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Agenda 

City Hall 

225 Fifth Street 

Springfield, Oregon 97477 

541.726.3610 

Online at www.springfield-or.gov 

 

Due to State-wide orders regarding social distancing and large gatherings, this meeting will be available via phone 

and internet using Zoom Meeting. Members of the public wishing to attend this meeting electronically can call in or 

attend virtually by following the directions below. This information can also be found on the City’s website.  
 

From your computer, tablet or smartphone 
https://zoom.us/j/96467923327?pwd=ZlVDbTdVb2U2Y09HbTRqSnA4emRLdz09 

 

Meeting ID: 964 6792 3327; Passcode: 943265 
 

Dial by your location 

        +1 971 247 1195 US (Portland); +1 206 337 9723 US (Seattle) 

        877 853 5247 US Toll-free 

Meeting ID: 964 6792 3327 

Find your local number: https://zoom.us/u/acnyIpp9cz 

 

Oregon Relay/TTY: Dial 711 or 800-735-1232.  
Give the Relay Operator the area code and telephone number you wish to call and any further instructions 

 

All proceedings before the Planning Commission/CCI are recorded. 

 
To view agenda packet materials or view a recording after the meeting, go to SpringfieldOregonSpeaks.org 

 
March 2, 2021 

_____________________________ 
 

6:30 p.m. Work Session 
______________________________________ 
______________________________________ 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

ATTENDANCE: Chair McGinley_____, Vice Chair Landen _____, Koivula _____, Gill_____,  

Bergen _____ and Salazar_____.  

     

WORK SESSION ITEM(S) 

 

1. Zoom- Become familiar with the features available in Zoom and t identify meeting protocols for 

use of Zoom for virtual meetings 
 

Staff: Sandy Belson 

  30 Minutes 

  

ADJOURNMENT 

 

 

 

Community Development Director:   
Tom Boyatt, 541.744.3373 

                Comprehensive Planning Manager: 
                Sandy Belson 541.736.7135 
                Management Specialist: 
                Brenda Jones 541.726.3610 
                City Attorney’s Office: 
                Kristina Kraaz 541.744.4061 

 

 

Planning Commissioners: 
Sophie McGinley, Chair 

Andy Landen, Vice Chair 
Michael Koivula 

Grace Bergen 
Kuri Gill 

Matt Salazar 
Open Position 

http://www.springfield-or.gov/
https://zoom.us/j/96467923327?pwd=ZlVDbTdVb2U2Y09HbTRqSnA4emRLdz09
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March 2, 2021 

_____________________________ 
 

7:00 p.m. Regular Session 
______________________________________ 

 

CONVENE AND CALL TO ORDER THE REGULAR SESSION OF THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING 

COMMISSION 

 

ATTENDANCE: Chair McGinley_____, Vice Chair Landen _____, Koivula _____, Gill_____,  

Bergen _____ and Salazar_____.  

    

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

ADJUSTMENTS TO THE REGULAR SESSION AGENDA 

 

             In response to a request by a member of the Planning Commission, staff or applicant; by consensus   

 

BUSINESS FROM THE AUDIENCE 

 

Testimony is limited to 3 minutes; testimony may not discuss or otherwise address public hearings 

appearing on this Regular Session Agenda   

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES  

 

• January 20, 2021 Regular Minutes 

• February 2, 2021 Regular Minutes 

• February 17, 2021 Regular Minutes 

 

REPORT OF COUNCIL ACTION 

 

BUSINESS FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 

• Upcoming Planning Commission meetings, committee reports, or other business  

 

BUSINESS FROM THE DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

 

ADJOURNMENT  

 



                                                                                        

Springfield Planning Commission 

Regular Session (Partial Minutes) 

Wednesday, January 20, 2021 

 

Planning Commissioners: Vice-Chair Kuri Gill, Sophie McGinley, Andrew Landen, Grace Bergen, Michael Koivula and Matthew 

Salazar. (one open position) 

 

Absent: None 

 

Staff:  Sandy Belson, Comprehensive Planning Manager; Brenda Jones, Planning Commission Assistant; Kristina Kraaz, Assistant 

City Attorney; and Andy Limbird, Senior Planner.  

 

Council Liaison: Leonard Stoehr 

 

Each Planning Commissioner introduced themselves to our new Planning Commissioner Matthew Salazar. 

 

Vice Chair Gill took a few moments to thank Commissioner Sherwood for his service as Planning Commissioner. 

 

Business from the Audience- None 

 

Item 1:  Formal Interpretation of Terms Requested by Springfield Utility Board: 811-20-000248-TYP2 

 

Kristina Kraaz, Assistant City Attorney read the Statement of Rights. 

 

Public Hearing opened by Vice-Chair Gill 

 

Vice-Chair Gill asked each Planning Commissioner to disclose any ex-parte contact and/or conflicts of interests: 

• McGinley: No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact. 

• Landen: No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact. 

• Gill: No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact. 

• Bergen:  No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact. 

• Salazar: No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact. 

• Koivula: No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact.  

 

Vice-Chair Gill asked if there are any challenges from the public to the impartiality of the Commissioners or objection to the 

jurisdiction of the Planning Commission to hear the matter before us?  None 

 

Staff Report 

Andy Limbird, Senior planner gave a brief introduction and orientation as to the site that is subject to this Formal Interpretation 

request.  This property is in Glenwood on East 22nd Avenue just east of Henderson Avenue and abuts I-5 along the Southern boundary.   

 

This site was subject of the Site Plan Review for an electrical system sub-station, the conditional approval was subsequently appealed, 

it was heard by the Planning Commission for this particular property being inside the City limits.  Other portions of the project that are 

outside the City limits were concurrently heard by the Hearings Official.  After the Planning Commission and Hearing Official 

decisions were issued the matter was subsequently appealed to the Land Use Board of Appeals.  After a lengthy period of review, and 

Covid intervened, the Land Use Board of Appeals issued their opinion which remanded the decision to the City of Springfield, with 

the request to address some deficiencies in the arguments.  Among these deficiencies was clarification of terms that were used in the 

decision, specifically the definitions, of wetlands, water quality limited watercourses, and watercourses, all of which have different 

meanings and specificity within the City’s Development Code.   

 

The natural resources map that the City has published on the Springfield website indicates that there is a non-locally significant 

wetland on the property that was identified through the application materials and other water features within the project area.  

 

Kristina Kraaz, Assistant City Attorney, provided an overview of the criteria for Formal Interpretation.  The first part of the criteria is 

to look at the text and context of the code itself and include sections and chapters where specific terms were used.  The code then 

allows but doesn’t require the City to use legislative history to support an interpretation.  Legislative history helps to show what City 

Councilors who adopt Code amendments were considering and what the code would have meant at the time it was adopted.  If the text 

and context of past Code amendments and recent history are not helpful, then the City would rely on common dictionary meanings of 

terms.  There are plenty of clues in text and context in prior legislative history from this application, so there is no need to resort to 
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dictionary definitions.  The staff report concludes that the criteria are met, and the definitions are consistent with current and recent 

past practice.   The request from Springfield Utility Board (SUB)is to interpret the meaning of the terms “watercourse,” “riparian area” 

and “water quality limited watercourse”, as these terms relate to the water quality provisions of Springfield Development Code 

Section 4.3-115.   The Code section is included in the commission’s appendix to the staff report along with Sections 4.3-110 and 4.3-

117 that are referenced in the staff report. 

 

Ms. Kraaz explained that the Code uses the language in describing what certain riparian area regulations apply to the watercourses 

shown on the City’s water quality limited watercourses map.  Ms. Kraaz identified the version of the map that the City currently has 

posted on its website, which was compiled in July 2019.  The current map was created using the original map that was adopted by the 

City Council on July 2002 and dated August 2002 which was the effective date of the ordinance.  However, the current map has 

updated base line information. Essentially, the underlying tax lots and street configurations that have changed and have been updated. 

 

Kristina showed the original August 2002 water quality limited watercourse map. This version is the only version that has been 

specifically adopted by the City Council as part of the Development Code referenced in Ordinance 6021.  The Code specifically states 

that the map cannot be amended unless by action of the City Council per Ordinance.  No Ordinances have amended this map since 

Ordinance 6021, which was adopted in 2002. 

 

Ms. Kraaz provided a summary of the current mapping, the difference between the map adopted by Ordinance 6021 and the map 

shown on the City’s website, and the changes to various Code sections arising from new policies and regulations adopted since 2002.  

The subject Code sections 4.3-110 and 4.3-115 have been re-numbered since 2002 but the content is substantially the same in those 

sections.  Kristina stated she was not aware of any text changes to SDC 4.3-115 between July 2002 and now. 

 

The staff report concludes that the official version that relates to the Development Code and referenced in the Development Code is 

only the 2002 version and not the recently published versions.  The LUBA opinion states that definitions of “Watercourse” and 

“Water Quality Limited Watercourse” that were added by adoption of Ordinance 6021 are very broad.  Springfield Development Code 

4.3-110 includes very specific criteria for identifying a water Quality Limited Waterways and the context doesn’t support the 

conclusion that every item listed in the broad definition of “Watercourse” would be “a watercourse shown on the Water Quality 

Limited Waterway map” that is subject to setbacks.  The conclusion is that “shown on the Water Quality Limited Watercourse map” 

means specifically those bodies of water that are labeled with the blue, green or orange lines as Water Quality Limited Watercourses 

with specific flow rates, or their tributaries, and are identified by name or callout.  Ms. Kraaz advised that it doesn’t support the 

conclusion that every body of water on the map was intended to be treated as a Watercourse on the Water Quality Limited 

Watercourse map and is subject to setbacks in Section 4.3-115.A.   

 

Ms. Kraaz also provided an overview of the legislative history and noted that there were comments at the time regarding the Pierce 

Ditch, which is subject of the second item on the public hearing agenda for tonight’s meeting.     ……. Elements of the water quality 

limited watercourse mapping and regulations were explained by Ms. Kraaz.   

 

Kristina stated that there is also a question about what “Riparian Areas” mean.  These regulations show that there are different 

meanings of “Riparian Area” depending on the section of the Code.  For purpose of Section 4.3-115, Riparian Areas are those 

associated only with delineated portions of the WQLW Map, which is interpreted to mean only those identified by a call-out on the 

adopted map.  Kristina stated that the Code uses different categories of “riparian area” depending on the context of the section and that 

the regulations in question are found in Section 4.3-117.  She also summarized the standards in Section 4.3-115 and how these were 

applied to the SUB Electric substation project on the property.  The Planning Commission reviewed and discussed at length the local 

wetland inventory that includes a site shown on the subject property before it was adopted in February 2011 by Ordinance 6265.  

 

 

 

 

Andy commented that the City received one (1) written comment regarding the Wetland feature on the property.  Notification for this 

item was posted on the subject property, the local newspaper, the City website and mailed to adjacent neighbors.  Andy also received 

at the end of the business day today a submittal by the applicant consisting of several technical studies that had been performed 

previously regarding wetlands and analysis of riparian areas.  This material was added to the webpage for the meeting, but he doesn’t 

believe this gave the Commissioners sufficient time to review this material. 

 

Commissioner Gill asked for questions from the Commissioners.  
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Commissioner Koivula asked about the procedural finding.  He also asked about Attachment 3 page 25 of 188, which appears to have 

some pages missing, and item 6 appears to have some pages missing.   

 

Brenda reviewed the documents and all the pages are included. 

 

Commissioner Gill asked if there were any other questions from the Commission.  None  

 

Applicant Presentation: 

 

• Attorney Michael Gelardi representing Springfield Utility Board; PO Box 8529; Coburg, Oregon 97408 

Gave some background on what has happened to SUB’s Glenwood Project since the City approved it, and how this relates to 

the specific proceeding tonight.   

 

Mr. Gelardi started with Spring 2019 when SUB applied for three (3) land use applications to implement the Glenwood 

Refinement plan to improve the electrical infrastructure needed to serve redevelopment of the Glenwood area.  Staff 

approved all three (3) of the permits, all three were appealed to the Planning Commission and the Hearings Official.  The 

Planning Commission and Hearings Official affirmed the permits.  These permits were then appealed to the Land Use Board 

of Appeals (LUBA), this was right as the Pandemic started.  

 

The Appellant brought 24 different issues before LUBA, one of the issues was about the wetland.  Mr. Gelardi refers to these 

as the three tiers of issues, the first tier was about Planning and Zoning, is the SUB project consistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan for Glenwood, and the City’s Glenwood Zoning rules.  LUBA determined that yes, it is consistent.  This 

is important because all the decisions the City makes flow from those decisions. 

 

The second tier of issues was about Natural Resource Management.  The main one that got the most attention was about tree 

cutting.  The Appellant made a variety of arguments that all amounted to:  SUB was proposing to cut too many trees, 

specifically, in order to have a 100’ clear zone around the transmission line for fire safety.  LUBA rejected those arguments 

as well. 

 

There were two other Natural Resource issues:  1) The Geotechnical studies.  LUBA also affirmed the City’s decision, but 

the opponent has appealed that decision to the Oregon Court of Appeals.  This is in front of the court now and Mr. Gelardi 

will be arguing the case on January 21, 2021; and 2) The Wetland.  SUB has appealed this issue to the Oregon Court of 

Appeals, and this is in front of the court now, they will be arguing this case on January 25, 2021.   

 

The third tier of issues in front of LUBA were really about the specific design of the transmission line and the aesthetics of 

that design, and whether those aesthetics were consistent with the City’s goals or the Refinement Plan for the Glenwood 

Riverfront.  LUBA remanded several related issues about aesthetics, those issues are coming back to the Springfield Planning 

Commission in the remand proceeding.   

 

Mr. Gelardi provided an overview of wetland development which is regulated by Federal, State and Local law, also by the Clean 

Water Act on the Federal level and by the Removal Fill Act on the State level.  He noted that the City has been inventorying wetlands 

for over 20 years.  Mr. Gelardi also summarized the status of the wetland on the SUB site, which were determined to be locally non-

significant under Goal 5, when the City inventoried Glenwood wetlands in 2010,  and the applicable state and federal regulations that 

apply to wetlands in general.   Mr. Gelardi concluded by stating that he believes LUBA has made a mistake in their ruling.  The City 

now has an opportunity to adopt a Formal Interpretation as a way to fix the issue, assuming the Planning Commission makes the 

interpretation that SUB has requested and as staff has laid out in the report.  SUB requests that the Planning Commission forwards this 

Interpretation to the City Council to have them ratify the decision.  Under state land use law, if the governing body of a local 

government makes an interpretation of their own local code, then the courts must defer to that interpretation, if it’s plausible.   

Kristina wanted to let the Planning Commission know that the Planning Commission Packet is complete, not missing any pages.  

There was mis-scanning with page 23 where an additional page cut off after it, but the whole ordinance is completely loaded in 

SpringfieldOregonSpeaks. 

 

Questions from the Commission: None 

 

Public Testimony: None 

 

Staff Comments: 



City of Springfield  

Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes 

January 20, 2021 

Page 4 

 

 

• Andy added that a Wetland Delineation was prepared by the applicant and they must obtain wetland fill/removal permits.  As 

Mr. Gelardi pointed out, obtaining permits from State and Federal Agencies tends to be far more onerous than the approvals 

issued by the Cities because there is a very high bar that is set for Wetland removal.   

 

Commissioner Koivula asked Andy about the 2010 delineation of the insignificance for this wetland, whether there is anything in the 

package that shows how this was done, and who makes that determination. 

 

Andy answered that would be part of the Natural Resources Study that was done for Glenwood. They would be comparing it to not 

only to other wetlands in the area, but also wetlands elsewhere in the City.    

 

Kristina replied that a consultant did prepare the findings for the Glenwood Natural Resources Study.  The criteria for declaring a 

wetland significant are in Goal 5 regulations.  Applicable state law requires a determination of significance to be made, and it is 

adopted via ordinance by the City Council.   

 

Ms. Kraaz clarified that this formal interpretation is not to decide   whether this wetland is significant or not significant.  That 

determination has been made and could be examined through a comprehensive plan amendment process but not as part of this Formal 

Interpretation.   

 

Commissioner Salazar asked staff about the WQLW map that is generally available on the website that is useful to staff and the 

public.  Mr. Salazar commented that if it is different because of the base layer data that has been added to the map that was adopted in 

2002, those differences are more in style than substance, but are the differences enough that it be worth asking City Council to 

consider a new ordinance to adopt? 

 

Andy responded that the City’s Environmental Services and Comprehensive Planning Divisions that have been working on updating 

the Wetland Inventory. 

 

Sandy Belson, Comprehensive Planning Manager added that if the Planning Commission makes a decision affirming that staff has 

been interpreting the terms as we have been using them, and Council does as well, she doesn’t think that there would be a reason that 

we would need to update the WQLW map and then have Council adopt it.  The City is in the middle of an inventory project that is not 

specifically to look at a WQLW map update, but depending on the findings by the City’s consultants, there could be changes to the 

WQLW Map required to conform with the current project.  Council would be asked to approve any WQLW Map amendment.   

 

Commissioner Landen asked when it first appears on a diagram where someone thinks it’s a riparian area and if it wasn’t a designated 

riparian area, why would it be now, what has changed? 

 

Kristina answered that, when the map was initially adopted in 2002, the wetlands in Glenwood had not been inventoried in the way 

they were later in 2010.  The ordinance was adopted in 2002 with a map that was published, and it showed the local wetland inventory 

that existed at that time.  In 2010 the City updated the local wetland inventory by Ordinance and added this property as a locally non-

significant wetland and it became part of the local wetland inventory as a non-significant wetland.  At some point after 2011 the City’s 

GIS division republished the 2002 map on the Springfield website.  Because this was now part of the base layer of the local wetland 

inventory, those sites in Glenwood appeared on that map.  This supports the interpretation that those wetlands are for reference and 

not a watercourse on the WQLW map because they are considered just a base layer that the City updated later without formal 

ordinance amendment.  If the Commission disagrees with the reasoning in the staff report, to the Commission could alternatively 

conclude that this is not “a watercourse on the WQLW map” simply because it was never added to the 2002 version by formal 

amendment.   

 

Commissioner Landen asked Kristina to define a non-significant wetland. 

 

Kristina responded that it’s not directly relevant to tonight’s interpretation and then explained what Goal 5 requires. 

 

Commissioner Gill asked for the consensus of the Planning Commission whether to close the public hearing and record. 

 

Commissioner Landen proposed to close the public hearing and public record.  His questions have all been addressed. 

 

Commissioner Koivula recommended to close the written record but would like to extend the public hearing until the Commission is 

able to review all the new documents submitted into the record. 
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Point of clarification from Kristina, that the Planning Commission cannot close the record and leave open the hearing.  The Planning 

Commission can close the hearing and the record and then deliberate at a new date, if needed. 

 

Kristina took some time to explain to the Planning Commissioners what is and what is not part of this Interpretation Request. 

 

Mr. Gelardi also explained what documents he submitted into the record and then explained why. 

 

Commissioner Koivula responded that after Kristina’s and Mr. Gelardi’s explanations, he no longer needs the record to be held open. 

 

Commissioner Gill reminded the Commission that she needs a motion to close the Hearing and the Public Record. 

 

Commissioner Koivula so moved and it was seconded by Commissioner Landen. 

 

Commissioner Gill took roll call for the recommendation to Close the Public Hearing and the Record. 

 

Commissioner Landen- Aye 

Commissioner Bergen- Aye 

Commissioner Koivula-Aye  

Commissioner McGinley- Aye 

Commissioner Salazar- Aye 

 

Commissioner Koivula would like to delay deliberation of the Planning Commission to the next meeting so that he can read the 

additional information submitted into the record. 

 

Commissioner Landen was able to read most of the new materials and does not need extra time. 

 

Kristina wanted to give the Planning Commission a heads up that the decision made on this Interpretation will also affect the decision 

they make on Item 2 for tonight.  She recommends that the Commission wait to make final decision on the other item tonight until 

they make an interpretive decision on this application, so that the Commission can make those two decisions consistently. 

 

After some conversation from the Commissioners, Commissioner Gill’s understanding is that the Planning Commissioners would like 

time to review the additional information before making a decision. 

 

After much discussion regarding Planning Commission dates, it was recommended that this Interpretation item be scheduled to 

February 2, 2021 for deliberation. 

 

MINUTES FROM THE SECOND ITEM:  Marcola Meadows Master Plan Modification- 811-20-000225-TYP3; WILL BE 

COMPLETED FOR THE MARCH 16, 2021 MEETING FOR APPROVAL. BJones 

 

 



Springfield Planning Commission 

Regular Session 

Tuesday, February 17, 2021 

 

Planning Commissioners:  Chair Sophie McGinley, Vice-Chair Andrew Landen, Kuri Gill, Grace Bergen, Michael Koivula 

and Matthew Salazar. 

 

Absent: None 

 

Council Liaison: Leonard Stoehr 

 

Staff:  Sandy Belson, Comprehensive Planning Manager; Brenda Jones, Planning Commission Assistant; Kristina Kraaz, 

Assistant City Attorney; Andy Limbird, Senior Planner; and Jim Donovan, Planning Supervisor. 

 

Item: Marcola Meadows Final Master Plan Modification: 811-20-000225-TYP3  

 Public Hearing January 20, 2021 Hearing Closed; Written Record held open to February 3, 2021 

 

Chair McGinley read the Planning Commission Instructions and then asked each commissioner to disclose any ex-parte 

contacts/conflicts of interests: 

• McGinley: No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact. 

• Landen: No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact. 

• Gill: No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact. 

• Bergen:  No ex-parte contact, however, may have a potential of conflict of interest as a practicing Realtor and 

homeowner in the general vicinity. 

• Salazar: No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact. 

• Koivula:  No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact.  

 

Chair McGinley reminded the public that the public hearing was closed at the last meeting on January 20, 2021.  The 

written record was closed to the public on January 27, 2021 and the applicant on February 3, 2021, and that information 

is in the packet for tonight’s deliberation. 

 

Chair McGinley asked if the Commissioners had discussion or a motion. 

 

Commissioner Koivula added comments.  He expressed concern with: 

• The change in the storm drainage plan from the previously approved plan. The previous plan had natural low 

bank vegetative meandering swale that served as a park area that provided better filtration, cleaner water, and 

cleaner air, as well as better aesthetics.  The new design maintained the existing ditch, which currently doesn’t 

work well to treat exiting stormwater or prevent flooding.  Additionally, with the buildout of Marcola Meadows 

we can expect additional non-point pollution from the additional vehicles and use of lawn maintenance 

chemicals.   

• Change of the Marcola Road design.  Previous design had a large right-of-way take with an access frontage road 

to the south side of Marcola and a round-about.  Also, a tree-lined aesthetically pleasing design with parkway 

like feel.  The new design is basically an intensification of traffic without increase of capacity or improvements.  

The traffic plan explains that the existing roadway system has adequate capacity for this build-out. The plan 

changed from Nodal development with businesses and dwellings in a walkable and bikeable neighborhood 



where perhaps people will live and work in the same area, to a bedroom development with traffic rushing in and 

out a couple times a day. He doesn’t think the traffic analysis really addresses his concerns.  

• The school site is poorly chosen for the new Marcola Meadow design.  It will result in a 20-mph zone across a 

large portion of Marcola Road for most weekdays during school.  He believes that schools should belong along 

smaller roadways and not on arterials.  Also, the State of Oregon, City of Springfield and Eugene have invested 

heavily in what’s called” Safe Routes to Schools”.  City wants safety in school areas 24/7/365, not just when 

students are present. The design does not meet acceptable safety standards for school. 

• The change from the live-work nodal design to a bedroom community will result in more concentrated traffic, 

less walkability, and less bike friendly and more dangers to pedestrian, bikes, children, etc. who are brave 

enough to use the facilities.  This design looks like a relic of previous land planning, which we know has not done 

a lot for us in the past.  We need to do better than we have in the past. 

• Although we get a large amount of housing with this design, there has not been any affordable housing included 

in this plan.  He believes that any development of any size needs to address affordable housing.  To him, this 

design does not meet community standards. 

In closing he wants to urge his fellow Commissioners to deny this application, return it to the applicant and await a 

design that addresses these issues. 

 

Chair McGinley suggested addressing some specific criteria of approval and findings.  She referenced criteria of approval 

F on page 9 of 20, page 12 of the PDF about the drainage ditch.  Chair McGinley asked Commissioner Koivula if there was 

specific finding that he may want to discuss concerning this issue.  She thought maybe finding 47 which was recently 

added, specifically discusses the ditch.  Commissioner Koivula responded that he feels the entire project, although it may 

meet existing standards, should meet a higher standard. 

 

Commissioner McGinley asked if any other Commissioner has additional questions.  There were none. 

 

Andy Limbird Senior Planner, responded that the developer has set the stage for this type land use configuration 

through the Metro Plan Amendment and Zone Change process, so the location of the school is fixed based on previous 

actions that had been taken.  It will not derive access from Marcola Road - it will have a side exposure of the school yard 

to Marcola Road.  He would not expect a school zone along Marcola Road, it would be on “V” Street, which would be the 

main access along the frontage on the West side of the school building.  There are some ways that traffic and 

neighborhood access can be mitigated.  It is a different configuration of the neighborhood from the original property 

owner proposal.  Staff is responding to the applicant’s change of vision. To revisit the configuration of the land uses on 

the site would potentially require adjustments to the zoning and the types of pattern of land use which has been 

established through the Planning Commission prior review and the City Council approval of that Metro Plan amendment 

and Zone Change.  There is an opportunity to look at transportation improvements or  stormwater facility improvements  

There is room for variation to the stormwater facility described by Commissioner Koivula, more of a meandering 

stormwater open space pattern in the neighborhood It would be conditions of approval arising from the Master Plan 

Modification in order to affect some of the changes, should the Planning Commission wish to do so. 

 

Commissioner Koivula expressed desire for better improvement to Marcola Road, better storm drain system returning 

as close as possible to the last plan, and some affordable housing. 

 

Commissioner Landen agrees with Commissioner Koivula but not sure that this is something the Planning Commission 

can require from the builder. 

 



Kristina Kraaz, Assistant City Attorney responded that the Commission’s decision has to be backed by findings that 

address the Criteria of Approval These are discretionary standards to a large degree, but the decision does have to be 

based on the standards and criteria of approval - it can’t be at the Planning Commission discretion outside of those 

standards and criteria. 

 

Chair McGinley pointed out words that the Commission can discuss like “sufficient” in terms of addressing the Marcola 

Road improvements or storm drainage system.  In her review of the criteria of approval she does not see anything that 

requires affordable housing.  She understands Commissioner Koivula’s frustration since they both denied the removal of 

nodal development overlay.  From her review she sees that all the criteria have been met. She is open for discussion 

about the subjective criteria and sees a lot of thoughtful conditions of approval by staff. 

 

Commissioner Gill responded that she felt that it met the criteria that they need to follow.  She is interested in the storm 

drain issue.  She asked if there could be more conversation on criteria where the Commission could do more of the 

qualitative review, she just doesn’t know how to have this conversation.   

 

Commissioner McGinley asked for any additional discussion or thoughts on exploring fact finds of criterial of approval 

and findings. 

 

Commissioner Landen moved to adopt the Planning Commission Order in the agenda packet for this item as 

Attachment 5.  Seconded by Commissioner Bergen. 

• McGinley- Aye 

• Landen- Aye 

• Gill- Aye 

• Koivula- No 

• Bergen- Aye 

• Salazar- Aye 

 

Motion passes 5:1:0.  

 

Report of Council Meetings- 

• Commissioner Koivula attended the February 17, 2021 Council Meeting. 

• Commissioner Salazar attended the February 8, 2021 Council Meeting. 

• Commission McGinley shared that the City of Springfield State of the City Address has been recorded and shared 

where the Commissioners can watch it. 

• Commissioner Gill mentioned a project she has worked on in her day job, which they have developed a model 

regarding “Disaster, Preparedness and Resilience Planning for Heritage Resource Planning.”  If the 

Commissioners want to have a conversation regarding this topic, she would be willing to present this to the 

Planning Commission. 

• Commissioner McGinley shared with the Commissioners that the University of Oregon is hosting a conversation 

with Richard Rothstein, which will be held on February 24, 2021 at 12:30 pm to 1:30 pm, she encourages the 

Commissioners to attend. 

• Commissioner Koivula had Brenda send out a link regarding an information page and survey that was put 

together by the City of Eugene for studying Middle Housing.  He would encourage attendance for the 

Commissioners. 

• Commissioner Koivula attended a meeting that was intended to be meeting for landowners along Main Street, 

as part of the Main Street Safety Project.  This was held on February 9, 2021.  



 

Report from Development and Public Works Department 

• Sandy Belson gave an update that the City will be moving from the GoToMeeting platform to the Zoom 

Platform.  We will be having a work session on March 2, 2021 to train and to discuss meeting protocols. 

• Mark Rust will be attending the March 17, 2021 Planning Commission meeting to discuss Middle Housing. 

• Molly Markarian will be attending the April 6, 2021 Planning Commission meeting to discuss the Main Street 

Safety Project. 

 

 

Meeting adjourned at 7:36 



Springfield Planning Commission 

Regular Session 

Tuesday, February 2, 2021 

 

Planning Commissioners:  Chair Sophie McGinley, Vice-Chair Andrew Landen, Kuri Gill, Grace Bergen, Michael Koivula 

and Matthew Salazar. 

 

Absent: None 

 

Council Liaison: Leonard Stoehr 

 

Staff:  Sandy Belson, Comprehensive Planning Manager; Brenda Jones, Planning Commission Assistant; Kristina Kraaz, 

Assistant City Attorney; Andy Limbird, Senior Planner. 

 

Item: Request for Formal Interpretation of Specific Terms for Property at the East End of East 22nd Avenue, 

Glenwood: Case No. 811-20-000248-TYP2 

 Public Hearing January 20, 2021 Hearing and Record Closed. 

 

Chair McGinley read the Planning Commission Instructions and then asked each commissioner to disclose any ex-parte 

contacts/conflicts of interests: 

• McGinley: No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact. 

• Landen: No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact. 

• Gill: No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact. 

• Bergen:  No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact. 

• Salazar: No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact. 

• Koivula:  No conflict of interest or ex-parte contact.  

 

Chair McGinley reminded the public that the public hearing and record were closed at the last meeting on January 20, 

2021.   

 

Chair McGinley asked if the Commissioners had discussion or a motion. 

 

Commissioners thanked Staff and the applicant for the work done on this application. 

 

Commissioner Gill moved to adopt the Planning Commission Order in the agenda packet for this item as Attachment 

6.  Seconded by Commissioner Landen. 

• McGinley- Aye 

• Landen- Aye 

• Gill- Aye 

• Koivula- Aye 

• Bergen- Aye 

• Salazar- Aye 

 

Motion passes 6:0:0.  

 

 



Report of Council Meetings- 

• Commissioner Gill attended the January 25, 2021 City Council Meeting  

 

Business from the Planning Commission- 

• Commissioner Bergen announced that she has applied for the Ward 1 City Council Seat. 

• Commissioner McGinley Lane Council of Governments is conduction a reginal open house to discuss regional 

Transportation.  Additional information was emailed to the Commission. 

 

Report from Development and Public Works Department 

• City Council will not be filling Commissioner Sherwood position and plan on doing a recruitment later in the 

year. 

• The Planning Commission will be changing meeting platforms from GoToMeeting to Zoom. The March 2, 2021 

meeting will be our first Zoom meeting.  Meeting protocols will also be a topic on the same night. 

• Kristina Kraaz talked to the new format for training topics from the City Attorney’s Office. 

• Brenda reminded the Commissioners that the Statement of Economic Interest will be coming to them soon. 

 

Meeting adjourned at 7:25 



AGENDA  ITEM  SUMMARY Meeting Date: 3/2/2021 

 Meeting Type: Work Session 
 Staff Contact/Dept.: Sandy Belson/DPW 

 Staff Phone No: 541-736-7135 

 Estimated Time: 30 minutes 

S P R I N G F I E L D 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

Council Goals: Strengthen Public Safety 

by Leveraging 

Partnerships and 

Resources 
 

ITEM TITLE:  Zoom Work Session 

 

ACTION 

REQUESTED: 

 

Become familiar with the features available in Zoom  

Identify meeting protocols for use of Zoom for virtual meetings 

 

ISSUE 

STATEMENT: 

In response to COVID-19, the City started conducting public meetings on-line to 

help stop the spread of the novel coronavirus.  In March 2019, the City’s 

Information Technology Department identified GoToMeeting as the best option to 

put into operation in a quick fashion.  After evaluating the options that have 

evolved during the pandemic, the City decided to switch to Zoom as the meeting 

platform for the Planning Commission virtual meetings. 

 

ATTACHMENTS: To see an on-line article on joining a zoom meeting, please see 

https://support.zoom.us/hc/en-us/articles/201362193-How-Do-I-Join-A-Meeting- 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

This work session is an opportunity to get familiar with Zoom as a meeting 

platform for the Planning Commission.  The Commissioners and staff will 

experiment with making use of the various features including muting, turning the 

video on and off, screen sharing, and drawing on the screen. 

 

In addition, given the use of this new meeting platform, the Commission will decide 

on some meeting protocols.  Items to discuss include screen sharing and how to 

express an interest in speaking, and how to call on the public for testimony. 

  

 

 

https://support.zoom.us/hc/en-us/articles/201362193-How-Do-I-Join-A-Meeting-
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