
 Planning Commission  
Agenda 

City Hall 
225 Fifth Street 

Springfield, Oregon 97477 
541.726.3610 

Online at www.springfield-or.gov 

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

hearing impaired is available.  To arrange for these services, call 541.726.3610.   
Meetings will end prior to 10:00 p.m. unless extended by a vote of the Planning Commission. 

 
All proceedings before the Planning Commission are recorded. 

 
October 20, 2015 

_____________________________ 
 

6:00 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. Introduction of New Current Development Employees 
 
 Staff: Greg Mott, Current Development Manager 
  Jim Donovan, Current Development Planning Supervisor 
 30 Minutes 
 
2. Verizon Wireless Monopine Cellular Tower 
 
 Staff: Andy Limbird, Senior Planner 
 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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October 20 2015 
_____________________________ 

 
7:00 p.m. Regular Session 

Council Chambers 
______________________________________ 

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

Koivula _____, Landen _____.  
 
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   

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

• June 10, 2015 Regular Meeting Minutes 
 
PUBLIC HEARING(S) 
 

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING –  
 

Site Plan – Moderate Visibility Cellular Tower Site Plan – Smartlink PCS on behalf of Verizon Wireless 
LLC – Jo. No. TYP215-00012 
 
Staff: Andy Limbird 

30 Minutes 
 

CONDUCT OF QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

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

contact 
� Staff report 
� Testimony from the applicant 
� Testimony in support of the application  
� Testimony opposed to the application  
� Testimony neither in support of nor opposed to the application   
� Summation by staff 
� Rebuttal from the applicant 
� Consideration of request for continuation of public hearing, extension of written record, or both 
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� 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: 10/20/2015 
 Meeting Type: Work Session/Reg. Mtg 
 Staff Contact/Dept.: Andy Limbird, DPW 
 Staff Phone No: 541-726-3784 
 Estimated Time: 30 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 SITE PLAN APPLICATION—
SMARTLINK PCS ON BEHALF OF VERIZON WIRELESS LLC, CASE TYP215-00012 

ACTION 
REQUESTED: 

Conduct an initial work session, then conduct a public hearing and approve, approve with 
amendments, or deny a proposal by Verizon Wireless to adjust the location of a 90-foot tall 
monopine cellular tower previously approved by the City Council. 

ISSUE 
STATEMENT: 

The City Council granted Discretionary Use and Site Plan Review approval for a new 
wireless telecommunication tower facility near South 42nd Street and Jasper Road at the 
regular meeting on July 20, 2015.  As a result of negotiations with an adjacent property 
owner, the applicant is now proposing to adjust the location of the cellular tower.  Section 
4.3-145.F of the Springfield Development Code (SDC) provides standards for approving the 
cellular tower placement.   

ATTACHMENTS: 1. Staff Report and Recommended Conditions of Approval for Modified Site Plan  
2. Verizon Wireless Application and Exhibits 
3. Final Order 

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 City Council granted the Discretionary Use approval for the facility at the regular 
meeting on July 20, 2015 (Case TYP315-00003). 
 
The applicant has demonstrated that there is a substantial capacity gap in the mid-
Springfield area, 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 and is scheduled for decommissioning upon expiration of 
Verizon’s site lease in 2016.  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.  
 
The applicant is proposing to adjust the location of the cellular tower approximately 200 
feet west of its original location approved by the City Council in July, 2015, to a point about 
105 feet east of the boundary with Mt. Vernon Elementary School (Attachment 2).  The 
proposed relocation brings the cellular tower facility closer to existing residential dwellings 
to the south and southwest of the subject site along Horace Street and Jasper Road.  
However, the nearest dwelling on residentially-zoned property is located on the south side 
of Horace Street approximately 260 feet from the tower’s adjusted location.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
  
Staff has prepared a staff report with recommended conditions of approval for the proposed 
modified site plan based on the criteria found in SDC Sections 4.3-145.F and 5.17-125 
(Attachment 1).  

 





 

Type II TENTATIVE SITE PLAN REVIEW,  
staff report & RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
 
 
Project Name:  Verizon Wireless Site Plan Review   
 
Project Proposal:  Modify the location of a 90-foot high monopine wireless transmissions system facility approved 
for 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 
 
Date of Approval: (*See Page 2 for dates of 
initial review, approval, and appeal)  
 
Appeal Deadline Date:  November 5, 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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 
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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 in the northwest corner 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), and the Springfield City Council granted the Discretionary Use approval at the 
regular meeting on July 20, 2015.  Issuance of the Discretionary Use approval was a necessary pre-requisite for the 
modified 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 sequence of review and approval for the subject application is as follows: 
 
The subject application was submitted on May 1, 2015 and initially reviewed by the Springfield Planning 
Commission at a public hearing meeting on June 2, 2015.  At the regular meeting on June 15, 2015, the City 
Council elevated the applicant’s Discretionary Use request (Case TYP315-00003) and the subject Site Plan Review 
application (Case TYP215-00012) to a Type IV land use decision by the City Council.  The City Council initially 
reviewed the Discretionary Use and Site Plan Review applications at a public hearing meeting on July 6, 2015.  The 
public hearing record was held open for an additional two weeks and the City Council approved the Discretionary 
Use on July 20, 2015.  Concurrent with approval of the Discretionary Use, the City Council approved the 
applicant’s Tentative Site Plan on July 20, 2015.  A Notice of Intent to Appeal the City Council’s decision was filed 
with the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) on August 10, 2015.  The applicant, Verizon Wireless, 
submitted a Motion to Intervene on August 25, 2015.  Subsequent to the filing of the LUBA appeal and Motion to 
Intervene, the parties to the appeal – including the Relief Nursery (appellant), City of Springfield (respondent), and 
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Verizon Wireless (intervenor) – discussed the potential for a solution to the appeal issue.  To facilitate a negotiated 
solution to the appeal, the City filed a Notice to Withdraw the Decision for Reconsideration on September 15, 2015.  
The City Council directed the Planning Commission to review the modified site plan at the regular meeting on 
September 21, 2015.  Finally, on September 28, 2015 the applicant modified and re-submitted the site plan for 
Planning Commission consideration.   
  
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 October 6, 2015, City staff reviewed the modified site plans (16 Sheets – SmartLink LLC 
and Acom Consulting Inc. Sheets T1-T2, A0-A8.1 and RF-1; and McKay Consulting LLC unnumbered 
topographic survey sheet) and other supporting information.  City staff’s review comments have 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 site plan reviewed.  Portions of the proposal 
approved as submitted during tentative site plan 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 of the modified site plan was sent to 
adjacent property owners/occupants within 300 feet of the subject site on September 29, 2015.  No written 
comments were received prior to the public hearing meeting. 
 
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.   
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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 
Standards and Procedures Manual (EDSPM).  The private civil engineer also shall be required to provide 
construction inspection services. 

 
Finding 4:  Staff reviewed the modified site plans on October 6, 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.  The applicant has addressed this request through a construction note on Sheet A-1 of the 
modified plan set. 
 
Recommended Condition 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.   
  

 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.   

 
 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.  
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 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”. 

 
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. 
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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) 
 

3. Overlay Districts and Applicable Refinement Plan Requirements 
• Drinking Water Protection Overlay District 
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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 are not applicable unless 
there are more than two U-class occupancies on the property.  The applicant is proposing to construct only one 
U-class building for the facility.   
 
Finding 29:  The applicant is proposing a diesel-powered backup generator which requires the Final Site Plan to 
incorporate any fire protection measures that are 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 may require Drinking Water Protection Overlay District permitting for the facility design 
and operation, 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: 

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

be necessary to accommodate 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 easements 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.      
 
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.  
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Wireless Transmissions System Facilities (4.3-145) 
 
Finding 33:  In accordance with SDC 4.3-145.E, imitation trees such as the proposed monopine tower are 
classified as a moderate visibility wireless telecommunications facility.  In accordance with SDC Table 4.3-1, 
moderate visibility facilities are allowable in the Community Commercial district subject to Discretionary Use 
approval.   
 
Finding 34:  Specific details of the proposed wireless telecommunications system facility, including 
recommended modifications to the applicant’s proposed monopine tower design, were reviewed and approved 
through the applicant’s Discretionary Use request submitted under separate cover (Case TYP315-00003) and 
incorporated herein by reference.  The Discretionary Use was approved by the City Council on July 20, 2015.  
 
Finding 35:  The Discretionary Use approval for the proposed wireless telecommunications system facility 
specified a three branch per foot design that would resemble a California Redwood or Sequoia tree.  The 
applicant’s modified site plan (Sheet A-2) acknowledges the requirement for a three branch per foot design.  
 
Conclusion:  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 36:  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 approval.   
 
Finding 37:  As previously stated herein, the applicant submitted a Discretionary Use request for the subject 
development under separate cover (Case TYP315-00003), which is incorporated herein by reference.  The 
Discretionary Use request was approved by the Springfield City Council on July 20, 2015.   
 
Conclusion:  The proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 
 
Community Commercial Standards (3.2-315) 

 
Finding 38:  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 39:  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 40:  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.  The proposed development contains an undeveloped 
segment of public street (Horace Street) which will be considered the street side yard for the purpose of this 
review.  At such time as Horace Street is developed to urban standards, the setback from the edge of right-of-
way would be considered the front yard setback and the setback from South 42nd Street would become the street 
side yard setback. 
 
Finding 41:  The proposed development has a 360-foot setback from the east (front yard) property line; a 140-
foot setback from the south (street side yard) property line; a 107-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.  
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Finding 42:  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 43:  The proposed monopine tower is 90 feet high and is located more than 105 feet from the nearest 
residential property line, which meets the requirements of SDC 3.2-315.  
 
Finding 44:  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 45:  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 46:  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 47:  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 48:  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 49:  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 50:  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 
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. 
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Vehicle Parking, Loading and Bicycle Parking Standards (4.6-100) 
 
Finding 51:  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, adjacent 
commercial sites, or nearby educational facilities.   
 
Conclusion:  The proposal satisfies this sub-element of the criterion. 
 
Specific Development Standards for Accessory Structures (4.7-105) 
 
Finding 52:  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 53:  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 54:  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 of) an existing, 
vacant commercial shell building that faces South 42nd Street.  Although vacant, the existing commercial 
building is considered the primary structure on the site.  Therefore, this standard has been met. 
 
Finding 55:  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 56:  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 57:  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 58:  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 modified site plan indicates that a 
diesel-fired backup generator will be installed to serve the wireless telecommunications system facility.  The 
diesel fuel system 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.   
 
Finding 59:  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 or issuance of an exemption will be contingent upon Planning Commission 
approval of the subject Site Plan Review application, Case TYP215-00012. 
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Finding 60:  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 61:  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 62:  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.   
 
Finding 63:  The applicant has added a Wellhead Protection Signage sheet to the modified site plan (Sheet A-
8.1) which meets the requirement stated above.  
 
Recommended Condition of Approval: 

 
3. The site construction plans shall include notes detailing drinking water protection practices to be 

used on the site, as detailed in Finding 61 of the Staff Report and Planning Commission Decision on 
the modified Site Plan Review application, Case TYP215-00012. 
 

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 64:  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 
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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 65:  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 66:  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 67:  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 (Sheet A-0), the 
driveway apron will be paved about 18 feet from the edge of the curb line on South 42nd Street, but the paving 
does not extend 18 feet into the site itself.  About eight feet of paving into the property will be required in order 
to meet this standard.    

 
Recommended Condition of Approval: 

 
4. The Final Site Plan shall provide for a paved driveway apron that extends at least 18 feet into the site 

as measured from the western edge of the South 42nd Street right-of-way.   
 

Conclusion:  As conditioned herein, 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 68:  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 69:  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 70:  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.   
 
Finding 71:  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.   
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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 any Eugene-Springfield Fire Department requirements as may be 
necessary to accommodate 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.   
 

3. The site construction plans shall include notes detailing drinking water protection practices to be used on 
the site, as detailed in Finding 61 of the Staff Report and Planning Commission Decision on the modified 
Site Plan Review application, Case TYP215-00012. 
 

4. The Final Site Plan shall provide for a paved driveway apron that extends at least 18 feet into the site as 
measured from the western edge of the South 42nd Street right-of-way.   

 
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 January 18, 2016).  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.  
 
NOTICE & DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT:  In order to complete the review process, Notice of the Planning 
Commission decision on this matter shall be mailed by staff to all parties to the decision within five (5) days.  A 
Development Agreement is also 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. 
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APPEAL:  This Type II Tentative Site Plan decision is associated with the Type III Discretionary Use Request 
initiated by Case TYP315-00003 (approved by the Springfield City Council on July 20, 2015), 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 5.1-135.F and 5.3-115.B which provide 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 
November 5, 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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 BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 OF THE 
 CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, OREGON 
 
SITE PLAN REVIEW    +   CASE NO. TYP215-00012 

+   FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, 
+   AND ORDER 

NATURE OF THE APPLICATION 
 
The applicant submitted a modified Site Plan Review application for construction of a 90-foot tall 
monopine tower (a moderate visibility wireless telecommunications facility) with fenced 
enclosure and equipment shelter at 4164 Jasper Road (Assessor’s Map 18-02-05-23, Tax Lot 
100).  The site is within the Community Commercial (CC) District and the Springfield 
Development Code (SDC) Sections 4.3-145.H and 5.17-105.B.2.g list moderate visibility 
wireless telecommunications system facilities as requiring Discretionary Use and Site Plan 
Review in the CC District.  The Springfield City Council approved a Discretionary Use request 
for the property on July 20, 2015 thereby enabling a decision on the modified Site Plan by the 
Planning Commission. 
  
1.  On May 1, 2015 the following application for Site Plan Review was accepted:  

Allow for a 90-foot tall wireless telecommunications system facility (cellular tower) with 
fenced enclosure and equipment shelter in the Community Commercial District, Case 
Number TYP215-00012, Lauren Russell, Smartlink LLC, applicant.  On September 28, 
2015 the applicant submitted a modified Site Plan that repositions the cellular tower 
approximately 200 feet to the west of the original location. 

 
2. The application was submitted in accordance with Section 5.4-105 of the Springfield 

Development Code.  Public notification and request for comments, pursuant to Section 
5.1-130.B of the Springfield Development Code, has been provided. 

 
3. On October 20, 2015 the Planning Commission reviewed the subject application for Site 

Plan Review with the adjusted tower and compound location.  The Development & 
Public Works Department staff notes including criteria of approval, findings, and 
recommended conditions of approval, along with the testimony received at the public 
hearing, have been considered and are part of the record of this proceeding. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
On the basis of this record, the requested Site Plan Review application is consistent with the 
criteria of Section 5.17-125 of the Springfield Development Code.  This general finding is 
supported by the specific findings of fact, conclusions, and conditions of approval in the 
attached staff report (Exhibit A) attached hereto. 
 
ORDER 
 
It is ORDERED by the Planning Commission of Springfield that Case Number TYP215-00012, 
Site Plan Review application, be approved.  This ORDER was presented to and approved by 
the Planning Commission on October 20, 2015. It is effective the date it is mailed to all parties to 
the decision, which in this case is October 21, 2015. 
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EXPIRATION OF APPROVAL 
 
This approval expires two (2) calendar years after the Notice of Decision issued by the Planning 
Commission unless extended in accordance with the provisions of SDC Section 5.17-140. 
 
 
APPEAL  
 
Pursuant to SDC Sections 5.1-135 and 5.2-155, this Type II decision is final unless appealed to 
the Springfield City Council in accordance with SDC Section 5.3-120.  Only those persons who 
participated either orally or in writing have standing to appeal the Planning Commission’s 
decision.  An appeal application shall be filed with the Director within 15 calendar days of the 
Planning Commission’s decision being mailed out (ie. by 5:00 pm on November 5, 2015) to be 
considered valid.  The appeal application shall be accompanied by the fee prescribed by the 
City Council ($250.00).  The filing fee will be refunded to the appellant if one or more of the 
appeal allegations are upheld by the City Council, or if the decision is amended, remanded or 
reversed. 
   
 
 

     _______________________________ 
Planning Commission Chairperson 

ATTEST 
AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN:  
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City of Springfield 
Regular Meeting 
 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR SESSION MEETING OF 
THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION HELD 
TUESDAY, June 2, 2015 

 
The City of Springfield Planning Commission met in a regular session in the City Council Chambers, 225 Fifth Street, 
Springfield, Oregon, on Tuesday, June 2, 2015 at 7:00 p.m., with Commissioner Vohs presiding. 
 
ATTENDANCE 
 
Present were Chair Tim Vohs, Vice Chair Nelson, Commissioners James, Moe, Koivula and Landen.  Also present were, 
Senior Planner Andy Limbird, Assistant City Attorney Lauren King, and Management Support Specialist Brenda Jones 
and members of the staff. 
 
ABSENT 
 

• Sean Dunn 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

• Chair Tim Vohs led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
EXPLANATION OF QUASI-JUDICIAL HEARING PROCESS (ORS. 197.763) 
 

• Lauren King, Assistant City Attorney read the process into the record. 
o Record will be held open to June 16, 2015 

 
CHAIR OPENS THE PUBLIC HEARING 
 
 
COMMISSION MEMBERS DECLARATION OF CONFLICT 
 

• There was no conflict of interest by any of the Planning Commissioners. 
 
 
QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING  
 
STAFF REPORT 
 
1. Moderate Visibility Cellular Tower Application – SmartLink PCS on behalf of Verizon Wireless LLC, Cases 

TYP315-00003 and TYP215-00012-  
 

Andy Limbird Senior Planner presented application TYP315-0003, a Discretionary Use permit for siting a Moderate 
Visibility Wireless Telecommunications System Facility submitted by Smartlink PCS on behalf of Verizon Wireless.  
The application was submitted on May 1, 2015, and it affects a vacant commercial property that is located west of 
South 42nd Street and north of Jasper Road.  The proposed facility is located just south of the Springfield Relief 
Nursery and east of Mt. Vernon Elementary School.  The general location is depicted on diagram Attachment 1; page 
1 of 20, and the more specific location is just west of the existing shell commercial building.  The site is zoned and 
designated as Community Commercial and is currently vacant.  There is an undeveloped segment of Horace Street 
that extends through the site, also depicted on the map, and the tower location is more or less where the red box is 
depicted on Attachment 1 page 2 of 20.  The selected location is for a 90’ Monopine design Wireless Facility or cell 
tower.   
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The applicant’s proposal is within the commercially zoned property and the design of the cell tower is as depicted in 
Attachment 1 page 13 of 20, which is a two branch per foot Monopine design.  Staff has reviewed the available 
designs as provided by the manufacturer and is recommending a three branch per foot design which mimics a Sequoia 
or California Redwood type tree that are found in the area.  Sequoias and Redwoods are planted as ornamentals and 
are not native to the area, but they are more commonly found than the Pine tree design.   
 
With the exception of this specific recommendation for the Discretionary Use staff is recommending that the 
application meets the criteria of approval for Discretionary Use and therefore warrants consideration by the Planning 
Commission for approval. 
 
There is an accompanying Site Plan, which is contingent on issuance of the Discretionary Use permit, and staff is also 
recommending approval of the Site Plan subject to conditions as outlined in the report.  The applicant has changed the 
type of back-up power generator from a natural gas fired design to a diesel generator.  As a result, there is a 
requirement for the Drinking Water Protection permit and the applicant has submitted a permit application under a 
separate cover.  The change to the backup power generator came subsequent to the initial application, and actually 
following the initial preparation of the staff report, so changes were made in the staff report to accommodate the 
proposed diesel generator design.  Staff will be reviewing the Drinking Water Protection application in conjunction 
with Springfield Drinking Water Source Protection. 
 
Standard conditions apply to the Site Plan Review including the installation of the driveway, maintenance access for 
the site, and maintaining visibility at the corners of the site driveway to allow for access onto South 42nd Street. 
 
Andy mentioned to the Planning Commission that the applicant is in attendance and will be providing more technical 
information, but staff wanted to clarify that this represents the relocation of an existing facility from the International 
Paper Plant.  There is a water tower on the International Paper site and staff understands that this will be removed at 
some point.  The applicant is looking to not only accommodate the relocation of the existing facility to maintain 
service coverage, but also to ensure that there is capacity coverage in this of Mid-Springfield.  Both coverage and 
capacity have been determined to be an issue, hence the reason that Verizon Wireless is seeking approval this 
evening. 
 
Commissioner Landen asked if the plants listed are native to the area and not invasive plants.  Andy Limbird 
responded that Oregon Grape is native and the others are not native, but are commonly planted ornamentals that are 
designed to be drought tolerant.  Once they are established they would be essentially allowed to grow without 
irrigation.  Staff researched the Leland Cypress, which are commonly planted as a wind break or a hedgerow type of 
tree.  Under optimal conditions they can get up to 50 feet high and have a large spread to them.  The intent is to 
provide visual screening of the equipment shelter and fence that are proposed at the base of the tower.  Because the 
proposed screening vegetation is evergreen it would be a permanent, year-round vegetative screen. 
 
Commissioner Landen asked if the tree branch design affects the tower efficiency capability.  Andy responded that 
not to his knowledge, but he would rely on the applicant’s expertise as to the type of capability of the design.  It is his 
understanding that the branch design is essentially a visual influence only, and there are no limitations as to its 
technical capabilities.   
 
Commissioner Koivula asked if the applicant had been asked if there was a chance to leave or build another tower at 
the existing plywood mill.  He also observed the topographic survey that was done doesn’t clearly show the existing 
storm drain system, although it does show that there is storm drain very close to the tower compound.  He stated that 
details of the stormwater drainage system will need to be provided by the applicant to show where the existing drain 
goes to and whether it would be close to the diesel storage tank. 
 
In response to Commissioners Koivula’s questions, Andy stated that he will rely on the applicant to confirm the need 
to relocate the existing facility from the International Paper water tower.  It is staff’s understanding that International 
Paper desires to be a secure site, and all visitors and contractors are required to go through security measures when 
arriving at their facility.  Andy suspects, but cannot specifically confirm, that a third party facility on the International 
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Paper site presents a risk and perhaps a concern to them and they might be reluctant to maintain it on their site.  Andy 
acknowledged that this is all speculation, but staff has visited International Paper a number of times for work that is 
occurring on the site and has been required to go through training and certification for site safety before entering the 
site.  Verizon Wireless would need to have easy maintenance access to these types of facilities, but the existing site is 
within the secure International Paper site, which could be an issue for both parties.  
 

 
TESTIMONY FROM THE APPLICANT 
 
Lauren Russell; 621 SW Alder St., Ste 660; Portland, Oregon 97205 503-241-0279 
 
Lauren started by addressing the questions from the Planning Commissioners before presenting her PowerPoint. 
 

• When the applicant is at the point of ordering the tower they will perform a load study, this is in reference to the 2 
or 3 branch trees.  From her understanding the only difference between the 2 to 3 branch trees is mostly cost, 
because you are adding 50% more branches.  The three branches per foot design is doable, but Verizon prefers the 
two branch per foot tower design.  If it is the recommendation of the Planning Commission that they install the 
three branch per foot tower then Verizon will comply.   

 
• Existing site decommissioning.  The way leases are set up there is an initial lease period and then it renews every 

5 to 10 years depending on how it was originally negotiated.  It is the discretion of both the landlord and the 
tenant, which was Verizon at that time, if they want to end the lease.  In this situation the landlord, International 
Paper, does not want to continue letting Verizon lease part of their space and has asked them to decommission 
their site, which will be happening soon. 
 

• Storm drain.  This is something Lauren will need to have one of her Engineers look into, but will have this done 
before the next session.  Commissioner Koivula added that there is a storm drain facility roughly 80’ east of the 
proposed tower, and it has no connection point. 

 
Ms. Russell presented a PowerPoint presentation that will be submitted in hard copy to staff for the record. 
 
The first map shows the EUG Springfield location, the site that is being decommissioned.  In order to replace that tower, 
there is Aster which is west of the site and that is a co-location site which has been approved through the building permit 
process and then the Clearwater, which is to the south of the site that is being discussed tonight.  Springfield has three 
different sectors, covering three different directions.  Aster will replace one of those sectors that will be missing after the 
decommissioning, and Clearwater will be another site and will also increase the coverage for the direct vicinity, once the 
site has been decommissioned.   
 
Next map shows the current capacity with the Springfield site that has not yet been decommissioned: 

• Pink, red and purple colors are good indoors and outdoors 
• Yellow is good data speeds outdoors and fair speeds indoors 
• Green has fair outdoor speeds abut indoor speeds are marginal. 

 
Factors that determined the search area: 

• Current coverage provided by the site to be decommissioned 
• Terrain 
• Population density distribution 

 
The preferred candidate location is the smaller polygon, but because of the site selection factors such as the 
availability of existing towers, the willingness of landowners to lease land, and also the jurisdiction’s requirements for 
where cellular facilities are allowed, most of this was off limits.  Much of the search area is Medium/Low Density 
Residential where you cannot have any towers, so this left a few commercial properties.  Only one of the properties 
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has a landlord that was interested.  Verizon contacted the school district, but they did not want to have any facilities 
on the buildings and that would be the only ones allowed in the Medium Density Residential district, so Verizon was 
left with one candidate which is the property at hand.   
 
• Network traffic requirements 
• Availability of existing towers 
• Willingness of landowners whose properties meet both Verizon’s needs and specifications of the local 

jurisdiction. 
 
Map: EUG Clearwater search area and towers within 5 miles of the proposed site, which shows: 

• RF Search Area;  
• 5 mile radius from EUG Clearwater tower locations;  
• EUG Clearwater;  
• Existing Tower;  
• Verizon site 

 
The dark blue is the search area that was just discussed, which shows the 5-mile radius of all existing towers in the area.  
Verizon starts by checking to see what might be available in the area where they need to build, including co-location sites.  
The nearest tower is almost 1 mile away, which would not give the coverage necessary.  The next nearest location is the 
Aster location, which would provide duplicate coverage.  The third nearest which was the only other site under 2 miles, is 
very close to the Aster co-location site, again providing duplicate coverage. 
 
Capacity/Coverage improvements:  Before and After diagrams:   

• Red/Pink: Excellent to good data coverage both indoors and outdoors; 
• Yellow:  Good data speeds outdoors and fair speeds indoors 
• Green:  Fair outdoor speeds but indoor speeds are marginal 

 
The Clearwater area is in the Red/Pink, which shows they are achieving the goals for coverage.  Because they are going 
into Community Commercial zoned property, they did need to create a stealth design. 
 
Photo of the Proposed Monopine Design - 2 branches per foot.  They will accept the recommendation that a 3-branch per 
foot tree is installed. 
 
Photo Simulations - Overview, which is accurate to the actual tower that will be installed. 
 
Photo looking NE from Jasper Road: Before and After 
 
Photo looking East of Horace Street: Before and After 
 
Photo looking SW from South 42nd Street: Before and After 
 
The most important items for Verizon in designing this tower is to make sure it looks like a real tree with the taper at the 
top so it doesn’t end up flat.  They want to make sure that the antennas are flush mounted against the pole so the branch 
extends beyond it, so it makes the tree look as much like a tree as possible. 

- End of PowerPoint 
 
Commissioner Nelson asked about the co-location site on Main Street, why wouldn’t this be a good co-location?  Lauren 
responded that this specific assignment was not just to provide coverage that would just appear but to extend the coverage 
more south into this area of Springfield, which would be Jasper.  The location just south of the decommissioned site does 
not fulfill their objective. 
 



City of Springfield Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes 
June 2, 2015 
Page 5 
 
Commissioner James responded that he knows there are many manufacturers for the steel cell towers and some that don’t 
really look like a tree, which he added Lauren had covered.  He would like to add that he appreciates Verizon’s stance to 
find a tree where the antennas don’t protrude through the branches.  The examples Lauren has given the Planning 
Commission are good examples of newer technology that is much more pleasing to look at, more natural looking.  Lauren 
responded that this was the goal of Verizon. 
 
TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT 
 
None 
 
TESTIMONY OF THOSE OPPOSED 
 

• Scott Jackson, 4105 Jasper Road  Springfield, Oregon 97478  541-726-5880 
His father lives at 4123 Jasper Road, he also has a rental at 804 South 42nd Street, which is one lot away from the 
Relief Nursery.  Mr. Jackson and his father have spoken to both Andy Limbird and the applicant Lauren Russell 
to talk through the issues that they have with this siting.  They also visited the site in Glenwood that has a 
monopine tree.  Lauren indicated to both Mr. Jackson and his farther that the tree in Glenwood is not the same as 
Verizon is submitting for this project.  Mr. Jackson asked Lauren where one might be located that they are 
recommending for this new site.  Lauren located one in Central Point that they could go look at.  Mr. Jackson and 
his father went to Central Point on Saturday May 30.  The site is located on property owned by the Boy Scouts of 
America and it has a 100’ tree, which he believes is the 2-branch per foot tree.  Mr. Jackson advised they were not 
impressed with the needles on the tree, it looked like a pine tree.  Lauren sent Mr. Jackson and his father a copy of 
Larson’s product outline and he would ask to see a sample of the Sequoia Tree, he would love to go and 
personally see one, he doesn’t really know where one is located.   
 
He would prefer that this be located in more of a Commercial Zoned area.  There are a lot of homes in this area, 
the City of Springfield has built 100’s of homes since the Jasper Road and the 42nd Street improvements, property 
owners have given up 15’ of property, they pay for sidewalk improvements and they believe it is a residential 
neighborhood even though they understand that it is really zoned community commercial. 
 
He also indicated that the pictures of SIM 1 and SIM 2 and the angles are just not accurate, the only one that he 
saw as accurate was SIM 3. 
 
They asked if they could get some addresses that this type of Mono-pine so they could go and see what they look 
like.  They were intending to visit California the following week and could look at some along the way, if 
possible. 

 
• James (Jim) Jackson 4123 Jasper Road, Springfield, Oregon 97478 541-337-1369 

Supports his son regarding this topic. He thinks it’s important that we have a facility that people can see.  He 
supports his son. 

 
TESTIMONY OF THOSE NEUTRAL 
 

• Kelly Sutherland executive director at the Relief Nursery 850 South 42nd Street; Springfield, Oregon 97478; 541-
343-9706 
 
Ms. Sutherland wants the Commission to understand the location of the tower, and that the Relief Nursery 
building is the closest structure to the tower.  There is also a path that runs adjacent to the Relief Nursery building 
and connects to the Mt. Vernon Pre-school.  Parents and their children walk up and down this path every single 
day for pre-school, and our children play in the playground next to the building.  She understood from Andy that 
there is no real cause to make the medical issue or health concerns as part of any contrary argument for this siting, 
but she also knows that we don’t test on children.  There have been no tests on the effects of these towers on 
children that are outside near these towers on a regular basis, either living nearby or being cared for.  She wants to 
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make sure that everybody at the meeting understands how close this facility will be to the Relief Nursery, and the 
children that will be playing nearby.  
 
Another issue that was noted at the meeting is the diesel back-up generator.  Her question is related to the 
drinking water which is hugely significant for those in that area.  The other concern is the noise this generator 
would make and she has no idea how loud it could be.  She would hope that the applicant could adequately 
address these issues before making any decisions. 
 
She also wants to urge the Commission to consider other locations, and if there any other locations available.  
She’s not suggesting that it’s a problem, and she’s not here to petition the applicant, but rather here to raise these 
issues to make sure that everyone knows the siting of this tower is right there, looking right out the window of the 
building.  Perhaps even on the same plot there is a way to position the tower so it is just a little farther away. 
 
 

SUMMATION BY STAFF 
 
Andy in summation reiterated that staff is recommending approval, consistent with the report in front of the Commission.  
A recommended condition of approval is to modify the design from a 2 branch per foot to a 3 branch per foot style which 
is intended to address the compatibility with other actual trees that are found in the vicinity and the community.  It will 
address some of the concerns about being conspicuous and visible from areas in the perimeter.  Staff’s observation is that 
the intent of this facility is to become integrated with future commercial development on the street frontages of Horace 
Street, Jasper Road, and South 42nd Street.  Having the facility sited as it is will allow it to be in the back of future 
development that will be occurring on these sites. 
 
The applicant has located the facility such that it does not prevent future development to the remainder of the site.  There 
are constraints to relocating it, and presumably property owners would express the same concerns about affecting future 
land development potential if it is relocated.  There is some adjustment potential but the location has been selected to 
allow for future development on the north side of Horace Street at such time as the street connects through.  The most 
viable commercial development space would be immediately accessible portions along both sides of the street. 
 
Staff recommends approval of the Discretionary Use permit, with attached conditions.  The applicant does have a noise 
study that was submitted as part of the application materials and the noise study found that the generation of noise by the 
cooling fans that are required for the electronic equipment shelter would not create a noise above allowable levels.  The 
noise study that was done determined that there is a certain amount of traffic associated with South 42nd Street and Jasper 
Road, and these elevate some of the ambient noise levels in the area.  A cooling fan similar to a household air 
conditioning unit does not present a noise that would be untoward in the neighborhood, and because it is separated by 
distance from the nearest residence this also diminishes the noise.   
 
The applicant is also looking to plant vegetation surrounding the facility, which will offer deadening of the noise as the 
vegetation matures.  All of these factors in the siting and design of the facility are intended to address the criteria, which 
include the noise and some nearby properties. 
 
Andy pointed out that there was a question about the Drinking Water Protection Plan, through this staff review and 
Springfield Utility Board (SUB) review of the Drinking Water Protection Permit they will be requirement for a secondary 
area containment on site, so in the event that there is a diesel fuel spill or s breach of the tank, there will be provision for it 
to be kept on site and to be cleaned up. There will also be a requirement that the applicant will need to periodically run the 
generator in order to refresh the diesel, and to maintain the system, this would not be dis-similar to an engine of a vehicle 
operating a diesel truck in their driveway, as an example.  
 
Staff is recommending continuance of the hearing to June 16, 2015. 
 
Commissioner James asked what the setback from the trail that runs from South 42nd Street between the Relief Nursery?  
Andy answered that he believes it is 55’ to 60’from the tower.  James also asked how big the fenced enclosure is?  Andy 



City of Springfield Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes 
June 2, 2015 
Page 7 
 
responded that the applicant’s proposed lease area will be approximately a 45’ x 40’ site. According to a diagram the 
tower is about 54’ from the property line and the path is setback into the property approximately 8’ to 10’, so it should be 
about 60-plus feet between the tower itself and the path.  The fenced enclosure is closer at 40’ away from the fence line.  
The equipment enclosure is within the fenced compound.  Andy added that he doesn’t believe the fence is the area of 
concern, he believes it’s the tower itself.   
 
Commissioner Landen asked about the diesel generator noise and asked if there are any plans to suppress the noise made 
by the diesel engines.  Andy believes that the applicant’s noise study includes provision for muffling of the noise.  The 
exhaust equipment will be equipped with mufflers to mitigate the noise from the generating being fired.  He doesn’t know 
the difference of the noise output for the diesel versus natural gas fired generators; he suspects that they are similar but not 
identical.  The natural gas fired generator would also produce noise.  The concern was less about the noise as the fuel 
from the Fire Department and the SUB Water perspective as well as staff’s perspective. 
 
Commissioner James asked if Andy indicated that the generator would be fired on a periodical regular basis to keep the 
fuel fresh.  Commissioner James remembers in the staff report that it would done weekly.  One of the pieces that he is 
concerned about is when that should occur, this should not be done when the children are exiting or entering the school 
along the pathway, or during times when it would be disruptive to kids on playground and things of that nature because of 
its proximity.  Andy responded that he does not have information as to the maintenance schedule.  He imagined that it 
would be day time hours because it would be limited by the City’s noise regulations.  There might be an opportunity here 
for the applicant to look at the timing to minimize disruption in the neighborhood.  The intent would be to minimize 
conflicts with passersby, children in the area, operating hours of both the schools and the Relief Nursery, so there might 
be windows of time where there won’t be the same conflicts. 
 
Commissioner Moe, his thoughts are that the only time the generator would be running would be during an emergency, 
testing or scheduled maintenance, so he doesn’t feel there would be much conflict. 
 
REBUTTAL FROM APPLICANT 
 
The applicant Lauren Russell clarified the noise of the generator because Verizon went back and forth between natural gas 
and diesel so they actually have a report for both.  The difference per decibels that each produce is negligible.  The most 
that the generator would produce is 76 decibels at 23’ with a critical grade muffler, but because of the way it’s being 
located the actual decibels that would be received on the north property line, which is the Relief Nursery, would be lower.  
The generator is within the shelter and the engine air discharge around the exhaust would be on the south side and not 
facing the north side where the Relief Nursery is located.  The generator’s air intake is on the east side.  Based on the 
design considerations and the distance between its location and the property to the north, the decibel level will be 55 
which is below the 60 dBa which is required by the Springfield Development Code.  Generally they test once every week 
for 15 minutes.  This is a cycle and it’s often scheduled for 10:00 a.m., but Lauren knows in situations where there is a 
location that could be concerned with the noise, they can change the time of day to make sure it does not cause 
disturbances. 
 
CONSIDERATION OF REQUEST FOR CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING, EXTENSION OF 
RECORD 
 
Commissioner James motioned that the record and hearing be continued to June 16, 2015.  Seconded by Commissioner 
Moe. 6:0:1 absent. 
 
Ms. King confirmed that the Planning Commission could take additional testimony, since the Commission has not taken a 
vote. 
 
ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY 

 
• Scott Jackson asked for clarification regarding the Sequoia Branches, he would like clarification on whether or 

not the picture in the staff report is the exact tree the applicant is referring to, and also asked Lauren to be able to 
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find a site where he and his father can go see one of the monopines that have been installed.  He would like to get 
clarification on all these items. 
  

• Kelly Sutherland, wanted to say thank you for the Commission’s remarks and considering the children.  It’s clear 
that the children are important to the Commission.  The 10:00 a.m. backup generator test and changing that to a 
later time during the day would be beneficial, even though it is only 15 minutes at 10:00 once a week.  This is the 
time the children are scheduled to be outside, so this would be extremely helpful. 

 
Lauren indicated that because the Planning Commission allowed additional testimony, they would need to make and vote 
on the hearing and a motion to approve, approve with conditions, deny, or continue the hearing. 
 

 
REDO of MOTION TO APPROVE, APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS, OR DENY 
 

MOTION TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OR APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS OR DENIAL OF THE 
REQUEST BASED ON STAFF REPORT AND ORAL/WRITTEN TESTIMONY. 
 
MOTION: 
 
Commissioner James motioned that the record and the hearing remain open until June 16, 2015, seconded by 
Commissioner Moe.  6:0:1 absent 
 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS FROM COMMISSION 
 

Commissioner James thinks it is important that the Commission addresses the issue and enter into the public record 
the drawing of the tree and the concerns voiced by Mr. Jackson, and reassured Mr. Jackson that it is part of this 
public record.  The Commission will be having the subsequent hearing on June 16, 2015 and realizes that it is 
important that the applicant bring forward more information regarding on how the proposed tree is going to look. 

 
 

REPORT OF COUNCIL ACTION: 
 

• None 
 
BUSINESS FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

• None 
 
 
BUSINESS FROM THE DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
 

• None 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:46 p.m. 
 
Minutes Recorder – Brenda Jones 
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       ______________________ 
       Tim Vohs 
       Planning Commission Chair 
 
Attest: 
 
____________________ 
Brenda Jones 
Management Support Specialist 
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