
AGENDA  ITEM  SUMMARY Meeting Date: 6/4/2019 
 Meeting Type: Regular Meeting 
 Staff Contact/Dept.: Andy Limbird 
 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: Encourage Economic Development and 
Revitalization through Community 
Partnerships  

ITEM TITLE:  REQUEST FOR METRO PLAN DIAGRAM AMENDMENT AND ZONE CHANGE FOR 13.6 
ACRES OF PROPERTY AT 3522 & 3530 GAME FARM ROAD, CASES 811-19-000065-TYP4 
AND 811-19-000066-TYP3 
  

ACTION 
REQUESTED: 

Consider the written record for the proceedings, as extended, and public testimony from the public 
hearing, deliberate toward an Order and Recommendation to City Council or provide staff 
direction on next steps on the proposal to amend the adopted Metro Plan diagram, Gateway 
Refinement Plan diagram, and Springfield Zoning Map.   
 

ISSUE 
STATEMENT: 

At the conclusion of the Public Hearing on May 21, 2019 the Planning Commission held the 
written record open for additional public submittals for 7 days, concluding on May 28, 2019.  The 
Commission also allowed an additional 7 days for the applicant to respond in writing prior to or at 
the June 4, 2019 meeting.   
 

ATTACHMENTS: 1. Staff Response to Questions Posed During May 21, 2019 Public Hearing  
2. Public Comments Received During Open Record Period Concluding May 28, 2019 
3. Draft Meeting Minutes from May 21, 2019 Planning Commission Meeting (for reference only) 

  
DISCUSSION: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Submittals received during the open record period have been collected and are attached hereto for 
the Planning Commission’s consideration.  The information has also been forwarded to the 
Applicant and the Applicant’s Counsel for consideration.  The applicant’s written rebuttal and 
response, if any, will be provided to the Planning Commission at or before the June 4, 2019 
meeting.  Other public comments and testimony received after May 28, 2019 will be forwarded to 
the City Council and are not part of the Planning Commission record.  
 
Staff has prepared brief responses to questions posed during the May 21, 2019 hearing in 
Attachment 1 of this packet.  Brief summaries of the verbal and written testimony submitted into 
the record up to May 21, 2019 were included in the packet on May 21.  Depending upon the 
direction provided by the Planning Commission, staff will prepare additional findings to support 
the Planning Commission’s Recommendation to City Council that can be reviewed and approved 
by the Commission at an upcoming meeting. 
  
The minutes from the May 21, 2019 Planning Commission meeting are being provided in 
Attachment 3 as a reference to aid the Commission in recalling the testimony received at that 
meeting.  The minutes are in draft form only and will come to the Commission for formal approval 
at a later meeting. 
 

 





Questions from the May 21, 2019 Public Hearing Meeting 
 

Q.1 What City tax dollars and resources will be used to assist residents with relocation when the park 
closes, or to provide welfare assistance and cover medical expenses for residents? 

 
A. The City has not set aside funds to directly assist residents with a mobile home park closure.  The City 

recognizes that many of our residents in manufactured homes face a strong risk of displacement.  In 
2016, with assistance from Oregon Solutions the City convened local, state, and federal partners in 
developing a coordinated response which resulted in the creation of a Local Agency Toolkit and a 
Declaration of Cooperation that memorializes the commitments made by the participants and aligning 
available resources.  If there is a closure of a park, the City would draw on the resources and technical 
assistance of the Manufactured Home Park Solutions Collaborative.  Patrick Wingard, a member of the 
Governor’s Regional Solutions Team, provided testimony that there may be financial resources 
available from the State of Oregon to help the City.   

 
Q.2  Why haven’t the residents been given the right of first refusal to purchase the park?  There are local 

agencies that can assist with park conversion from a landlord-owned facility to a resident-owned 
cooperative. 

 
Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 90.842 through 90.850 requires owners of manufactured dwelling 
parks to provide notice of an owner’s interest in selling the park before the owner places the park on 
the market. This provision applies if the owner offers the park for sale or otherwise attempts to 
transfer ownership; residents would have an opportunity to compete to purchase the park.  The 
statute does not provide for a true “right of first refusal,” but allows residents the opportunity to 
compete to purchase the park.  The requirements in ORS 90.842 et seq. were adopted in 2014 and took 
effect on January 1, 2015, after the property was purchased by the current owner.  Therefore, the 
statutory requirements were not in effect when the park was last offered for sale.  
 
In this case, the property is proposed for redevelopment, not resale.  The owner would still be required 
to comply with ORS 90.842 through 90.850 upon sale of the property, even if the plan designation and 
zoning of the park change from Low Density Residential to Mixed Use/Commercial Mixed Use.   

 
Q.3 If the park is to close, consider adding the following conditions:  1) provide more than 365-day notice to 

the residents; 2) owner developer to provide fair market compensation to home owners; 3) park 
management to stop increasing rent each year thereby allowing residents a chance to save for future 
relocation costs; and  4) re-examine the traffic study that does not account for problems that would 
occur with the rezoning, and it does not account for existing and future traffic problems on Game Farm 
Road. 

 
A. The City Council may impose conditions of approval on the final decision as long as the conditions are 

the minimum necessary to ensure compliance with the criteria of approval and do not conflict with 
state or federal law, including constitutional requirements.   As explained in more detail in the 
Commission Briefing Memorandum in the May 21, 2019 packet, the types of conditions described in 
(1) and (2) are not legally permissible:  (1) the notice of park closure is unrelated to the criteria of 
approval, and already governed by state law, and (2) requiring the owner to pay a sum of money to 
residents would likely be an unconstitutional exaction in exchange for development approval.  
Condition (3) constitutes rent control, which is prohibited under ORS 91.225. Regarding Condition (4) 
and the traffic issues, queueing analysis for traffic lights is not a capacity or performance variable in 
determining whether a zone change has a significant effect on an intersection.  Also, the perceived 
traffic issues on Game Farm Road is a pre-existing condition for a non-conforming driveway that does 
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not meet current Code requirements for setback from an intersection of a collector and arterial street.  
More on the Traffic Study is found in Questions 7 and 8 below. 

 
Q.4 Does Springfield have adequate numbers of housing units at price ranges that are commensurate with 

the financial capabilities of Patrician residents?   
 

A. According to the City’s Residential Land and Housing Needs Analysis conducted in 2011, there were 
available housing units in all demographic and income categories and sufficient buildable land to 
accommodate needed housing at all income levels during the planning period through 2030.  Since 
that time, various housing projects have been completed including low-income, multi-family, and 
single-family developments.  The numbers of housing units and the overall population increase has not 
met forecasts.  The City’s affordable housing strategy developed over the last 2 ½ years has identified 
a lack of available housing throughout the housing continuum.  However, this analysis is not part of 
the City’s acknowledged comprehensive plan and does not alter the City’s acknowledged compliance 
with Goal 10 through the City’s adopted comprehensive plans and land use regulations.   
 
Public testimony has provided self-reported information about the income levels and financial 
capabilities of Patrician residents;  in addition to anecdotal information provided in written testimony 
and at the public hearing.  Based on the self-reported testimony, at least 22 out of 81 households 
currently residing at the Patrician are low-, very-low, or extremely-low income.   Affordable housing is 
defined as housing that is priced so that these households pay not more than 30 percent of gross total 
income on housing and utilities.  There is only anecdotal evidence in the record that the cost of housing 
and utilities at the Patrician meets the 30 percent affordability level. 

 
Q.5 Does Springfield have flexibility of housing location, type, and density for residents with the same 

financial capabilities as those Patrician residents?   
 

A. There was anecdotal testimony that Patrician residents believe there is not suitable substitute housing 
currently available. Self-reported information about Patrician residents’ financial capabilities state 
that within in the Patrician there are at least 3 extremely-low income households, 11 very-low income 
households, and 8 low-income households.    
 
The maps provided in the May 21, 2019 regular session packet show the City’s most recent analysis of 
affordable housing options in the City as of September, 2016.  As explained above, these maps were 
not adopted as part of the City’s Goal 10 inventory and are not part of the acknowledged 
comprehensive plan.  The 2011 Residential Land and Housing Needs Analysis determined that there 
was an adequate supply of housing and buildable land to meet the City’s need for housing at all 
income levels through the end of the planning period in 2030.   Chapter 5 of the Residential Land and 
Housing Needs Analysis determined the need for housing for all income levels through 2030, and 
Chapter 6 compared the needs to the existing supply of housing and buildable land, which found that 
there was enough land within the UGB to accommodate needed housing through 2030.  Land supply 
does not automatically translate into housing units as the construction of housing units depends on 
property owners willing and able to develop the land.  The City zones land to encourage a variety of 
housing locations, types, and densities, but again, the actual housing built depends on developers’ 
preferences and capabilities.  As explained in the Staff Report, the proposed redesignation and zone 
change retains enough surplus Low Density Residential (LDR) land within the City’s UGB to 
accommodate needed housing for low-income households.   
 
The Springfield Development Code does provide the opportunity for development in a variety of 
locations, types, and densities.   Changes to the Springfield Development Code were adopted in 2013 
to implement the Springfield 2030 Refinement Plan Residential Land Use and Housing Element to 
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ensure that the land use regulations were consistent with the City’s obligation to provide needed 
housing for all income levels.  Both the Residential Land and Housing Needs Analysis and the City’s 
implementing land use regulations adopted in 2013 have been acknowledged to comply with the 
statewide planning goals, including Goal 10.  Manufactured dwelling parks, mobile homes, and 
residential trailers are permitted uses within LDR-zoned property. 

 
Q.6 Why does it make sense to remove existing affordable housing from the City’s inventory and from the 

existing housing stock?   
 

A. The applicant is not required to maintain the current manufactured dwelling park even if the existing 
zoning is retained.  The applicant’s planner testified that the property owner plans to redevelop the 
site.  It is a matter of which zoning scenario the site redevelopment occurs under:  Low Density 
Residential or Mixed Use Commercial.  As pointed out in the prior staff report, and echoed by the 
applicant and several people providing testimony opposing the rezoning, whether the plan designation 
and zone change are approved is a matter of prioritizing policies that support maintaining the low-
density residential designation or adopting a designation that allows for more of a mix of uses.       

 
Q.7  At the May 7 meeting, questions were posed about the Traffic Study and the reliance on future 

transportation projects by the City or ODOT.  Some roads don’t meet the City’s and state’s standards at 
the present time, for traffic jams, and if the applications are approved and any type of development 
goes ahead, [and] then the [transportation] projects aren’t completed what would be the impacts on 
traffic?  Reasonable assumption would be that it would degrade the transportation system. 

 
A. Contrary to drivers’ and residents’ perceptions of the Gateway area, the proposal would not degrade 

intersection standards below acceptable performance standards with the proposed zone change, as 
shown by the applicant’s “Day of Opening” traffic analysis.  The intersections in the Gateway area are 
currently operating at acceptable performance standards.  Based on the applicant’s traffic analysis, 
overall traffic volume would increase with site redevelopment under a mixed use commercial scenario, 
but it does not trigger state Transportation Planning Rule findings of significant affect.   
 
Both the City and ODOT have reviewed and accepted the applicant’s traffic study which relies on 
projects identified for completion within the 20 year planning horizon of the City’s Transportation 
System Plan (TSP), in full conformance with the requirements of the Transportation Planning Rule 
(TPR).  The applicant’s traffic analysis addresses the requirements of the TPR.  The overall assumptions 
also are consistent with provisions of the TPR.  Staff advises that queueing analysis at signalized 
intersections is not a capacity or performance variable in determining whether a zone change has a 
significant effect on an intersection.  Within the 20-year planning horizon of the City’s adopted TSP, 
improvements called for in the Plan will ensure that intersections will continue to operate within 
acceptable performance standards.  The City and ODOT have made an affirmative finding that the 
projects relied upon by the applicant in the TSP’s planning horizon are likely to be built.  In the event 
that the rezoning goes through and the site redevelops, the City and/or ODOT would be responsible for 
mitigation measures if the supporting transportation system is degraded or local intersections fall 
below acceptable performance standards. 
   

Q.8 Under the [prior] amendment to the Gateway Refinement Plan (Ord. 6109) there is a direct call for 
transportation improvements to be open to travel by the motoring public at the time they are needed 
to support development.  Is that still a requirement? 

 
A. As stated above and discussed briefly at the May 21 meeting, the requirements for TPR analysis have 

changed since adoption of Ordinance 6109 in 2005.  Ordinance 6109 was adopted after remand of an 
earlier City decision to approve plan amendments to facilitate development of the Riverbend Hospital 
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by the Oregon Court of Appeals in Jaqua v. City of Springfield, 193 Or App 573 (2004).  The Oregon 
Court of Appeals held that the TPR required the City to ensure that the development would not cause 
or accelerate failure of a transportation facility within the planning period.  The proposed Riverbend 
development was found to “significantly affect” a transportation facility during the planning period, 
and so mitigation measures were required to be constructed at the same time as development. 
 
However, the current proposal is different than the context surrounding Ordinance 6109:  the TPR was 
amended in 2005 directly as a result of the Jaqua decision.  Currently, the TPR only requires 
governments to assess whether planned facilities (those expected to be constructed during the 
planning period) are adequate to meet needs at the end of the planning period.  Thus, the applicant 
can rely upon projects that are identified for likely completion within the TSP planning horizon instead 
of ensuring the improvements are constructed prior to the site opening or commencing operations. 
  

Q.9 Implementation of Goal 10:  methods and devices of implementation and impacts to lower income 
households should include discussion of zoning, land use controls, etc.  Is a consideration of impact to 
lower income households a precursor to any zoning changes? 

 
A. Goal 10 does not specifically require the City to evaluate the impact of a plan amendment and zone 

change on lower income households, provided the redesignation and rezoning action analyzes the 
potential impact to the City’s overall residential land inventory (at the time of comprehensive plan 
amendment).  The language cited above from Goal 10 is part of the Goal 10 Guidelines, which are 
intended to be instructive, directional, and positive suggestions for implementing Goal 10, but are not 
a binding part of the Statewide Planning Goals.  
 
Lower income households are assumed to comprise a proportion of the overall existing and future 
residential dwelling units in all three residential zoning districts (Low Density Residential - LDR, 
Medium Density Residential - MDR and High Density Residential - HDR).   Based on the analysis done in 
2011, the City’s overall residential land inventory can accommodate housing units suitable for all 
income levels and dwelling types - provided there are adequate amounts of LDR, MDR, and HDR land 
suitable for development or redevelopment maintained in the inventory.  However, according to Table 
5-29, “Estimate of needed dwelling units by income level, Springfield, 2010-2030” in the Springfield 
Housing Needs Analysis, manufactured dwellings in parks are the only ownership option available to 
households with an income at 50% or less of the Median Family Income and manufactured dwellings 
in parks are only allowed on property zoned LDR. 

 
Q.10 [The Gateway Refinement Plan] calls for residential development on remaining vacant land and there 

should be a maintenance of approximate balances among LDR, MDR and HDR lands.  Has the balance 
changed significantly between the LDR, MDR and HDR since 1992?  Is there an analysis of the ratios and 
at what point is there a significant change in the ratios making things not necessarily in compliance with 
the [Refinement Plan]? 

  
A. Prior to 2005, part of Goal 2 of the Residential Element of the Gateway Refinement Plan stated that it 

was a goal of the refinement plan to “[m]aintain approximately the existing balance among LDR-, 
MDR-, and HDR-designated lands is a goal of the Residential Element of the Gateway Refinement 
Plan.”  However, Goal 2 was amended by Ordinance 6109 to now state that the refinement plan goal 
is to “[e]nsure availability of adequate supplies of land appropriate for low-, medium-, and high-
density residential development, while allowing for an appropriate mix of commercial, employment, 
and residential uses.”  Thus, the Gateway Refinement Plan no longer calls for maintaining the balance 
that existing in 1992, as long as an adequate supply of LDR, MDR, and HDR land is maintained.   
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There have been several redesignation and rezoning actions undertaken since the Gateway 
Refinement Plan was adopted in 1992 affecting the availability of residentially-designated lands within 
the Refinement Plan area.  Ordinance 5708 adopted in 1993 changed the designation of 
approximately 3 acres from MDR to Community Commercial.  Ordinance 6060 adopted in 2003 
changed the designation of 1.2 acres from MDR to Neighborhood Commercial.  Of most significance is 
the adoption of Ordinance 6109 in 2005 that changed approximately 99 acres of MDR to Community 
Commercial and Mixed Use to allow for development of a hospital, associated medical, office retail 
and residential uses to preserve the potential for nodal development.  Ordinance 6395 adopted on 
January 22, 2019 redesignated and rezoned 1 acre of land from LDR to MDR.  Ordinance 6400 adopted 
on April 15, 2019, redesignated and rezoned approximately 3.4 acres of LDR just east of the subject 
property along Deadmond Ferry Road to 0.63 acres of MDR and 2.78 acres of HDR.  Overall, the City 
still has available vacant or partially-developed LDR, MDR, and HDR designated land within the 
Refinement Plan area.   

 
Q.11 Is a single family residential area considered an anomaly in an area of more intensive development?  

Or, should intensive new development need to be revised, mitigated or denied if it presented a conflict, 
and is that a reasonable conclusion to the statements that require mitigation, etc.? 

 
A. This question raises a matter of policy and plan interpretation that is for the Planning Commission and 

City Council to determine.  Any new development in the Gateway Refinement Plan area, especially 
sites within the Campus Industrial zoning district, would be evaluated for potential impacts at the time 
of land use approval.  The nature of the Campus Industrial zoning district provides some mitigation of 
impacts compared with other industrial districts because it prohibits outdoor storage and displays, 
activities that generate noise or odors, and activities that require active transport of materials such as 
manufacturing, resource processing, and fabrication. 

 
Q.12  Is a finding needed on preservation of existing trees? 
 

A. According to the Gateway Refinement Plan and other City inventories, there are no significant historic 
or natural resources identified on the subject property.  Preservation of existing trees would be at the 
discretion of the property owner based on future redevelopment plans.  Removal of more than five 
trees greater than 5-inches in diameter over any 12-month period would require a Tree Felling Permit. 

 
Q.13 We’ve heard testimony of residents from Patrician Park describing themselves as mostly low income 

including seniors and people with disabilities.  Has there been a survey of the actual income and 
expenses for these residents to see if they are part of a low income demographic?  Applicant has access 
to rental and lease documents so would they be able to get that information to the Commission to 
assist us in our decision making.   

 
A. The applicant has advised that financial information obtained as part of the residents’ lease 

application process is kept confidential.  Any details on the income demographic would need to be 
volunteered by the residents themselves.  Public testimony includes the results of a survey conducted 
by residents that provided some self-reported information about incomes as explained in the 
responses to Questions 4 and 5, above. 
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Q.14 Residential Land and Housing Policies:  Patrician Park is in compliance with the densities.  Foster 
housing choice and affordability – talks about some type of inventory and collection of baseline data.  
I’m not sure if we have that inventory given to us.        

 
A. As discussed briefly at the meeting on May 21 and outlined in Question 4 above, the City has available 

baseline data in the 2011 study by ECONorthwest (Residential Land and Housing Needs Analysis) 
attached to Ordinance 6168 as Exhibit B. 

 
Q.15 Have we heard from the four property owners in the northeast corner of the neighborhood?  Can we 

get testimony from them or have we received testimony from them? 
 

A. As discussed briefly at the meeting on May 21, notification was provided to the property owners along 
the northeast edge of the Patrician Mobile Home Park and no verbal or written responses were 
received.  Another round of notification will be sent to the subject properties in August for the City 
Council public hearing meeting scheduled for September 3, 2019.   The City cannot individually solicit 
testimony from specific members of the public for this type of quasi-judicial land use decision. 
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To: City of Springfield Planning Commission  

City of Springfield City Council  

Department of Public Works  

 

From: Patrician Residents Jo Manning, Joelle Sherman, Kris O’Driscoll, Susan Stoltenborg, Rita Baird 

Date:  May 28, 2019  

Re:  ADDITIONAL Testimony 

Patrician Mobile Home Park Planning Case 811-19-000065-TYP4  

As residents of the Patrician, we would like to provide ADDITIONAL testimony in response to the 

application submitted to the City by Urban Transitions LLC seeking to amend the Metro Plan and the 

Gateway Refinement Plan from Low Density Residential (LDR) to Mixed Use Commercial (MUC). The 

approval of the proposed change would undermine many of the goals Springfield is trying to achieve to 

meet the housing needs of ALL of its citizens. Additionally, there are questions that demand answers 

before a final decision is made. 

GOAL 10 – Cities must have plans that encourage the availability of adequate numbers of needed 

housing units at price ranges and rent levels which are commensurate with the financial capabilities of 

Oregon households and allow for flexibility of housing location, type and density.  

We ask that the city provide findings that demonstrate minimal impact on low income households before 

a decision can be made.  In addition, we would urge the PC to require the City to produce an inventory 

report to show there are feasible alternative options at different income levels for Patrician residents. 

The 2011 Springfield Residential Land and Housing Needs Analysis (RLANA), states that Springfield 

will need to provide 3,552 dwelling units of single-family types. According to the Oregon Housing 

Community Services, there are significant deficits of affordable housing for people at lower income 

levels. Is there an updated version of these statistics and how would dissolving an existing park with 130 

residents impact these statistics? 

For households below 50% AMI (Average Monthly Income), there is a shortage of 17,595 units in Lane 

County. Eliminating the Patrician MHP without replacement will increase this number. According to 

Springfield’s Housing Needs Analysis or households with AMI’s between 30-50%, manufactured homes 

in parks is the ONLY affordable housing type for homeownership.  

Residents of the Patrician will not be able to find a living situation comparable with what we currently 

have. Over 55+ MHP homes listed for sale in Springfield/Eugene range in price from 54,900 for a 1979, 

2 bed, 2 bath, to $159,000 for a 1996, 3 bed, 2 bath and $135,900 for a 2018, 3 bed, 2 bath home.  The 

park rents range from $525 to $658 per month without utilities.   

We cannot afford to purchase land and buy a new home because most of us invested our life savings into 

our forever homes which are now worthless. This forces us to start over - in our retirement. Are we 

supposed to go back into the workforce in our 60s, 70s, 80s and 90s and work minimum wage jobs to try 

and maintain a new residence that we didn’t want to move to in the first place? The housing that Mr. 

Boyles may build will not be affordable for most of us because of our fixed incomes. There are other 
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mobile home parks, but with waiting lists of up to two years to get into if we could even afford to buy a 

home in. Many have already invested in a home with whatever savings we had.  

METRO PLAN - Residential Land Use and Housing Element  

Provide viable residential communities so all residents can choose sound, affordable housing that meets 

individual needs. Nothing in the Metro Plan suggests that this be accomplished by eliminating existing 

affordable housing in established neighborhoods especially those with access to services.  

 

Policy A.20 Encourage home ownership of all housing types, particularly for low-income households. 

Changing the land use designation to mixed use/commercial is in conflict with Policy A.20, which states 

As demonstrated in the RLANA, the only housing type that is possible for home ownership for 

households below 50% of AMI is mobile homes. Eliminating these homes will reduce homeownership 

opportunities and discourage others at low income levels from purchasing mobile homes in Springfield 

in the future.  

 

Affordable, Special Need, and Fair Housing This section of the Metro Plan acknowledges the housing 

problems experienced by special needs populations, which includes elderly and disabled. Many of us are 

at a monetary disadvantage in addition to being elderly, disabled and dying – literally. We live from 

social security check to social security check and many would not eat if not for food stamps and other 

public assistance programs. We have already heard stories of some who will be forced into 

homelessness and they are experiencing stress-related illness and hopelessness. 

 

THE SPRINGFIELD 2030 REFINEMENT PLAN– Residential Land Use and Housing Element  
 

HG-2 Foster Housing Choice and Affordability - to provide a range of housing choices for people of all 

income and household types. Availability of affordable housing choices for different household types is 

a key component of a livable community. The owner’s intent to develop this park into a conference 

center/hospitality/tourist attraction is opposed to Policy H-10 and since development would eliminate 

affordable housing options, his intent is also inconsistent with HG-2. 

Policy H-10 encourages the development of affordable housing in locations with transit, employment, 

shopping, health care, recreational services. Where in the application does the applicant mention an 

interest in creating housing, let alone affordable housing? Is his only plan in making money without 

consideration for the well-being of the current residents and their needs?  

HG-3 To minimize displacement of low-income residents as neighborhoods develop. Your approval of 

rezoning will cause ALL of us to abandon our homes and leave us with 0 value for our investments. 

There is no mention of affordable housing for lower income levels in the application for rezoning. To 

get into another park, we would need 3x the space rent to qualify and monthly rent is supposed to be 

one-third of income. Who are we kidding? Many will not qualify. 

Policy H-10.3 The City must continue to develop strategies to repair, preserve and improve the existing 

supply of affordable housing and enhance existing affordable neighborhoods. Bulldozing 13 acres and 

75+ affordable houses eliminates an entire existing neighborhood that meets this criteria –This is not a 

trailer park where homes are dilapidated and beyond repair. We take care of our investments. How does 

this meet your strategies? 
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Policy H-2 To protect and enhance existing single-family neighborhoods  

We are currently near shopping, a hospital, a memory center and there will soon be an assisted living 

center built within a block of our 55+ park. Why would you want to approve of a convention center or 

trendy housing/shopping redevelopment in this area?  It makes no sense. We have everything we need 

including beautiful old trees, a large variety of local birds, gardens and accessible transportation to local 

shopping. Springfield is in a network of age-friendly communities and has no draw for tourists unless 

they want to watch elders with oxygen tubes make their way in ambulances, wheelchairs and walkers to 

the hospital. Why not let us grow old in a place where we feel safe or extend a helping hand above and 

beyond the monies currently offered? 

 

GATEWAY REFINEMENT PLAN GOAL 5 1.0 of the Policies and Implementation Actions is about 

maintaining and enhancing the livability of existing area neighborhoods. A change in land use/zoning 

that eliminates our neighborhood is contradictory with this goal. There is no replacement for our 

neighborhood.  

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT FUNDS  Springfield uses Federal Community 

Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds and HOME Investment Partnership Program funds from HUD 

to assist with affordable housing development, housing-related services, neighborhood revitalization, 

public improvements and downtown redevelopment. The primary purpose IS TO BENEFIT LOW AND 

MODERATE INCOME PERSONS and to meet an URGENT need posing a serious and immediate 

threat to the health or welfare of the community where other resources are not available. 

WE NEED ANSWERS We ask the city of Springfield to:  

1. Provide findings to demonstrate minimal impact on low income households before a decision to 

rezone is considered.  

2. Produce an inventory to show there are feasible alternative options at different income levels for 

Patrician residents. 

3. Regarding how many homes are built on developed land through redevelopment, we want to 

know what that really means. How many had existing neighborhoods that were demolished and 

inhabitants displaced? 

4. Include conditions of approval to compensate residents for their homes above and beyond the 

current amount(s).  We urge the Planning Commission/City Council to require the City to adopt 

findings that prove the required payment is “roughly proportional to the impact of the plan 

amendment and zone change” as part of this application and evaluation process.  

SURVEY TO DETERMINE NUMBER OF LOW-INCOME RESIDENTS  At the public hearing on 

May 21, questions were raised about how the City would assist low-income residents at the Patrician if 

the park were to close while those residents were still on a long waiting list for low income 

housing.  Commissioners themselves wanted to know more about the low-income issue, and how many 

Patrician residents might be in that category. 

Potential low-income status of individuals within our park is a private matter.  Whatever financial 

information exists with property management becomes inaccurate at the first household death and/or 

space rent increase.  Therefore, we undertook a last-minute anonymous income survey of all residents of 

the Patrician over the Memorial Day weekend.   
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See Appendix A for the survey to which residents responded.  

Appendix B shows the results.  Of 79 manufactured home households, we had 28 responses.  The 

Appendix B chart draws income level data from Lane County, and the responses of our residents is color 

coded.  The striking result is that 22 of the 28 responses (79%) fall into the Low Income, Very Low 

Income, or Extremely Low-Income categories.  Of the seven respondents with higher incomes, one of 

the 1-person households volunteered additional information [that he/she wished they could help (with 

what we are doing), and that he/she is financially assisting three other households in the park].  This is 

certainly an unexpected demonstration of "community." 

An additional financial stress component shown in Appendix B is that most of the people who are 

revealing their income levels are clearly relying on Social Security alone.  The first death that occurs in 

a 2-person household is statistically likely to be the husband.  This financial dynamic then catapults the 

surviving wife from a Low-Income category into a Very Low Income or Extremely Low-Income 

category. 

The Patrician offers affordable housing to many, including those who are frugal but not necessarily 

needy.  What our survey demonstrates is that while the Patrician represents affordable housing, it does 

so primarily for those who ARE needy, are at the very lowest income levels, and are the most threatened 

by the slightest change in their circumstances.   

We urge you, as public servants, to deny the rezoning of the Patrician MHP because rezoning is in direct 

conflict with the plans already in place by the City of Springfield as we have detailed above.  

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Attachments:  

Appendix A – Anonymous Income Survey form 

Appendix B – Results of Anonymous Income Survey  
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Do YOU Want an Easy Way to HELP? 
 

Dear Fellow Residents of Patrician Mobile Home Park: 

At the last Planning Commission Public Hearing, several people offered opposition 
testimony about the impact on low income households (as distinct from those seeking 
"affordable housing").  The question was asked, "What assistance would the City provide to 
low income residents if the park closed while those residents were still on waiting lists for 
low income housing?"  More than one commissioner was concerned about that issue.  The 
term "low income" varies in meaning depending on the service being sought.  Income is 
confidential information, and no one knows what anyone else's income is, including the 
Patrician management.  Specifically, no one knows how many of our residents might 
currently fall into the "low income" category due to household changes.  This information 
could be very important as it might motivate the Planning Commission to consider this 
before making their decision.  

Would you be willing to participate in an anonymous survey to help us all save our 
homes?  If yes, check the correct box below on the survey.  On a separate piece of paper, 
please write your space number.  Please return both sheets to the O'Driscolls, Space 18. 
There will be a bucket with a slot in the lid, labeled "Anonymous Survey", near our back 
door hand rail.  Please put both sheets in the labeled container.  This will allow us to know 
who participated, but maintain everyone's privacy.  If you can't get to Space 18 with the 
completed survey, call Jo Manning or Joelle Sherman for assistance.  Thank you! 

ANONYMOUS INCOME SURVEY: 

My total household monthly income is: 

� Between $1,000 and $1,200, for _____ people 

� Between $1,201 and $1,400, for _____ people 

� Between $1,401 and $1,600, for _____ people 

� Between $1,601 and $1,800, for _____ people 

� Between $1,801 and $2,000, for _____ people 

� Between $2,001 and $2,200, for _____ people 

� Between $2,201 and $2,400, for _____ people 

� Between $2,401 and $2,600, for _____ people 

� Between $2,601 and $2,800, for _____ people 

� Between $2,801 and $3,000, for _____ people 

� Over $3,000, for _____ people 

 

Please return the survey by Monday,  
as we have a Tuesday deadline to submit information to the City  

Attachment 2, Page 5 of 12

Kris
Typewriter
APPENDIX A



APPENDIX B

The Patrician Mobile Home Park

Anonymous Income Survey of Residents

 5/25/2019 thru 5/27/2019

Total Responses: 28 35.44% of 79 total manufactured home households

   # of 1-person households: 18

   # of 2-person households: 9

   # of 3-person households: 1

1-Person Households

Annual Median Income (AMI), Lane County, 2018-2019: $44,937.50

   Low Income = 80% of AMI, or $35,950.00
   Very Low Income = 50% of AMI, or $22,450.00
   Extremely Low Income = 30% of AMI, or $13,500.00

800-1000 1001-1200 1201-1400 1401-1600 1601-1800 1801-2000 2001-2200 2201-2400 2401-2600 2601-2800 2801-3000 >3000
$12,000.00 $14,400.00 $16,800.00 $19,200.00 $21,600.00 $24,000.00 $26,400.00 $28,800.00 $31,200.00 $33,600.00 $36,000.00

2 2 5 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 1 2

2-Person Households

Annual Median Income (AMI), Lane County, 2018-2019: $51,312.50

   Low Income = 80% of AMI, or $41,050.00
   Very Low Income = 50% of AMI, or $25,650.00
   Extremely Low Income = 30% of AMI, or $16,460.00

800-1000 1001-1200 1201-1400 1401-1600 1601-1800 1801-2000 2001-2200 2201-2400 2401-2600 2601-2800 2801-3000 >3000
$12,000.00 $14,400.00 $16,800.00 $19,200.00 $21,600.00 $24,000.00 $26,400.00 $28,800.00 $31,200.00 $33,600.00 $36,000.00

1 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 1 1 2

3-Person Households

Annual Median Income (AMI), Lane County, 2018-2019: $57,750.00

   Low Income = 80% of AMI, or $46,200.00
   Very Low Income = 50% of AMI, or $28,850.00
   Extremely Low Income = 30% of AMI, or $20,780.00

800-1000 1000-1200 1201-1400 1401-1600 1601-1800 1801-2000 2001-2200 2201-2400 2401-2600 2601-2800 2801-3000 >3000
$12,000.00 $14,400.00 $16,800.00 $19,200.00 $21,600.00 $24,000.00 $26,400.00 $28,800.00 $31,200.00 $33,600.00 $36,000.00

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Income level data taken from https://lanecounty.hosted.civiclive.com/common/pages/DisplayFile.aspx?itemId=15344480
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Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 
My name is Kris McAlister, and I reside at 1909 12th St, Springfield, Oregon. 
 
I am writing you to express my concern on the rezoning of 3522 & 3530 Game Farm Road, Springfield. 
 
Whereas I recognize the rights of the property owner; the permitted and stated use for the property; and the 
limited options for redress of the current residents; 
 
I would like to ask you all to please consider the relative duplication of the community as it currently is 
populated, in a time, place, or manner that is conducive to maintaining affordable housing and sustaining the 
hometown feel that our city prides itself on. 
 
The irony is not lost to me, that we are speaking about a landowner affecting the lives of their tenants, for a 
financial boon with their own land, on a site called the Patrician.  
 
 The average recipient on fixed income ranges from $791-1,200 a month, from the persons I have worked with, 
in the area in question. The cost of utilities and local fees for infrastructure are part of the affordability and legal 
residency considerations of our housing regulations, which are not often considered by market analysts when 
talking about available housing. I reference Maps 2 & 5, when pointing out that these residents reside in a low 
density area, and is one of the few parks to not be fully in the lowest value areas of our town.  
 
To pick up and relocate this population, expecting reasonable adjustment and ease, is not founded in any 
experience I have seen locally. Beyond accounting for the average age of the residents, the propensity for 
additional accommodation needed, and the cost to relocate and move, it could be more burdensome and 
create a public health issue, should the deemed accessible and affordable options be under-realized. Even 
with advanced notice, participating in strategies such as joining the coordinated waiting lists; the vacancy rate 
in our county is a middle and upper class market, and low income options are waiting for deaths or economic 
malady to create openings in our current inventory.  
 
As the city’s role does not require action, other than to insure the proper capacity, I am at a loss for the 
commission to say no, but would hope that the inventory would be maintained by either carving out the 
appropriate number of sites to relocate those who are unable to move to an equivalent setup as they are 
currently residing, or attaching a recommendation that the city add protective language that would preserve 
residency capacity of its elders and disabled, when addressing rezoning.  
 
The recent efforts on the state level do very little to help people in the lower income sphere, and affordability is 
not fixed to the real incomes of the community, but rather the ratio of rent to desired tenants.  It is because of 
this, that I have little faith in the housing need forecasts that make up parts of our plan. Hundreds of 
Springfielders are not accounted for, in their financial and housing realities, on our planning scope, due to the 
systems not being crafted with their outcomes and needs in mind. This unfortunate situation, is just the tip of 
an impending issue that will take more than a hearing here, or rent control there, to fix.  
I fear many of the sick and elderly who are in inadequate and subpar housing at the moment, in our city limits 
and UGB, will not live to see the improved consideration of affordable housing and  
life quality professed, in the community efforts of today. These folks at least have something they can try to 
hold on to.  
 
I would ask the owner, Mr. Boyles, to be open to non-conforming use, and working with the tenants for a long 
term solution that could fit with his plan, if the rezone is approved. 
 
Please accept this to the record, and thank you for your service. 

 
Kris McAlister 
 

Attachment 2, Page 8 of 12





Attachment 2, Page 9 of 12





Attachment 2, Page 10 of 12





Attachment 2, Page 11 of 12





Attachment 2, Page 12 of 12





 

{00012458:1}  

                                                                                        
 
City of Springfield 
Regular Meeting 
 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR SESSION MEETING OF  
THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION HELD 
Tuesday, May 21, 2019 

 
The City of Springfield Planning Commission met in a regular session in the City Council Chambers, 225 Fifth Street, 
Springfield, Oregon, on Tuesday, May 21, 2019 at 7:00 p.m., with Commissioner Koivula presiding. 
 
ATTENDANCE 
 
Present were Chair Koivula, Vice Chair Sherwood, Commissioners Vohs, Landen, Bergen, Gill and McGinley.  Also 
present were, Comprehensive Planning Manager Sandy Belson, Assistant City Attorney Kristina Kraaz and Management 
Specialist Brenda Jones and members of the staff. 
 
ABSENT 
 
None 
  
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Vice Chair Sherwood 
 
ADJUSTMENTS TO THE REGULAR SESSION AGENDA 
 

• None 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
 

• Commissioner Bergen noticed misspelling of her last name, Commissioner Koivula noticed misspelling of 
Commissioner Landen’s name.  

• Commissioner Bergen motioned to approve the minutes.  
• Commission Landen seconded.  
• All in favor. 

 
BUSINESS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
 

• None 
 

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING   
• CONTINUED FROM MAY 7, 2019 

PH – 811-19-000065-TYP4 Metro Plan Amendment & 811-19-000066-TYP3 Zone Change 
3522 Game Farm Rd. 17-03-15-40 TL03100 Urban Transition LLC 
Staff: Andy Limbird 

 
STAFF EXPLANATION OF QUASI-JUDICIAL HEARING PROCESS (ORS. 197.763) 
 

• Assistant City Attorney Kristina Kraaz read the Explanation of Quasi-Judicial Hearing. 
 
The hearing tonight is a continuation of a prior Public hearing and it is a quasi-judicial hearing. The applicant has the 
burden of proof to show all the applicable approval criteria have been met. The criteria are posted on the wall behind the 

Attachment 3, Page 1 of 9



City of Springfield  
Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes 
May 21, 2019 
Page 2 
 

{00012458:1}  

Planning Commission, outlined in the staff report and located in the Springfield Development Code in section 5.3-135 for 
the Metro Plan Amendment, Section 5.6-115A for a refinement plan amendment, and section 5.22-115 for a Zoning Map 
amendment.   
 
PLEASE PAY ATTENTION TO THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION ABOUT YOUR RIGHTS IN THIS PUBLIC 
HEARING PROCESS: 
 

• Testimony, arguments and evidence must be directed toward the criteria of approval that I just listed, or other 
criteria that you believe apply to the decision.  If you believe that other criteria apply to the decision, please 
specify what the criteria are.  

• If you raise an issue, the issue must be accompanied by statements or evidence that is sufficient to give the 
Planning Commission and the parties an opportunity to respond to the issue.  If you fail to provide sufficient 
statements or evidence to the Planning Commission and to the City Council in the next phase of this process, you 
may be prohibited from raising those issues on appeal before the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals. 

• If you are the applicant, you must raise concerns regarding any proposed conditions of approval to preserve your 
right to appeal and/or to seek damages in Circuit Court. If you fail to raise constitutional or other issues relating to 
proposed conditions of approval with sufficient specificity to allow the Planning Commission and Council to 
respond to the issues, you will be precluded from seeking damages in Circuit Court. 

 
 
For members of the public, if you would like to testify this evening, please pay attention to the following procedures.  
This hearing is being recorded on tape. 

• First, please fill out a request to speak card located on the side table and give that card to the Planning Assistant. 
• When you are called up to speak, please testify from the podium to my left (not from the citizen’s seats). 
• Begin your testimony by stating your name and address for the record.  
• Finally, if you want a copy of the City Council’s final decision, please provide your name and address to the 

Planning Commission Assistant. 
 

The Planning Commission record will be forwarded to the City Council.  The Planning Commission record includes the 
application and any supporting information, the staff report, documentary evidence and written testimony provided to 
Senior Planner Andy Limbird from the beginning of this procedure through tonight’s hearing, and all testimony and 
documentary evidence submitted to the Planning Commission during tonight’s hearing,. as well as the testimony from the 
prior part of this Hearing on May 7th.  
 
If you want an item entered into the record, please present that item to the Planning Commission assistant, orally or in 
writing.  If there is any question in your mind whether any material is in the record, make a point of asking that it be 
accepted into the record. 
 
This is a continuation of a prior Public Hearing, you may request that the record be held open or the Public Hearing be 
continued but those requests are discretionary with the Planning Commission. 
 
Last, Oregon land use law requires that the Planning Commission act as an impartial decision-maker.  Planning 
Commissioners must disclose any ex parte contacts or conflicts of interest related to this matter, and must allow any 
person to challenge the Planning Commission for bias. 
 

• A conflict of interest is a situation in which the decision maker, his or her family, or their business would benefit 
or suffer by the decision-maker’s choice. 

• An ex parte contact is a communication to the decision maker that includes substantive issues regarding the 
application and occurs outside the public venue. 

• Bias is an actual personal interest in the outcome of the decision, or a prejudgment by the decision-maker as to the 
outcome without regard to evidence and argument submitted to the decision-maker.   
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Chair Koivula, you may now continue the public hearing and declare ex parte contacts and conflicts of interest. 

   
CHAIR OPENING OF THE PUBLIC HEARING PROCESS 
 

• Chair Koivula Opened the Public Hearing 
 

COMMISSION MEMBERS DECLARATION OF POTENTIAL CONFLICTS OF INTEREST, 
DISCLOSURE OF EX-PARTE CONTACT OR BIAS 

 
• Commissioner Bergen, as previously stated, said she is a realtor but does not have any conflict of interest with this 

case. 
• Commissioner Koivula asked if there is anyone who wishes to challenge the Planning Commission for bias. 

Heard none.  
 
TESTIMONY FROM THE APPLICANT 
 
Richard Boyles, Urban Transitions, LLC; 840 Beltline Road, Suite 202; Springfield, Oregon 97477. 
No testimony. 

 
QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMISSION 

 
• None 

 
TESTIMONY FROM THOSE IN SUPPORT 
 
• None 
 
TESTIMONY OF THOSE NEUTRAL 
 
•  None 
 
TESTIMONY OF THOSE OPPOSED 

 
• Kristin O’Driscoll, 3530 E. Game Farm Rd. Space 18, Springfield; Stated she has had two weeks to consider 

what the owner’s consultant had to say about the rezoning application as well as what members of the public 
had to say. There’s one thing that hasn’t been clearly pointed out yet. The owner’s consultant says that the 
loss of the low density residential park can be made up for by the presence of other low density acreage 
elsewhere within the City limits. That may be true and it may look good on paper, and it may look like a 
reasonable trade but it misses the entire point. Low density residential zoning is not the same as existing 
affordable housing. If the owner’s rezoning application is approved, yes the city will lose 13.6 acres of low 
density residential acreage at this location, but more importantly the city will lose 13.6 acres of existing 
affordable housing in a long standing community that can never be replaced. Once it’s gone, by definition, it’s 
gone. Two weeks ago a housing expert who’s spoken before Congress on housing issues spoke here at the 
Planning Commission Public Hearing about the long waiting lists that exist for all low income housing in the 
State. Eliminating our existing affordable housing at the Patrician Mobile Home Park will guarantee 
displacement of 130+ current residents when the park is closed. We know the park will be closed - we just 
don’t know when - if the rezoning application is approved. It will also guarantee additional stress on City 
resources designed to help the low income community. What City tax dollars will be used to assist residents 
who are stuck on waiting lists when the park closes? Or how will you provide welfare assistance to residents 
who can no longer make ends meet in the more expensive “affordable” housing outside of our park? Beyond 
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that, how will you assist with medical expenses? Stress is one of the things that causes medical problems 
which are developing because of very stressed out residents. There are downstream impacts that will directly 
affect city purse strings. Implore you to look beyond the immediate request for rezoning and see the long term 
negative effects on both the residents and the City and if the City determines that the additional tax revenue 
can’t be resisted we really hope you can intercede and help negotiate a fair settlement for our residents.  

• Joe Bando, 2586 Grand Vista Dr., Springfield; He stated that his residence is fairly close to the Gateway area. 
When he drives to the Post Office, it’s not an easy drive because the traffic in Gateway is at an all-time full 
rate now. He also owns a mobile home park that houses 98 mobile homes, 186 people live there. The park is 
completely full and there are people on a waiting list to get in to the park. If these people lose their home, 
there is no room at the inn anyplace. There’s no affordable land to build a mobile home park in spite that they 
said that there is affordable land someplace. It would be a crying shame to put these people on the street. He is 
offended by what is happening. He watched the forefathers on this Planning Commission a decade ago use 
that as a buffer zone for low density residential, and we are here a decade later with the same thing on the 
agenda. He hopes that it is ruled in favor of these residents and keep the mobile home park open. 

• Susan Stoltenborg, 3530 E. Game Farm Rd. Space 2, Springfield; She stated she supports everything the other 
two speakers have said. She and her daughter moved into the park in October of 2018 after signing a 20 year 
mortgage. About 6 months later the letter arrived about the rezoning. This is a situation that is happening 
across the nation. She encouraged everyone to Google Ted Talk Mobile Homes, Esther Sullivan, sociologist 
gives a 15 minute 101 about how corporations across the nation are buying up mobile homes thereby 
eliminating affordable housing. Affordable housing is at the crux of this, it is crisis. Mobile home is a 
misnomer. It is a manufactured home that is transported and installed and like any other home, settles. It is not 
an RV or camper. Mobile homes have historically provided affordable housing for families with children to 
adult communities. Owning your own home brings stability. Bringing it back to Springfield; how is it possible 
that while affordable housing is addressed in the Springfield 2030 Plan, the rezoning and inevitable 
redevelopment of the Patrician will uproot 130 seniors that will go where? Is that how affordable housing is 
addressed, by taking it away? She can’t imagine where everyone will go. The impact, as was mentioned, on 
their mental and physical health, losing social supports and impact on social services. Can you imagine how it 
will feel to turn your back and walk away, abandoning your home? City of Springfield, if this rezoning and 
redevelopment is allowed to move forward, shame on you for turning your back on this vulnerable 
population. 

• Rev. Ron Meyers, 3530 E. Game Farm Rd. Space 23, Springfield. Submitted written document. Stated he 
submitted many emails to people all over the state of Oregon and it was put in the staff report, he requested 
that letter to be removed. He offered historical levity to this application. We all know God created the Garden 
of Eden. Scripture says it was a walled in community with a gate at the east end. Nobody knows how long 
these ancient ancestors lived there, or lived in bliss. What we know is the snake arrived to convince the 
residents they would be fine and would be better off when a hotel/conference center came in to the park. The 
ease with which they lived was relocated and they were relocated with much difficulty. They were 
grandparents, as many of us are and they were great grandparents. The devil is always in the details. The 
posted City of Springfield Planning video on YouTube from your site indicates the Planning Commission and 
the City Council have proposed to streamline and make the Planning Commission rules more understandable. 
He found it interesting that in many video presentations the City of Springfield indicates they are all about 
maintaining low income housing, affordable housing and low density residential. This application smacks of 
collusion. He has done a lot of research, and finds there is ancient history concerning the intention of the City 
to somehow add this lovely place into their crown jewel. He is asking, don’t take away our first right of 
refusal that was put in the law to protect people from rabid developers and that is what you are doing if you 
approve this.  
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• Jo Manning, 3530 E Game Farm Rd. Space 29, Springfield; She stated that she and her husband chose 
Patrician because they needed a yard for dogs, even though it was in a 55+ park. There’s more of the story 
about how they were honesty not aware of the intentions of the owner/developer to end all of this, but she 
only has three minutes. You’ve heard stories from some of the residents anxious about losing their homes. 
She shared stories about her neighbors. Planners, if you are leaning toward recommending the rezoning, 
consider adding conditions. Management has not been communicating with them and they’re scared. If the 
rezone is favored by the Planning Commission they would like the following three conditions: 1) to know 
when the park will be closed beyond the 365 day notice, to be able to plan ahead. More information could 
allow them to sell their homes if the timeline was respectable. They’d be able to get some return on their 
investment and sell with full disclosure if they knew when the park would close. 2) They would like the 
owner/developer to give fair compensation. Six to 15 thousand dollars is not going to help those who paid 
$30-50 thousand for their homes. They would like park management to stop raising lot rent every year so 
residents can save up for moving costs if the rezoning is passed. 3) Please reexamine the traffic problems the 
rezoning would create. Traffic studies do not reflect the current and future traffic flow on East Game Farm 
road. How will emergency vehicles get in and out to the memory center, assisted living center, to the hospital 
a few blocks away with the mixed use intention? Thank you in advance for your objective review, our fate is 
in your hands.  

• Paul Willmore, 3530 E. Game Farm Rd. Space 33, Springfield; He and his wife moved to the park due to 
changing medical and financial needs. Purchased an affordable home with the intention of remodel and fixing 
it up. It was a challenge to find affordable housing. When they drove through the park it was obvious to them 
how well the residents take care of and have pride in their homes. Yards are kept and homes are maintained. 
Roads and common areas are clean and managed. The park community is close and they share many 
activities. Rezoning and the possible new development will only lead to displacing many vulnerable elderly. 
Keeping the zoning as it is will continue to allow future residents like himself to afford affordable housing. 
They moved in eight months ago and invested a sizeable amount of money in their home and now they are 
looking at having possibly no market value on this house and even eviction when it comes down to it. It is 
discouraging. The park is unique and it says something to community of Springfield. He would like to see it 
continue. 

• Erica Willmore, 3530 E. Game Farm Rd. Space 33, Springfield; Her husband just spoke. They actually 
moved in about six months ago after looking for a home that would be affordable as her health is declining. 
They asked management directly what outlook of the future of the park was. They were assured enough to not 
only purchase the home but to remodel extensively to bring it up to current standards. They have reroofed, put 
in new floors, windows, kitchen, two bathrooms, lighting, electrical, plumbing, water heater, etc. They also 
moved a wall to accommodate future disability. The Patrician is conveniently located near shopping and other 
services, as well as the bus depot at Gateway. It seems to her the City of Springfield has spent a lot of time, 
effort and money to provide a place for Springfield residents to enjoy and access those services. However as 
new development keeps infilling those same residents are being pushed farther and farther away from those 
conveniences. Many of us will have nowhere to go if not fairly compensated for their homes. She doesn’t 
think anyone there is fooled into thinking there are no current plans to develop the property. It is obvious by 
the presentation materials being referred to by both Urban Transitions representatives and the City of 
Springfield’s traffic study a great deal of money has already been spent on this project. It was disconcerting to 
have surveyors in the park recently. She realizes Urban Transitions is a business, not a charity, but please do 
not ignore community needs for the citizens of Springfield. She is not sure what she and her husband will do 
when they receive notice of closure. They have already invested all they can into a home for their future. No 
manufactured home parks are taking used mobile homes, so moving them is not an option. On a side note, she 
will really miss the bald eagles that are nesting in the area. 

• Laurie Hauber, 376 E. 11th Ave., Eugene 97401; She is a resident of Eugene and a staff attorney at Lane 
County Legal Aid. What precipitated this, several weeks ago, residents in the park reached out to people all 
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over the state. Several people reached out to her and to John Van Landingham, one of the State’s preeminent 
affordable housing attorneys, who has been practicing in that area for 40 years. In response to the inquiries 
they both went to the park and spoke to residents about this issue because people have a lot of questions. In 
listening to what they have to say, which is gut wrenching to hear how this is going to impact people’s lives, 
she was curious and began to look at Goal 10, the Metro Plan, Springfield’s 2030 Comprehensive Plan, the 
Gateway Refinement Plan, trying to make sense of all the pieces. Without going into details, what struck her 
is the need to balance, as the Metro Plan states, on a case by case basis, what aspects of the proposed 
amendments are consistent with Goal 10 and with the plans, and also what is inconsistent. As we’ve heard, 
there are inconsistencies with policies set forth in the plans that all fall under Goal 10 which provides that 
framework for those policies. Things like preserving affordable housing. Obviously this will have the 
opposite impact; it will eliminate housing for 79 households. Encouraging home ownership at all income 
levels. As people have said, many if not most people in the park are lower income. She doesn’t have the exact 
AMIs but we can assume 30-50 % AMI is where most residents fall. The only viable home ownership 
opportunity for residents at those income levels is a manufactured home in a manufactured home park, based 
on the data in the housing needs analysis from 2011. This eliminates a home ownership opportunity. Another 
policy is minimizing displacement. She urges you to balance all of these policies and procedures.  

• Peter Hainley, 20508 SW Roy Rogers Rd., Suite 155 Sherwood, Oregon 97140, Executive Director at CASA 
of Oregon/Community and Shelter Assistance Corporation. CASA was mentioned at the last hearing as an 
organization that works with residents in manufactured home parks to convert them to resident ownership. 
He’s going to enter a couple pieces into the record that talk about the work CASA does and the parks that 
have been converted throughout the state. For the last 12 years he has been doing this work. CASA got 
involved in this work during the during the spate of closures that happened in 2006-2009 when thousands of 
folks were kicked to the curb and had to basically go find new affordable housing options. A lot of those 
resulted in early deaths and folks being totally displaced from their communities because they had to be 
moved far away. He thinks you need to consider the impacts that will happen if this park closes. Another 
thing he’d like to comment on is a testimony from the last packet. There was neutral testimony related to the 
toolkit that the City formed. CASA provided some information for that toolkit and participated in a meeting 
that happened in September of last year where the findings to date of that toolkit was presented. The toolkit 
was designed to help cities in the event of a closure of a park. As he listened to the City staff and the Mayor 
talk about the outreach they had done, he was struck that the outreach was only to the owners and never 
engaged the residents. He thought that was interesting, making policy and solution without talking to people 
most impacted by the solution. He finds that to be reprehensible. How could you make a decision on behalf of 
other people, move them to some undetermined park? It doesn’t square with how we should be operating. If 
we are going to look at highest and best use, we should consider the folks that are living there and consider 
that perhaps their homes and their lives are the best use for this.  

• Shaw Radine, 1790 Alder Street, Eugene 97401; The first issue he wanted to bring forth is in the staff report 
on page 10 under Finding 20. This reads “the proposed Metro Plan diagram amendment will retain the 
existing surplus of low density residential buildable land within the UGB of Springfield which allows 
development of manufactured home dwelling units.” While this gives you the idea that there is land for 
manufactured homes in Springfield, this is a little misleading because while this is true they are permitted in 
low density residential areas, very few of the homes in the Patrician qualify or are defined as manufactured 
home dwelling units. In fact, they are classified by the City as mobile homes because most of them were 
constructed before 1976. Therefore, even though there is land available for manufactured homes, these homes 
could not be moved. Even if they could be moved, as you’ve heard already, there are no vacancies for homes 
to go into these parks. He’d like to reiterate that Goal 10, the statewide planning goal, states “Municipalities 
shall encourage the availability of adequate numbers of needed housing units at prices ranges and rent levels 
which are commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon households and allow for flexibility of 
housing location, type and density.” Similar language is put forth in the Metro Plan and on page 12 of the 
Gateway Refinement Plan it reads that “a diversity of sound affordable housing in the neighborhood is a 
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goal.” So he asked, does Springfield have adequate numbers of housing units at price ranges that are 
commensurate with the financial capabilities of the Patrician residents? Also, does Springfield have flexibility 
of housing location, type and density for residents with the same financial capabilities of those Patrician 
residents? His sense is that the answer to both of these is “no”, so why does it make sense to remove naturally 
occurring affordable housing from the City’s inventory? If the land is redeveloped, we loose the existing 
housing stock and this runs contrary to Goal 10 and plans developed by the City. What do the plans do if they 
can’t be carried out? While the development elicits visions of thriving economic developments, this is pure 
speculation. It is also speculation that a new development would include any trace of affordable housing. 
What is certain, however, is the park currently provides safe affordable housing for 131 seniors. The zoning 
change would be the first step in doing away with this crucial source of affordable housing which is why he 
encourages the Commission to vote against the zoning amendment.   

• Elise Weldon, 1559 Walnut St., Eugene 97403; She first learned about this about a month ago. Her friend 
Susan sent an email telling her this was happening, she was appalled. She also has another good friend, 
Teresa Bishow, representing the owner. She didn’t know that until she came to the hearing on May 7th. She 
stated she thinks there is development and there’s development. There are ways to do development wisely and 
compassionately and ways to do it less wisely and less compassionately. Rezoning this property into Mixed 
Use Density is the latter. We heard from a gentleman that spoke about the mobile home park he owns in 
Springfield and had owned many in the area and how he cannot understand why the present owner of the 
Patrician isn’t happy with what he’s got; he makes good profits and has a reasonable living, why does he have 
to be so greedy. Her take also is that developers like to develop, it’s their right. But why does it have to be on 
the backs of our most vulnerable citizens? This is a community that is largely elderly, many are disabled. If 
they have to move they are not going to be compensated for these houses and mortgages they have invested 
in. These are their nest eggs. They don’t have the kind of buffer and backdrop or net to catch them. That is a 
really important consideration in your decision on how to go forward with this. We hear on the news how the 
wealth gap is getting greater and greater in our nation and across the globe. You as individuals and we as 
individuals can do something about that right now. This is your opportunity to do some good for the City of 
Springfield and not lose a community that works well together and provides good low income housing. It is 
basically an assisted living community in some ways. She and her husband listened to all the testimony from 
residents and were devastated. She doesn’t think these people are devious, they are telling you how it is. The 
tactics of the property owner are reprehensible.  

SUMMATION BY STAFF 
 
• Andy Limbird stated, in your packets this evening, staff has summarized the themes that have been apparent 

in the testimony provided up to this point. He would suggest that those themes have been echoed this evening: 
concerns about loss of homes, the lack of opportunity as a fall back measure, no place to go within the 
community. These are fair statements because staff does not have an answer, nor does the applicant have an 
answer in their submittal as to how the residents would be accommodated should it be rezoned and the park 
closed at some point. Staff did provide to you the additional testimony that was provided up to this afternoon. 
There was also testimony provided this evening. Again, the themes have maintained consistently with the 
testimony that has been provided. Staff acknowledges some of the testimony this evening, and that it is a 
weighing of priorities. There is not a clear and distinct overriding policy in any of the comprehensive plans 
that wins out. As the Metro Plan indicates, it is a weighing of the affordable housing and the housing stock in 
existing neighborhoods versus the opportunity for redevelopment in the City. At this point, staff’s 
recommendation would be to conclude the public hearing, begin deliberations and provide direction to staff as 
to where the commission is leaning on this matter. There is no expectation of a clear, unanimous decision or 
direction, based on differing viewpoints and differing backgrounds of commissioners. However staff would 
be receptive to any direction that’s provided. The final staff report based on the direction provided by the 
commission along with the recommendation for City Council will be brought back to you at the next regular 
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meeting on June 4th. He would be happy to answer questions if you have any, resulting from either the staff 
report or any of the testimony that was submitted this evening.   

 
 
QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMISSION 
 
• None 

 
REBUTTAL FROM THE APPLICANT 
 
• Teresa Bishow, here this evening with Bill Kloos, representing Urban Transitions, LLC, the property 

owner. She would like to begin by acknowledging a clear policy choice that you have. The choice is this: 
In the future, does the city want the land to be developed as a new single family subdivision or a mixed 
used area? It is not about affordable housing versus a conference center. We are doing a plan 
amendment and a rezone. When the manufactured home park is redeveloped, does the City want to see 
new low density residential uses? That is a valid vision to have, and that would be the current zoning. 
Or do you prefer to see a mix of uses that will bring employment, stimulate the economy, perhaps 
support the hospitality industry, and provide a variety of housing options? The mixed use zone 
provides greater flexibility and more innovative, creative mixing of uses rather than the R-1 low density 
residential zone, which focuses on single family subdivision. Your decision, your recommendation to the 
City Council, and ultimately the Council’s decision is really a policy choice. It is about your own values 
and those who have come before you who have set forth the adopted plan policies. The City’s ultimate 
decision, whether to approve or deny, will not alter the property owner’s decision to redevelop within 
the next ten years. That is the reason Urban Transitions purchased the property in 2008, to redevelop it 
at some point in the future. The City’s decision on this proposed request of a plan amendment and 
rezone will influence heavily what future development occurs, but again it will not impact the timing of 
a park closure notice or the redevelopment of the property. In the staff report, as she independently 
and objectively looked at the application, prior to receiving public testimony, they provided a sound, 
legally defensible set of findings to approve the plan amendment and rezone. You definitely have the 
option to go a different direction but she would encourage you to think about the future, think broadly 
about all of the council goals and all of the plan policies. Again, the City’s approval of the plan 
designation and zone change and rezoning will not change the terms of existing rental agreements. 
Those terms were agreed upon between landlord and tenant regardless of zoning. Any decision whether 
to approve or deny the zone change request does not constitute a park closure notice which is mandated 
by the state and which the property owner has every intention of completely following. She wanted to 
acknowledge some of the extra stress the residents have experienced by seeing surveyors on the 
property. It was not their intention to time it so closely to the public hearing. In the application when it 
was submitted was a blank page for exhibit G, which she submitted today. Exhibit G is the survey map, 
recorded at Lane County, that simply surveys the property so that the record is clear which property is 
the subject of the rezone. In closing, she appreciates your time and all the energy and commitment the 
residents have put to make it a very livable, wonderful community and she thanks them for their 
testimony, but she does encourage you to vote yes.  

 
QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMISSION 
 
• Commissioner Koivula asked for clarification, the next agenda item is possible questions to staff or public. 

Would that be from the Commission? 
• Kristina answered, correct. If the Commission has questions that would need to be answered during a public 

hearing, then that is the appropriate time to ask.  
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• Commissioner Koivula had a question that relates to the testimony from Reverend Meyers. Apparently there 
was an email he was talking about. He’s not sure what it is, but wants to know if we have copies of it, can 
staff tell them about it?  

• Andy Limbird stated out of abundance of caution, staff included pretty much everything they could that was 
sent to them, regarding any activities associated with the Patrician. It was presumably in response to the 
notification that there was going to be a Public Hearing. If there were some informational items that are 
requested to be excluded from the record, staff will clarify that with Pastor Meyers and it will be removed 
from the record. Staff did not want to exclude anything accidentally that was otherwise intended to be 
included in the record. Pretty much everything up to this point has been included in the record. The only 
things that have been difficult to include are links to video and websites. The actual textual link is included 
but not the content of the website or the videos.  

• Kristina added that if the Commission wants to exclude that information from the record, we can follow up 
with the Reverend and determine what that piece of information is. If you make a decision at the next 
meeting, we could bring that to you to exclude from the record. You could put out there that it is information 
that you are not considering in your decision. If you do consider it in your decision, then it would be part of 
the record element. She thinks he is asking that you not consider it.   

• Andy stated he believes he knows what the content is, and it is pertaining to some of the practices on the site, 
with the interactions between the residents and management. It wasn’t specific to this application.  

• Commissioner Koivula stated he was just confused about what was being discussed but if staff knows what it 
is, and is aware of it, he’s fine. 

 
 
 
Note:  The rest of the minutes (closing of the hearing and remaining agenda items) have not yet been prepared but will be 
completed for the Commission’s review and approval at a future meeting.   
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