City of Springfield
Regular Meeting

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF
THE SPRINGFIELD CITY COUNCIL HELD
MONDAY, NOVEMBER 2, 2009

The City of Springfield Council met in regular session in the Council Meeting Room, 225 Fifth
Street, Springfield, Oregon, on Monday, November 2, 2009 at 7:00 p.m., with Mayor Leiken
presiding.

ATTENDANCE

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

Councilor Leezer was absent (excused).

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Mayor Leiken.

Mayor Leiken welcomed Troop 51 members from the Thurston area who were in the audience
earning points toward a merit badge.

SPRINGFIELD UPBEAT

CONSENT CALENDAR

IT WAS MOVED BY COUNCILOR RALSTON WITH A SECOND BY COUNCILOR
LUNDBERG TO APPROVE THE CONSENT CALENDAR. THE MOTION PASSED
WITH A VOTE OF 5 FOR AND 0 AGAINST (1 ABSENT - LEEZER).

1. Claims

2. Minutes

September 22, 2009 — JEO Meeting
October 19, 2009 — Work Session

October 19, 2009 — Regular Meeting
October 26, 2009 — Work Session

oo

3. Resolutions

a. RESOLUTION NO. 09-45 — A RESOLUTION TO ACCEPT PROJECT P20459;
SANITARY SEWER REPLACEMENT 2006 FROM H&J CONSTRUCTION INC. IN
THE AMOUNT OF $615.843.82.

b. RESOLUTION NO. 09-46 — A RESOLUTION TO ACCEPT PERMIT PROJECT
P30431, PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS FOR ROYAL CARIBBEAN CRUISES, LTD.
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4. Ordinances

5. Other Routine Matters .

a. Acceptance of the Financial Reports for September 30, 2009.

b. Approve the Purchase of Police Vehicles for Fiscal Year 2010.

c. Allow Construction Activities Outside of the Hours of 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. with Conditions
as Described in Attachment 1 Gateway/Beltline Intersection (P20474) for Work on this
Joint Springfield/Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) Project.

ITEMS REMOVED

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 Territory to the City of Springfield (4851, 4857 & 5001 Franklin Boulevard;
Map 18-03-02-20, Tax Lots 3000, 3100, 3200 & 3300; and Map 18-03-02-32, Tax Lot 3800)
Case Number C SP 2009 - LRP2009-00009.

ORDINANCE NO. 1 - AN ORDINANCE APPROVING THE ANNEXATION OF
CERTAIN TERRITORY TO THE CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, LANE COUNTY
METROPOLITAN WASTEWATER SERVICE DISTRICT, AND WILLAMALANE PARK
AND RECREATION DISTRICT; AND WITHDRAWING THE SAME TERRITORY
FROM THE GLENWOOD WATER DISTRICT (FIRST READING).

City Planner Andy Limbird presented the staff report on this item. The annexation request was
submitted on August 14, 2009 (Attachment 4, Exhibit C of the agenda packet). The subject
annexation area was mostly vacant industrial land located between McVay Highway and the west
bank of the Willamette River. The site contained a two-story office and maintenance shop
building that faced McVay Highway. The requested annexation area was about 38.28 acres in
size and was contiguous with the Springfield City limits as defined in ORS 222.111(1). The
current City limits were on the west side of the McVay Highway right-of-way, but annexation of
the intervening right-of-way was not required or recommended at this time.

An annexation agreement that addressed urban service provision and financing responsibility
between the City and the property owners was attached (Attachment 4, Exhibit B of the agenda
packet). The Staff Report (Attachment 1 of the agenda packet) included an analysis of the
annexation request and recommended Council action. Maps of the annexation area were included
as Attachment 2. The requirements in Springfield Development Code (SDC) Article 5.7-100
were addressed in the attached staff report. The annexation area could be served with the
minimum level of key urban facilities and services as required in the Eugene-Springfield
Metropolitan Area General Plan and as detailed in the attached Annexation Agreement. Services
. were immediately available or could be provided in a timely manner.

The City Council was authorized by ORS Chapter 222 and SDC Article 5.7-100 to accept,
process, and act on annexation requests. If approved, the annexation would become effective 30
days after signature by the Mayor consistent with SDC 5.7-155 and ORS 222.040, 222.180, and
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222.465. The annexation area was currently zoned Light Medium Industrial (LMI) and was
located inside the Springfield urban growth boundary (UGB). Urban services were available at or
near the west boundary of the subject site, or could be extended to serve the property. The total
assessed value of the requested annexation area was listed as $1,242,796 according to Lane
County Assessment and Taxation records and would be expected to increase over time following
annexation.

The Director’s recommendation to the City Council was to (a) approve the annexation of territory
to the City of Springfield, Willamalane Park and Recreation District, and Lane County
Metropolitan Wastewater Service District; and (b) withdraw the same annexation territory from
the Glenwood Water District.

Mr. Limbird noted that the staff report incorrectly noted that there were other solid waste
providers that could provide services for commercial properties in Springfield, but the City of
Springfield did have an exclusive franchise agreement with Sanipac for residential, industrial, and
commercial properties. He also noted that the annexation area did not follow the tax lot boundary
on the south end. It was not unusual to have an annexation area that did not follow a surveyed
boundary, but was an item of interest in this annexation.

Mayor Leiken opened the public hearing.
No one appeared to speak.
Mayor Leiken closed the public hearing.

Mayor Leiken confirmed this would be the Council’s decision, not just a recommendation, to
annex this property when it came back for a second reading. Yes.

NO ACTION REQUESTED. FIRST READING ONLY.
2. Text Amendments to the Springfield Development Code: Case Number LRP2009-00010.

ORDINANCE NO. 2 — AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTIONS 4.1-110.B, 4.3-110.A,
4.3-110.B, AND 6.1-110 OF THE SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT CODE TO
INCORPORATE THE ADOPTED STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN, BY
REFERENCE, AND DEFINING THE TERM STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN,

- AND SETTING AN EFFECTIVE DATE (FIRST READING).

City Planner Andy Limbird presented the staff report on this item. On July 22, 2009, the elected
officials of the City of Springfield and Lane County met jointly and conducted a public hearing
on proposed amendments to the Metro Plan and the Public Facilities and Services Plan (PFSP).
At that hearing, testimony was provided raising concerns regarding the potential downstream
impacts to rural properties outside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and requesting that the
City take additional steps to ensure that future urban development and stormwater conveyance
facilities did not negatively impact lands and property owners in the County outside the City’s
Jjurisdiction for stormwater management.

Since that meeting, City staff had engaged in a collaborative process with affected downstream
property owners and their representatives in response to their concerns raised by the Board at the
joint meeting. The purpose of the meeting was to clarify their concerns and to develop additional
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stormwater policy guidance that would give property owners greater assurances that increased
stormwater runoff from future in-city development would not adversely affect downstream rural
properties. To address these concerns, staff recommended text amendments to the adopted
Stormwater Management Plan and the Springfield Development Code (SDC). The Stormwater
Management Plan amendments were adopted by City Council on September 21, 2009. City
Council also adopted the Metro Plan and PFSP amendments that same night. The Planning
Commission reviewed the proposed SDC text amendments at a public hearing on October 6, 2009
and adopted a recommendation of support for the amendments. Staff was now presenting the
proposed SDC text amendments for consideration by the City Council.

The proposed SDC text amendments introduced a definition of the City’s adopted Stormwater
Management Plan and provided explicit references to the Management Plan in various sections
that addressed stormwater management regulations. The proposed SDC text amendments did not
change the adopted policies and practices currently in place for the management of stormwater in
Springfield. Therefore, this proposed ordinance would not change the way the City conducted
business, and should have no quantifiable financial impact. The Planning commission voted
unanimously to make the suggested changes. Staff would bring this back to the LCBC for a 6™
and 7" reading in the near future. : .

Mayor Leiken opened the public hearing.

No one appeared to speak.

Mayor Leiken clésed the public hearing.

NO ACTION REQUESTED. FIRST READING ONLY.

3. Local Improvement District (LID) Request for Local Wastewater Service for S. 38™ Street
and Cherokee Drive.

RESOLUTION NO. 09-47 — A RESOLUTION OF INTENT TO INITIATE
CONSTRUCTION OF WASTEWATER IMPROVEMENTS FOR SOUTH 38™ STREET
AND CHEROKEE DRIVE FROM SOUTH 34™ PLACE TO SOUTH 38™ STREET AND
VICINITY.

City Engineer Ken Vogeney presented the staff report on this item. City staff received a LID
petition from the property owners at 3810 Cherokee Dr. to extend public wastewater service in
Cherokee Dr. in response to their septic system failure. Oregon Administrative Rules (OARs)
required properties within 300 feet of a public wastewater system to connect to the public system
if their septic system failed. The proposed district (Attachment 3 of the agenda packet) contained
40 properties along Cherokee Drive between S 34™ Street and S 38™ Street, and 4 properties
along S. 38" St. between Cherokee Drive and S. Redwood Drive. The responses in favor of the
proposed LID were primarily in the vicinity of the sponsoring property owner, at the easterly end
of the proposed district, with less support further west between S. 37 Street and S.34% Place. A
property roster showing the addresses in the district was attached (Attachment 5 of the agenda
packet). Lane County tax assessor records indicated the average real market value of homes in
the proposed district was approximately $172,000, while the average assessed taxable value was
approximately $115,000.
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At Council’s request, staff prepared four conceptual estimates to provide public wastewater
service to the district or to an individual property in the district. A table summarizing these costs
was contained in the Council Briefing Memo (Attachment 1 of the agenda packet).
Implementation of a full LID (for 44 lots) yielded an average cost of $15,100 per property. This
estimate included costs for construction & engineering of the public system, Local Wastewater
and MWMC System Development Charges (SDCs), septic tank decommissioning, and private
onsite plumbing work to connect the house lateral to the service point provided by the LID. Cost
estimates for a smaller LID and costs to extend service to an individual property owner were
contained in Attachment 1.

Should Council decide not to proceed with the LID, the sponsoring property owner would be
obligated to construct the wastewater main across their frontage fully at their cost. If Council did
initiate the LID, the City Engineer would prepare a report of the project, including project cost
and description, and give proper notification to affected property owners prior to scheduling a
public hearing for adoption of the project by ordinance.

Mr. Vogeney noted that Council met on October 12 during their work session to review this topic.
At that meeting, staff introduced this petition, but no action was taken. The council briefing
memorandum in the agenda packet included responses to Council questions following that
meeting. He noted that agenda packets were sent to each of the property owners in the proposed
district and staff had received several phone calls based on the materials in the packet; some with
questions, some confirming their support, and some confirming their opposition. Two emails had
been sent to staff today from property owners who had previously opposed the district, who were
now asking to be counted in favor. Staff met with the City Attorney and determined that the
petition could remain open during the public hearing to allow citizens to make any changes
regarding support or opposition after hearing the testimony. Staff could track any changes during
the meeting and provide a final number at the end of the hearing. Currently, those in favor were at
about 56%.

Mr. Vogeney referred to Page 3 of Attachment 1 of the agenda packet which listed various cost
estimates that may apply for different options. He explained each option. He highlighted that
initiating the district did not obligate anyone to a particular cost. Council’s action to initiate
provided the city staff with direction to prepare the specifications, plans, cost assessment method,
and a more refined assessment of what the cost may be per property owner. That information
would come back to Council in the future during a public hearing. At that time, Council could
determine whether or not to move forward with the project. If so, they would adopt an ordinance
to establish that district.

Mr. Vogeney referred to the resolution which was Attachment 7 of the agenda packet. The 2™
resolve referenced debt financing. That was included in the event we needed debt financing, but
they were not expecting that at this time.

Councilor Simmons asked if leaving the petition open until the conclusion of the public hearing
would open the property owners list to the current date or the date of the submission of the
petition. He was concerned that property ownership may have changed since the original date.

Mr. Leahy said there was no specific date at which the petition became concrete. In considering
the purpose of the public hearing, it made sense to allow people the chance to hear the facts and
then decide if their original stand was the same. The City had the technology to determine the
ownership issue following the public hearing. The statute in the Code specified that either by
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petition or by Council’s own motion, this could move forward (Section 3.002). To give
participatory democracy, the hallmark of this Council, some effect, they needed to give people
the ability to make their decision after they heard everything.

Councilor Simmons said the effective date of the petition would be at a point certain.
Mr. Leahy said it would be when the hearing was over.
Councilor Pishioneri noted two emails from one email address.

Mr. Vogeney said the emails were from residents at two addresses who used one email account to
send their email.

Councilor Lundberg referred to page 3 of Attachment 1 of the agenda packet that listed the costs
for different options. She asked if they were just estimates and if residents were considering an
average cost, not an actual cost.

Mr. Vogeney said that was correct. They had not prepared a precise set of plans to know exact
costs. Each property had different width of frontage along the roadway, giving them different
costs. These estimates were based on construction estimates over the past year. As staff prepared
the actual construction plans and estimates, they could refine those estimates. They would still be
estimates until bids had been received from a contractor.

Mayor Leiken opened the public hearing.

1. Jon Ellington, 3585 Cherokee Drive, Springfield, OR. Mr. Ellington thanked the Mayor and
Council for the opportunity to speak. Mr. Ellington said he lived on the west end of Cherokee

Drive. Originally, he was opposed to the sewer because of lack of information and
misinformation he had received. He recently received new information regarding this project,
which had changed his vote to a ‘yes and he supported this project fully. He was not aware
they had the option of hooking up to the sewer at a later date, which would allow them to
break up the cost. He had also learned that he would not lose ten feet of his property for
sidewalks and streetlights. Finding out this new information allowed him to support this
project. The sewer was something the neighbors had wanted since Hayden Homes developed
fifteen years ago. At that time, they were told there would be no development for their
neighborhood to go onto the sewer. The original amount he had heard was about $30,000.
With the value of the neighborhood, those costs seemed impossible for the property owners to
take on. With the lower projected costs coming in and the option to hook up at a later date, he
saw this as a window of opportunity to take advantage of this development offered by the
City and go forward. He hoped Council did not decide to reduce the size of the LID and
proceed on a smaller scale. In doing that, they would eliminate neighbors who had been
asking for the sewer for many years and would miss out on the lower costs to hook up.

2. Roxann Fierling, 3570 Cherokee Drive, Springfield, OR. Ms. Fierling said she lived ten feet
from the sewer. She had asked to go on the sewer when it was available and was told ‘no’.
During a meeting last year, they were told the City’s proposal would run $13,500 to $17,000
for the City’s obligation and then the property owners would have their private obligations on
top of that. That was not a good time financially for those high costs. Now that this has been
brought forward, she would like to see if she could afford it, but would need some sort of
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confirmation that this new bid was closer to accurate than the first bid. She wanted to keep
her home. She was not sure why the neighborhood was left off of the sewer.

Mayor Leiken said the Mayor and Council would listen to the rest of the public hearing and then
ask staff to answer her question and other questions that came up.

3. Ardis Smith, 5090 Forsythia Drive, Springfield, OR. Mr. Smith said he owned a duplex on
the corner of Cherokee and 37" Street. He was the builder of 35 of the 40 homes on Cherokee
Drive. When Mr. Elmo Aldridge and his wife wanted to subdivide, they requested sewer and
water from the City. The City allowed them to go on to 37" or 38® Street underneath
Weyerhaeuser Road to bring water to Cherokee, 37" Street and 38™ Street, but they refused to
allow the sewer system to go in. Mr. Aldridge put septic tanks in on the properties. Mr.
Aldridge had wanted to subdivide the rest of the property, but was told by the City that he
would have to bring the sewer line from Main Street down 32™ Street which was cost
prohibitive. When the school went in on 32™ Street, the school district paid the price to bring
the sewer line in allowing the rest of the subdivision to be completed. Mr. Smith would like

~ the City to try to help the people in this neighborhood with some type of funds to lower the
cost because many were of limited income.

4. Ed Christofferson, 3572 Cherokee Drive, Springfield, OR. Mr. Christofferson thanked the
Mayor and Council for the opportunity to speak. He lived at the west end of Cherokee Drive
and was originally not in favor of the LID with the information he had received. With the
costs lowered, he changed his vote to yes on this project. He hoped the city planners would
look further into lowering the costs during these unstable times. He was o.k. with the
individual cost estimate of $15,141, but would ask that this cost be lowered if at all possible
making it more affordable for homeowners on a tight budget. Most of the homeowners were
at or near retirement age. ‘ :

5. R.F. Peterson, 3624 Cherokee Drive, Springfield, OR. Mr. Peterson said the previous

speakers touched on some of the points he also wanted to note. As a thirty year resident on
Cherokee Drive, which was in the LID petition area, he would be remise if didn’t note past
City missteps concerning the main sewer line that should have been in place many years ago.
The City acquired this area over thirty years ago and had collected fees and taxes for that
period. The City was aware of the potential of septic tank failures and nothing was being
prepared for that problem. The City, in recent years, had been approached many times for
sewer mainlines from west to east, 38 or 39" Street. This was done during Planning
Commission meetings which he attended, and the planners told the residents it could not be
done because the subdivision had to use pumps that wouldn’t have the capacity. Several
months later those pumps were taken out, and the east and west line was lost again. When
other subdivisions were built, residents approached the Planning Commission, but still
received no permission to move forward. Now, during the greatest recession that he had
witnessed with unemployment and foreclosures in the area, a great amount of stress was
being put on existing homeowners. The $10,000, to $15,000 loss in home values would make
the banks uneasy with additional liens on the properties. This was difficult on the
homeowners. Many people couldn’t understand the importance of the Mill Race project and
the amount of funding it was taking. Many people didn’t know we had a Mill Race. It was
wrong for citizens to be charged for the Natron extension, when his neighbors were just
asking for sewer services.



