
AGENDA COVER MEMO 

DATE: 	 April 6, 2011 

April 26, 2011, Board Meeting Date 


TO: 	 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

FROM: KENT HOWE, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

LAND MANAGEMENT DIVISION 


AGENDA ITEM TITLE: In The Matter Of An Update On The Eugene-Springfield 
Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) Joint Elected 
Official's Regional Issues Work Plan, 

I. MOTION: 

No motion necessary, This is an information item only. 

II. ISSUE OR PROBLEM 

On June 1,2009, the Eugene/Springfield/Lane County Joint Elected Officials (JED) directed 
staff from all three jurisdictions to develop a work plan for making specific changes to the Metro 
Plan to address the Board's five areas of concern (see Attachment 1). This effort was reported to 
the JED on February 26, and June 17,2010. This report provides the Board vl'ith an update on 
those efforts as the cities prepare Metro Plan amendments and refinement plans. (see Progress 
Matrix, Attachment 7). 

Ill. DISCUSSION 

'The Board has articulated five issues related to using the Eugene/Springfield Metro Plan as the 
urban area joint management agreement and the policy background for the Eugene/Springfield 
Urban Transition Building and Land Use Agreements: 

I. Definition of Key Urban Services; 
2. Jurisdictional autonomy for properties outside the Urban Growth Boundary; 
3. Urbanizable Area citizen representation; 
4. Dispute Resolution for shared jurisdicions; and 
5. Farmland and Open Space Protection. 

'The Board is a partner in the Eugene/Springfield Metro Plan and there are several possible plan 
amendment opportunities coming to you in the near future, These are opportunities to refine 
your vision of the Metro Plan and include your considerations in the discussion, 'The cities will 
be coming to you for: 

• co-adoption of amendments that will be necessary to implement HB 3337; and 
• co-adoption of the amendments for the transportation system plans, the RTSP and 

TransPlan. 

This memo provides a description of the changes necessary to move forward each issue listed above. 
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1. DEFINITION OF KEY URBAN SERVICES 


Overarching issue: The Metro Plan is the region's land use policy document. If a land use 

focus is affirmed, 1) non-land use pieces should be removed and 2} elements required by 

statute should be identified and updated or added. 


Regional issue: Definition of Key Urban Services 


General approach to resolve issue: 

1) Identify 'key urban" services in the context of land use; 

2} Remove inconsistencies in Metro Plan text (see Problem Statement and Proposed Solution 


below); 
3) Rewrite and/or add new definitions of public facilities and services; determine whether new 

policies and/or new agreements will be needed. 

Problem Statement 
Within the Metro Plan a number of different and inconsistent terms are used when referring to 
various services provided by the local governments and other agencies. More important and 
problematic for Lane County is that the terms used in the Metro Plan do not specifically refer to, 
define or recognize those functions and services that the county provides that are used 
extensively by urban residents. These county-provided urban services include: sheriff and 
corrections services, criminal prosecution (DA) services, parole and probation services, 
elections, regional transportation facilities and services, mental health services, public health 
services, workforce assistance services, animal services and regional park facilities and 
services. 

The Metro Plan reflects circumstances at a time when the public sector's financial situation was 
not so dire. Failure to recognize the county as a provider of public facilities and services within 
the metropolitan area is problematic because it is potentially detrimental to the county's long­
term ability to maintain these facilities and services. This is because establishment of a special 
taxing district or some other innovative approach to keep those services viable in part is subject 
to the existing Melro Plan. Under current policies and operational practices of the Metro Plan, 
the creation of speclaltaxing districts for these services or including them within existing districts 
would likely not be feasible or could be precluded because public services are not defined and 
the scope of defined "key urban" services includes some services cities do not provide. The 
definitions and Metro Plan policies also may affect or exclude consideration of other services 
not provided by cities in ways unrelated to land use planning. 

Proposed Solutions 
Continue to use Statewide Planning Goal 11 (Attachment 2a) as basis for Metro Plan definition 
of public facilities and services. Revise specific Metro Plan text, such as: 

• 	 Add 'land use' to clarify Metro Plan purpose. This language already exists on pages 1-5 
(Relationship to Other Plans, Policies, and Reports). (Attachment 2b) 

• 	 Add language to clarify other services provided in the Urban area by Lane County 
(Attachment 2b) 

• 	 Revise text throughout Melro Plan to clarify among public, and urban and rural facilities 
and services. (Attachment 2c) 

• 	 Change definition in Chapter V. Glossary from 'key urban to 'public' facilities and 
services;" add subcategories as described below (refer to Attachment 2d): 
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o 	 Add "Other facilities and services provided by Lane COunty within the Metro Plan 
Plan boundary (urban and rural lands" 

o 	 Change references to either "minimum level of urban facilities and services' or 'full 
range facilities and services.' 

o 	 Add a definition for "rural levels of service' 

Next Steps 
• 	 Confirm the Metro Plan as the Metro area land use public policy document 
• 	 The December 2001 Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Public Facilities and 

Services Plan (Public Facilities and Services Plan, PFSP) is a refinement plan of the 
Metro Plan. It should be reviewed and revised if there are updates to the Metro Plan. 
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2. JURISDICTIONAL AUTONOMY 

Regional issue: Jurisdictional Autonomy 

General approach to resolve issue: 
1. 	 Revise Metro Plan text to focus on regional emphasis of document. 
2. 	 Revise the Metro Plan boundary to coincide with UGBs adopted individually by 'Eugene and 

Springfield pursuant to the respective HB3337 work programs of each city .. 
3. 	 Address the Metro Plan amendment process, when appropriate, to provide autonomy within 

the individual cities and Lane County. 

Problem Statement 
Over the years there have been infrequent but highly publicized instances when the cities have 
held a deciding vote in land use proceedings involving private property within another governing 
body's primary jurisdiction. This continues to be possible because Ch. IV, Policy 7 of the Metro 
Plan (Attachment 5) requires that any proposed amendments to the Metro Plan for property 
outside of a city must be jointly approved by the County and the partner city (or cities) or 
otherwise, the amendment shall be referred to the MPC for conflict resolution. The current 
bylaws and operation of the MPC has made resolution unlikely if one of the jurisdictions does 
not desire resolution. This has meant that each of the cities possess and have exercised an 
ability to ovenride the authority and will of the County Commissioners and the adjoining City 
Council on proceedings which involve property located entirely outside of their own city limits or 
the UGB. 

Conversely, co-adoption and/or determination of 'Regional Impact" have affected the cities' 
ability to make changes within the Metro Plan framework, such as formation of a service district. 

Proposed Solutions [Attachment: Metro Plan Chapter IV, Metro Plan Review, 
Amendments, and Refinements] 

• 	 Modify the Metro Plan plan boundary so that it is coterminous with the parcel specific 
UGBs that must be adopted individually by Eugene and Springfield. 

• 	 Revise Metro Plan text Chapter II Fundamental Principles regarding applicability of the 
Metro Plan beyond the current UGB, including updating the definitions of urban, 
urbanizable and rural (Attachment 4b) 

• 	 Modify the current Jurisdictional Responsibility Section D of Chapter II Fundamental 
Principles and Growth Management Policy Framework ( Attachment 3) 

• 	 Modify the current consensus-driven conflict resolution bylaws of the MPC (refer to 
Springfield's April 2008 working draft as a starting point, (Attachment 3) 

• 	 Implement HB 3337 and replace references to a single UGB 

Next Steps 
• 	 Determine whether the MPC decision-making process overhaul should be part of the 

Dispute Resolution regional issue 
• 	 Continue work on Metro Plan Boundary adjustment - Based on direction provided by the 

Board on February 9, 2011, LMD staff has begun a work program to revise the 
boundaries of the Metro Plan. This work is being conducted in two separate phases. 
Phase 1 focuses on the Metro Plan area adjacent to the City of Springfield's Urban 
Growth Boundary. Phase 2 will modify the Metro Plan Boundary adjacent to the City of 
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Eugene. Please refer to Attachment 6 of this memorandum for a map of the Metro Pian 
Boundary amendment Project Phase Areas. 

Each phase will involve three separate plan amendment tasks. These are: 

1. 	 a change 10 Ihe Plan boundary with any necessary associated text amendments 
to create a modified boundary that is cotenninous with the City of Springfield's 
UGB (Phase 1) and the City of Eugene's UGB (Phase 2) 

2. 	 a change In the underlying plan designations for properties that are incorporated 
into the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan, and 

3. 	 thelegislative rezoning of certain non-resource zoned properties to updated 
versions of Lane Code. 

A public open house to discuss Ihe Phase 1 work program is scheduled for April 21, 
2011. A tn-jurisdictional Public Hearing before the Lane County, Springfield and City of 
Eugene Planning Commissions is scheduled for June 7, 2011 

Final action on the Phase 1 process will be dependent on the adoption schedule of the 
City of Springfield's HB3337- related PAPAs. Timelines for Phase 2 have not yet been 
established. 

• 	 Decide whether to implement the remaining needed revisions concurrently with HB 
3337- related amendments. 
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3. URBANIZABLE AREA CITIZEN REPRESENTATION 

Regional issue: Urbanizable Area Citizen Representation 

General approach to resolve issue: 

Develop an administrative process to address concems of citizens residing between the city 

limits and urban growth boundary(ies). 


Problem Statement 

The cities of Eugene and Springfield are responsible for the planning and development of the 

lands within their respective city limits. Each city shares responsibility wllh Lane County for 

developing land use policies that govern the areas outside the city limits. The area of 

overlapping jurisdiction is the ·urbanizable lands,' "edge" or fringe area and defined in the Metro 

Plan as ·those unincorporated lands between the city limits and UGB: 


Citizens in these unincorporated areas are represented by the Board of Commissioners, not the 

City Councils. However, the county delegated its administrative authority for processing 

planning and building permits to each of the two cities, respectively, within the UGB upon the 

adoption and signing of the Urban Transition Agreements (UTAs) in 1986·87 (and updated in 

2000). The UTAs limit Lane County's administrative responsibility for planning and building 

permit processing to the area outside the UGB. However, just as the cities are responsible for 

approving the urban development within their city limits, the County relains its role and 

responsibility in joint Metro Plan policy development for the ·edge" or fringe area outside the 

City Limits, inside Ihe UGB. 


Some citizens feel disenfranchised because their elected officials have delegated the 
administrative authority to the cities. Citizens in unincorporated land areas are being told by the 
cities thai they can't do whatever it is they want to do. The citizen then goes 10 the county who 
lells them they need 10 go to the cities that are responsible for processing planning and building 
permits within the urbanizable area. 

Proposed Solution 
Develop an administrative process whereby a citizen wilhin the urbanizable area can present 
their issue to the Board of Counly Commissioners. If the Board determines the issue, or issues, 
is/are valid, they could move towards developing a policy issue that would be discussed with the 
respective city council. A hearings official could be the entity who compiles the 
issues/complaints, organizes them, and presents them quarterly to the Boerd and/or city 
councils. 

Next Steps 
• 	 Develop the administrative process for complaints or issues within the urbanizable area 
• 	 Amend Metro Plan to refer to administrative process (changes proposed to Metro Plan 


Chapter I, Purpose #3 (Attachments 4a) and Chapter II Fundamental Principles, Citizen 

Involvement, new #2) (Attachment 4b) 


• 	 Determine whether to retain a hearings official to present issue(s)to the Board 
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4. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

Regional issue: Dispute Resolution 

General approach to resolve issue: 

Work with jurisdictions to revise and develop an effective process that provides for additional 

study. conflict resolution, and recommendation back to the governing bodies. This action may 

include MPC and a decision whether to re-engage MPC in the land use planning process. 


Problem Statement 

Metro Plan Chapter III, Specific Elements, K. Citizen Involvement, Finding 11, Policy 4. 


Maintain an ongoing metropolitan region policy committee, known as the MPC, to provide 
policy direction on major Metro Plan updates, Metro Plan amendments, and special studies. 
MPC shall resolve land use issues and other disagreements at the elected official level 
among the two cities and the county and fulfill other intergovernmental functions as required 
by the three metropolitan governments. (Attachment Sa) 

Metro Plan Chapter IV, Policy 1, of the Metro Plan states: 

"If all participating jurisdictions reach a consensus to approve a proposed amendment, 
substantively identical ordinancas affecting the changes shall be adopted. Where there is a 
consensus to deny a proposed amendment, it may not be re-initiated, except by one of the 
three governing bodies, for one year. Amendments for which there is no consensus shall be 
referred to the Metropolitan Policy Committee (MPC) for additional study, conflict resolution, 
and recommendation back to the governing bodies.' (Attachment 5b) 

MPC Bylaws, Article IV. Section 4: Conduct of Meeting 

"D. All formal actions shall require the vote of at least a simple majority of the quorum 
present and the affirmative vote of at least one elected representative from Eugene, 
Springfield. and Lane County. In the case of a tie vote, the issue shall be considered 
unresolved and may be voted upon again.' (Attachment 5d) 

Simiiar to the jurisdictional autonomy implementation problem statement, there have been 
infrequent but highly publicized instances when a city or county has held a deciding vote in land 
use proceedings and has pre-empted the host city or the county's ability to move forward. This 
continues to be possible because the above policy requires that any proposed amendments to 
the Metro Plan for property outside of a city must be jointly approved by the County and the 
partner city (or cities) or otherwise, the amendment shall be referred to the MPC for conflict 
resolution. Similarly, all three jurisdictions must approve a Metro Plan amendment where there 
is "Regional Impact' or otherwise, the amendment shall be referred to the MPC for conflict 
resolution. 

Chapter IV of the Metro Plan (Attachment 5) does not include text that addresses conflict 

resolution; it refers to MPC "for additional study, conflict resolution, and recommendation back 

to the goveming bodies.' The current bylaws and operation of the MPC has made resolution 

unlikely if one of the jurisdictions does not desire resolution. This has meant that each of the 

cities possess and have exercised an ability to override the authority and will of the County 

Commissioners and the adjoining City Council on proceedings which may involve property 

located entirely outside of their own city limits or the UGB. 
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During previous periodic reviews of the Metro Plan, MPC played a policy development role. 
However, MPC's direct involvement with general Metro planning activities has been diminished 
as it has switched to a transportation focus. It is possible that MPC could play an important role 
and productive role in implementing the Metro Plan in the future. The purpose and role of MPC 
should to be evaluated in the context of state and federate transportation requirements as well 
as how it could be involved in future land use policy input. (Refer to Attachments 6 and 7, 
Memorandum and emails between Greg Mott, Planning Director. Springfield and Byron 
Vanderpool, Director, LCOG) 

Proposed Solutions 
• 	 Revise the MPC bylaws (Attachment 5d) to address conflict resolution among the 

jurisdictions. For example, a process could be designed that does not allow one jurisdiction 
to hold veto power over the other partners or a neutral party is engaged to hear the dispute 

• 	 Revise Chapter III of the Melro Plan to address conflict resolution, if desired by the 
jurisdictions. For example, remove MPC from the Metro Plan as the conflict resolution entity 
(Attachment 5a) 

• 	 Revise Chapter IV of the Melro Plan to address conflict resolution, if desired by the 
jurisdictions. For example, remove MPC from the Metro Plan as the conflict resolution entity 
(Attachment 5b) 

• 	 Amend implementing development codes, such as Lane County's Lane Code 12.235(5), 
conflict resolution process (Attachment 50) 

Next Steps 
• 	 Detennine whether MPC should be removed from the Metro Plan as the conflict 


resolution entity 

• 	 Propose revisions to the MPC decision-making process 
• 	 Detennine whether MPC should renew its involvement in the land use decision-making 

arena. 
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5. 	 FARMLAND AND OPEN SPACE PROTECTION 

Regional issue: Farmland and Open Space Protection 

General approach to resolve issue: 

Determine a process to protect fannland and open space from urban development within the 

county, 


Problem Statement 

The county is interested in preserving valuable farmland and open space within the county. 

However, once areas for protection are identified and restrictions on development are applied, it 

might be necessary/appropriate to compensate landowners with credits to transfer their 

development rights (TORs) to a different location. These development rights would likely be 

transferred to receiving areas that would be located inside a city's urban growth boundary since 

land inside a UGB has been identified as urbanizable and will eventually be developed with 

facilities and services. 


An issue with receiving areas inside UGB[s] is that Oregon's statewide planning program 

requires that densities be established and adopted by the cities. These maximum densities are 

currently part of the Metro Plan [note: new densities will be adopted by the cities as part of HB 

3337]. Since those densities are the maximums it is not clear how applying TORs, which would 

mean densities beyond what Metro Plan allows, would occur. There are additional complexities 

sunrounding TORs such as: without changing zoning and placing a 50-year 'hold" on a property, 

the county would need to determine if a taking has occurred. 


The county has made application to OLCO for the TOR Pilot Program (Attachment 6), TOR 

pilot programs are underway for forest lands but not farmland at this juncture. The state has 

begun to recognize that TORs are a legitimate program within the state and as such, the state is 

beginning to understand that they need to determine how to implement this technique for 

protection of certain lands. 


Proposed Solutions 

• 	 Participate in LCOC TOR Pilot Program 
• 	 Consider working with cities to identify urban reserves that have first priority for expansion 


and could be potential receiving areas for TDRs 

• 	 Identify areas where cities cannot expand 
• 	 Identify conservation easements to be protected 

Next Steps 
• 	 PartiCipate in LCOC TOR Pilot Program 
• 	 Put on-hold until county and legislature do more work on this issue, 
• 	 Oetermine how to address takings issue. 
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B. Summary 

This update will be provided at the May 26th 
, Eugene/Springfield/Lane County JEO meeting and 

will be discussed for direction on how to integrate into the future Metro Plan amendments to 
implement HB 3337 for Eugene and Springfield. 

IV. ATTACHMENTS: 

1. JEO Subcomittee Recommendations, June 1, 2009 
2a. Statewide Planning Goal 11: Public Facilities and Services 
2b. Draft Metro Plan Amendment, Chapter I, Introduction, Purpose Section 
2c. Draft Metro Plan Amendment, Section C, Growth Management 
2d, Draft Metro Plan Amendment, Chapter V. Glossary 
3. Draft Metro Plan Amendment, Chapter II, D. Jurisdictional Responsibility 
4a. Draft Metro Plan Amendment, Chapter I, Introduction, Purpose #3, 
4b, Draft Metro Plan Amendment, Chapter II, Metropolitan Goals, Citizen Involvement #2. 
Sa, Draft Metro Plan Amendment, Chapter III, Section K, Citizen Involvement Element 
Sb. Draft Metro Plan Amendment, Chapter IV, Policy #7, 
Sc. Draft Lane Code Amendment, LC 12.235(5) 
5d. Metropolitan Policy Committee Bylaws 
Se. Memorandum from Greg Mort to Byron Vanderpool 
Sf. Emails between Byron Vanderpool and Greg Mott 
6, Metro Plan Boundary Amendment Project Phase Areas 
7. TOR Pilot Program Application to DLCD and Board Order 10-5-19-9 
8. Progress Matrix: JEO Subcommittee Recommendations 
9. Attachment B, Metro Plan Chapter Updates by JEO Motion and Regional Issues 
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Attachment 1 

JEO Subcommittee Recommendations 

June 1,2009 

I. 	 Direct staff from all three jurisdictions to develop a work plan that includes a timeline, rost 
estimate and implications for specific changes to the Metro Plan based on 
recommendations from each jurisdiction that include but are not limited to the following: 

a. 	 Overarching policies that identify and address regional issues. 
b. 	 Policies that allow for individual refinement Plans for Eugene and Springfield to 

address jurisdiction specific issues. 
c. 	 Adjustments to the Metro Plan boundary and text to address jurisdictional specific 

issues arising in the urbanizable areas and the area outside the urban growth 
boundary. 

d. 	 A dispute resolution process that reflects the changes described in a-c. 
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Attachment 2a 


Oregon's Statewide Planning Goals & Guidelines 

GOAL 11: PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES 


OAR 660.015.0000(11) 

To plan and develop a timely. orderly 
and efficient arrangement of public 
facilities and services to serve as a 
framework for urban and rural 
development. 

Urban and rural development 
shall be guided and supported by types 
and levels of urban and rural public 
facilities and services appropriate for, 
but limited to, the needs and 
requirements of the urban. urbanizable. 
and rural areas to be served. A 
provision for key facilities shall be 
included in each plan. Cities or counties 
shall develop and adopt a public facility 
plan for areas within an urban growth 
boundary containing a population 
greater than 2,500 persons. To meet 
current and long-range needs, a 
provision for solid waste disposal sites, 
including sites for inert waste, shall be 
included in each plan. 

Counties shall develop and adopt 
community public facility plans 
regulating facilities and services for 
cerlain unincorporated communities 
outside urban growth boundaries as 
specified by Commission rules. 

Local Governments shall not 
allow the establishment or extension of 
sewer systems outside urban growth 
boundaries or unincorporated 
community boundaries, or allow 
extensions of sewer lines from within 
urban growth boundaries or 
unincorporated community boundaries 
to serve land outside those boundaries, 

except where the new or extended 
system is the only practicable alternative 
to mitigate a public health hazard and 
will not adversely affect farm or forest 
land. 

Local governments may allow 
residential uses located on certain rural 
residential lots or parcels inside existing 
sewer district or sanitary authority 
boundaries to connect to an existing 
sewer line under the terms and 
conditions specified by Commission 
rules. 

Local govemments shall not rely 
upon the presence, establishment, or 
extension of a water or sewer system to 
allow residential development of land 
outside urban growth boundaries or 
unincorporated community boundaries 
at a density higher than authorized 
without service from such a system. 

In accordance with ORS 197.180 
and Goal 2, state agencies that provide 
funding for transportation, water supply, 
sewage and solid waste facilities shall 
identify in their coordination programs 
how they will coordinate that funding 
with other state agencies and with the 
public facility plans of cities and 
counties. 

A Timely, Orderly, and Efficient 
Arrangement - refers to a system or 
plan that coordinates the type, locations 
and delivery of public facilities and 
services in a manner that best supports 
the existing and proposed land uses. 
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Rural Facilities and Services - refers 
to facilities and services suitable and 
appropriate solely for the needs of rural 
lands. 

Urban Facilities and Services ­
Refers to key facilities and to 
appropriate types and levels of at least 
the following: police protection; sanitary 
facilities; storm drainage facilities; 
planning, zoning and subdivision 
control; health services; recreation 
facilities and services; energy and 
communication services; and 
community governmental services. 

Public Facilities Plan - A public facility 
plan is a support document or 
documents to a comprehensive plan. 
The facility plan describes the water, 
sewer and transportation facilities which 
are to support the land uses designated 
in the appropriate acknowledged 
comprehensive plan or plans within an 
urban growth boundary containing a 
population greater than 2,500. 

Community Public Facilities Plan - A 
support document or documents to a 
comprehensive plan applicable to 
specific unincorporated communities 
outside UGBs. The community public 
facility plan describes the water and 
sewer services and facmltes which are 
to support the land uses designated In 
the plan for the unincorporated 
community. 

Water system - means a system for 
the provision of piped water for human 
consumption subject to regulation under 
ORS 448.119 to 448.285. 

Extension ofa sewer or water system 
- means the extension of a pipe, 
conduit, pipeline, main, or other physical 
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component from or to an existing sewer 
or water system, as defined by 
Commission rules. 

GUIDELINES 

A. PLANNING 
1. Plans providing for public 

facilities and services should be 
coordinated with plans for designation of 
urban boundaries, urbanizable land, 
rural uses and for the transition of rural 
land to urban uses. 

2. Public facilities and services 
for rural areas should be provided at 
levels appropriate for rural use only and 
should not support urban uses. 

3. Public facilities and services in 
urban areas should be provided at 
levels necessary and suitable for urban 
uses. 

4. Public facilities and services In 
urbanizable areas should be provided at 
levels necessary and suitable for 
existing uses. The provision for future 
public facilities and services in these 
areas should be based upon: (1) the 
time required to provide the service; (2) 
reliability of service; (3) financial cost; 
and (4) levels of service needed and 
desired. 

5. A public facility or service 
should not be provided in an 
urbanizable area unless there is 
provision for the coordinated 
development of all the other urban 
facilities and services app ropriate to that 
area. 

6. All utility lines and facilities 
should be located on or adjacent to 
existing public or private rights-of-way to 
avoid dividing existing farm units. 

7. Plans providing for public 
facilities and services should consider 
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as a major determinant the canying 
capacity of the air, land and water 
resources of the planning area. The land 
conservation and development action 
provided for by such plans should not 
exceed the canylng capacity of such 
resources. 

B. IMPLEMENTATION 

1. Capital improvement 
programming and budgeting should be 
utilized to achieve desired types and 
levels of public facilities and services in 
urban, urbanizable and rural areas. 

2. Public facilities and services 
should be appropriate to support 
sufficient amounts of land to maintain an 
adequate housing market In areas 
undergoing development or 
redevelopment. 

3. The level of key facilities that 
can be provided should be considered 
as a principal factor in planning for 
various densities and types of urban and 
rural land uses. 

4. Plans should deSignate sites of 
power generation facilities and the 
location of electric transmission lines in 
areas intended to support desired levels 
of urban and rural development. 

S. Additional methods and 
devices for achieving desired types and 
levels of public facilities and services 
should include but not be limited to the 
following: (1) tax incentives and 
disincentives; (2) land use controls and 
ordinances; (3) multiple use and join! 
development practices; (4) fee and less­
than-fee acquisition techniques; and (S) 
enforcement of local health and safety 
codes. 

6. Plans should provide for a 
detailed management program to assign 
respective implementation roles and 
responsibilities to those governmental 
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bodies operating in the planning area 
and having interests in canying out the 
goat 
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Attachment 2b. 

Chapter I 

Introduction 


Background 


The 2004 Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Melro Plan) is the third update 
of the 1990 Plan. The 1990 Plan, adopted in 1972, provided that a major update of the 
comprehensive plan should be initiated every five years. This reflects the fact that 
comprehensive plans must be adaptable to the changing needs and circumstances of the 
community if they are to retain their validity and usefulness. 

Therefore, this Metro Plan is not an entirely new product, but rather has evolved from and 
reflects needed changes to the original 1990 Plan. 

The Metro Plan was acknowledged by the Land Conservation and Development Commission 
(LCDC) in 1982 for the area inside the urban growth boundary (UGB). The remaining area was 
acknowledged in September 1985. The Metro Plan was updated in 1987 and in 2004 through 
periodic review. 

Purpose 

The Metro Plan is the official long-range land use comprehensive plan (public policy document) 
of metropolitan Lane County and the cities of Eugene and Springfield. Its policies and land use 
designations apply only within the area under the jurisdiction of the Metro Plan as described in 
Chapter II-D. The Metro Plan sets forth general planning policies and land use allocations and 
serves as the basis for the coordinated development of programs concerning the use and 
conservation ofphysical resources, furtherance of assets, and development or redevelopment of 
the metropolitan area. 

The Metro Plan is intended to designate a sufficient amount ofurbanizable land to accommodate 
the need for father urban expansion. The existing Metro Plan regional urban growth boundary 
was determined in the last periodic review to have enough buildable land inventory to 
accommodate a population of 286,000 by the year 20 IS.' The Metro Plan also identifies the 
public facilities and services required by the statewide Goals and Administrative Rules to meet 
the land use needs designated within the UGB. The glossary identifies the level of public 
facilities and services to be provigedwit:bin the UGB and Metro Plan Boundary. Lane County 
provides additional pllblicJacilitiesJl!ldservices within the Metro Plan Plan Boundary {urban 

I. 	 The population projection range for the ResidentiallJmd Use and Housing Element in Chapter IlI·A is 

291,70010311,100. The expected population for the year 2015 is 301,400. Thi. [NOTE: 301,400?] 

projection is for the Metropolitan Study a ceMUS tract area much larger than Ihe UGB. TIre 

projection was used as the basis for deriving the popUlation of 286,000 for Ihe UGB for Ihe year 

2015 for the residential lands analyst. perfonned in the 1999 Resideotiallands and Housing Study. 
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and mrallands) which, though not a constituent of the Metro Plan land use policy framework. 
add significantly to the health, well being and quality of life of the residents and businesses 
within the Metro Plan boundary. These public facilities and services provided by Lane County 
include sheriff and corrections services, criminal prosecution CDA) services, parole and 
probation services, elections. regional transportation facilities and services. mental health 
services, public health services. workforce assistance services. animal services and regional park 
facilities and services. 
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Attachment 2c 


Draft Amendments to Metro Plan Section C. 


C. Growth Management Goals, Findings, and Policies 

To effectively control the potential for urban sprawl and scattered urbanization, compact grov.1h 
and the Eugene and Springfield urban growth boundaryjes (UGB's) are, and will remain, the 
primary growth management techniques for directing geographic patterns ofurbanization in the 
community. In general, this means the filling in ofvacant and underutilized lands, as well as 
redevelopment inside the Eugene and Springfield UGBl!. 

Outward expansion oflhe Eugene or Springfield UOB will occur only when it is l'lreven 
aeeessay aeeeremg todetermined to be necessary in conformatlce with the policies set forth in 
this Metro Plan, particularly in this element, and with applicable statewide goals and 

Goals 

1. 	 Use urban, urbanizable, and rural lands efficiently. 

2. 	 Encourage orderly and efficient conversion ofland from rural to urban uses in response 
to urban needs, taking into account metropolitan and statewide goals. 

3. 	 Protect rural lands best suited for non-urban uses from incompatible urban encroachment. 

Findings and Policies 

Findings 

1. 	 Many metropolitan areas within the United States that have not implemented geographic 
growth management techniques suffer from scattered or leapfrog urban growth that leaves 
vacant and underutilized land in its path and encourages isolated residential developments far 
from metropolitan centers. Until adoption of the 1990 Plan's urban service area concept, 
portions of this metropolitan area were characterized by these phenomena. 

2. 	 Beneficial results of compact urban growth include: 

a. 	 Use of most vacant leftover parcels where utilities assessed !o abutting property owners 
are already in place. 
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b. Protection ofproductive forest lands, agricultural lands, and open space from premature 
urban development. 

c. 	 More efficient use oflimited fuel energy resources and greater use of bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities due to less miles of streets and less auto dependence than otherwise 
would be required. 

d. Decreased acreage of leapfrogged vacant land, thus resulting in more efficient and less 
costly provision and use of utilities, roads, and public services such as fire protection. 

e. 	 Greater urban public transit efficiency by providing a higher level ofservice for II given 
investment in transit equipment and the like. 

3. 	 The disadvantages of a too-compact UGB can be a disproportionately greater increase in the 
value of vacant land within the Eugene-Springfield area, which would contribute to higher 
housing prices. Factors other than size and location of the UGB and city limits affect land 
and housing costs. 111ese include site characteristics, interest rates, state and federal tax laws, 
existing public facility and service availability, and future public facility and service costs. 

4. 	 Periodic evaluation of land use needs compared to land supply provides a basis for orderly 
and non-excessive conversion of rural land to urbanizable land and provides a basis for 
public action to adjust the supply upward in response to the rate of consumption. 

5. 	 Prior to the late 19605, Eugene and Springfield had no growth management policy and, 
therefore, growth patterns were generally dictated by natural physical characteristics. 

6. 	 Mandatory statewide planning goals adopted by the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission (LCDC) require that all commuuities in the state establish UGBs to identify and 
separate urbanizable land from rural land. 

7. 	 Between 1970 and 1983, Springfield's population increased about 4 percent and Eugene's 
about 2.5 percent a year, but unincorporated portions of the metropolitan area experienced a 
population decline. About 17 percent of the total increase in the population was related to 
annexations. This indicates that growth is occurring in cities, which is consistent with the 
compact urban growth concept, and limitations on urban scatteration into unincorporated 
areas, as first embodied in the 1990 Plan. 

8. 	 In addition to Finding 7 above, evidence thai the ;Eugene and Springfield Urban Growth 
BoundariesYGB is an effective growth management tool includes the following: 

a. Consistent reduction over time ofvacant land within the Eugene and Springfield 

b. Reduction of vacant residential zoned land in Springfield and Eugene. 



c. 	 Greater value of vacant land within Springfield and Eugene than similar land 
outside incorporated areas but within the Eugene and Springfield Urban Growth 
Boundaries-tiGB_. 

d. 	 Increase since 1970 of the proportionate share of residential building pennits 
issued within city limits. 

9. 	 Reduction in the use of zoning provisions and regulatory processes that favor single­
family detached dwellings on standard size parcels would increase the opportunity to 
realize higher net residential densities than are presently occurring, particularly in newly 
developing areas. 

A variety of public facilities and services are provided by Lane County and special 
service districts to anineorporated portions ofthe Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area. 

11. 	 In 1986, the Cities of Eugene and Springfield entered into Urban Transition Agreements 
with Lane County which transferred from the County to the Cities administration for 
building and land use within the urbanizable portion of the Eugene and Springfield Urban 
Growth BoundarieslJGB. 
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Objectives 

I. 	 Continue to minimize urban scatteration and sprawl by encouraging compact growth and 
sequential development. 

2. 	 Insure that land supply is kept in proper relationship to land use needs. 

3. 	 Conserve those lands needed to efficiently accommodate expected urban growth. 

4. 	 Protect rural land and open space from premature urbanization. 

5. 	 When necessary to meet urban needs, utilize the least productive agricultural lands for 
needed expansion. 

6. 	 Encourage new and maintain existing rural land uses where productive or beneficial outside 
the urban growth boundary. 

7. 	 Shape and plan for a compact urban growth form to provide for growth while preserving the 

special character of the metropolitan area. 

8. 	 Encourage development of suitable vacant, underdeveloped, and redevelopable land where 
public facilities and services are available, thus capitalizing on public expenditures already 
made for these public facilities and services. 

9. 	 Protect life and property from natural hazards and natural disasters. 

10. Allow smaller outlying communities the opportunity to plan for their own futures without 
being engulfed by unlimited outward expansion of the metropolitan area. 

11. Identify methods of establishing an urban transition program which will eventually reduce 
service delivery inefficiencies by providing for the provision oflley \lfflan minimum level of 
urban facilities and services only by cities. 

Policies 

I. 	 UGBs and sequential development shall continue to be implemented as an essential means to 
achieve compact urban growth. The provision ofaH-_a minimum level or full range of urban 
facilities and urban services shall be concentrated inside the Eugene and Springfield Urban 
Growth Boundaries.UGBs of Eugooe and SpriftgfieJd 

h2. The Eugene and Springfield Urban Growth BoundariesUGBs shall run along the outside 
edge ofexisting and planned rights-of-way that form a portion of the fulgene and Springfield 
Urban Growth BoundariesUGBs _so that the full right-of-way is within the UGB. 
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3. 	 Control of location, timing, and financing of the major public investments that directly 

influence the growth form of the metropolitan area shall be planned and coordinated on a 

metropolitan-wide basis by the Metropolitan RegiQual Policy Resolution Committee 

(MRPRC). 


4. 	 Lane County shall discourage urban development in urbanizable and rural areas and 

encourage compact development of outlying communities. 


5. 	 To maintain the existing physical autonomy of the smaller outlying communities, urban 
development on agricultural and rural lands beyond the Eugene and Springfield Urban 
Growth Boundariestwe melrollelitan Mea UGB shall be restricted and based on at least the 
following criteria: 

a. 	 Preservation and conservation of natural resources 

b. 	 Conformity with the policies and provisions of the Lane County Rural Comprehensive 
Plan that borders the metropolitan area 

c. 	 Conformance with applicable mandatory statewide planning goals, rules and statutes 

6. 	 Outlying communities close to Springfield and Eugene shall be encouraged to develop plans 
and programs in support of compact urban development. 

7. 	 Conversion of rural and rural agricultural land to urbanizable land through Metro Plan 

amendments expanding either thc Eug<;ne or Springfield Urban Growth 

Boundarymeiropelitlm area UGH shall consistent with mandatory statewide planning 

goals, rules and statutes. 


8. 	 Land within either the Eugene or Springfield Urban Growth Boundary metTope!itaB area 
UGB.·may be converted from urbanizable to urban only through annexation to the aity's city 
UGB-.when it is found that: 

a. 	 A minimum level ofkey-_urban facilities and services can be provided to the area in an 
orderly and efficient manner. 

b. 	 There will be a logical area and time within which to deliver l.lfOO!ra minimum level or 
full range of urban facilities and services and faeilities. Conversion ofurbanizable land 
to urban shall also be consistent with the Metro Plan. 

I 9. 	 A full range of key-.urban facilities and services shall be provided to urban areas according to 
demonstrated need and budgetary priorities. 

10. Annexation to a city through normal processes shall continue to be the highest priority. 

11. The tax differential concept, as provided for in ORS 222.111 Q;;1,), shall be one mechanism 
that can be employed in urban transition areas. 

IT·C-5 



12. When the following criteria are met either Springfield or Eugene may annex land which is 
not contiguous to its boundaries. 

a. 	 The area to be annexed will be provided IIfl urban public facilities and serviCel!{ll1- which 
is-_(are) desired immediately by residents/property owners. 

b. 	The area to be annexed can be serviced (with minimum level oflre}'-_urban facilities and 
services as directed in the Metro Plan) in a timely and cost-efficient manner and is a 
logical extension of the city's service delivery system. 

c. 	 The annexation proposal is accompanied by support within tbe area proposed for 

annexation from the owners of at least half the land area in the affected territory. 


d. 	 The land is within the annexing city's area ofjurisdictional responsibility as specified in 
its acknowledged comprehensive plan. 

13. Police, fire and emergency medical services may be provided through extraterritorial 
extension with a signed annexation agreement or initiation ofa transition plan upon 
concurrence by the serving jurisdiction. 

14. Both Eugene and Springfield shall examine potential assessment deferral programs for low­
income households. 

15. Creation ofnew special service districts or zones of benefit within the Plan Boundary of the 
Metro Plan for minimum level or full range of urban facilities and services shall be 
considered only when all of the following criteria are satisfied: 

a. 	 There is no other method ofdelivering public facilities and services which are 
required to mitigate against extreme health hazard or public safety conditions. 

b. 	 The three metropolitan area general purpose governments concur with the proposal to 
form the service district or zone ofbenefit. 

c. 	 The district or zone ofbenefit is an interim service delivery method, and there are 
legal assurances, such as annexation agreements, to ensure that annexation to the 
appropriate city occurs within the planning period. 

d. 	 The servicing city is not capable ofproviding the full range ofurban facilities and 
services in the short term, although it is recognized that urban facilities and services 
will be provided by a city consistent with adopted public facilities plans and capital 
improvement programs. 

16. The district or zone ofbenefit for minimum level or full range ofurban facilities and services 
will contract with the appropriate city for interim service delivery until annexed to the 
appropriate city. 
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17. Ultimately, land within the ~ Eugene or Springfield Urban Growth Boundaries shall be 
annexed to a city and provided with the required minimum level of urban facilities and 
services. While the time frame for annexation may vary, annexation should occur as land is 
needed for urban development. 

18. 	 Eugene and Springfield and their respective utility branches, Eugene Water & Electric Board 
(EWEB) and Springfield Utility Board (SUB), shall be the water and electrical service 
providers within the OOB- Eugene and Springfield Urban Growth Boundaries consistent 
with adopted coordination agreements. 

19. As annexations to cities occur over time, existing special service districts for minimum level 
or full range of urban facilities and services within the OOB-Eugene or Springfield Urban 
Growth Boundaries shall be dissolved. The cities should consider developing 
intergovernmental agreements, which address transition issues raised by annexation, with 
affected special service districts. 

20. 	The realigranent (possible consolidation or merger) of fringe special service districts shall be 
examined to: 

a. 	 Promote a minimum level or full range of urban facility and service transition to cities 
within the Eugene and Springfield Urban Growth Boundaries.YGB. 

b. 	 Provide continued and comprehensive rural level of facilities and services to property 
and people outside the Eugene and SpringfieldSpringfields Urban Growth 
Boundaries . .y{ffi., 

c. 	 Provide more efficient service delivery and more efficient governmental structure for 
serving the immeaia~e urben fringe areas newly included inside the Eugene or 
Springfield Urban Growth Boundaries. 

Annexation ofterritory to existing service districts within the Eugene or Springfield 
Urban Growth Boundary-YGS shall occur only when the following criteria are met: 

a. 	 Immediate annexation to a city is not possible because the required minimum level oflrey 
urban facilities and services cannot be provided in a timely manner (within five years, as 
outlined in an adopted capital improvements program); 

b. Except for areas that have no fire protection, affected property owners have signed 
consent to annex agreements with the applicable city consistent with Oregon annexation 
law. 

Such aunexations shall be considered as interim service delivery solutions until ultimate 

annexation to a city occurs. 

"....L.L.. When unincorporated territory within the Eugene or Springfield Urban Growth 
BoundariesYGB is provided with any new W'b!m minimum level or full range ofpublic 
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facilities and -service;" that those public facilities and -service;, shall be provided by the 
following method (in priority order). 

a. 	 Annexation to a city; 

b. 	 Contractual annexation agreements with a city; 

c. 	 Annexation to an existing district (under conditions described previously in Policy 
#20); or 

d. 	 Creation of a new service district (under conditions described previously in Policy 
#\5). 

~23. Cities shall not extend water or wastewater service outside city limits to serve a residence 
or business without first obtaining a valid annexation petition, a consent to annex agreement, 
or when a health hazard annexation is required. 

U24. Regulatory and fiscal incentives that direct the geographic allocation of growth and 
density according to adopted plans and policies shall be examined and, when practical, 
adopted. 

2+.25 To accomplish the Fundamental Principle of compact urban growth addressed in the text 
and on the Metro Plan Diagram, overall metropolitan-wide density of new residential 
construction, but not necessarily each project, shall average approximately six dwelling units 
per gross acre over the planning period. 

;1&26. When conducting metropolitan planning studies, particularly the Public Facilities and 
Services Plan, consider the orderly provision and financing of public facilities and services 
and the overall impact on population and geographical growth in the metropolitan area. 
Where appropriate, future planning studies should include specific analysis of the growth 
impacts suggested by that particular study for the metropolitan area. 

2B27. Based upon direction provided in Policies 4, 8, and 24 of this section, any development 
taking place in the Eugene or Springfield Urban Growth Boundaries 1111 urbanizable area 
shall be designed to the development standards of the city which would be responsible for 
eventually providing a minimum level oflrey-_urban facilities and services to the area. 
Unless the following conditions are met, the minimum lot size for campus industrial 
designated areas shall be 50 acres and the minimum lot size for all other designations shall 
be 10 acres. Creation of new parcels in the Eug.::ne or Springfield Urban GrQwth 
BoundariesurbaffizabJe area will comply with the following standards: 

a. 	 The approval of a conceptual plan for ultimate development at urban densities in 
accord with applicable plans and policies. 

b. 	 Proposed land uses and densities confonn to applicable plans and policies. 
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c. 	 The owner of the property has signed an agreement with the adjacent city which 
provides: 

(I) The owner and his or her successors in interest are obligated to support 
anuexation proceedings should the city, at its option, initiate annexation. 

(2) The owner and his or her successors in interest agree not to challenge any 
anuexation of the subject property. 

(3) The owner and his or her successors in interest will acquire city approval for any 
subsequent new use, change ofuse, or substantial intensification ofuse ofthe 
property. The city will not withhold appropriate approval of the use arbitrarily if 
it is in compliance with applicable plans, policies, and standards, as interpreted by 
the city, as well as the conceptual plan approved under subsection a above. 

~28. Any lot under five acres in size to be created in ail w:eaml!oole area the Eugene or 
Springfield Urban Growth Boundary will require utilizing the following additional 
standards: 

a. 	 A majority of parcels located within 100 feet of the property are smaller than five 
acres. 

b. 	 No more than three parcels are being created. 

*29. The siting of all residences on urbanizable lots served by on-site sewage disposal systems 
shall be reviewed by Lane County to ensure the efficient future conversion of these lots to 
urban densities according to Metro Plan assumptions and minimum density requirements. 

J~30. The approval ofon-site sewage disposal systems for rural and urbanizable area uses and 
developments shall be the responsibility of Lane County, subject to: (a) applicable state law; 
(b) the criteria for the creation ofnew lots in Policies 21i+ above; (c) the requirement for 
the siting ofresidences in Policy 22& above; (d) requirements ofPolicy 31G; and (e) the 
requirements for special heavy industrial designated !!teas. 

JJ;U. In order to encourage economic diversification, on-site sewage disposal systems shall be 
allowed for industrial development and for commercial development allowed within 
Campus Industrial designated aress in conjunction with anuexation to a city, when extension 
of the public wastewater system is imminent or is identified as part of an approved capital 
improvement program. 

3432. Eugene, Springfield, and Lane County shall continue to involve affected local 
governments and other llfflaR- public facilities and service providers in development of 
future, applicable Metro Plan revisions, including amendments and updates. 

M}33. If expansion of either the Eugene or Springfield Urban Growth Boundary-U-GB is 
contemplated, all other options should be considered and eliminated before consideration of 



expanding the Eugene Urban Growth Boundary YGB in the area west of Highway 99 and 
north of Royal Avenue. 

Note: 	 For other related policy discussion, see the Public Facilities and Services Element in 
Chapter III-G. 
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Attachment 2d 

Chapter V 

Glossary 


The purpose of the Glossary is to define commonly used tenus in the Metro Plan. 

1. 	 Affordable hOU5ing: HOU5ing priced so that a household at or below median 
income pays no more than 30 percent of its total gross income on housing and 
utilities. (The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development's (HUD) 
figure for 1997 annual median income for a family of three in Lane County is 
$33,900; 30 percent = $847/month.) 

2. 	 Annexation: An extension of the boundaries of a city or special district. 
Annexations are governed by Oregon Revised Statutes. 

3. 	 Assumption: A position, projection, or conclU5ion coIlSidered to be reasonable. 
Assumptions differ from findings in that they are not known facts. 

4. 	 Best Management Practices CBMPs): Management practices or techniques U5ed 
to guide design and construction of new improvements to minimize or prevent 
adverse environmental impacts. Often organized as a list from which those 
practices most suited to a specific site can be chosen to halt or offset anticipated 
problems. 

5. 	 Buildable residential lands: Land in urban and urbanizable areas that is suitable, 
available, and necessary for residential uses. Buildable land includes both vacant 
land and developed land likely to be redeveloped. Lands defined as unbuildable 
within the Eugene and Springfield Urban Growth Boundaries metropolitan urban 
gRl'Ntfi bO_Gary (UGB) are those within the floodway, land within easement of 
230 KV power lines, land within fcet ofClass A streams or ponds, land within 
50 feet of Class B streams or ponds, protected wetlands and wetland mitigation 
sites in Eugene, and wetlands larger than 0.25 acres in Springfield. Publicly 
owned land is generally not considered available for residential use. Buildable 
land includes property not currentl y sewered but scheduled to be sewered within 
the 20-year planning period. 

6. 	 Class F Streams (currently Class I Streams in Lane Code): "Streams that have 
fish use, including fish use streams that have domestic water U5e," as defined in 
OAR 629 to 635. 

7. Compact Urban Growth: The filling of vacant and underutilitzed lands in the 
Eugene and Springfield Urban Growth BoundariesYGB, as well as 
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redevelopment, inside the Eugene and Spripgfield Urban Growth Boundariestwe 
me!mpe±itaFI area UOBs. 

8. 	 Density: The average number of families, persons, or housing units per unit of 
land. Density is usually expressed as dwelling units per acre. 

9. 	 Density bonus: A mechanism used in incentive-based zoning that allows a 
developer 10 build at higher densities in return for providing more open space, 
building affordable housing, or some other public amenity. 

10. 	 Density (gross): The number of dwelling units per each acre of land, including 
areas devoted to dedicated streets, neighborhood parks, sidewalks, and other 
public facilities. 

11. 	 Density (net): TIle number of dwelling units per each acre of land in residential 
use, excluding from the acreage dedicated streets, neighborhood parks, sidewalks, 
and public facilities. 

12. 	 Development: The construction, reconstruction, conversion, structural alteration, 
relocation, or enlargement of any structure; any excavation, landfill, or land 
disturbance; and any human-made use or extension ofland use. 

13. 	 Drinking water protection (source water protection): Implementing strategies 
within a drinking water protection area to minimize the potential inlpacl of 
contaminant sources on the quality of water used as a drinking water source by a 
public water system. 

14. 	 Extension of~ public facilities: Construction ofthe facilities necessary for 
future service provision. 

15. 	 Facilities and services. See public facilities and services. 
{renumber] 

rl16. 	 Fair housing: Refers to the prevention of discrimination against protected classes 
ofpeople. Protected classes, as defined by the federal government, refer to race, 
color, religion, national origin, or sex. Protected classes ara disproportionately 
comprised of very low-income populations. 

Ml1. 	Finding: Factual statement resulting from investigations, analysis, or observation. 

HI8. 	Floodplain: The area adjoining a river, stream, or watercourse that is subject to 
lOO-year flooding. A lOO-year flood has a one-percent chance of occurring in any 
one year as a result ofperiods ofhigher-than-normal rainfall or stream flows, high 
winds, rapid snowmelt, natural stream blockages, tsunamis, or combinations 
thereof. 

Eugene/SpringfieldiLane County Regional Issues 	 Page 2 



+&l2.. Floodway: The normal stream channel and that adjoining area of the floodplain 
needed to convey the waters of a 100-year flood. 

+920. Goal: Broad statement of philosophy that describes the hopes of a community for 
its future. A goal may never be completely attainable but is used as a point 
towards which to strive. 

;tQ21. Groundwater: Water that occurs beneath the land surface in the zone(s) of 
saturation. 

U22. Impervious surface: Surfaces which prevent water from soaking into the ground. 
Concrete, asphalt, and rooftops are the most common urban impervious surfaces. 

2223. In-fill: Development consisting of either construction on one or more lots in an 
area that is mostly developed or new construction between existing structures. 
Development of this type can conserve land and reduce sprawl. 

'B24. Infrastructure: The facilities and services that support the functions and activities 
of a community, including roads, street lights, wastewater lines, storm drainage, 
power lines, and water lines. 

:M. Key urban facilities and services: 

Minimum. le'iel: Wastewater service, ste_water serviee, transportation, solie 
waste managemeat, water-serviee, fire and emergency mediee! services, police 
protection, city wide park£; and raGreation programs, ele!l!rie service, land use 
eontrols, eommunieation faeilities, and publie schools OR a district wide basis (iR 
other words, ROt Racessariiy within walkiRg distance ofall studeRts sef'\'od). 

Full range: The minim\I!R 10'>'01 ofurban faciiilties and services plus mban public 
transit, Ratural gas, street lightillg, libraries, local park£;, local reereatioR facilities 
and ser.oiees, and health services. 

25. Low-income housing: Housing priced so that a household at or below 80 percent 
of median income pays no more than 30 percent of its total gross household 
income on housing and utilities. (HUD's figure for 1997 annual 80 percent of 
median income for a family of three in LmIe County is $27,150; 30 percent = 

$687/month.) 

26. Manufactured dwelling: A structure constructed at an assembly plant and moved 
to a space in a manufactured dwelling park or a lot. The structure has sleeping, 
cooking, and plumbing facilities and is intended for residential purposes. 

27. Manufactured dwelling park: Any place where four or more manufactured 
dwellings are located within 500 feet of one another on a lot, tract, or parcel of 
land under the same ownership, the primary purpose of which is to rent or lease 
space. 
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28. 	 Metro Plan Plan Boundary: Defines that area shown on the Metro Plan Diagram 
that includes Springfield, Eugene, and unincorporated urban, urbanizable, rural, 
and agricultural lands exclusive of areas encompassed in the Lane County Rural 
Comprehensive Plan. (Note: Assumes boundaries between the area of the Metro 
Plan and the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan will coincide.) 

29. 	 Metro Plan Diagram: A graphic depiction in the Metro Plan of: (a) the land use 
planned for the metropolitan area; and (b) the goals and policies embodied in the 
text and elements of the Metro Plan. Infonnation includes land use designations 
and the Eugene and Springfield Urban Growth Boundaries-tlGB_. 

30. 	 Metropolitan area: Generally, an area that includes and surrounds a city or group 
of cities. The Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area is the area within the Metro 
Plan Plan Boundary (Plan Boundary). 

31. 	 Mixed use: A building, project or area of development that contains at least two 
different land uses such as housing, retail, and office uses. 

32. 	 Mode: The transportation system used to make a trip, such as automobile, transit, 
pedestrian, bicycle, or paratransit. 

33. 	 Nodal development (node): Nodal development is a mixed-use, pedestrian­
friendly land use pattern that seeks to increase concentrations of population and 
employment in well-defmed areas with good transit service, a mix of diverse and 
compatible land uses, and public and private improvements designed to be 
pedestrian and transit oriented. Fundamental characteristics of nodal development 
require: 

• 	 Design elements that support pedestrian environments and encourage 
transit use, walking and bicycling; 

• 	 A transit stop which is within walking distance (generally y.; mile) of 
anywhere in the node); 

• 	 Mixed uses so that services are available within walking distance; 
• 	 Public spaces, such as parks, public and private open space, and public 

facilities and services, that can be reached without driving; and 
• 	 A mix of housing types and residential densities that achieve an 

overall net density of at least 12 units per net acre. 

Nodal developments will vary in the amount, type, and orientation of commercial, 
civic, and employment uses; target commercial floor area ratios; size of building; 
and the amount and types of residential uses. 

34. 	 Objective: An attainable target that the community attempts to reach in striving 
to meet a goal. An objective may also be considered as an intermediate point that 
will help fulfill the overall goal. 
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35. 	 Parntransit: The various types of ride sharing programs such as carpooling, 
vanpooling, taxi service, and subscription bus service. 

36. 	 Policy: A statement adopted as part of the Metro Plan or other plans to provide a 
specific course of action moving the community toward attainment of its goals. 

24.- 37. Public facilities and services: 

Minimum level of urban facilities and services: WasteWater service, stormwater 
service, transportation, solid waste management, water service. fire and 
emergency medical services. police protection, city-wide parks and recreation 
programs, electric service, land use controls, communicatiol1Jacililies, and public 
schools on a district-wide basis (in other words, not necessarily within walking 

Full range of urban facilities and services: The minimum level ofurban facilities 
and services plus urban public transit, natural gas, street lighting, libraries, local 
parks. local recreation facilities and services, and health services. 

Other public facilities and services provided by Lane County within the Metro 
Plan Plan Boundary (urban and rorallands) may include but are not limited to: 
sheriff and corrections services, criminal prosecution IDA) services, parole and 
probation services, elections, regional transportation facilities and services, 
mental health services, public health services, workforce assistance services, 
animal services and regional park facilities and services. 

Rural level of facilities and services: refers to facilities and services suitable and 
appropriate solely for the needs of rural lands. 

3-738. 	 Public facility projects: Public facility project lists and maps adopted as part of 
the Metro Plan are defined as follows: 

a. 	 Water: Source, reservoirs, pump stations, and primary distribution 
systems. Primary distribution systems are transmission lines 12 inches or 
larger for Springfield Utility Board (SUB) and 24 inches or larger for 
Eugene Water & Electric Board (EWEB). 

b. 	 Springfield Utility Board (SUB) and 24 inches or larger for Eugene Water 
& Electric Board (EWEB). 

c. 	 Wastewater: Primary Collection System: Pump stations and wastewater 
lines 24 inches or larger. 

Treatment Facilities System: Water Pollution Control 
Facility (WPCF) project, beneficial reuse project and 
residuals project necessary to meet wastewater treatment 
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facilities system design capacities for average flow, peak 
flow, biochemical oxygen demand and total suspended 
solids so as to provide service within the urban growth 
boundary (VGB) for a projected population in 2025 
consistent with the population assumed in this Plan, in 
compliance with MVlMC's discharge pennit. MWMC's 
Capital Improvements Plan, as amended from time to time, 
shall be used as the guide for detailed planning and 
implementation of the WPCF project, the beneficial reuse 
project and the residuals project. 

d. 	 Stormwater: Drainage/channel improvements and/or piping systems 36 
inches or larger; proposed detention ponds; outfalls; water quality 
projects; and waterways and open systems. 

e. 	 Specific projects adopted as part of the Metro Plan are described in the 
project lists and their general location is identified in the planned facilities 
maps in Chapter II of the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Public 
Facilities and Services Plan (public Facilities and Services Plan). 

39. 	 Public water and wastewater service provision: The physical connection to the 
water or wastewater system. 

~O. Redevelopable land: Land on which development has already occurred, but on 
which, due to present or expected market forces, there is a strong likelihood that 
existing development will be converted to or replaced by a new and/or more 
intensive use. TIris land might have one or more of the following characteristics: 
low improved value to land value ratio; poor physical condition of the 
improvement; low improved value; large size; and/or higher zoning potential. 

I :w4J. Rebuilding or adaptive reuse of land that has been previously 
built upon. It may promote the economic development of an area that has been 
run-down or is no longer needed for its previous use, such as industrial land that is 
redeveloped as residential. 

4942. A detailed examination of the service needs and land use issues 
of a specific area, topic, or public facility and service. Refinement plans of the 
Metro Plan can include specific neighborhood plans, special area plans, or 
functional plans [such as the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area 
Transportation Plan (TransPlan)] that address a specific Metro Plan element or 
sub-element on a city-wide or regional basis. 

4-143. 	 Refinement planning process: Refinement plans are developed through a process 
which includes at least the following elements: a predetermined citizen 
involvement process, preestablished policy direction in locally adopted planning 
documents, and a planning commission and elected official process. In some 

Eugene/Springfield/Lane County Regional Issues 	 Page 6 



cases, these processes would have to be expanded to include review and 
involvement by citizens and appointed and elected officials. 

4i!44. 	 Riparian: The land bordering a stream or river; also pertaining to the vegetation 
typical of those borders (grasses, shrubs, and trees such as reed canary grass, 
spiraea, willows, ash, and cottonwoods). 

4;45. 	 Rural lands: Those lands that are outside the Eugene and Springfield Urban 
Growth Boundaries UGEs. Rural lands are agricultural, forest, or open space 
lands; or other lands suitable for sparse settlement, small farms, or acreage 
homesites with limited public services, and which are not suitable, necessary or 
intended for urban use. 

4446. 	 Rural levels offacilities and services: See Public facilities and services. 

4S47. 	 Service enhancements: Services and amenities provided (or delivered) to lower 
income tenants based on individual needs on-site in order to promote 
empowerment toward self-sufficiency. 

4S48. 	 Single-family detached: A free-standing dwelling unit that does not share any 
walls or the roof with another dwelling unit. 

4649. 	 Special need housing: Housing for special needs populations. These populations 
represent some unique sets of housing problems and are usually at a competitive 
disadvantage in the marketplace due to circumstances beyond their control. These 
subgroups include, but are not limited to: the elderly, persons with disabilities, 
homeless individuals and families, at-risk youth, large families, farm workers, and 
persons being released from correctional institutions. 

4+50. 	 Special service district: Any unit oflocal government, other than a city, COllllty, 
and association oflocal governments performing land use planning functions 
under ORS 195.025 authorized and regulated by statute, or metropolitan service 
district formed under ORS 268. Special service districts include but are not 
limited to the following: domestic water districts; domestic water associations 
and water cooperatives; irrigation ilistricts; regional air quality control authorities; 
rural fire protection districts; school districts; mass transit districts; sanitary 
districts; and park and recreation districts. 

4&51, 	 System development charge (SDC): A reimbursement fee, an improvement fee, 
or a combination thereof assessed or collected at the time ofincreased usage of a 
capital improvement, connection to the capitaL improvement, or issuance of a 
development permit or building permit. 

4952. 	 Tax differential: Tax differential is a provision in Oregon city annexation law 
which provides an opportunity to phase in the city's tax rate over a period not to 
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exceed 10 years. The proposal is specified at the time of annexation and cannot 
be modified thereafter. 

:sGS3. 	 Underdeveloped land: The vacant or redevelopable portion ofland not having the 
highest and best use allowed by zoning. 

S+54. 	 Underutilized human resources: Persons who are: (a) unemployed; (b) employed 
part-time but want to work full-time; or (c) in positions that do not fully utilize 
their skills. 

£!55. 	 Undeveloped land: Land that is vacant or used for agricultural purposes. 

g56. 	Urban growth boundary (UGB): A site-specific line, delineated on a map or by 
written description, that separates urban and urbanizable lands from rural lands. 

,)457. 	 Urban lands: Lands located within an incorporated city. 

*_ 	 UrelHl 'Nliter lHla 'lfllSWNattlf selViee prsYisioo: The pbysieal e6l1neatisB to the 
•....ater or waste'lI'ater system. 

%58. 	 Urbanizable land: Urbanizable lands are those unincorporated lands between the 
city limits and the Eugene or Springfield Urban Growth BoundaryOOB. 

§f59. 	 Very low income housing: Housing priced so that a household at or below 50 
percent of median income pays no more than 30 percent of its total gross 
household income on housing and utilities. (HUD's figure for 1997 annual 50 
percent ofmedian income of a family of three in Lane County is $16,950; 30 
percent =$423/month.) 

§f60. 	 Zoning: A measure or regulation enacted primarily by local governments in 
which the community is divided into distriets or zones within which permitted and 
special uses are allowed. Zoning regulations govern lot size, building bulk, 
placement, and other development standards. A zoning ordinance typically 
consists of two parts: a text and a map. 
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Attachment 3 

Metro Plan Chapter II 

Fuudamental Principles and Growth Management Policy Framework 

D. Jurisdictional Responsibility 

The division ofresponsibility for metropolitan planning between the two cities is the 
Interstate 5 Highway. Each city is separately responsible for preparing, adopting and 
amending buildable lands inventories. establishing an urban growth boundary, and 
meeting its other obligations under state land use planning statutes, goals. and rules 
within its area of jurisdictional responsibility. To become effective, Lane County must 
co-adopt each city's separate urban growth boundary. Lane Countyh!l§l>Qle land use 
jurisdiction for land outside the Eugene and Springfield Urban Growth Boundaries: and 
shares jurisdiction with each respective city for land between the city limits and the 
Urban Growth Boundary. Lane CsmtyjlHisaietiea is aeh't'een the 1:ll'ban gffl'Nth 
hmmet!!)' (UOB) ana Met,v-o Plan Plan Beooat!!)' (FlaB BeUftdary); and the ee\laty has 
jom! re~eftsjhi1ity with Eugene het'l'veen the eity limits and UOB west of IatefSlate 5 
Higiw/(lY and ?lith Sp!:"itigfield between the sity limits !!fid VOB east ef IatefSlate 5 
Highway. State law (1981) provides a mechanism for creation of a new city in the River 
Road and Santa Clara area. Refer to Metro Plan Chapter IV and intergovernmental 
agreements to resolve specific issues of jurisdiction. 
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Attachment 4a. 


Chapter I 

Introduction 


Background 

The 2004 Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) is the third 
update of the 1990 Plan. The 1990 Plan, adopted in 1972, provided that a major update 
of the comprehensive plan should be initiated every five years. This reflects the fact that 
comprehensive plans must be adaptable to the changing needs and circumstances of the 
community if they are to retain their validity and usefulness. 

Therefore, this Metro Plan is not an entirely new product, but rather has evolved from and 
reflects needed changes to the original 1990 Plan. 

The Metro Plan was acknowledged by the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission (LCDC) in 1982 for the area inside the urban growth boundary (UGB). The 
remaining area was acknowledged in September 1985. The Metro Plan was updated in 
1987 and in 2004 through periodic review. 

Purpose 

The Metro Plan is the official long-range land use comprehensive plan (public policy 
document) ofmetropolitan Lane County and the cities of Eugene and Springfield. Its 
policies and land use designations apply only within the area under the jurisdiction ofthe 
Metro Plan as described in Chapter Il-D. The Metro Plan sets forth general planning 
policies and land use allocations and serves as the basis for the coordinated development 
of programs concerning the use and conservation ofphysical resources, furtherance of 
assets, and development or redevelopment of the metropolitan area. 

The Metro Plan is intended to designate a sufficient amount ofurbanizable land to 
accommodate the need for further urban expansion. The existing Metro Plan regional 
urban growth boundary was detennined in the last periodic review to have enough 
buildable land inventory to accommodate a population of286,000 by the year 2015.' The 
Metro Plan also identifies the public facilities and services required by the statewide 
Goals and Administrative Rules to meet the land use needs designated within the UGB. 
The glossary identifies the level of public facilities and services to be providc;:d within the 

1. 	 The population projection range for the Residential Land Use and Housing Element in Chapter rn­
A is 291,700 to 311,100. The expected population for the year 20 15 is 301,400. This [NOTE: 
301,400?J projection is for the Metropolitan Study Area, a census tract area much larger than the 
UGB. The projection was used as the basis for deriving the population figure of286,000 for the 
UGB for the year 2015 for the residential lands analysis performed in the 1999 Residential Lands 
and Housing Study, 
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UGB and Metro Plan Boundary. Lane COWlty provides additional public facilities and 
services within the Metro Plan Plan Boundary (urban and rural lands) which. though not 
a constituent oflhe Metro Plan land use policy framework. add significantly to the 
health. well being and quality of life of the residents and businesses wi!hill the Metro 
Plan bOWldary. These public facilities and services provided by Lane COWlty include 
sheriff and corrections services. criminal prosecution CDAl services, parole and nrobation 
s.m:i,:,es, elections, regional transportation facilities and services, mental health services, 
public health services. workforce assistance services, animal services and regional park 

More specifically, the Metro Plan provides the overall framework fur the following 
planning functions. The Metro Plan: 

I. 	 Guides all governments and agencies in the metropolitan area in developing and 
implementing their own activities which relate to the public planning process. 

2. 	 Establishes the policy basis for a general, coordinated, long-range approach 
among affected agencies for the provision of the public facilities and services 
needed in the metropolitan area. 

3. 	 Makes planning information available to assist citizens to better Wlderstand the 
basis for public and private planning decisions and encourages their participation 
in the planning process. An adrninistrati ve process is available for those citizens 
outside the city limits who require assistance with implementation ofMetro Plan 
jurisdictional responsibilities. 

4. 
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Attachment 4b. 


Metro Plan Chapter II, Fundamental Principles 

and 


Growth Management Policy Framework 


This chapter contains Fundamental Principles that reflect the overall themes of the Metro 
Plan. The chapter also contains: Metropolitan Goals; Growth Management Goals, 
Findings, and Policies; Eugene and Springfield Jurisdictional Responsibility; Urban and 
Urbanizable Land; River Road and Santa Clara Goals, Findings and Policies; and Metro 
Plan Diagram. 

A. 	 Fundamental Principles 

There are seven principles that are fundamental to the entire Metro Plan. They are 
implicitly included in the various individual Metro Plan components. These 
Fundamental Principles are: 

I. 	 The Metro Plan is a long-range land use policy document providing the 
framework within which more detailed refinement plans are prepared. This 
concept is discussed in more detail in the Introduction (Chapter I). 

2. 	 To be meaningful, the Metro Plan requires cooperation by all general purpose, 
special district, and special function agencies in the community. This reflects its 
comprehensive nature encompassing physical land use, social, and economic 
implications for the metropolitan area. Examples where cooperation is essential 
include planning and implementation of a transportation system, development of a 
metropolitan-wide energy plan, metropolitan-wide analysis and resolution of 
certain housing issues, and planning for areas outside the Eugene and Springfield 
urban growth boundariesy and within the Plan Boundary. 

3. 	 The Metro Plan and most of its elements are oriented to and require that urban 
development occur in a compact configuration within the Eugene and Springfield 
Urban Growth BoundariesUGB. Elaboration of this principle is treated in the 
other sections of this chapter, and in the Public Facilities and Services Element in 
Chapter III. 

4. 	 Comprehensive plans identifY and establish the plan-zoning consistency concept 
and recognize the importance of timing concerning implementation techniques. 
Implementation techniques, including zoning, shall generally be consistent with 
the precepts established in the Metro Plan, which is the broad land use policy 
document for the metropolitan area. The consistency test shall continuously be 
applied to implementation measures and public actions taken to rectifY 
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inconsistencies when the general direction provided by the Metro Plan is 
modified. A variety ofpotential solutions to consistency problems exist, 
including modification to the Metro Plan or alteration to the implementation 
techniques themselves. 

5. 	 The zoning process shall be monitored and adjusted to meet current urban land 
use demands through the planning period for all land use categories. 

6. 	 The Metro Plan is based on the premise that Eugene and Springfield, the two 
existing cities, are responsible for approving the appropriate level and delivery of 
the logieal pro'riders ofpublic facilities and services accommodating urban levels 
of development within the YGB Eugene and Springfield Urban Growth 
Boundaries. 

I 7. 	 The Metro Plan was developed to meet the supporting public facilities and 
services necessary to serve a popUlation of286,000 within the UGB by the year 
2015. 

B. 	 Metropolitan Goals 

The following Metropolitan Goals are listed under the applicable section in this chapter 
or in Chapter III (Metro Plan Elements) and Chapter IV (Metro Plan Review, 
Amendments, and Refinements). 

Growth Management 

I. 	 Use urban, urbanizable, and rura1lands efficiently. 

2. 	 Encourage orderly and efficient conversion ofland from rural to urban uses in 
response to urban needs, taking into account metropolitan and statewide goals. 

3. 	 Protect rural lands best suited for non-urban uses from incompatible urban 

encroachment. 


Residential Land Use and Housing 

1. 	 Provide viable residential communities so all residents can choose sound, 

affordable housing that meets individual needs. 


Economic 

I. 	 Broaden, improve, and diversify the metropolitan economy while maintaining or 
enhancing the environment. 
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Environmental Resources 


1. 	 Protect valuable natural resources and encourage their wise management and 
proper use and reuse, reflecting their important function and role in maintaining 
and improving the quality oflife in the metropolitan area. 

2. 	 Maintain a variety of open spaces within and on the fringe of the developing area. 

3. 	 Protect life and property from the effects ofnatural hazards. 

4. 	 Provide a healthy and attractive environment, including clean air and water, fur 
the metropolitan population. 

Willamette River Greenway, River Corridors, and Waterways 

1. 	 Protect, conserve, and enhance the natural, scenic, environmental, and economic 
qualities of river and waterway corridors. 

Environmental Design 

1. 	 Secure a safe, clean, and comfortable environment which is satisfying to the mind 
and senses. 

2. 	 Encourage the development of the natural, social, and economic environment in a 
manner that is harmonious with our natural setting and maintains and enhances 
our quality of life. 

3. 	 Create and preserve desirable and distinctive qualities in local and neighborhood 
areas. 

Transportation 

1. 	 Provide an integrated transportation and land use system that supports choices in 
modes of travel and development patterns that will reduce reliance on the 
automobile and enhance livability, economic opportunity, and the quality oflife. 

2. 	 Enhance the Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area's quality oflife and economic 
opportunity by providing a transportation system that is: 

• Balanced 

• Accessible 

• Efficient 

• Safe 

• Interconnected 

Eugene/Springfield/Lane County Regional Issues 	 Page 3 



• Environmentally responsible 
• Supportive of responsible and sustainable development 
• Responsive to community needs and neighborhood impacts and 
• Economically viable and financially stable 

Public Facilities and Services 

1. 	 Provide and maintain public facilities and services in an efficient and 
environmentally responsible manner. 

2. 	 Provide public facilities and services in a manner that encourages orderly and 
sequential growth. 

Parks and Recreation Facilities 

I. 	 Provide a variety of parks and recreation fucilities to serve the diverse needs of 
the community's citizens. 

Historic Preservation 

1. 	 Preserve and restore reminders of our origin and hlstoric development as links 
between past, present, and future generations. 

Energy 

I. 	 Maximize the conservation and efficient utilization of all types ofenergy. 

2. 	 Develop environmentally acceptable energy resource alternatives. 

Citizen Involvement 

1. 	 Continue to develop, maintain, and programs and proeedures that maximize 
the opportunity for meaningful, ongoing citizen involvernent in the community's 
planning and planning implementation processes consistent with mandatory 
statewide planning standards. 

require assistance with implementation ofMetro Plan jurisdictional 
responsibilities. 

Metro Plan Review, Amendments, and Refinements 

1. 	 Ensure that the Metro Plan is responsive to the changing conditions, needs, and 
attributes of the community. 
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Attachment 5a 

Metro Plan Chapter III. Specific Elements 

K. Citizen Involvement Element 


Active, on-going, and meaningful citizen involvement is an essential ingredient to the 
development and implementation of any successful planning program. Citizens in the 
Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area have participated in and articulated their concerns 
on planning activities and decisions as individuals and through various private interest 
groups, community and neighborhood organizations, and citizen advisory committees. 

A citizen's advisory committee was established for the 1990 Plan and was an integral 
part of that plan's development The adopted 1990 Plan included a recommendation that 
a pennanent citizen's advisory committee be established. That recommendation was 
implemented by the three governing bodies when the Metropolitan Area Planning 
Advisory Committee (MAPAC) was established. (MAPAC consisted of21 members, 
seven from each jurisdiction.) MAPAC's responsibilities included monitoring the use 
and implementation of the Metro Plan, serving as the Lane Council of Government 
(LCOG) advisory committee on natural resources, and reviewing and commenting on 
planning issues of metropolitan-wide significance. MAPAC's responsibilities for 
conducting a citizen involvement program for the Metro Plan were transferred to the 
Joint Planning Commission Committee (JPCC) in 1990. The JPCC is made up of two 
planning commissioners from Eugene, Springfield, and Lane County. 

In recent years, citizen advisory committees have also been established to provide the 
citizen's perspective on a wide variety of specific planning issues (e.g., transportation, 
Greenway, solid waste management). 

This emphasis on citizen participation has been recognized at the state level where the 
Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) adopted citizen involvement 
as a mandatory statewide planning goal. Eugene, Springfield, and Lane County, in 
accordance with LCDC's Statewide Planning Goal 1. Citizen Involvement, have each 
appointed committees for citizen involvement whose responsibilities include developing, 
monitoring, and evaluating the citizen involvement programs in their respective 
jurisdictions and recommending programs and techniques which will increase citizen 
participation. 

For the purposes of future updates of the Metro Plan, the three governing bodies 
designated JPCC as the citizens committee for coordinating and soliciting citizen input on 
the update process. The functions of JPCC also include the monitoring of the citizen 
involvement process regarding amendments to and the implementation of the Metro Plan. 
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G1>al 

Continue to develop, maintain, and refine programs and procedures that maximize the 
opportunity for meaningful, ongoing citizen involvement in the community's planning 
and planning implementation processes consistent with mandatory statewide planning 
standards. 

Findings, Objectives, and Policies 

Findings 

I. 	 The Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area has a history of encouraging and 
recognizing citizen involvement as an essential elemenl in its planning program. 

2. 	 Citizen advisory committees have been established to provide the citizen's 
perspective on a variety ofmetropolitan-wide planning and related issues. 

3. 	 Springfield, Lane County, and Eugene each use either their local planning 
commission or a committee for citizen involvement in monitoring citizen 
involvement in the planning process. 

4. 	 JPCC has been designated as the citizen organization for developing and 
conducting a citizen involvement program for the Metro Plan, including update 
processes. 

S. 	 The governing bodies have furthered their efforts at citizen involvement through 
the development and support of conununity neighborhood organizations, 
community surveys, citizen involvement advisory conunittees, and various media 
techniques for citizen involvement and education. 

6. 	 How effective the Metro Plan will be depends to a large extent upon how much 
support is provided by the metropolitan area residents in seeing that the Metro 
Plan is implemented. 

7. 	 Successful Metro Plan development and implementation is dependent on a joint 
effort of citizens, public and semi-public agencies, and elected officials. 

8. 	 Benefits of an ongoing metropolitan area planning advisory committee to provide 
citizen perspective include an accumulation ofknowledge and experience in the 
planning process. 

9. 	 In 1984, an ongoing metropolitan policy committee, the Metropolitan Planning 
Committee, was formed to provide policy direction for the Metro Plan 2-1I2-Year 
Mid-Period Review. 11 was comprised of two elected officials and one Planning 
Commissioner each from Eugene, Sptingfield, and Lane County, and one 
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representative of the metropolitan citizen committee participates as a non-voting 
member. 

10. 	 In 1987, the Metropolitan Planning Committee was replaced by the Metropolitan 
Policy Committee (MPC). The MPC is comprised of two elected officials each 
from Eugene, Springfield, and Lane County. The chief administrative officers of 
the three jurisdictions serve a~ non-voting, ex-officio members of the MPc. 
When the MPC is considering metropolitan transportation matters, the two 
members of the Lane Transit District (LTD) Board shall serve as voting members 
and the General Manager of LTD and the Director ofthe Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) shall also serve as non-voting, ex-officio members of 
MPc. 

11. 	 The Metropolitan Policy Committee's (MPC's) role in Metro Plan land use policy 
matters has dintinished over time. Since 2003. MPC has primarily addressed 
transportation issues for the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Policy Qrganization 
(MPOl. There is a need for establishing a metropolitan regional policy resolution 
committee to resolve land use issues and other land use related disagreements at 
the elected official level among the two cities and the county and fulfill other 
intergovernrnentalland use functions as required by the!hree metropolitan 
governments. 

Objectives 

I. 	 Promote and strengthen communication and coordination among various citizens 
organizations; business, industrial, and other groups in the community; and 
between these groups and government. 

2. 	 Insure adequate opportunities and provide adequate support for citizen 
involvement in metropolitan planning and related issues. 

3. 	 Insure that the roles and responsibilities of the various citizen advisory 
committees remain effective and responsive vehicles for citizen involvement. 

4. 	 Maintain a permanent citizen's advisory committee to monitor the adequacy of 
citizen involvement in metropolitan-wide planning processes. 

Policies 

K.I 	 Maintain an ongoing citizen advisory committee to the governing bodies of 
Springfield, Eugene, and Lane County to monitor the adequacy of citizen 
involvement in the update, review, and amendments to the Metro Plan. 

K.2 	 Maintain and adequately fund a variety ofprograms and procedures for 
encouraging and providing opportunities for citizen involvement in metropolitan 
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area planning issues. Such programs should provide for widespread citizen 
involvement, effective communication, access to technical information, and 
feedback mechanisms from policymakers. These programs shall be coordinated 
with local citizen involvement programs and shall be prepared on the 
metropolitan level by the JPCC, a committee composed of two representatives 
from each of the three metropolitan planning commissions. 

K.3 	 Improve and maintain local mechanisms that provide the opportunity for residents 
and property owners in existing residential areas to participate in the 
implementation ofpolicies in the Metro Plan that may affect the character of 
those areas. 

KA 	 Mail!!:ain Establish an ongoing metropolitan regional policy resolution committee, 
known as the MRPE,C, to previae peliey direetiell eft majer Melire ,Plan l:lpdates, 
Melire ,ohm amendents. end spooial studies. MFC shalt resolve land use issues 
and other land use related disagreements at the elected official level among the 
two cities and the county and fulfill other intergovernmental land use functions as 
required by the three metropolitan governments. The MRPRC will convene when 
proposed amendments for which there is no consensus need additional study, 
conflict resolution, and recommendation back to the goveming bodies. 

K.5 	 In addition to its citizen involvement responsibilities, JPCC shall provide 
guidance for intergovernmental studies and projects and shall provide a forum at 
the Planning Commission level for resolving intergovernmental planning issues, 
including proposed Metro Plan amendments. 
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Attachment 5b 

Chapter IV 

Metro Plan Review, Amendments, and Refinements 


The Metro Plan is the long-range land use public policy document which establishes the 
broad framework upon which Eugene, Springfield, and Lane County make coordinated 
land use decisions. While the Metro Plan is the basic guiding land use policy document, 
it may be amended from time to time. Likewise, the Metro Plan may be augmented and 
implemented by more detailed refinement plans and regulatory measures. 

Goal 

Ensure that the Metro Plan is responsive to the changing conditions, needs, and attitudes 
ofthe community. 

Findings, Objectives, and Policies 

Findings 

1. 	 If the Metro Plan is to maintain its effectiveness as a policy guide, it must be 
adaptable to the changing needs and circumstances of the community. 

2. 	 Between Metro Plan updates, changes to the Metro Plan may occur through 
Periodic Review and amendments initiated by the governing bodies and citizens. 

3. 	 Refinements to the Metro Plan are necessary in certain geographical portions of 
the community where there is a great deal ofdevelopment pressure or for certain 
special purposes. 

4. 	 Refinement plans augment and assist in the implementation ofthe Metro Plan. 

Objectives 

1. 	 Maintain a schedule for monitoring, reviewing, and amending the Metropolitan 

Area General Plan so it will remain current and valid. 


Maintain a current land use and parcel information base for monitoring and 
updating the Metropolitan Area General Plan. 

3. 	 Prepare refinement and functional plans that supplement the Metropolitan Area 

General Plan. 
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Policies 

I. 	 A special review, and if appropriate, Metro Plan amendment, shall be initiated if 
changes in the basic assumptions of the Metro Plan occur. An example would be 
a change in public demand for certain housing types that in tum may affect the 
overall inventory of residential land. 

2. 	 The regional land information database shall be maintained on a regular basis. 

3. 	 All amendments to the Metro Plan shall be classified as a Type I or Type II 
amendment depending upon the specific changes sought by the initiator of the 
proposal. 

a. 	 A Type I amendment shall include any change to the urban growth 
boundary (UGB) or the Metro Plan Plan Boundary (Plan Boundary) ofthe 
Metro Plan; any change that requires a goal exception to be taken under 
Statewide Planning Goal 2 that is not related to the UGB expansion; and 
any amendment to the Metro Plan text that is non-site specific. 

b. 	 A Type II amendment shall include any change to the Metro Plan Diagram 
or Metro Plan text that is site specific and not otherwise a Type I category 
amen4ment. 

c. 	 Adoption or amendment of some refinement plans, functional plans, or 
special area plans may, in some circumstances, be classified as Type I or 
Type II amendments. Amendments to the Metro Plan that result from 
state mandated Periodic Review or Metro Plan updates also shall be 
classified as Type I or Type II amendments depending upon the specific 
changes that would result from these actions. 

4. 	 Initiation of Metro Plan amendments shall be as follows: 

a. 	 A Type I amendment may be initiated at the discretion of anyone of the 
three goveming bodies. (Note: this correction reflects adopted ordinance 
and code.) 

b. 	 A Type II amendment may be initiated at the discretion of any one of the 
three governing bodies or by any citizen who owns property that is subject 
of the proposed amendment. 

e. 	 Only a governing body may initiate a refinement plan, a functional plan, a 
special area study or Periodic Review or Metro Plan update. 

d. 	 The goveming bodies of the three metropolitan jurisdictions may initiate 
an amendment to the Metro Plan at any time. Citizen initiated Type II 
amendments may be initiated at any time. 

Eugene/Springfield/Lane County Regional Issues 	 Page 2 



5. 	 The approval process for Metro Plan amendments, including the number of 
governing bodies who participate and the timeline for final action, will vary 
depending upon the classification of amendment and whether a determination is 
made that the proposed amendment will have Regional Impact. 

a. 	 All three governing bodies must approve non-she-specific text 
amendments; site specific Metro Plan Diagram amendments that involve a 
UGB or Plan Boundary change that crosses the Willamette or McKenzie 
Rivers or that crosses over a ridge into a new basin; and, amendments that 
involve a goal exception not related to a UGB expansion. 

b. 	 A site specific Type I Metro Plan amendment that involves a UGB 
expansion or Plan Boundary change and a Type II Metro Plan amendment 
between the city limits and Plan Boundary, must be approved by the home 
city and Lane County (Springfield is the home city for amendments east of 
1-5 and Eugene is the home city for amendments west of 1-5). The non­
home city will be sent a referral of the proposed amendment and, based 
upon a determination that the proposal will have Regional Impact, may 
choose to participate in the decision. Unless the non-home city makes 
affirmative fmdings of Regional Impact, the non-home city will not 
participate in the decision. 

c. 	 An amendment will be considered to have Regional Impact if: 

(l) 	 It will require an amendment to a jointly adopted functional plan 
[Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Transportation Plan 
(IhmsPlan), Eugene-Springfield Public Facilities and Services 
Plan (Public Facilities and Services Plan), etc.] in order to provide 
the subject property with an adequate level ofpublic facilities and 
services; or 

(2) 	 It has a demonstrable impact on the water, storm drainage, 
wastewater, or transportstion facilities of the non-home city; or 

(3) 	 It affects the buildable land inventory by significantly adding to 
Low Density Residential (LDR), Campus Industrial (CO, Light­
Meditun Industrial (LMI), or Heavy Industrial (HI) designations or 
significantly reducing the Medium Density Residential (MDR), 
High Density Residential (HDR), or Community Commercial (CC) 
designations. 

d. 	 A jurisdiction may amend a Metro Plan designation without causing 
Regional Impact when this action is taken to: compensate for reductions 
in buildable land caused by protection of newly discovered natural 
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resources within its own jurisdiction; or accommodate the contiguous 
expansion of an existing business with a site-specific requirement. 

e. 	 Decisions on all Type II amendments within city limits shall be the sole 
responsibility of the home city. 

6. 	 Public hearings by the governing bodies for Metro Plan amendments requiring 
participation from one or two jurisdictions shall be held within 120 days of the 
initiation date. Metro Plan amendments that require a final decision from all 
three governing bodies shall be concluded within 180 days of the initiation date. 
When more than one jurisdiction participates in the decision, the Planning 
Commissions of the participating jurisdictions shall conduct ajoint public 
hearing and forward that record and their recommendations to their respective 
elected officials. The elected officials also shall conduct a joint public hearing 
prior to making a final decision. The time frames prescribed in connection with 
Type II Metro Plan amendment processes can be waived if the applicant agrees to 
the waiver. 

7. 	 If all participating jurisdictions reach a consensus to approve a proposed 
amendment, substantively identical ordinances affecting the changes shall be 
adopted. Where there is a consensus to deny a proposed amendment, it may not 
be re-initiated, except by one of the three governing bodies, for one year. 
Amendments for which there is no consensus shall be referred to an agreed upon 
subset of the three governing bodies called the Metropolitan Regional Policy 
Resolution Committee (MRPRC) for additional study, conflict resolution, and 
recommendation back to the governing bodies. 

8. 	 Adopted or denied Metro Plan amendments may be appealed to the Oregon Land 
Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) or the Department ofLand Conservation and 
Development (DLCD) according to applicable state law. 

9. 	 The three metropolitan jurisdictions shall jointly develop and adopt Metro Plan 
amendment application procedures and a fee schedule. 

10. 	 Metro Plan updates shall be initiated no less frequently than during the state 
required Periodic Review of the Metro Plan, although the governing bodies may 
initiate an update of the Metro Plan at any time. 

11. 	 In addition to the update of the Metro Plan, refinement studies may be undertaken 
for individual geographical areas and special purpose or functional elements, as 
determined appropriate by each governing body. 

12. 	 All refinement and functional plans must be consistent with the Metro Plan and 

should inconsistencies occur, the Metro Plan is the prevailing policy document. 
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13. Refinement plans developed by one jurisdiction shan be referred to the other two 
jurisdictions for their review. Either of the two referral jurisdictions may 
determine that an amendment to the Metro Plan is required. 

14. 	 Local implementing ordinances shall provide a process for zoning lands in 
conformance with the Metro Plan. 
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Attachment 5c 


Lane Code Chapter 12 


LC 12.235(5) 
(5) Conflict Resolution Proeess. The following proeess shall be used when the governing bodies 
do not enact identical decisions on tbe proposed Metro Plan amendment 
(a) The Metro Plan amendment shall be referred to the Metropolitan Regional Policy ResolutiQ!1 

Committee within five days after the last governing body action. The Metropolitan Regional 
Policy Resolution Committee shall meet within 30 days of the referral to bear comments On 
the proposed amendment from the applicant, staff of the affected jurisdictions and interested 
persons. The committee may develop a recommendation to the governing bodies on tbe 
proposed amendment. The Metro Plan amendment shall be denied if the committee fails to 
act within 30 days of the referral date or if the governing bodies fail to adopt identical plan 
amendment actiol1ll within 4S days of receiving a recommendation from the committee. 

(b) 	If the plan amendment is denied because of lack of conseru;us or committee inaction, within 5 
days the planning director of the home jurisdiction where the application originated shall 
issue a denial decision on the amendment containing findings and conclusions on why the 
proposed amendment does not meet the approval criteria. Those findings and conclusions 
may incorporate findings and conclusiol1ll previou.dy adopted by one or both of the governing 
bodies. The decision of the director is finaL 
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Attachment 5d 

BYLAWS 

METROPOLITAN POLICY COMMITTEE 


ARTICLE I: NAME 
This Committee, being duly and officially established by joint resolution of the Cities of 
Springfield and Eugene and Lane County, Oregon, shall be known as the Metropolitan Policy 
Committee (MPC). 

ARTICLE n: PURPOSES AND FUNCTIONS 
The MPC is an intergovernmental committee created to promote problem solving and to 
resolve intergovernmental disagreements among the two cities and the county. 

A. PUI]Jose: MPC's pUI]Joses are as follows: 
I. To develop and negotiate solutions to intergovernmental problems. 
2. To serve as a forum for developing recommendations for resolving 


intergovernmental disputes. 

3. To identifY a long-term agenda for intergovernmental efforts. 
4. To promote intergovernmental cooperation and coordination between and among 

local governments. 
B. Functions: MPC's functions are as follows: 

I. To fulfill the functions ofMPC, as outlined in the Eugene-Springfield 
Metropolitan Area General Plan, and to resolve intergovernmental land use 
issues . 

. To fiilfill the intergovernmen policr, commiftee-fimCtions associatoo with lhe 
, elJOpolitan call1e~evisJon sy$teUI, as required oftbeMetro)!Olitan Cabl~ 
tr.elevision ~mmission uDder: tbIi ftanc?bisqorillllin\BaDOO~es:S,'b...,..-.~~_ 

.~=0 .fulfiJ.,J I the metropolitantransporiation,R1amiing ~. .es. as dCleBlited b)\' 'Il·-~
~e Lane CounciloEGovemments Board ofDirec1oJ'&, the ~ tAetropolitan~fmnillg .QrganizationJor the meli'OPolitan regioninclu4in8. but not limited to: 

. &oviding policy ~ 'daDCe related ~o(lliC~~ 
1anningpfOCeSS• 

. '2. Adoption ofthiie~'l:gloiiItl ~ii!JiO'@ltitiiOnp, an miCeetmg· iilfCd . lffi;gii)ii;iments.ru:gi'~~'franSPOlti on PJi8bif etll ~r.; uire.~!
~.;3. Adoption oft}ie ann.wil J:1nifiCdPlanning Work Pr.!>gramJ 
~ 4. Adopuonofth J't 'on vemen 

~~~~~~~~~~~~a.s cona~l(:ting the Air Q.WiIitY Oiiflirmity det 

~.6. Adoption ofa Congestion.M'anli&emmt Plan, an!j 

B.7. Ptl1.er responsibilities ofa MetropolitanP!annin8,____.-....... 

PrsanizationfI'~tionManagement Area'as set fOitli b federal or 
ta\eoStatute or nile 

.8. viding a"lWOrt to'iiie1"l:o.<miiMd Dlft15iirectors ait east annu;i lyfo](o'thC ~o » ;ecitOiS:a t IJeiiStiiiiiiiiaJU: on 
jlerformance ofits MetropolifanPllllIlling '0 incllRling the 

'-""=c____~_=~f$·.of l\I!Y federal certification review 
To fUlfill thepolicy colIlilliiteefunctions- - ~'--""""''''''''''''''·~''''''' sery:l·cesiated e wtiaJI. .....,.. --.
~ition jIIooess 
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~. TcHllUiJ.1 the intergovemmental,policy committee functions associated with'th~ 
ovemighj of the R<;gionililarts arid Qpen .§P\lCC Sttifty. 

6. To fulfill other intergovernmental functions as recommended by one or more of the 
three ele.cted bodies and formally accepted by MPc. 

ARTICLE III: MEMBERSIllP 

Section I: General Membership 

The MPC shall consist of six voting members and three non-voting ex-officio members from 

Eugene, Springfield, and Lane County. 


Section 2: Special Membership 

When MPC is considering transportation matters related to the MPO, the MPC shall consist 

often voting members and six non-voting ex-officio members. 

When MPC is considering matters involving the Regional Parks and Open Space Study, the 

MPC shall consist of eight voting members and four non-voting ex-officio members. 


Section 3: Appointment 

The members of the MPC shall be appointed in the following manner: 


A. 	 For all matters before MPC, Eugene, Springfield, and Lane County shall each select 
two elected officials from their respective jurisdictions as voting members. 

B. 	 For consideration of metropolitan transportation matters, the Board of the Lane 
Transit District shall appoint two of its members to serve as voting members. 

C. 	 For consideration of transportation matters which are related to the MPO, the 
Director of ODOT shall appoint a senior staff representative (and one or more 
alternates) to serve as a voting member. The City of Coburg shall appoint an elected 
official from that jurisdiction to serve as a voting member. 

D. 	 For consideration of regional parks and open space study matters. the Board of the 
Willamalane Park and Recreation District shall appoint two of its members to serve 
as voting members. 

E. 	 The City Managers of Eugene and Springfield and the Lane County Administrator 
shall serve as non-voting ex-officio members on all matters before MPC. 

F. 	 When MPC is considering metropolitan transportation matters, the General Manager 
of Lane Transit District or his/her designee shall serve as a non-voting ex-officio 
member. 

G. 	 For consideration of transportation matters which are related to the MPO, the 
Director ofODOTor his/her designee, and the City Administrator ofCoburg or 
hislher designee shall serve as non-voting ex-officio members. 

H . When MPC is considering regional parks and open space study matters, the 
Superintendent ofWillamaiane Park and Recreation District shall serve as a non­
voting ex-officio member. 

Section 4: Alternates 
The Councils and Board of Commissioners may appoint an elected official alternate. The 
District Boards may appoint one of their members as an alternate. The ODOT Director may 
appoint senior staff as alternates. Each non-voting ex-officio member may designate an 
alternate. 
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Section 5: Tenure 
The voting committee members shall serve at the pleasure of their respective Council, Board 
ofCortunissioners, District Board, or the ODOT Director. 

Section 6: Vacancies 
Ifa vacancy occurs, the respective Council, Board ofCommissioners, District Board, or the 
ODOT Director shall select a new member. 

ARTICLE IV: MEETINGS 

Section I: Regular Meetings 
The Committee shall establish the time Ill1d place for the holding of regular monthly 
meetings. Special meetings may be held as necessary. 

Section 2: Special Meetings 
A. 	 Special meetings of the Committee may be called by the Chairperson, Vice­

Chairperson, or a majority of the voting MPC membership from Eugene, Springfield, 
and Lane County. 

B. 	 The person(s) calling such meetings shall fix the time and place for the holding of 
such meetings. 

Section 3: Notice ofMeetings 
Notice of all meetings shall be given to all members Ill1d ex-officio members at least three 
days prior to such meetings. 

Section 4: Conduct ofMeeting 
A. 	Five voting members, including atieast one representative from Eugene, Springfield, 

Lane County, and the Lane Tnmsi! District, shall constitute a quorum when the MPC 
is considering metropolitan transportation. 

B. 	Five voting members, including at least one representative Eugene, Springfield, Lane 
County, and the WiJlarnalane Park and Recreation District, shall constitute a quorum 
when the MPC is considering regional parks and open space study matters. 

C. Otherwise, four voting members from Eugene, Springfield, and Lane County, 
including at least one elected representative from each of these jurisdictions, shall 
constitute a quorum ofthe MPC. 

D. All formal actions shall require the vote ofat least a simple majority of the quorum 
present and the affirmative vote of at least one elected representative from Eugene, 
Springfield, and Lane County. In the case ofa tie vote, the issue shall be cOllSidered 
unresolved and may be voted upon again, 

E. 	 All meetings shall be conducted in accordance with "Roberts's Rules orOrder, Newly 
Revised," and the Oregon Open Meetings Law (ORS 192.610 to 199,710). 

F. 	Ex-officio members can participate in all discussiollS and deliberations of the MPC. 
The ex-officio members shall have no vote and shall not make or second motions, 

ARTICLE V: OFFICERS AND DUTIES 

Section I: Officers 


A. 	The officers of the Committee shall be a Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson elected 
by the voting membership for a one-year term. Officers shall be drawn from Eugene, 
Springfield, or Lane County voting members. 
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B. 	 In the event an officer is not able to complete his or her duties, the Committee shall 
elect a new officer. 

Section 2: Duties 
A. 	 The Chairperson shall preside at all meetings and is entitled to vote on all issues. 
B. 	 The Vice-Chairperson shall perform all duties of the Chairperson when the 


Chairperson is absent; the Vice-Chairperson is entitled to vote on all issues. 

C 	 In the absence of the Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson, the Committee shall elect a 

Chairperson Pro Tern for the particular meeting in question. 
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ARTICLE VI: ADOPTION AND AMENDMENTS TO BYLAWS 

Immediately fallawing adoption of the original MPC bylaws, the bylaws shall be submitted 
ta the two Councils and the Board ofCommissioners for review. Any Councilor Board 
objections to the original MPC bylaws shsll be forwarded ta MPC within 14 days ofMPC 
action. 
These bylaws may be amended or repealed, or new bylaws may be adopted, by an affirmative 
vote of the majority of the members af the Committee present at any meeting called for that 
purpose at which a quornrn is present. Written notice af such propased amendment and the 
nature thereof shall have been given to the membership of the Committee and the Councils 
and Board ofCommissioners at least 30 days prior ta the date of the meeting at which the 
amendments are to considered. Distribution of proposed bylaw changes to the Chief 
Administrative Officern of member's agencies shall be in addition to notice to Councils and 
Boards. Any Council or Baard objections to the proposed amendments shall be forwarded ta 
MPC within 30 days af receipt. 
Approved byMPC: 517/87 
Amended by MPC; 11/14/91 
Amended by MPC: 2/8/01 
Amended by MPC: 8/15/02 

Amended by MPC; 2/13/03 
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Attachment 5e 

MEMORANDUM City of Springfield 

To: Byron Vanderpool, Director Lane Council of Governments 

From: Greg Mott, Planning Manager, City of Spriogfield 

Date: February 23, 2010 

SUbject: Policy Set 

Byron, 

We talked a little about the policy set issue for SEL at Planning Director's on February 18"', so 
for your benefit I'll reprise my comments for what they're worth to this project. You may have 
heard these before so I'll apologize in advance for the gaffe, 

The designation of CLMPO as a TMA precipitated several changes in the structure and 
relationship of the MPC, the Metro Plan, TransPlan, the emerging stand alone document known 
as the RTP and an entirely new piece of work known administratively as the Regional 
Transportation System Plan (RTSP), I believe that this transformative occurrence to our historic 
working relationship within the MPO in general, and transportation planning in particular, did not 
receive the attention it deserved and as a result we (MPO and partners) are still reaping the 
consequences of our inattention to the full weight of this matter. Tne TMA designation resulted 
in the following significant changes: 

A New Plan Boundary for the MPO 

The establishment of a new transportation area planning boundary that included the City of 
Coburg and several population concentrations outside of the Metro Plan boundary. Prior to the 
TMA designation the transportation area planning boundary and the Metro Plan boundary were 
one and the same therefore the land use transportation connection required by state law [and 
recognized by the coordination requirements of federal law] was accommodated by the Metro 
Plan and TransPlan, The new TMA boundary could not be matched by/with the Metro Plan or 
TransPlan without an expansion of the Metro Plan boundary and the City of Coburg becoming 
the fourth governing body to adopt the Metro Plan. Both of these circumstaoces are so 
thoroughly encumbered by state law and local politics that such an outcome is beyond reasonable 
expectation. 

In response to this unrealistic proposition, a "new" self-contained transportation plan, the 
CLMPO Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), was created, Such an outcome was inevitable even 
if it wasn't required by federal law if for no other reason to be able to distinguish between the 
MPO's federal obligations and local government's state law obligations. However, iostead of 
limiting the development of this new plan to federal staodanis, the bulk of state law (TPR) 
included in TransPlan was included in the RTP, up to and including alternative performance 
standards imposed by LCDC that required land use amendments to the Metro Plan. Of course 
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you know that neither the MFO nor the MFC has the authority to make land use decisions as that 
action is described by state law. 

At the same time the RTP was being dressed in TransPlan clothing, TransPlan was not amended 
to delete the federal components, in particular the "financially constrained project list," no longer 
necessary with the ascendency of the RTP as the MFO's federnUy required transportation plan. 
As a result, about the only meaningful difference discernible to the public at large between the 
RTP and TransPlan (save the boundaries) is the adoption/amendment process: the former is the 
sole responsibility ofMPC (now) and subject to federal law; the latter is the joint responsibility 
ofEugene, Springfield and Lane County elected officials (JEO) and is subject to state law. 

A New Transportation Plan for the MPO 

2) The federal planning component contained in TransPlan was elevated to its own status of 
Regional Transportation Plan. The requirements oftheRTP were/are based on federal law, not 
state land use law, yet all of the state law requirements (TPR) of a transportation system plan, 
which are contained in TransPlan, were for all intents and purposes transferred intact into the 
RTP. The hasty creation of the RTP also left no time to make appropriate changes to TransPlan, 
including deleting unnecessary federal components. This has led to the false impression that state 
land use law is implemented by federal law and federal agencies (MPC's new role). 
Corroborating this impression was a law suit brought by the Friends of Eugene after the RTP 
update was adopted in December, 2004 (Friends ofEugene v. Lane Council ofGovernments; 
LUBA No. 2004.223). The LUBA decision included the foUowing observations that are relevant 
to our current predicament: 

"As far as we can tell. respondents are correct that TransPlan was used as a 
temp/ate, and the MPC simply pasted many ofIhe provisions ofTrans Plan into the 
new RTP. The RTP was not adopted iJy the jurisdictions that would have been 
required to adopt it if it were to serve as the local TSP, demonstrating compliance 
with the TPIL The purpose and intent ofthe decision maker was to bifUrcate the 
local TSP documents from the federally mandated RTP. It seems clear that the 
decision maker [MPCJ used the TransPlan format and carried over some ofthe 
policies in TransPlan as a result ofthe short timelitle required for adoption ofthe 
RTP. However, the references to the TPR and local comprehensive plan provisions 
are merely words on a page. (Emphasis added) 

"While provisions ofthe TPR and local comprehensive plan are cited in the RTP, 
petitioners hll:Ve not demonstrated that the MPC was required to apply. or that it in 
fact applied, the goals. a comprehensive plan provision or land use regulation in 
adopting a federally mandated transportation plan. See Jaqua v. City ofSpringfield, 
46 Or LURA at 574; see also Price v. Clatsop County, 25 Or LUBA 341. 347-48 
(1993) (the burden is on petitioner to establish that the challenged decision is a land 
use decision and where petitioner fails to identifY any comprehensive plan provision 
as applicable to, or argue that any plan provision is an approval standard for, the 
challenged decision, LURA does not hll:Ve jurisdiction)). In our view, mere references 
to statewide planning goals, comprehensive plan provisions or land use regulations 
in a transportation planning document that is intended to demonstrate compliance 
with federal law is not an application ofthose goals, plan prOvisions or land use 
regulaliansforpurposes oiORS 197.015(10)." 
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The following citations from OAR 660-012 are instructive in the description of plans, planning 
efforts and planning responsibilities related to federal, regional and local transportation plans: 

OAR 660-012-0005 

(14) "Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) " means an organization located 
within the State ofOregon and designated by the Governor to coordinate 
transportation planning in an urbanized area ofthe state including such designations 
made subsequent to the adoption ofthis rule. 

(26) "Regional Transportation Plan" or "RTF" means the long-range transportation 
plan prepared and adopted by a metropolitan planning organization for a 
metropolitan area as providedfor infederallaw. 

38) "Transportation System Plan (TSP) " means a plan for one or more 

transportation facilities that are planned, developed, operated and maintained in a 

coordinated manner to supply continuity ofmovement between modes, and within 

and between geographic and jurisdictional areas. 


OAR 660-012-0010 

(2) MPOs and counties shall prepare and amend regional TSPs in compliance with 
this division. MPOs shall prepare regional TSPs for facilities ofregional significance 
within their jurisdiction Counties shall prepare regional TSPs for all olher areas 
and facilities: 

a) Regional TSPs shall establish a system oftransportation facilities and services 

adequate to meet identified regional transportation needs and shall be consiSlent 

with adopted elements ofthe Slate TSP; 


I Regional TSPs prepared by MPOs other than metropolitan service districts shall be 
adopted by the counties and cilies within the jurisdiction ofthe MPO. 

(3) Cities and counties shall prepare, adopt and amend local TSPs for lands within 

their p/anningjurisdiction in compliance wilh Ihis division: 


(a) Local TSPs shall establish a system oftransportationfacUities and services 

adequate to meet identified local transportation needs and shall be consistent "'ith 

regional TSPs and adopted elements ofthe state TSP; 


(4) Cities and counties shall adopt regional and local TSPs required by this division 
as part oftheir comprehensive plans. 

(5) The preparation ofTSPs shall be coordinated with affected state and federal 

agencies, local governments, special districts, and private prOViders of 

transportation services. 


(J) In metropolitan areas, local governments shall prepare, adopt, amend and update 
transportation system plans required by this division in coordination with regional 
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transportation plans (RTPs) prepared by MPOs required byfederal law. Insofar as 

possible, regional tramportation system plans for metropolitan areas shall be 

accomplished through a single coordinated process that complies with the applicable 

requirements offoderallaw and this division. Nothing In this rule is intended to make 

adoption or amendment ofa regional transportation plan by a metropolitan planning 

organization a land use d"cision under Oregon law. 


OAR 660·012·0025 

(1) Except as provided in section (3) ofthis rule, adoption ofa TSP shall constitute 

the land use decision regarding the needfor transportationfacilitles, services and 

major improvements and their jUnction, mode, and general location. 


(2) Findings ofcomplianet' with applicable statewide planning goals and 

acknowledged comprehensive plan policies and land use regulations shall be 

developed in conjunction with the adoption ofthe TSP. 


OAR 660·012·0035 

(e) Metropolitan areas shall adopt TSP policies to evaluate progress towards 

achieving the standard or standards adopted and approved pursuant to this rule. 

Such evaluation shall occur at regular intervals corresponding with federally. 

required updates ofthe regional transportation plan. This shall include monitoring 

and reporting of VMT per capita. 


OAR 660-012-0045 

(1) Each local government shall amend its land use regulations to implement the 

TSP. 


A New Decision-Making Role for MPC 

3} The LCOG Board delegated its approval authority for the RTP to the MPC (this is analogous 
to the group of elected officials who serve on the Metropolitan Waste Water Management 
Commission). This new role required amending the MPC by-laws to include this federal 
responsibility but the other principal functions of the MPC (including Cable TV) remain and 
present another confusing relationship regarding purpose and function: 

To jUlfili the jUnctions ofMPC, as outlined in the Eugene-Springfield 

Metropolitan Area General Plan, and to resolve intergovernmenlalland use 

issues. To fulfill the policy committee jUnctions associated with the urban 

services transition process. 


To fUlfill the intergovernmentalpolicy committee fUnctions associated with the 

oversight ofthe Regional Parks and Open Space Study. 


To fUlfill other intergovernmental fUnctions as recommended by one or more of 

the three elected bodies andformally accepted by MPc. 
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These multiple hats are confusing and, based on the past 5 years ofMPC meetings, increasingly 
irrelevant. Virtually every MPC meeting agenda since adoption of the RTP in 2004 has been for 
the purpose of complying with federal requirements, including discussions, public hearings or 
voting on federal transportation matters consistent with the bylaws enacted after the TMA 
designation. This specific responsibility includes the following: 

Adoption oflhe Regional Transportation Plan meeting federal requirements, 

Adoption of the annual Unified Planning Work Program, 

Adoption ofthe Transportation Improvement Program meeting federal 

requirements, 

Conducting the Air Quality Conformity deterrrtination, 

Adoption ofa Congestion Management Plan, and 

Other responsibilities ofa Metropolitan Planning Orgarrizationffransportation 

Management Area as set forth by federal or State statute or rule 


MPC used to have a more dynamic role in Metro Plan and TransPlan matters, particularly when 
the Metro Plan was first prepared and then during subsequent periodic reviews (1986, 1994). 
Staff made numerous presentations to MPC to elicit recommendations on policy development as 
the Metro Plan and TramPlan updates were prepared. These recommendations were routinely 
accepted by each of the governing bodies when fonnal action was undertaken. 

MPC also is the recognized dispute resolution mechanism when one or more of the partners can't 
agree on a Metro Plan or TransPlan amendment proposal that require; unanimous concurrence. 
This process and function is not always successful, but as originally conceived and practiced, 
there was a positive expectation that differences among the governing bodies could be isolated 
and either excluded from the proposal or amended in a way that moderated the issue sufficiently 
to allow the proposal to be acceptable. Recent experience with this process has led to JEO 
agreement that an alternative conflict resolution process needs to be developed; the local 
government staff, with assistance from LCOG staff, are preparing several options for JEO 
consideration later this year. 

The MPO staff used to have more direct participation in the development of the Metro Plan, 
TransPlan and subsequent amendments and updates to those documents. As recently as the last 
Periodic Review and TransPlan update (late 1990's through 2004), LCOG staffacted as project 
managers for much of this work and local government staff were technical advisors and policy 
experts for their respective jurisdictions. Since the adveut of the 1MA designation and the 
restructuring of MPC's role, LCOG staff has participated in Metro Plan and TransPlan activities 
exclusively in a coordinating or support capacity, never as lead staff or project managers (RTSP 
development being the single exception). Contemporary examples of the curreut MPO·\ocal 
government relationship are: the new county·wide population forecasting process; the work each 
city is undertaking to comply with HB 3337; the work each city is undettaking to comply with the 
October 2008 LCDC order for TPR compliance; and the work each city will need to complete to 
amend the Metro Plan in response to new urban growth boundaries, new transportation system 
plans and ultimately the new Regional Transportation System Plan. I fully recognize the active 
participation of LCOG in the project l'lli!lIllgement of tile preparation of the RTSP; however, this 
is a specific requirement of state law (See OAR 660-012·0010 above); the preparation of 
documents needed to support amendment of the Metro Plan and TramPlan to include the RTSP 
is the responsibility of local government staff and the decision to amend the Metro Plan and 
TransPlan lies with the governing bodies of Eugene, Springfield and Lane County, not the MPO 
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or MPC, This distinction is blurred by MPC as decision-maker for federal MPO requirements, 
the MPO as the preparer of the RTSP and Ihe local governments, including Coburg now, as those 
responsible for adopting the RTSP into the Metro Plan or Coburg land use plan, 

As the TMA designation has resulted in the restructuring of the RTP and TransPlan and triggered 
the need to create the RTSP; and as the restructuring of the Eugene and Springfield urban growth 
boundaries (HB3337) has triggered the need 10 develop new Me/ro Plan procedures; and as the 
appointment of the MPC as decision-maker for federal transportation issues has restructured the 
role of tbis group and the MPO staff; it is obvious that the purpcse and role of the MPC in the 
evolving context oflhe Metro Plan and TransPlan needs a thorough evaluation, I believe such an 
evaluation can be incorporated into the ongoing work assigned to the Planning Directors by the 
JEO last summer and can be completed well in advance ofthe adoption schedule for the RTSP 
and the necessary amendments to the Metro Plan and TransPlan that project will require, I 
believe that the sooner MPC's role witbin the MPO is linked exclusively to federal 
responsibilities, and MPC's role (if retained) witbin the Metro Plan and TransPlan, is clearly 
linked to state responsibilities, the easier it will be for the citizens of this region to participate in 
the myriad and overlapping land use and transportation decision packages, 
This memorandum reflects my opinion and not that of the City of Springfield or the regional 
planning directors, 
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Attachment Sf 

E-mails between Byron Vanderpool and Greg Mort regarding Greg's Memo 

Greg: 

No offense meant or taken on my part. I hate e-mail for these discussions because it may seem 
I'm sounding critical when thai's absolutely not Ihe case. Hence my suggestion 01 a meeting. 

I do know that you and Tom worked very hard to head off changes 10 the TPR which created the 
RTSP requirements, I agree completely, and believe I've stated publicly more than once, that I 
see no useful purpose in forcing the locals to create an RTSP, Seems like duplicative, non-value 
adding work to me, My questions to OLeO staff about the value of this work have never been 
answered to my satisfaction, When they can neither describe such a document, nor provide me 
with a real example of one, I really have to question the process, 

Byron.., 

From: MOTT Gregory [mailto:gmott@ci.springfield.or.us] 

Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2010 14:06 

To: VANDERPOOL Byron 

Cc: GRIMALDI Gino; GRILE Bill; GARDNER Usa A; HOWE Kent; LAIRD Matt P; MUIR Susan L; 

KENT Jamon (LCOG); BANKS Megan H; RINER Andrea G 

Subject: RE: Memo to Brian Vanderpool Policy Set 


Byron, 


I appreciate the response. My opinion about discussing the continued relevance of the MPC as 

part ofthe Metro Plan-TransPlan structure is partly because ofthe new purpose it serves for the 

MPO, partly because a new reality is rapidly approaching the Metro Plan, and partly because the 

JED have decided to meet quarterly to discuss Issues of mutual interest. I don't disagree that 

MPC or some variation of MPC might continue to serve a legitimate purpose, but I think it needs 

to be determined in the context of a post HB3337 Metro Plan so I'm not sure the existing Metro 

Plan text or the continuing auspices of the MPO will remain germane. 


I know there are budgetary considerations for many of the tasks we perform and I didn't speak 

directly to that in my memo; I didn't mean to offend. 


You may not recall, but Tom Schwatz and I traveled to Medford several years back so that I 

could testify before lCDC that I thought some of the revisions proposed for the TPR were 

problematic, I was concerned with the confusing and duplicative requirement for MPO's to 

prepare a RTP and a RTSP and require local government to have TSPs; two regional plans? I 

didn't see the added value to that even if the RTP was not subject to state law, The issues 

addressed by/in the RTP are nearly identical to the requirements for the RTSP. Combine the 
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direction and policy contained in the RTP with the elements of local TSPs and there really aren't 
any meaningful gaps in the region's transportation planning. Apparently my testimony wasn't 
very compelling because we are in the very spot I hoped I could persuade LCDC wasn't 
necessary. 

gmolt 

From: VANDERPOOL Byron [mallto:BVanderpool@lcog.org] 
Sent: Thursday, February 2.5, 2.010 11:2.9 AM 
To: MOTT Gregory 
CC: GRlMALDI Gino; GRlLE Bill; GARDNER Lisa Ai HOWE Kent; LAIRD Matt P; MUIR Susan L; 
KENT Jamon (LCOG)j BANKS Megan Hi RlNER Andrea G 
Subjed:: RE: Memo to Brian Vanderpool Policy Set 

Greg: 

Thanks for putting this together. I agree with most of it, but disagree on a couple of items. 

In particular, I'd suggest the MPC can still be used for general melro planning purposes (actually 
my opinion is it should be), but Ihat needs 10 be a decision by the MPC owners (Eugene, 
Springfield and Lane County) to use il for lhet purpose. Once development of the Melro Plan, 
TransPlan, and 10 a lesser degree periodic review were compleled, I'lle seen less and less 
referred Ihere. Since it's a slanding meeling, wilh an eslablished structure, and is slaffed, I see it 
as a logical choice for exactly those discussions you describe. I'd love to mOlle the MPO 
business along more expeditiously, and having other important regional discussions WOUld, i 
beHeve, help. 

Second, with respect to MPO slaff involvement in direct development and/or leadership of the 
development of TSP's, etc. that was the result of FHwA informing us we could no longer use 
MPO (federal) planning funds for local process. LCOG is still willing to fill this role, we can simply 
no longer provide the funding for It from the federal sources we once (apparently Inappropriately) 
used. We could lalk about adding this into, for example, the Metro Plan contract. I sensed a 
couple of years back, perhaps inaccurately, thai there was concern lCOG was driving the 
regional process too much. If I was/am in error, and you want us to be more forceful (for lack of a 
better term) In this role, I apologize and would be happy to work wHh the group to ensure you're 
receiving the type and level of service you wan!. 

WHh respect to the RTSP, note that's a nelatively recent nequirement under slate law. It is not a 
result of change in MPO status to a TMA. In the good old days, the lCOG board adopted 
"TransPlan" as the RTP, the local jurisdictions adopted it as their respective TSP's, thus both 
federal and state requirements were met. I certainly wouldn't disagree that a further separation of 
the state elements out of the RTP would be very desirable. 

Please lake these as minor disagneements with your work. It's an outstanding document and can 
serve to inform the process further. 

Would tt be possible to join in a meeting with all of you to discuss this? 

Byron ... 
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10-5-19-9 

ATTACHMENT 7 

.. - , . ( '~I' 

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COl\1M.ISSIONERS OF U:NE ~tiNT¥, 
OREGON 

ORDER No. ) IN TIIE MATTER OF AUTHORIZING STAFF TO 
) MAKE APPLICATION TO DEPARTMENT OF 
) LAND CONSERV AnON AND DEVELOPMENT 
) FOR OREGON TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT 
) RIGHTS PILOT PROGRAM 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners of Lane County are interested in developing a 
Transfer of Development Rights program; and 

WHEREAS, the 2009 Oregon Legislature enacted Senate Bill 763 to encourage Transfer of 
Development Rights in Oregon and HB 2228 enacted the Oregon Transfer of Development 
Rights (TDR) Pilot Program; and 

WHEREAS, the Board or-County Commissioners of Lane County is interested in exploring and 
developing local IDR projects that conserve private forest lands for timber production and for 
other forest uses; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners of Lane County can hold conservation 
easements, monitor and restrict residential development on vacant M49 claim forestland from 
which the development rights could be transferred to the Unincorporated Community of Blue 
River; and 

WHEREAS, ()n April 28 and May 19,2010, the Board of County Commissioners considered 
exploring and developing local IDR projects and participating in the Oregon Transfer of 
Development Rights Pilot Program; and 

WHEREAS, 1his matter having been fully considered by the Lane County Board of 
Commissioners. 

NOW, TIiEREFORE IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Land Management Division is 
authorized to make application to the Department of Land Conservation and Development 
Oregon Transfer of Development Rights PlIot Program to explore and develop localTDR 
projects that conserve private forest lands for timber production and other forest ~es . 

DATED this atl,day 0[_...14""¥-__---" 2010 

~.

Bl~air 
Lane County Board of Gnunty Commissioners 

o C Of LE AL COUNSEL 



Department of Land Conservation and Development 

Oregon TDR Pilot Program 


APPLICATION 

Please provide the ill/ormatioll requested below. 

Applicants must be unils oflocal government. 

Type or write requested iriformation in the space provided. 

Submit completed applicalion.and enclosures - NO LATER THAN JUNE 1, 2010 


Date: May 19.2010 

Applicant Lane CO\Ulty Land Management Division 

Address: 125 E, 8th Ave.IPSa. Eugene, OR 97401 

Phone: 541-682-3734 Email address; kent.howe@roJane.or;us 

Contact person and title: Kent Howe, Planning Director 

Co-Applicant: 1000 Friends of Oregon 

Address: 220 E. 11th Ave.. Suite 5. Eugene, OR 97401 

Phone: 541-653-8703 Email address: Mia@friends.org 

Contact person and title: Mia Nelson. Willamet!e Valley Advocate 

Enclosures: __ 	A letter of interest from the owner(s) of at least $0% of the 
land in the proposed sending area 

A roncept plsn ronsistent ",itb the requirements of OAR 
660-028-0030 thaI describes the proposed IDR pilot project 
(see p. 2) 

Abstract: Use up to 50 words to d='be the proposed IDR project and partners 

Lane County has 161 M49 Claims in the Forest Land Zones (39 claims in the 
Nonimpacted, F-l zone and 123 claims in. the Impacted, F-2). These claims comprise 
approximately 14,783 acres (8,191 acres F·2land and 6,592 acres F-l land). We propose 
to develop a TOR prDgi1im that would allow the transfer ofdevelopment rights from· 
qualifying (less than 5 dwellings per sqW!remile) M49 Forest Land sending areas to the 
economically depressed Rural Unincorporated C!JITU1lunity of Blue River receiving areas. 

mailto:Mia@friends.org
mailto:kent.howe@roJane.or;us


Sending area information: 

1. 	 Zone: Nonirnpacteil (F-I) and Impacted (F-2) Forest Zones Minimum lot size: 80 acres 
2. 	 Number of ownerships: 162 M49 Claims 
3. 	 Total acreage: 14,783 ae. from which a subset ofQualifYing M49 claims will not 

exceed J0,000 acres. 
4. 	 Porest. land productivity (eu ft sile class); Variable 
5. 	 Other forest values: open space. wildlife habitat, etc. 
6. 	 Existing residential density per square mile: Less .than 5 dweilings/sq. mile 
7. 	 Proximity to a UGB (mikls): Variable 
8. 	 Proposed holder ofconservation easement or otherwise ensure on a permanent 


basis that additional residential development does not occur in the sending area: 

Lane County 


Receiving area information: 

I. 	 Zooe: Rural Residential Minimum lot size: 1 acre or not to exceed sewer capacity 
2. 	 Number of ownerships: 190 
3. 	 Total acreage: 245 ae. 
4. 	 Buildable land area: de.pendsonaUowed density n acor not to exceed sewer cap) 
5. 	 Proximity to Metro UGB (miles): N1A 
6. 	 Proximity 10 public sewer aod water (miles): Not available at present 
7. 	 Location: 

a. 	 Inside a UGB 
b. 	 in an eXcq:>tion area adjacent to a UGB 
c, 	 In an unincorporated commuuity K. (coterminous with the boundary of 

the Rural Unincorporated Commuuity ofBlue River) 
8. 	 If 7b applies, is the UGB proposed for expansion to include eXcq:>tion area? NIA 
9. 	 If 7b and/or 8 applies, will the receiving area be authorized for 10 duslacre? N1A 
10. Proposed TOR transfer mtio (sendingireceiving): lil 

Concept Plan 
On a separate sheet(s). please descnbe the proposed project addressing each of the 
sections below: 

1. 	 Proposed amendments 10 the local glJvernment comprehensive plan and land 
use regulations necessary 10 implementthe pilot project. 

2. 	 A tentative schedule for adoption ofthe amendments. 
3. 	 A qescription ofany other proposed actions intended to implement the project. 
4. 	 Maps and otherpertment.information describing the proposed sending areas and 

receiving areas. 
5. 	 Proposed transfer rntios and other incentives for participation. 
6. 	 A letter from a qualified entity as defined in ORS 271.115 expressing interest in 

holding and monitoring any conservation easement or similar restriction on 
development 
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Lane County TDR Pilot Program Concept Plan 

I. 	Proposed amendments to the local government comprehensive plan and land use 
regulations necessary to implement the pilot project. 
Post Acknowledgement Plan Amendment (PAPA) to increase residential density in 
Rural UninC9IjlOmled Community ofBlue River pursuant to OAR 66Q-022-Q030. 
Planning and Zoning ofUnincotpOrated Communities. 

Develop overlay zone for TOR receiving area in the Rum! trnincomorme4 

Community orBlue River. . 


Upon sewer capability. PAPA 10 redesignate the Rural UnillCQtpOrated Community of 
Blue River an Uman UniOC<llJ?ornted'Community and increase residential density and 
small-seale. low impact commercial use. and mixed use zone pursuant to OAR 660­
022-0030 - 0060. 

2. A tentative schedule for adoption of the amendments. 
Jan - Mar 2011 - Community Vision - gualifying M49 forestland claiIl1llIlts and 

Blue River Community. 
Apr - lUll 2011 • Draft Community Plan Diagram. Tex.t Amendments and TDR receiving 

area overlay ;zone. 
Jul- Sep 2011 • CommunilyPresentations, qualifying M49 forestland claimants and 

Blue River Commuriity. 
Oct. -	 Dec 2011 • Public Hearings for PAPA to adopt 11)R Recciving.Area Overlay 

Zone in Unincorporated Community ofBlue River. increase 
reSidential density in Rural U!lincotpOrated Community ofBlue 
River pursuanllo OAR 660-022·0030. 

3. A description of any other proposed actions intended to implement tile prqject. 
• 	 Develop tracking system fur County management ofconservation easements. 

• 	 will need to establish the number of development rights that might transfer frgm 
qualifying M49 roreslland propertieS to the Blue River Community, 

• 	 Will need to establish the number ofreceiving areas.l!vailable in the Blue River 
Community. 	 . . . . 

4. 	 Maps and other pertinent infonnlrtion descnbingilie proposed sending areas and 
receivir)g areas. 
Attached maps 
• 	 Lane Countv sending areas (M49 Claims on IlIlld deSi:gnated Forest Land) 
• 	 Rural Unincorporated Community ofBlue River 

'J 




5. Proposed transfer ratios and other incentives forparticiparion. 
Determine ifmaximum J : 1 transfer ratio allowed by law is enough incentive to 
encourage development in receiving area. 

6. 	 A letter from a qualified entity as defined in ORS 271.715 ellpressing interest in 
holding and monitoring any conservation easement or similar restriction on 
development 
As the permitting authority for residential development Lane County can hold, 
monitor and restrict residential deVelopment on the vacant M49 forest1and from 
which the development right is transferred to the Urban UninCOi:porated Community 
ofBlu¢ River. 

4 




Attachment 7 


Department of Land Conservation and Development 

Oregon TDR Pilot Program 


DRAFT APPLICATION 

Please provide the information requested below. 

Applicants must be units oflocal government, 

Type or write requested il1formation in the space provided. 

Submit completed application and enclosures - NO LATER THAN JUNE 1, 2010 


Date: July 29,2010 

Applicant: Lane County Land Management Division 

Address: 125 E. 8th Ave.IPSB, Eugene, OR 97401 

Phone: 541-682-3734 Email address:kent.howe@co.lane.or.us 

Contact person and title: Kent Howe. Planning Director 

Co-Applicant: 1000 Friends of Oregon 

Address: 220 E, 11th Ave" Suite 5, Eugene. OR 97401 

Phone: 541-653-8703 Email address: Mia@friends.org 

Contact person and title: Mia Nelson. Willamette Valley Advocate 

Enclosures: __ 	A letter of interest from the owner(s) of at least 50% of the 
land in the proposed sending area 

X 	 A concept plan consistent with the requirements of OAR 
660-028-0030 that describes the proposed TOR pilot project 
(see p. 2) 

Abstract: Use up to 50 words to describe the proposed TDR project and partners 

Lane County has 162 M49 Claims in the Forest Land Zones (39 claims in the 
Nonirnpacted, F-I zone and 123 claims in the Impacted, F-2). These claims comprise 
approximately 14,783 acres (8,191 acres F-2land and 6,592 acres F-lland). We propose 
to develop a TOR program that would allow the transfer of development rights from 
qualifying (less than 5 dwellings per square mile) M49 Forest Land sending areas to the 
economically depressed Rural Unincorporated Community of Blue River receiving areas. 
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Sending area information: 

I. 	 Zone: Nonimpacted (F-I) and Impacted (F-2) Forest Zones Minimum lot size: 80 acres 
2. 	 Number of ownerships: 162 M49 Claims 
3. 	 Total acreage: 14.783 ac. from which a subset of qualifying M49 claims will not 

exceed 10.000 acres. 
4. 	 Forest land productivity (cu ft site class): Variable 
5. 	 Other forest values: open space. wildlife habitat. etc. 
6. 	 Existing residential density per square mile: Variable· 
7. 	 Proximity to a UGB (miles): Variable 
8. 	 Proposed holder of conservation easement or otherwise ensure on a permanent 


basis that additional residential development does not occur in the sending area: 

LaneCountv 


Receiving area information: 

I. 	 Zone: Rural Residential Minimum lot size: I acre or not to exceed sewer capacity 
2. 	 Number of ownerships: 190 
3. 	 Total acreage: 245 ac. 
4. 	 Buildable land area: depends on allowed density (1 ac or not to exceed sewer cap) 
5. 	 Proximity to Metro UGB (miles): NI A 
6. 	 Proximity to public sewer and water (miles): Not available at present 
7. 	 Location: 

a. 	 Inside a UGB 
b. 	 In an exception area adjacent to a UGB _ 
c. 	 In an unincorporated community X • 

8. 	 If7b applies, is the UGB proposed for expansion to include exception area? N/A 
9. 	 If 7b and/or 8 applies, will the receiving area be authorized for 10 dus/acre? NI A 
10. Proposed IDR transfer ratio (sending/receiving): 1:1 • 

Concept Plan 
On a separate sheet(s), please describe the proposed project addressing each of the 
sections below: 

1. 	 Proposed amendments to the local government comprehensive plan and land 
use regulations necessary to implement the pilot project. 

2. 	 A tentative schedule for adoption of the amendments. 
3. 	 A description of any other proposed actions intended to implement the project. 
4. 	 Maps and other pertinent information describing the proposed sending areas and 

recelvrng areas. 
5. 	 Proposed transfer ratios and other incentives for participation. 
6. 	 A leiter from a qualified entity as defined in ORS 271 .715 expressing interest in 

holding and monitoring any conservation easement or similar restriction on 
development. 
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Lane County TDR Pilot Program Concept Plan 

I. Proposed amendments to the local government comprehensive plan and land use 
regulations necessary to implement the pilot project. 
Post Acknowledgement Plan Amendment (PAPA) to increase residential density in 
Rural Unincorporated Community of Blue River pursuant to OAR 660-022-0030. 
Planning and Zoning ofUnincomorated Communities. 

PAPA that develops policies and zoning mechanism to assign and transfer 
development rights for each dwelling authorized by M49 on forestland properties 
(maximum of 3 dwellings per claim). 

Develop overlay zone for TDR receiving area in the Rural Unincol]!orated 

Community of Blue River. 


Upon sewer availability, PAPA to redesignate the Rural Unincorporated Community 
of Blue River an Urban Uninco[pOrated Community and increase residential density 
and small-scale, low impact commercial use, and mixed use zone pursuant to OAR 
660-022-0030 - 0060. 

2. A tentative schedule for adoption of the amendments, 
Jan - Mar 20 II - Community Vision - Qualifying M 49 forestland claimants and 

Blue River Community. 
Apr - lun 2011 - Draft Community Plan Diagram. Text Amendments and TDR receiving 

area overlay zone, 
Jul- Sep 2011 - Community Presentations, qualifying M49 forestlan4daimants and 

Blue River Community. 
Oct. -	 Dec 2011 - Public Hearings for PAP A to adopt TDR Receiving Area Overlay 

Zone in Unincorporated Community of Blue River. increase 
residential density in Rural Unincorporated Community of Blue 
River pursuant to OAR 660-022-0030. 

3. A description of any other proposed actions intended to implement the project. 
• 	 Develop standard conservation easement/deed restriction fonn for sending areas 
• Develop standard transfer ofdevelopment right deed form for sending areas 
.. Develop tracking system for County management ofconservation easements. 
.. Will need to establish the number ofdevelopment rights that might n:ansfer from 

gualifying M49 forestland properties to the Blue River Community. 
• 	 Will need to establish the number ofreceiving areas available in the Blue River 

Community. 

4. Maps and other pertinent infonnation describing the proposed sending areas and 
receiving areas. 
Attached maps 
• 	 Lane County sending areas (M49 Claims on land designated Forest LanQ} 
• 	 Rural Unincol]!orated Community of Blue River 
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5. 	 Proposed transfer ratios and other incentives for participation. 
• 	 Determine if maximum I: I transfer ratio allowed by law is enough incentive to 

encourage development in receiving area. 

6. 	 A letter from a qualified entity as defined in ORS 271.715 expressing interest in 
holding and monitoring any conservation easement or similar restriction on 
development. 
As the permitting authority for residential development, Lane County can hold, 
monitor and restrict residential development on the vacant M49 forestland from 
which the development right is transferred to the Unincorporated Community of Blue 
River (Refer to attached Board Order 10-5-19-9), 

Issues: 

• 	 1: 1 transfer ratio limit 
• 	 prioritization of receiving areas (UGB's first, RUC's last) 
• 	 4/du's per square mile sending area density limit 
• 	 50% of sending area properties required to consent to program 
• 	 public access requirement to M49 sending areas 
• 	 when M49 property conveyed to another, ORS 195.305(11 )(6) requires dwelling 

to be built within 10 years. To parallel, require TDR to be sold w/i 10 years. 
• 	 exclusion of farmland sending areas 

4 
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Progress Matrix: JED Subcommittee Recommendations Attachment B 	 For JED meeting of September 30,2010 
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DeRnlUon and logical provide, of urban 
services: 
Metro Pla~ laoguwe describing service

dl - ,::- ' ''-pr6v1~efs :Md1ie&1ces Is Inconsistent and 

·~tor:oonlllctJ,ilg. , 


•
Metro Plan Is a lend ~se ct<;x:ument for Identify existing Metro Piari ,
sewer, water, Irans~riatlc;>n yet County 

policies thai are sllll . ' provides services to 'u~an area thai are . r applicable; revise and add ' not land use. For example: dis1riCI attorney,

Five County IssJ~s have been Id~:ntified 
 I~ policies as needed;sheriff, corrections, p:aro)e and probation,
for conslderaHon':by the JEO: ". ~ ,' mental health, electIOns, animal services, 

!j regional parks. ' 
,2030 Refin'em~t P,lpnlCity Council,• 	 Deftnitiori anCnOgical provldec of a. Overarchlng policies February 201 1 'r ~urban se(VIceS;,: .{. RevfsJl)9 aeflnitlon of key urban servicesthat Identify and Jurisdicubnal autonomy; " Would taalltate fonnation of special service '.! It) TOI IVIt:UU I"" ldil . ~ 0 • " • WiR refer to PlannIng Commissionaddress regional *' ~~ ~_~tifrpolides or prcqtss• 	 Urbenizab~"area ciUzen t:', . dlstricli'a:oo funding foc services (example? 

.i.,' ". ':·tiaJ"W)ll~dress urb~izable upon receipt of County p-oposaiIssu~s, representaliOn/ 'l city of fire dlsfrli:t county publ" safety .&tea ~sentatlon andDispule res9tution; district). d!ijUtB'rBsotution in areas of• 	 Farmland and open space 'hal!,!Ji!r!irfdion,• 	 Jurisdictional autonOmy: see JEO 
recommendation c. 

proleclfon. 
"" h . 

hfd n~,~al poIiclei 
resuli!\g ~J:lB 3337 ' Urba nlzable area dtlieri '''~I::JresentitlOn~• 	 Im~e....,_. . 

see JEO recorrunendetJon :c. · I'f' " 
Dispute re.5olutlon : see JEO 
recommendation d. 

• 	 Farmland and open space protection: 
see JEO recommendation c 
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c. Adjustments to the 
Metro Plan boundary • 
and ted to address 

, Jurisdictional speciffc 

Issues arising In the 

urbanlzable area and 

the area outside the 
 • 
urban growth 
boundary 

Metro P1an does not Indude dispute 
resolution text; refers to MPC 

MPC bylaws' single Jurisdiction lIato 
process that reflects 

d. A dispute resolution 
pewer preYents MPC settlement of 

the changes described disputes (LC) 
In a-c. 

Prior to MPO, MPC was envfsloned as 
entity 10 discuss convnon reg!onal 

This will be induded in 
amendments / plans that will · 

Y , 
Implement HB·:lJ3l (as"p;ir1 of !he.Se. Atiatlllnol.lHlr~7~1i~!" each dly having E~¥,"" ~ugen,~ p;qi'l'lt),;r{i.. ' ~!Waralerlnveillot1eS: IndMduai UGS, and B for "alrQ Plan plans ulllma~ty'w)1 be pt~ted to .chaptiri Iqpe .iildiVi1iuarr."~~~1 ~Ons the Eugene CItY Coundl and the

i~!t Lane CountY Board of 
1 ~~.;, . Commlssioners'for approval. 

• 

Metro Plan Boun4ary CQlerminous wi UGB Y 
.,. 0 Ei!gim~' ~j1>Ort 

A Eugene City eoondl work session 
Q Delta Sand & Gravel will be schedu~ at which County staff,," "' 

If this applies East of 1-5 wiU refer 10 will present baCKground and proposals.UrbarilZ~<Aie{l,CIUzen RepresentaUon i· i N Plannng Commission upon receipt City Council win then direct staff as to 
o ImPlementation of 190 ,~ (if a,~min;,.J. ,refinement plans. ~. 'J.,,-iIl.: of County proposal. actions to lake in ,response to the

~gr.eOme.j~ ' I County propqsats (e.g. integrate Into~ ~:~ o Ann~xaUOn:'P.ollcy , . Y.-. rl Transfer of Deve~t 2030 Reflnemenl Plan depending Ihe HB 3337/ Envision Eugene project, 
" iii' r~ (If policy) Rlgh~ Pilot Program HJ on what County proposal says may or address as allindependenl Issue).

Farmland I Open :Sp~Prolectlon I ~tJrat N and other strategies'fOr' ~' refer to Planning Commission.
Reserves ~" : ' ~'. " . protecHng farmland and ·i ,~. \ 

open spaces withl"'·ari~.;.:: r 
~~,:. near UGBs.. ~ . 

A Eugene City Council work session 
Partially addressed In 2030 will be scheduled al which County staff

YAssigl Dispute RBSOIution to different Integrate with conforming Rememenl Plan, February 2011 will present background iYld proposals.
See Attachmentbody than MPC amendments to Implement City Council will then direct slaff as toBfor Melro Plan HB 3337 and refinement May require referral 10 Planning actions to take in response 10 !he 
chapl~ to be• MPC does not partldpate in Metro plB1'ls. Commissioo depending on how It Is County proposals (e.g.lntegate Into reviewedpJanning Issues at !his lime dranod. Ihe HB 3337/ Envision Eugene project, 

Of address as an Independenllssue). 
Issues 

PAGE 2 



ATTACHMENT 9. Metro Plan Chapter Updates by JEO Motion and Regional Issues October 5, 20091v1] 

--:==::::;:::~~~~I.'"._ I i'+I[.j.fiUiiiif I 3·iij,ilj~i1i! . ____ 
JED Motion: DIrect staff from al/ /hraa jutfsdiclioos i _ _ .. 1 1 ---, 

U911nlllOn of Key Urban 
Services 

to develop 8 worff plen that 1ncIud83 a/imel/ne, oosl 
estimate fJIld lmpIicaUons for spedfic chengas 101h9 
MeUo Plan based 0/1 recot7IIOOndetions from each 
ju1IsdJctioos thai fncNde buI Bfa nol/lmifsd '0 the 

c. Adjustments to the Metro Plan 
boundary and text to address 

Jurfsdlctlonal Issues arfslng In tho 
urbmlZable area and the area outside 

the urban growth boundary. 

[remove Inconsistencies In 
Metro ptan text) 

Ch II, p'indf,ies'GI£iwu, .... f 
Mgml ~-:' . I 

Ch III, Speci~c EJemenls 
Ol V, Gl05'ary 

. '1 

Jurisdictional Autonomy 
{Implement HB 3337 and revisit Metro ptan 

boundary. 

!I; pt1iicri\ie.."owIh Mgml 
Ch III: EnWonmenlal Resources, 
Wlmen. R)Ver Greenway and ( 
Involvement ~~I PO, '. 

• Ch IV, Metro Pian RevieW, Amendments 
and Refinements ' • 

; Ch I, Irf~ocluiB"6n: 
' ~ Ch II,' Fundamental Prlnclples-Growtti 
"; M~ ' "f .'~ 

gsn", 

Urban TransitionAgreements 
(develop administrative process to address 

citizen concerns) 

Dispute Resolutron 
[work with jurisdictions to revise 

process) 

• ' Gh II, PrfnCl~owth Mgml 
Mgml ' Ch IIi: pubiic Facilities and 

,~'r . CiUzen Involvement 
Pu~1c '..t.. • Ch IV. Amendments-Refinements 

! ~ . Ch V, Glossary 

I to' 

METRO PLAN : 
Mgml ': . Ch fl, Pliiici~es·GroW\h Mgml 

r ,f . ! Ch III, Ptipllc FacWitles? and 
Cltl'zen 'lr1'VbrVehlent 

•'Ch Iii! Residential, Economic, 
En~ronrl1en!<, Resources, wlllam~l!9;t"\ I '~ 
Rlv~r:.'~r~~m~ay, TranSPO~tion~ ~b~} ~~ 
Facrllh ~ s, p:~s:, and Rec, 
PreserVetion.. E~ergy and ..... '''..~ .!Ji1:, 

Ch IV, Amendments·Refinements 

Involvement ,: ' " ,;%,'. 
• Ch IV, Amen~men"'R.finemtnt' 

-" \. ..' . ' , ,-'~ ­

• Ch I, Introduction'J 
• Ch II, Princip~s·Growtl1 Mgml 

Ch JIf : ReSidential, Economic, 
Environmental Resources, Willamette 
Rivef Greenway, TrCllsportation, Publk: 
FacUlties, Parks and Rec, HIstoric 
Preservation, Energy and Citizen 
Involvement 
Ch IV. Amendments-Refinemenls 

METRO PLAN: 
Ch I, Introduction ' ,-"!,,. ' . ' 

Ch II, Pnndples-Growtl1 Mgml 
Ch III: Residential, Economic, 
Environmental Resources, Wlilametfa 
River Greenway, Transportation, Public 
Facilities, Parks and Rae, Histone 
Preservation, Energy and Citizen 
Involvement 

• Ch N, Amendmenls-ReHnaments 

Ch III, Citizen Involvement 
Ch IV, Amendments-Refinements 

Farmland and Open Space 
Protection 

' . ~. .Ph ite-EhVirbiimental' 
Reso)l((;q~ ,and Parks 
and Ri!(; . , 

\. 

", . 

[ ' 1' 
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