City of Springfield
Special Regular Meeting

MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL REGULAR MEETING OF
THE SPRINGFIELD CITY COUNCIL HELD
MONDAY, JULY 23, 2007

The City of Springfield Council met in special regular session in the Council Meeting Room, 225
Fifth Street, Springfield, Oregon, on Monday, July 23, 2007 at 4:48 p.m., with Mayor Leiken
presiding.

ATTENDANCE

Present were Mayor Leiken and Councilors Lundberg, Wylie, Ballew, Ralston, Woodrow and
Pishioneri. Also present were City Manager Gino Grimaldi, Assistant City Manager Jeff Towery,
City Attorney Joe Leahy, City Attorney Matt Cox, City Recorder Amy Sowa and members of the
staff.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Mayor Leiken.

Mayor Leiken reminded Council that a TEAM Springfield meeting would be held immediately
following tonight’s regular meeting. The meeting would be held at the Community Health Center
at 1640 G Street.

He welcomed the TEAM Springfield members in the audience.
PUBLIC HEARINGS - Please limit comments to 3 minutes. Request to speak cards are available

at both entrances. Please present cards to City Recorder. Speakers may
not yield their time to others.

1. Annexation of Property Owned by Progress Investment Group and the City of Springﬁeld to
the City of Springfield, Case Number LRP2007-00003.

RESOLUTION NO. 07-37 — A RESOLUTION INITIATING ANNEXATION OF
CERTAIN TERRITORY TO THE CITY OF SPRINGFIELD AND REQUESTING THAT
THE LANE COUNTY LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION APPROVE
THE ANNEXATION BY EXPEDITED PROCESS.

City Planner Linda Pauly presented the staff report on this item. The Property Owner, Progress
Investment Group L.L.C., has requested annexation of approximately 7.05 acres of property
located at the northwest comer of International Way and Corporate Way, within Springfield’s
UF-10 Urbanizable Fringe Overlay District. The subject territory is described as Assessor’s Map
Number 17-03-15-40 TL 500 and 0.05 acre of the International Way/Maple Island Road
roundabout right-of-way adjacent to the site not yet annexed. The land to be annexed is more
accurately described in Attachment 1, Exhibit A, included in the agenda packet.

The applicant requests annexation in order to seek development of a corporate
headquarters/business park, consistent with the standards of the Campus Industrial (CT) zoning
district and the Gateway Refinement Plan. The proposed uses are not permitted in the
Urbanizable Fringe Overlay District, thus annexation is required.
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Article 6.030(2) of the Springfield Development Code requires that territories considered for
annexation must be provided with “key urban facilities and services”, as defined in Metro Plan
Policies 8.a and b, Page II-C-4. Among these key urban services are water, sewer, storm water
facilities, streets, electricity, parks, fire/emergency services, and schools. Staff finds, based on
analysis, that key urban services are available to serve the territory, with the exception of long-
term off-site transportation and long-term off-site stormwater management facilities that are
being provided for in an Annexation Agreement which has been negotiated with City staff and
the applicant (Attachment 3 in the agenda packet), and which was reviewed by the Council on
July 16, 2007.

The City Council is authorized by ORS 199.490(2)(a)(B) and the 2001 Springfield Charter to
initiate annexation upon receiving consent in writing from a majority of the electors registered in
the territory proposed to be annexed and written consent from owners of more than half the land
in the territory proposed to be annexed. According to Lane County Elections, there are no
registered electors currently residing within the territory proposed for annexation. Signatures
from 100 percent of the property owners have been obtained. With Council approval, this
resolution will be forwarded to the Lane County Local Government Boundary Commission with
a recommendation for an expedited process. If a public hearing is requested on the annexation,
the Boundary Commission will conduct it on October 4, 2007.

According to the Lane County Regional Land Information database, the 2006 total assessed value
of the subject property is $436,594. Upon annexation, the property could be developed with
campus industrial uses in accordance with SDC Article 21.

Ms. Pauly said this annexation also included the northern portion of the roundabout. The total
acreage for annexation was 7.1 acres. She referred to the map in the packet showing existing
services related to the subject site. An annexation agreement had been reached. Details on the
agreement include extension of Maple Island Road to the north.

Mayor Leiken opened the public hearing.

No one appeared to speak.

Mayor Leiken closed the public hearing.

Mayor Leiken said he assumed the new proposed road outlined on the map had the potential to A
continue heading north. He asked if there was a possibility that more road opportunities could be

constructed into that road if the City considered expanding the urban growth boundary in that
area.

Mr. Leahy said there were some arrangements with existing property owners to share a portion of
the cost with the City for such roads.

Transportation Manager Tom Boyatt said this was part of a future road network the City was
looking at constructing in the north Gateway area to provide access.

IT WAS MOVED BY COUNCILOR LUNDBERG WITH A SECOND BY COUNCILOR
WOODROW TO ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 07-37. THE MOTION PASSED WITH A
VOTE OF 6 FOR AND 0 AGAINST.
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IT WAS MOVED BY COUNCILOR LUNDBERG WITH A SECOND BY COUNCILOR
WOODROW TO AUTHORIZE THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE THE
ANNEXATION AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF SPRINGFIELD AND
PROGRESS INVESTMENT GROUP, LLC. THE MOTION PASSED WITH A VOTE OF
6 FOR AND 0 AGAINST.

Mayor Leiken thanked Progress Investment Group for participating in a continued successful
future for our City.

BUSINESS FROM THE CITY MANAGER

" 1. Resolution for a Ballot Measure Allowing City Council Approval of a Downtown Urban
Renewal Plan and Direction to Staff for a Renewal District Boundary.

RESOLUTION NO. 07-38 — A RESOLUTION REFERRING TO THE ELECTORS OF
THE CITY A BALLOT MEASURE AUTHORIZING AN URBAN RENEWAL PLAN
ALLOCATING TAXES FROM SPRINGFIELD DOWNTOWN PROPERTIES TO THE
SPRINGFIELD DOWNTOWN URBAN REWEWAL DISTRICT PLAN.

Planning Supervisor Mark Metzger presented the staff report on this item. Formation of a
downtown urban renewal district requires voter approval, authorizing the Council to allocate
taxes to a downtown urban renewal district. The proposed ballot measure resolution and support
materials were developed by the City Attorney for Council consideration and submission to the
Lane County Elections Department.

Mr. Metzger referred to the memo from the City Recorder with the final ballot title on this item
that was placed at Council places.

IT WAS MOVED BY COUNCILOR LUNDBERG WITﬁ A SECOND BY COUNCILOR
WOODROW TO ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 07-38. THE MOTION PASSED WITH A
VOTE OF 6 FOR AND 0 AGAINST.

Establishing a downtown urban renewal district required planning and analysis that was based on
a defined district boundary. Tax increment revenues were collected from within the district
boundary and were invested within the boundary. At issue was where to draw the boundary for
initial planning purposes knowing that community and partner agency input would further shape
the boundary. Council would approve the final boundary as part of the Downtown Urban
Renewal Plan.

At the July 2™ work session, Council d1rected staff to take steps to place before the voters this fall
the question of whether or not to establish an urban renewal district downtown. Attachment 1 in
the agenda packet was a resolution prepared by the City Attorney approving a ballot measure and
title for submission to the Lane County Elections Department.

Staff was working on various tasks that must be completed to establish an urban renewal district
in downtown Springfield. Identifying an initial boundary for planning purposes gave staff and the
community a starting point for discussion and analysis. Attachment 2 in the agenda packet
showed three general boundary options including a recommendation from Willamalane
(Attachment 4) to include the Meadow Park area.






