nd Street.  The 
north half of the property contains a vacant 4,000 ft2 commercial shell building with gravel driveway approach from 
South 42nd Street.  The proposed wireless telecommunications system facility – a 90-foot tall monopine tower – is 
located on the north half of the property.  The south half of the property contains an existing, non-conforming 
residential dwelling that faces Jasper Road.   
 
In accordance with SDC 4.3-145.E and SDC Table 4.3-1, wireless telecommunications system facilities designed as 
imitation trees are classified as moderate visibility facilities.  Moderate visibility facilities are allowable in the 
Community Commercial (CC) district subject to Discretionary Use approval.  The applicant submitted a 
Discretionary Use Request for a 90-foot tall monopine wireless telecommunications system facility under separate 
cover (Case TYP315-00003).  The Springfield Planning Commission opened a public hearing on the Discretionary 
Use request at the regular meeting on June 2, 2015, and the public hearing was continued to the June 16, 2015 
meeting.  The Planning Commission is expected to conclude the public hearing and conduct deliberations on the 
Discretionary Use request at the June 16, 2015 meeting.  A Discretionary Use permit is required for the submitted 
site plan to be approved for the subject property.   
   
The site is zoned and designated CC in accordance with the Springfield Zoning Map and the adopted Metro Plan 
diagram.  Other properties in the vicinity of the subject site are zoned Medium Density Residential (west of the 
site); Low Density Residential (south and east of the site); and Community Commercial (north of the site). 
  
The site is within the mapped 20+ Year Time of Travel Zone (TOTZ) for the 16th & Q Street drinking water 
wellhead and, therefore, is subject to the 20+ Year TOTZ provisions of the Drinking Water Protection Overlay 
District, SDC 3.3-200.  Provisions for water quality protection during site construction and operation have been 
inserted as conditions of this decision in order to protect local surface waters and groundwater resources. 
 
DECISION:  This decision grants Tentative Site Plan Approval.  The standards of the Springfield 
Development Code (SDC) applicable to each criterion of Site Plan Approval are listed herein and are 
satisfied by the submitted plans unless specifically noted with findings and conditions necessary for 
compliance.  Final Site Plans must conform to the submitted plans 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.   
 
(See Page 13 for a summary of the recommended conditions of approval.)  
 
OTHER USES AUTHORIZED BY THE DECISION:   None.  Future development will be in accordance with 
the provisions of the Springfield Development Code, filed easements and agreements, and all applicable local, state 
and federal regulations.  
 
REVIEW PROCESS:  This application is reviewed under Type II procedures listed in Springfield Development 
Code Section 5.1-130 and the site plan review criteria of approval SDC 5.17-125.  The subject application was 
submitted and deemed complete on May 1, 2015.  Therefore, this application is being reviewed by the Planning 
Commission on the 46th day of the 120 days mandated by the State. 
  
Procedural Finding:  Applications for Limited Land Use Decisions require the notification of property 
owners/occupants within 300 feet of the subject property allowing for a 14 day comment period on the application 
(SDC Sections 5.1-130 and 5.2-115).  The applicant and parties submitting written comments during the notice 
period have appeal rights and are mailed a copy of this decision for consideration (See Written Comments below 
and Appeals at the end of this decision).  
 
Procedural Finding:  On May 19, 2015, the City’s Development Review Committee reviewed the proposed plans 
(15 Sheets – SmartLink LLC and Acom Consulting Inc. Sheets T1-T2, A0-A8 and RF-1; and McKay Consulting 
LLC unnumbered topographic survey sheet) and other supporting information.  City staff’s review comments have 
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been reduced to findings and recommended conditions only as necessary for compliance with the Site Plan Review 
criteria of SDC 5.17-125.  
 
Procedural Finding:  In accordance with SDC 5.17-125 to 5.17-135, the Final Site Plan shall comply with the 
requirements of the SDC and the conditions imposed by the Planning Commission in this decision.  The Final Site 
Plan otherwise shall be in substantial conformity with the tentative plan reviewed.  Portions of the proposal 
approved as submitted during tentative review cannot be substantively changed during Final Site Plan approval.  
Approved Final Site Plans (including Landscape Plans) shall not be substantively changed during Building Permit 
Review without an approved Site Plan Modification Decision.  
 
WRITTEN COMMENTS:  
Procedural Finding:  In accordance with SDC 5.1-130 and 5.2-115, notice was sent to adjacent property 
owners/occupants within 300 feet of the subject site on May 12, 2015.  One written comment was received from 
Robert and Diane Ronning, 4050 Jasper Road, Springfield 97478:   
 
“We own property on Horace St. and are very much opposed to any development on it as we are living on a fixed 
income and any more assessment to it would make it very difficult for us, as we are both in our late 70’s.  So we are 
both opposed to this development.  We beg you to vote against this.” 
  
Staff Response:  As stated in the accompanying report on the Discretionary Use request (Case TYP315-00003), the 
proposed wireless transmissions system facility is located on a mostly vacant commercial property to the northwest of 
the residential dwellings on Horace Street.  Installation of the proposed cellular tower should have no financial impact 
to adjacent residential property owners.  The residential properties on Horace Street are not annexed to the City of 
Springfield, so changes to Lane County levies or taxation rates could have potential impacts to their property tax 
assessments.  However, it is the opinion of staff that such changes to property tax assessments would be entirely 
separate from and not influenced by the current development proposal.    
  
CRITERIA OF SITE PLAN APPROVAL:  
SDC 5.17-125, Site Plan Review Standards, Criteria of Site Plan Approval states, “the Director shall approve, or 
approve with conditions, a Type II Site Plan Review Application upon determining that criteria A through E of this 
Section have been satisfied.  If conditions cannot be attached to satisfy the criteria, the Director shall deny the 
application.” 
 
A. The zoning is consistent with the Metro Plan diagram, and/or the applicable Refinement Plan diagram, 

Plan District map, and Conceptual Development Plan. 
 
Finding 1:  The site is zoned and designated Community Commercial in accordance with the Springfield 
Zoning Map and the adopted Metro Plan diagram.  The applicant is not proposing to change the zoning for the 
site.   

 
Conclusion:  This proposal satisfies Criterion A.  

 
B.  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 Development & Public 
Works Director or a utility provider shall determine capacity issues.  

 
Finding 2:  Approval of this proposal would allow for construction of a 90-foot tall monopine wireless 
transmissions system facility (ie. camouflage cell tower) with a 312 ft2 equipment shelter, fenced enclosure, and 
screening landscaping on a mostly vacant commercial parcel.   

 
Finding 3:  For all public improvements, the applicant shall retain a private professional civil engineer to design 
the site improvements in conformance with City codes, this decision, and the current Engineering Design 
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Standards and Procedures Manual (EDSPM).  The private civil engineer also shall be required to provide 
construction inspection services. 

 
Finding 4:  The Development Review Committee reviewed the proposed site plan and landscaping plan on May 
19, 2015.  City staff’s review comments have been incorporated in findings and recommended conditions 
contained herein. 
 
Conclusion:  The proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 
 
Water and Electricity Improvements 

 
Finding 5:  SDC 4.3-130 requires each development area to be provided with a water system having sufficiently 
sized mains and lesser lines to furnish adequate supply to the development and sufficient access for 
maintenance.  Springfield Utility Board (SUB) coordinates the design of the water system within Springfield 
city limits. 
 
Finding 6:  The proposed development is a non-combustible wireless telecommunications system tower with a 
utility enclosure that is not designed or intended for continuous occupation.  There is no water service proposed 
to the site and none is required. 
 

 Finding 7:  The applicant is proposing to install underground electricity and telecommunication lines from a 
connection point at the northeast corner of the property to the utility enclosure.  The applicant has not clarified 
whether they will require high voltage or secondary voltage service to the proposed equipment enclosure.  To 
accommodate the underground utility lines, a utility easement will be necessary.  SUB Electric requests a 7-foot 
wide utility easement centered on a high voltage line; or 5-foot wide utility easement centered on a secondary 
voltage line.  The easement should extend from the connection point at the edge of the South 42nd Street right-
of-way to the termination point at the utility enclosure. 

 
Finding 8:  SUB Electric requests provision for access to the fenced compound to allow for meter reading or to 
pull the meter in the event of an emergency.  Access to the compound can be provided by way of a SUB-
installed lock used in tandem with a Verizon Wireless lock, or a key to the Verizon Wireless lock issued to 
SUB personnel.   
 
Recommended Conditions of Approval: 

 
1. The Final Site Plan shall provide for a utility easement satisfactory to SUB Electric for the 

underground electrical and telecommunication lines serving the development site.   
 

2. The Final Site Plan shall provide for installation of a SUB Electric supplied lock or issuance of a key 
to SUB Electric personnel for the fenced compound surrounding the utility enclosure.  Access to the 
fenced compound shall be afforded SUB Electric personnel for the purpose of reading the electrical 
meter or pulling the meter in the event of an emergency. 

  
 Conclusion:  The existing SUB Water and Electric facilities are adequate to serve the site.  As conditioned 

herein, the proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 
 

Sanitary Sewer and Stormwater Management Facilities 
 

Sanitary Sewer 
 
Finding 9:  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.   
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 Finding 10:  The proposed wireless telecommunications system facility is designed and intended as a non-
occupied utility enclosure.  There is no water service or floor drains planned for the development site.  
Therefore, sanitary sewer service is not required.  

 Conclusion:  The proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 
 

Stormwater Management (Quantity) 
 

Finding 11:  SDC 4.3-110.B 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 Development & Public Works Director, consistent with the EDSPM. 

 
 Finding 12:  SDC 4.3-110.C states that a stormwater management system shall accommodate potential runoff 

from its entire upstream drainage area, whether inside or outside of the development. 
 

Finding 13:  SDC 4.3-110.D requires that runoff from a development shall be directed to an approved 
stormwater management system with sufficient capacity to accept the discharge. 
 
Finding 14:  SDC 4.3-110.E requires new developments to employ drainage management practices that 
minimize the amount and rate of surface water runoff into receiving streams, and that promote water quality.   

 
Finding 15:  The proposed development will not create an appreciable amount of impervious surface requiring 
constructed stormwater management facilities.  Rooftop drainage will be discharged to the gravel compound 
and either infiltrate or flow overland to the perimeter landscaping buffer.  Overflow drainage from the proposed 
development site, if any, will not affect the public stormwater management system or adjacent properties.  
Therefore, no stormwater management facilities are required for the subject development.  
 
Conclusion:  The proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 

 
Stormwater Management (Quality) 

 
Finding 16:  Under Federal regulation of the Clean Water Act (CWA), Endangered Species Act (ESA), and 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), the City of Springfield is required to obtain, and 
has applied for, a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit.  A provision of this permit requires 
the City to demonstrate efforts to reduce the pollution in urban stormwater to the Maximum Extent Practicable 
(MEP). 

 
Finding 17:  Federal and Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) rules require the City’s MS4 
plan to address six “Minimum Control Measures”.  Minimum Control Measure 5, “Post-Construction 
Stormwater Management for New Development and Redevelopment”, applies to the proposed development. 

 
Finding 18:  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 also must develop and 
implement strategies that include a combination of structural or non-structural Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) appropriate for the community. 
 
Finding 19:  Minimum Control Measure 5 requires the City of Springfield to 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 SDC, the City’s Engineering 
Design Standards and Procedures Manual and the Stormwater Facilities Master Plan (SFMP). 
 
Finding 20:  As required in SDC 4.3-110.E, “a development shall be required to employ drainage management 
practices approved by the Development & Public Works Director and consistent with Metro Plan policies and 
the Engineering Design Standards and Procedures Manual”. 
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Finding 21:  Section 3.02 of the City’s EDSPM states the Development & 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 22:  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 the 
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 23:  The proposed wireless telecommunications system facility (monopine tower), gravel compound, 
and utility enclosure will create less than 500 ft2 of new non-rooftop impervious area.  Therefore, no 
stormwater quality treatment is required or recommended as a part of the proposed site development.   
 
Conclusion:  The proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 
 
Streets and Traffic Safety Controls 

 
Finding 24:  The subject site is on the north half of a commercial parcel that is bisected by a segment of 
undeveloped Horace Street right-of-way.  The north half of the site has approximately 140 feet of frontage on 
South 42nd Street along the east boundary.  Along the site frontage, South 42nd Street is a fully improved minor 
arterial street with striped vehicle and bicycle lanes, curb, gutter, sidewalk, street trees and street lighting.  The 
applicant is not proposing to improve the frontage beyond the existing condition, and no public street 
improvements are required for the proposed development. 

 
Finding 25:  It is expected that the existing transportation facilities would be adequate to accommodate the 
anticipated vehicular and pedestrian traffic patterns generated by the proposed development in a safe and 
efficient manner.   

 
Conclusion:  The proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 

 
C. The proposed development shall comply with all applicable public and private design and construction 

standards contained in this Code and other applicable regulations. 
 

Finding 26:  Criterion C contains three different elements with sub-elements and applicable code standards.  
The site plan application as submitted complies with the code standards listed under each sub-element unless 
otherwise noted with specific findings and conclusions.  The elements, sub-elements and code standards of 
Criterion C include but are not limited to: 

 
 1. Infrastructure Standards in accordance with SDC 4.1-100, 4.2-100 & 4.3-100 

• Water Service and Fire Protection (4.3-130) 
• Public and Private Easements (4.3-120 – 4.3-140) 
• Wireless Telecommunications System Facilities (4.3-145) 

 
2. Conformance with standards of SDC 5.17-100, Site Plan Review, and SDC 3.2-300 Community 

Commercial Zoning District   
• Community Commercial Schedule of Uses (3.2-310) 
• Community Commercial District Development Standards (3.2-315) 
• Landscaping, Screening and Fence Standards (4.3-145.F.13, 4.3-145.F.25 & 4.4-100) 
• On-Site Lighting Standards (4.5-100) 
• Vehicle Parking, Loading and Bicycle Parking Standards (4.6-100) 
• Specific Development Standards for Accessory Structures (4.7-105) 
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3. Overlay Districts and Applicable Refinement Plan Requirements 
• Drinking Water Protection Overlay District 

 
C.1 Public and Private Improvements in accordance with SDC 4.1-100, 4.2-100 & 4.3-100 
 

Water Service and Fire Protection (4.3-130) 
 
Access 
 
Finding 27:  All fire apparatus access routes are to be paved all-weather surfaces able to support an 80,000 lb. 
imposed load in accordance with the 2014 Springfield Fire Code (SFC) 503.2.3 and SFC Appendix D102.1.  
Access to the project area is afforded from South 42nd Street.  The nearest responding fire station (Station #14) 
is located at 4765 Main Street. 
 
Water Supply 
 
Finding 28:  The proposed equipment enclosure will be classified as a Type U (utility) building occupancy.  In 
accordance with SFC 503.1.1, Exception 3, fire access and water supply requirements will not apply provided 
there are not more than two U-class occupancies on the property.   
 
Finding 29:  The site development reviewed by the Eugene-Springfield Fire Department proposed a natural gas 
powered backup generator.  The applicant has since changed the design to a diesel-powered backup generator, 
but the Fire Department has not reviewed and commented on this change.  The applicant’s Final Site Plan will 
need to provide for Fire Department review, and incorporate any fire protection requirements necessary to 
address the use and storage of diesel fuel on the site.  Additionally, the proposed use of diesel fuel will trigger 
requirements for Fire Code operational permits and inspections, and Drinking Water Protection Overlay 
District permitting including but not limited to secondary containment requirements.  The Drinking Water 
Protect Overlay District requirements are discussed in Section C.3 of this report.  
 
Recommended Condition of Approval: 

 
3. The Final Site Plan shall provide for any Eugene-Springfield Fire Department requirements as may 

be necessary to address the change from a natural gas powered to a diesel fuel powered backup 
generator.  Any required changes to the fire protection measures for the site shall be depicted on the 
Final Site Plan and addressed in the applicant’s response to the conditions of approval imposed by 
the Planning Commission with this decision.   

 
Conclusion:  As conditioned herein, the proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 

 
Public and Private Easements (4.3-120 – 4.3-140) 

 
Finding 30:  SDC 4.3-140.A requires applicants proposing developments to 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 PUEs adjacent to street rights-of-way and internal 
to private properties shall be 7 feet, unless the Development & Public Works Director requires a larger 
easement to allow for adequate maintenance access. 
 
Finding 31:  The subject property has existing 7-foot wide PUEs along the South 42nd Street frontage of the site 
and along the north and south edges of the undeveloped Horace Street right-of-way.  Therefore, no additional 
street side rights-of-way are required for the proposed development. 
 
Finding 32:  As stated and conditioned previously in this report, a utility easement will be required to 
accommodate the underground electrical and telecommunication lines serving the site.      
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Conclusion:  Safe and efficient provision of public access and utilities requires the provision of corresponding 
access and utility easements.  The proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion.  
 
Wireless Transmissions System Facilities (4.3-145) 
 
Finding 33:  In accordance with SDC 4.3-145.E, the Planning Commission is the approval authority for 
moderate visibility wireless telecommunications system facilities in Springfield.  Imitation trees such as the 
proposed monopine tower are classified as a moderate visibility facility.  In accordance with SDC Table 4.3-1, 
moderate visibility facilities are allowable in the Community Commercial district subject to Discretionary Use 
approval.  Therefore, the proposed development requires approval of a Discretionary Use permit initiated by 
Case TYP315-00003 and approval of a Tentative Site Plan initiated by the subject application, Case TYP315-
00012.   
 
Finding 34:  Specific details of the proposed wireless telecommunications system facility, including 
recommended modifications to the applicant’s proposed monopine tower design, are reviewed and addressed in 
the staff report for the Discretionary Use permit submitted under separate cover (Case TYP315-00003) and 
incorporated herein by reference.   
 
Recommended Condition of Approval: 
 
4. Prior to approval of the Final Site Plan, the applicant shall obtain Discretionary Use approval for a 

moderate visibility wireless telecommunications system facility as initiated by Case TYP315-00003.   
 
Conclusion:  As conditioned herein, the proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 

 
C.2 Conformance with Standards of SDC 5.17-100, Site Plan Review, and SDC 3.2-300, Community 

Commercial Zoning District 
 

Community Commercial Schedule of Uses (3.2-310) 
 
Finding 35:  In accordance with SDC 3.2-310, wireless telecommunications system facilities are allowable in 
the CC District subject to the special provisions of SDC 4.3-145.  SDC Table 4.3-1 states that moderate 
visibility wireless telecommunications system facilities such as a monopine (ie. imitation tree) are allowable in 
the CC District subject to Discretionary Use permitting.   
 
Finding 36:  The applicant has submitted a request for Discretionary Use approval for the subject development 
under separate cover (Case TYP315-00003) and is incorporated herein by reference.  The Discretionary Use 
request will be reviewed by the Planning Commission at a public hearing meeting on June 2, 2015.   
 
Conclusion:  The proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 
 
Community Commercial Standards (3.2-315) 

 
Finding 37:  In accordance with SDC 3.2-315, the minimum parcel size for properties in the CC District is 
6,000 ft2 with at least 50 feet of public street frontage.   
 
Finding 38:  The proposed development site is approximately 85,250 ft2 (1.96 acres) with about 140 feet of 
frontage on South 42nd Street and 510 feet of frontage on undeveloped Horace Street.  The parcel size and 
frontages meet the requirements of SDC 3.2-315.    
 
Finding 39:  In accordance with SDC 3.2-315, the minimum setbacks for structures is 10 feet for front, rear and 
street side yards, and 5 feet for interior side yards.   
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Finding 40:  The proposed development has a 210-foot setback from the east (front yard) property line; a 90-
foot setback from the south (street side yard) property line; a 260-foot setback from the west (rear yard) 
property line; and a 21-foot setback from the north (interior side yard) property line.  The proposed setbacks 
meet the requirements of SDC 3.2-315.  
 
Finding 41:  In accordance with SDC 3.2-315, there is no maximum building height for structures within the 
CC District provided the development site is more than 50 feet from a residential district property line. 
 
Finding 42:  The proposed monopine tower is 90 feet high and is located more than 265 feet from the nearest 
residential property line, which meets the requirements of SDC 3.2-315.  
 
Finding 43:  In accordance with SDC 3.2-315, there is no maximum lot coverage for structures within the CC 
District provided the required building and parking lot setbacks are observed. 
 
Finding 44:  The proposed development site occupies a fractional amount of the potential site building 
coverage, which meets the requirements of SDC 3.2-215.   
 
Conclusion:  The proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 
 
Landscaping, Screening and Fence Standards (4.3-145.F.13, 4.3-145.F.25 & 4.4-100) 
 
Finding 45:  In accordance with SDC 4.4-100, all required setbacks are to be landscaped.  Acceptable forms of 
landscaping include trees, shrubs, turf grass and ground cover plants.  The site is mostly vacant and there are 
existing trees along the north and west boundaries of the property.  The applicant is not proposing to remove 
any of the existing trees on the site.  Additionally, the proposed development site occupies only a small 
component of the overall commercial site.  It is expected that further and more intensive commercial site 
development will occur in the future.  At such time as the site is developed or redeveloped, provisions for 
landscaping will need to be incorporated into the site design.   
 
Finding 46:  In accordance with SDC 4.3-145.F.25, additional screening vegetation is required for wireless 
telecommunications system facilities that exceed the height limitations of the base zone.  The applicant’s 
proposed 90-foot tall monopine tower does not exceed the height limitations of the district. 
 
Finding 47:  In accordance with SDC 4.3-145.F.13, the visibility of wireless transmissions system facilities are 
to be minimized to the greatest extent practicable by camouflage, screening and landscaping.  The applicant’s 
proposed landscaping plan (Sheet A-1.1) provides for installation of drought-tolerant vegetation that will form 
a screening hedge as it matures.  After an additional establishment period, the vegetation is intended to be low-
maintenance and non-irrigated.   
 
Finding 48:  As part of the site landscaping plan, the applicant is proposing to plant Leyland cypress trees on 
the perimeter of the fenced enclosure to provide initial and long-term screening of the facility as the trees grow 
and mature.  Leyland cypress trees are notable for being a hardy, fast-growing tree that forms a dense screen 
within a relatively short timeframe.  The trees can reach a height of 50 feet or taller under optimal conditions. 
 
Conclusion:  The proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 
 
On-Site Lighting Standards (4.5-100) 
 
Finding 49:  In accordance with SDC 4.5-110.B.2.b, the maximum height of a freestanding light fixture within 
a commercial district is the height of the principal building on the site or 25 feet, whichever is less.  According 
to the applicant’s site plan, the utility enclosure is 10.5 feet high at the roofline.  The applicant is proposing to 
mount a security light at the 8-foot level on the south exterior wall of the utility enclosure.  The light is 
proposed to be a downcast, pedestrian-scale light with sharp cutoff to prevent glare and light trespass onto 
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neighboring properties.  The size and positioning of the proposed building light should not have any adverse 
effect on neighboring residential properties.   
 
Conclusion:  The proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 
 
Vehicle Parking, Loading and Bicycle Parking Standards (4.6-100) 
 
Finding 50:  In accordance with SDC Tables 4.6-2 and 4.6-3, there is no vehicle or bicycle parking requirement 
for unoccupied utility facilities.  Verizon Wireless personnel visiting the site for occasional maintenance will 
park on the gravel driveway outside the fenced compound.  There will be no impacts to public streets or 
adjacent commercial development.   
 
Conclusion:  The proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 
 
Specific Development Standards for Accessory Structures (4.7-105) 
 
Finding 51:  In accordance with SDC 4.7-105, provisions for structures that are incidental to principal uses on 
the site are intended to prevent them from becoming the predominant element on the site.  Accessory structure 
provisions are primarily directed at residential uses, but have application for the subject proposal because there 
is partial commercial development on the site and more is likely to occur in the future.  Additionally, the 
proposed development site is bounded on three sides by residential zoning districts. 
 
Finding 52:  In accordance with SDC 4.7-105.B.1, accessory structures may be located anywhere on a site if 
they are not within a required building setback.  In accordance with SDC 4.7-105.C.4, accessory structures 
need to meet required building setbacks specified in SDC 3.2-315.  The proposed utility enclosure meets the 
required building setbacks for the Community Commercial district.  Therefore, this standard has been met. 
 
Finding 53:  In accordance with SDC 4.7-105.B.2, accessory structures are to be constructed in conjunction 
with or after construction of a primary structure.  The proposed utility enclosure is behind (west) an existing, 
vacant commercial shell building that faces South 42nd Street.  The existing commercial building is considered 
the primary structure on the site.  Therefore, this standard has been met. 
 
Finding 54:  In accordance with SDC 4.7-105.C.2, accessory structures cannot have more square footage than 
the primary structure.  The existing primary commercial structure is 4,000 ft2 and the proposed utility enclosure 
is about 312 ft2.  Therefore, this standard has been met. 
 
Finding 55:  In accordance with SDC 4.7-105.C.3, accessory structures can be as high as the primary structure 
provided that solar access provisions are met.  The existing building is about 16 feet high and the proposed 
utility enclosure is 10.5 feet high.  Therefore, this standard has been met. 
 
Conclusion:  The proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 
 
C.3 Overlay Districts and Applicable Refinement Plan Requirements 

 
Finding 56:  The site is outside of an adopted Refinement Plan area so the provisions of the adopted Metro Plan 
apply.  The development site is already zoned and designated CC in accordance with the Metro Plan diagram, 
which meets this requirement.     
 
Finding 57:  The subject site is located within the mapped 20+ year Time of Travel Zone (TOTZ) for the 16th & 
Q Street drinking water wellhead.  Therefore, the site is subject to provisions of the 20+ year TOTZ Drinking 
Water Protection Overlay District found in SDC 3.3-235.D.  The applicant’s submitted site plan indicates that a 
natural gas powered backup generator will be installed to serve the wireless telecommunications system 
facility.  A natural gas fired generator would qualify for a Drinking Water Protection Exemption.  However, the 
applicant has recently changed their proposal to a diesel-fired generator.  The change to a diesel fuel system 
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requires a review by the Fire Department and SUB Drinking Water Source Protection and may trigger the 
requirement for a Drinking Water Protection Overlay District Permit.  The applicant will be responsible for 
obtaining a Drinking Water Protection Permit or Exemption in accordance with City and SUB requirements.   
 
Finding 58:  The applicant has submitted a Drinking Water Protection Overlay District Permit application 
under separate cover (Case TYP115-00025), which is incorporated herein by reference.  Staff approval of the 
Drinking Water Protection permit will be contingent upon Planning Commission approval of the Discretionary 
Use request submitted under separate cover (Case TYP315-00003) and the subject Site Plan Review 
application, Case TYP215-00012. 
 
Finding 59:  As a “Best Practices” recommendation for this site, care must be taken during site construction and 
operation to prevent contamination from chemicals that may spill or leak onto the ground surface, including 
fuel and automotive fluids (such as lubricants and antifreeze, etc.).  Fluid-containing equipment, including 
vehicles parked on the site, shall be monitored for leaks and spills.  Any chemical spills or leaks must be 
cleaned up immediately and cleanup materials disposed off-site in accordance with Lane County and State 
DEQ requirements. 
 
Finding 60:  The applicant shall provide the following notes regarding drinking water protection on the site 
construction plans: 
 

“Chemical spills or leaks at this location have the potential to contaminate Springfield’s drinking water 
supply.  Any chemical spills or leaks shall be cleaned up immediately and clean-up materials disposed off-
site in accordance with Lane County and DEQ requirements.   
 
Chemical handling, storage, and use:  Contractors/developers shall be responsible for the safe handling 
and storage of chemicals, petroleum products, and fertilizers and the prevention of groundwater and 
storm water runoff contamination.  Chemicals used during construction, including paint and cleaning 
materials/wastes, must not enter the soil or be washed into the storm water system.  All chemicals should 
be stored in adequate secondary containment.  
 
Equipment maintenance and fueling: Precautions must be taken to prevent fluid-containing equipment 
located outside from leaking, including providing a dedicated area for fueling and maintenance of 
equipment.  This area should be prepared and maintained in a way that prevents spills or leaks from 
migrating to the soil or storm water drainage system. 
 
No fill materials containing hazardous materials shall be used on this site.” 

 
Finding 61:  The applicant will need to install a wellhead protection sign at the diesel fuel generator to remind 
employees of the importance of cleaning up and reporting fuel spills.  Wellhead protection signs are available 
from SUB Drinking Water Source Protection – please contact Amy Chinitz at 541-744-3745 for further 
information.   
 
Recommended Conditions of Approval: 

 
5. Prior to approval of the Final Site Plan, the applicant shall obtain approval for a Drinking Water 

Protection Permit initiated by Case TYP115-00025.   
 

6. The site construction plans shall include notes detailing drinking water protection practices to be 
used on the site, as detailed in Finding 60 of the Staff Report and Planning Commission Decision on 
the Site Plan Review application, Case TYP215-00012. 
 

7. The Final Site Plan shall provide for installation of a wellhead protection sign for the diesel fuel 
generator. 
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Conclusion:  As conditioned herein, the proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 
 
D.  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 curb cuts 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. 

 
Finding 62:  Installation of driveways on a street increases the number of traffic conflict points.  The greater 
number of conflict points increases the probability of traffic crashes.  Effective ways to reduce the probability 
of traffic crashes include:  reducing the number of driveways; increasing distances between intersections and 
driveways; and establishing adequate vision clearance areas where driveways intersect streets.  Each of these 
techniques permits a longer, less cluttered sight distance for the motorist, reduces the number and difficulty of 
decisions that drivers must make, and contributes to increased traffic safety.   
 
Finding 63:  In accordance with SDC 4.2-120.C, site driveways shall be designed to allow for safe and efficient 
vehicular ingress and egress as specified in Tables 4.2-2 through 4.2-5, the City’s EDSPM, and the Springfield 
Development & Public Works Department’s Standard Construction Specifications.  Ingress-egress points must 
be planned to facilitate traffic and pedestrian safety, avoid congestion, and minimize curb cuts on public streets. 
 
Finding 64:  The applicant is proposing to use an existing commercial driveway onto South 42nd Street at the 
east edge of the site.  The existing site driveway is suitable for the proposed use, which is limited to 
construction traffic during initial installation of the wireless telecommunications system facility and occasional 
maintenance vehicles thereafter.   
 
Finding 65:  In accordance with SDC 4.2-120.A.1 and Table 4.2-2, driveways onto public streets that are 
improved with curb and gutter need to be paved at least 18 feet into the site.  A paved driveway apron is 
particularly important on a minor arterial street such as South 42nd Street to prevent tracking of gravel and 
debris into the vehicle and bicycle travel lanes.  According to the applicant’s proposed site plan, the driveway 
apron will be paved at least 18 feet into the site to meet this standard.    

 
Conclusion:  The proposal satisfies this criterion. 

 
E.  Physical features, including, but not limited to:  steep slopes with unstable soil or geologic conditions; 

areas with susceptibility of 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. 

 
Finding 66:  The Natural Resources Study, the National Wetlands Inventory, the Springfield Wetland Inventory 
Map, Wellhead Protection Overlay and the list of Historic Landmark Sites have been consulted and there are no 
natural features on this site that warrant protection.   

 
 Finding 67:  The applicant is not proposing to remove any qualifying trees from the property to facilitate site 

development.  In accordance with SDC 5.19-110.A, a tree felling permit is required for removal of more than 5 
trees greater than 5-inches in diameter in any 12-month period.  Therefore, this requirement is not applicable.  
 
Finding 68:  Stormwater runoff from the subject site flows to the Willamette River system.  This river is listed 
with the State of Oregon as a “water quality limited” stream for numerous chemical and physical constituents, 
including temperature.  Provisions have been made in this decision for protection of stormwater quality.  The 
proposed site development will not create an appreciable amount of new impervious surface requiring 
constructed stormwater management facilities for runoff quantity or quality control.   
 

Attachment 2, Page 12 of 14



Page 13 of 14 

Finding 69:  As previously noted and conditioned herein, groundwater protection must be observed during 
construction on the site.  The applicant shall maintain the private stormwater facility on the site to ensure the 
continued protection of surface water and groundwater resources.   

 
Conclusion:  The proposed development provides storm and ground water quality protection in accordance with 
SDC 3.3-200 and receiving streams have been protected in accordance with SDC 4.3-110 and 4.3-115.  

 
CONCLUSION: The Tentative Site Plan, as submitted and conditioned herein, complies with Criteria A-E 
of SDC 5.17-125.  Staff recommends approval of the Tentative Site Plan subject to the recommended 
conditions contained herein and as summarized below.     
 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 
 
1. The Final Site Plan shall provide for a utility easement satisfactory to SUB Electric for the underground 

electrical and telecommunication lines serving the development site.   
 
2. The Final Site Plan shall provide for installation of a SUB Electric supplied lock or issuance of a key to 

SUB Electric personnel for the fenced compound surrounding the utility enclosure.  Access to the fenced 
compound shall be afforded SUB Electric personnel for the purpose of reading the electrical meter or 
pulling the meter in the event of an emergency. 
 

3. The Final Site Plan shall provide for any Eugene-Springfield Fire Department requirements as may be 
necessary to address the change from a natural gas powered to a diesel fuel powered backup generator.  
Any required changes to the fire protection measures for the site shall be depicted on the Final Site Plan 
and addressed in the applicant’s response to the conditions of approval imposed by the Planning 
Commission with this decision.   
 

4. Prior to approval of the Final Site Plan, the applicant shall obtain Discretionary Use approval for a 
moderate visibility wireless telecommunications system facility as initiated by Case TYP315-00003.   
 

5. Prior to approval of the Final Site Plan, the applicant shall obtain approval for a Drinking Water 
Protection Permit initiated by Case TYP115-00017.   

 
6. The site construction plans shall include notes detailing drinking water protection practices to be used on 

the site, as detailed in Finding 60 of the Staff Report and Planning Commission Decision on the Site Plan 
Review application, Case TYP215-00012. 

 
7. The Final Site Plan shall provide for installation of a wellhead protection sign for the diesel fuel 

generator. 
 
WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE BY THE APPLICANT TO OBTAIN FINAL SITE PLAN APPROVAL?  
 
Upon approval of the Tentative Site Plan by the Springfield Planning Commission, the applicant shall submit five 
(5) copies of a Final Site Plan, the Final Site Plan application form and fees, and any additional required plans, 
documents or information as required by the Planning Commission decision to the Current Development Division 
within 90 days of the date of the Planning Commission decision (ie. by September 14, 2015).  The Final Site Plan 
application form and fee information is available on the City’s website here: http://www.springfield-
or.gov/DPW/Permits.htm#LandUsePermits.  In accordance with SDC 5.17-135 – 5.17-140, the Final Site Plan shall 
comply with the requirements of the SDC and the conditions imposed by the Planning Commission in this decision.  
The Final Site Plan otherwise shall be in substantial conformity with the tentative plan reviewed and approved.  
Portions of the proposal approved as submitted during tentative review cannot be substantively changed during 
final site plan approval.  Approved Final Site Plans (including Landscape Plans) shall not be substantively changed 
during Building Permit Review without an approved Site Plan Decision Modification.  
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT:  In order to complete the review process, a Development Agreement is 
required to ensure that the terms and conditions of site plan review are binding upon both the applicant and the 
City.  This agreement will be prepared by Staff upon approval of the Final Site Plan and must be signed by the 
property owner prior to the issuance of a building permit. 
 
The applicant may submit permit applications to other City departments for review prior to final site plan approval 
in accordance with SDC 5.17-135 at their own risk.  All concurrent submittals are subject to revision for 
compliance with the final site plan.  A development agreement in accordance with SDC 5.17-140 will not be issued 
until all plans submitted by the applicant have been revised.  CONFLICTING PLANS CAUSE DELAYS. 
 
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 for a fee at the 
Development & Public Works Department, 225 Fifth Street, Springfield, Oregon. 
 
APPEAL:  This Type II Tentative Site Plan decision is accompanied by, and is subordinate to, the Type III 
Discretionary Use Request initiated by Case TYP315-00003 and is therefore considered a Type III decision of the 
Planning Commission.  As such, this decision may be appealed to the Springfield City Council.  The appeal may be 
filed with the Development & Public Works Department by an affected party.  Your appeal must be in accordance 
with SDC 5.3-100, Appeals.  An Appeals application must be submitted with a fee of $2,420.00.  The fee will be 
returned to the applicant if the City Council approves the appeal application. 
 
In accordance with SDC 5.3-115.B 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 PM on July 
1, 2015. 
 
QUESTIONS:  Please call Andy Limbird in the Current Development Division of the Development & Public 
Works Department at (541) 726-3784 or email alimbird@springfield-or.gov if you have any questions regarding 
this process. 
  
PREPARED BY 
 
 
Andy Limbird  
 
 
Andy Limbird 
Senior Planner 
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