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AGENDA COVER MEMO

DATE: December 27, 2005
TO: Lane County Board of Commissioners
DEPARTMENT: Public Works Department, Land Management Division

PRESENTED BY: Kent Howe, Planning Director
Stephen Vorhes, Assistant County Counsel

TITLE: Ordinance No. PA 1230/In the Matter of Responding to the LUBA Remand of
Provisions in Ordinance No. PA 1209 and Amending that Ordinance by Adoption of a
New Exhibit “B” Showing Modifications to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area
Public Facilities and Services Plan; Adopting Savings and Severability Clauses; and
Declaring an Emergency

I. MOTION
Move approval of Ordinance No. PA 1230 after two readings and a public hearing.

. ISSUE

Ordinance No. PA 1209 amended the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan
(Metro Plan) and its corresponding Public Facilities and Services Plan (PFSP) and was
adopted by the Board of County Commissioners on August 25, 2004. This action (and
similar actions by Eugene and Springfield) was appealed to the Oregon Land Use Board of
Appeals (LUBA). One of three issues was remanded by LUBA to Lane County, as well as
Springfield and Eugene, for further action. Ordinance No. PA 1230 presents amendments
to Ordinance No. PA 1209 that will address the LUBA remand.

lll. DISCUSSION

A. Background

In July and August of 2004, amendments to the Metro Plan and the PFSP were adopted
at the request of the Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission (MWMC) to
reflect updated information on facilities and improvement projects needed to meet state
and federal discharge requirements. On August 25, the Board of Commissioners
adopted Ordinance No. PA 1209 and amended the Metro Plan and PFSP to include the
more recent information on wastewater facilities. The cities of Eugene and Springfield
took similar actions to make the requested changes. All those actions were appealed to
LUBA.

On September 2, 2005, LUBA issued its decision upholding the local government
actions on most of the issues raised by the petitioners Home Builders Association of
Lane County and Home Builders Construction Company (collectively HBA), but
remanding the actions based on one issue. The petitioners did not seek review of this
decision by the Oregon Court of Appeals.
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B. Analysis

The single issue that LUBA remanded concerned the specificity of certain projects or
facilities listed in the PFSP and required breaking Project 300 (WPCF Treatment
Project) into its significant public facility project components. LUBA did not consider if
the same kind of specificity was necessary for Projects 301 and 302, but did reject the
claims that Projects 303, 304 and 305 were inadequately listed or described.

County legal staff has worked with City of Eugene, City of Springfield and MWMC
attorneys to respond to the remanded issue. Exhibit “B" to the proposed ordinance
utilizes evidence in the existing record and describes Projects 300, 301 and 302 with
greater specificity. Responding to the remanded issue does not require reopening the
record for additional evidence, but a hearing will be held on the limited changes to
Exhibit “B” in response to the LUBA remand. The cities of Eugene and Springfield have
been asked to approve the same document. A copy of the Springfield staff report is
attached with additional background information and analysis.

C. Alternatives / Options

1. Enact the Ordinance
2. Amend the Ordinance
3. Do not enact the Ordinance and provide additional direction on the remand

D. Recommendation

Option 1.
E. Timing
Eugene and Springfield are scheduled to consider action on January 9, 17 and 23.
IV. IMPLEMENTATION/FOLLOW-UP

Springfield and Eugene will also need to take action on the remand. The attorneys for all
four agencies continue to coordinate consideration of this matter.

V. ATTACHMENTS
Ordinance No. PA 1230, with attachments.

Proposed Exhibit “B" showing changes to the previously adopted PFSP amendment text in
legislative format.



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF LANE COUNTY, OREGON

) IN THE MATTER OF RESPONDING TO THE LUBA

) REMAND OF PROVISIONS IN ORDINANCE NO. PA 1209

)} AND AMENDING THAT ORDINANCE BY ADOPTION

)} OF A NEW EXHIBIT*B” SHOWING MODIFICATIONS
ORDINANCE No. PA 1230 )} TO THE EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD METROPOLITAN AREA

) PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES PLAN; ADOPTING

) SAVINGS AND SEVERABILITY CLAUSES; AND

)} DECLARING AN EMERGENCY

WHEREAS, the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) identifies the
Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Public Facilities and Services Plan (Public Facilities and Services
Plan) as a refinement plan which forms the basis for the Public Facilities and Services Element of the
Metro Plan and guides the provision of public facilities and services in the metropolitan area; and

WHEREAS, the Public Facilities and Services Plan serves the poals, objectives and policies of
the Metro Plan by addressing the provision of public facilities and services within the urban growth bound-
ary (UGB), services to areas outside the UGB, locating and managing public facilities outside the UGB,
and financing public facilities; and

WHEREAS, in July and August of 2004, amendments to the Metro Plar and the Public Facilities
and Services Plan were adopted at the request of the Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission
(MWMC) to reflect updated information on facilities and improvement projects needed to meet state and
federal discharge requirements, specifically on August 25, the Board of Commissioners adopted Ordinance
No. PA 1209 and amended the Metre Plan and Public Facilities and Services Plan as set forth in Exhibits
“A" and “B" to that ordinance, action that was identical to enactments of the Springfield and Eugene city
councils; and

WHEREAS, those actions were appealed to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) and
on September 2, 2005, LUBA issued its decision upholding the local government actions on most of the
issues raised by the petitioners, but remanding the actions based on one issue as described in the staff report
and LUBA. decision attached as Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein, and directing only that the three ju-
risdictions describe Project 300 with preater specificity and consider deseribing Projects 301 and 302 with
greater specificity in the Public Facilities and Services Plan to comply with Statewide Planning Goal 11
and the Goal 11 Rule; and

WHEREAS, in response to the LUBA remand, a new Exhibit “B”, which is attached hereto and
incorporated herein, has been prepared containing the additional detail and specificity for Project 300, 301
and 302 to comply with the Goal 11 Rule as directed or suggested by LUBA and described more fuily in
the staff reports accompanying this ordinance, and Ordinance No. PA 1209 should be amended by replac-
ing the Exhibit “B* attached to that ordinance with the Exhibit *“B” attached hereto, which is based on the
same evidence and record that was before the Board when it acted on Ordinance No. PA 1209; and

WHEREAS, the MWMC will be unable to proceed with timely construction necessary to meet
the new and more stringent discharge permit requirements imposed by the state Department of Environ-
mental Quality (DEQ) if the revisions to the Public Facilities and Services Plan as effected by Ordinance
No. PA 1209 and amended herein do not become immediately effective; and

Ordinance No. PA 1230 — In the Matter of Responding to the LUBA Remand of Provisions in Ordinance No. PA 1209 and Amend-
ing that Ordinance by Adoption of a New Exhibil "B” Showing Meodifications to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Public
Facilities and Services Plan; Adopting Savings and Severability Ciauses; and Declaring an Emergency
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WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners has conducted a public hearing and is now
ready to take action based upon the evidence and testimony already in the record as well as the evidence
and testimony presented at the public hearing held in the matter of amending Ordinance No. PA 1209 and
the Public Facilities and Services Plan to address the LUBA remand.

NOW THEREFORE, the Board of County Commissionets of Lane County ordains as follows:

Section 1. Based on the above recitals and findings, which are hereby adopted, Ordinance No. PA
1209 is hereby amended by replacing the Exhibit “B” attached to it with the Exhibit “B” attached
hereto, which is hereby adopted as an amendment to the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area
Public Facilities and Services Plan to be utilized as described in that ordinance.

Section 2, Except as amended herein, all other provisions of Ordinance No. PA 1209 and the at-
tachments thereto, shall remain in full force and effect.

Section 3. The Board specifically finds that in order for MWMC to proceed with timely construc-
tion necessary to comply with state and federal discharge permit requirements and achieve manda-
tory compliance with certain regulatory requirements by the year 2010, an immediate effective
date is necessary for this Ordinance.

FURTHER, the prior designations and provisions repealed by this Ordinance shall remain in full
force and effect to authorize prosecution of persons in violation thereof prior to the effective date of this
Ordinance.

If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of this Ordinance is for any reason
held invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such portion shall be deemed & sepa-
rate, distinct and independent provision and such holding shall not affect the validity of the remaining por-
tions hereof.

An emergency is hereby declared to exist and this Ordinance, being enacted by the Board in the
exercise of its police power for the purpose of meeting such emergency and for the immediate preservation
of the public peace, health and safety, shall take effect immediately upon adoption.

ENACTED this day of , 2006.

Chair, Lane County Board of Commissioners

Recording Secretary for this Meeting of the Board

APPROVED AS TO FORM
Date _I— ¢ - 200tp Zne County
OFY¥ICE QF YEGAL COUNSEL
Ordinance No. PA 1230 — In the Matter of Responding to the LUBA Remand of Provisions in Ordinance No. PA 1209 and Amend-
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EXHIBIT A

MEMORANDUM City of Springfield

To: Springfield Mayor and City Council

Meg Kieran, Office of the City Attorney
Greg Mott, Planning Manager
Susie Smith, Environmental Services Manager

Date: December 23, 20056

COUNCIL
X BR]EFIN G

w—wg

From:

Subject: Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) Limig

In 2004 the City Councils of Springfield and Eugene and the Lane Co ity Boar {_cg}h
YMC Facilitie§Plan);

associated amendments to the Metro Plan text an d s and maps of th eﬁPEﬁf’ The

Home Builders Association of Lane County : —

LUBA upheld all of the Council/Board’s a

included in the PFSP, which LUBA reman

nt(by the Depa.rtm ag (
o begin construction“For the same reason, it is requested
S, . . .

; _zpposed ordinance, following the reqmred public

‘ _cﬁarge permit requirements. The result of this evaluation 1s
i‘—“‘% 's' C Facilities Plan determined that the existing regional

The acknowledged Me flan and 2001 PFSP (the Land Use Plans) did not include the capital
improvement projects that would be needed to meet state and federal discharge requirements
through the year 2025. The Land Use Plans needed to be updated to include all existing regional



(PFSP) Incorporating Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission (MWMC) Regional Wastewater
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wastewater facilities and planned regional wastewater projects, so that the MWMC Facilities
Plan would be consistent with them. Therefore, in 2004, MWMC proposed several changes to
the Metro Plan and PFSP. The proposed changes to the PFSP included adding three tables (4a,
4b and 16a) to describe the projects recommended by the MWMC Facilities Plan and their
projected cost and timing, and modifying Map 2 to show the locatiOsof the planned projects!.

Project. Table 4b llsted three antlclpated collection syste
Pump Station; Project 304, Screw Pump Station; and Proj
2 depicted the general physical locations of these projec
the cost of each project and its estimated completion d:i

Metro Plan and PFSP on July 19, 2004 by Ordinance Nos Ea'
and Lane County adopted similar ordinances adopting identical-aim
with the Adopted Amendments and filed appeals with LUBArgaLm
2004. )

HBA APPEAL TO LUBA:

HBA appealed the Adopted Amendments to the; s¢
assignments of error). HBA’s first asmgnmenio iefror arg
11 land use requlrements because: 1) the hﬁggﬁpjects
projects; not projects; 2) the project descnphonsj/ere ny
estlmates in Table 162 were deﬁc1en

Treatment?P’r

@W%

> ecommends the addition of Projects 300A to 3001 to
ipressly required by LUBA as to Project 300. Although not

I A new Map 2a was inserted to show the location of the existing regional wastewater system.

2 Other changes were recommended, but they were not part of the appeal to LUBA.



(PFSP) Incorporating Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission (MWMC) Regional Wastewater
Facilities Projects 12/23/2005 Page 3

Staff believes these additions are advisable in light of LUBA’s directive to re-evaluate Projects
301 and 302.

2) Maps 2 and 2a. Staff recommends that Map 2 be modified to depict all of the
projects and sub-projects, including the projects shown on Map 2 of, the 2001 PFSP. Map 2a,
contained in the Adopted Amendments, was misprinted. Staff also %ec ~(1;:‘1_,111ends_that Map 2a be

replaced with the correct map (from the Techmcal Background Repo lé*w ps:shown in
de fison with the

corrected maps depicted in Attachment 1.

3) Table 16a. Because additional sub-pro
recommends that corresponding additions be made to ;
timing estimates are set forth for each sub-project. Thé o3
302 are lower than they were in the Adopted Amendments)
lmprovement pro; ects recommended by the MWMC Fac1111;&1zes .

.

102 uﬁn ize the three tteatment

e:a%hg}lll of text to the.en f the

St T

ithe Councﬂ the

A n ‘a1
ad0pted the Adopted’ Athendments. Therefore, no
ing Commission review is required.

acknowledged until all.appeal periods have again passed. Therefore, interim permit approvals will not be issued
pursuant to an acknowlédged Metro Plan or PFSP. However, staff believes that any risk created by the lack of
an acknowledged plan is outweighed by the danger of MWMC not being able to meet its permit requirements.
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commence needed construction projects over the next several months. Construction must begin
promptly in order to achieve mandatory regulatory compliance by the year 2010. Any delay now
would affect all future stages of construction, including funding, designing the projects, bidding
the projects and, finally, constructing them. Unless the projects are completed on schedule,
MWMC could violate its NPDES permit.

RECOMMENDATION AND REQUESTED ACTION:

Legal Counsel and staff recommend that the Council adopt:ari.orc
expanded MWMC facility projects descriptions in respofise:to'the limi

that makes the remand revisions effective upon adoptiof A&ﬁ@uant to, ;
Therefore, Council is requested to consider adoption of:@rdinance,

following the public hearing on January 17, 2006. B
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SEP -5 2005
BEFORE THE LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

HOME BUILDERS ASSOCIATION OF
LANE COUNTY and HOME BUILDERS
CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, ’
Petitioners,

V8.

CITY OF SPRINGFIELD,
CITY OF EUGENE and LANE COUNTY,
- Respondents,

and

METROPOLITAN WASTEWATER
MANAGEMENT COMMISSION,
Intervenor-Respondent.

"LUBA Nos. 2004-118, 2004-122, SEPO2'05 P 1:19 LUBA
2004-126, 2004-127 and 2004-142

FINAL OPINION
AND ORDER

Appeal from City of Springfield, City of Eugene and Lane County.

Bill Kloos, Eugene, filed the petition for review and argued on behalf of petitioner.
With him on the brief was the Law Office of Bill Kloos, PC.

Meg E. Kieran, Springfield, filed a joint response brief and argued on behalf of
respondent City of Springfield. With her on the brief was Harold, Leahy and Kieran.

~ Emily N. Jerome, Eugene, filed a joint response brief and argued on behalf of
respondent City of Eugene. With her on the brief were Jerome Lidz and Harrang Long Gary
Rudnick, PC. '

Stephen L. Vorhes, Assistant County Counsel, Eugene, filed a joint response brief and
argued on behalf of respondent Lane County.

G. David Jewett, Springfield, filed a joint response brief and argued on behalf of

intervenor-respondent. With him on the brief was Thorp Purdy Jewett Urness Wilkerson,
PC.

Page 1
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HOLSTUN, Board Member; DAVIES, Board Chair; BASSHAM, Board Member,
participated in the decision.

REMANDED 09/02/2005

You are entitled to judicial review of this Order. Judicial review is governed by the
provisions of ORS 197.850.

Page 2
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Opinion by Holstun,
NATURE OF THE DECISION
. Petitioners appeal city and county decisions that adopt amendments to the Eugene-
Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) and the Eugene-Springfield Public
Facilities and Services Plan (PFSP).! In this appéal we refer to these amendments as the
PFSP amendments.
INTRODUCTION
The Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission (MWMC), which was
created by an intergovernmental agreement between the cities and county, adopted a MWMC

Facilities Plan for the Eugene-Springfield Wastewater Treatment Facilities MWMC

! A list and explanation of the more important acronyms and abbreviated document titles that we use in this
opinion is set out below in alphabetical order to provide a single point of reference to assist in keeping up with
them.

Metro Plan. The Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan), along
with numerous refinement plans, is the comprehensive plan for the cities of Eugene and
Springfield and the urban area of Lane County. Citations in this opinion to the Metro Plan are
to the Metro Plan as amended through 2002. The Metro Plan defines refinement plan, as
follows:

“Refinement plan: A detailed examination of the service needs and land use issues of
a specific area, topic, or public facility. Refinement plans of the Metro Plan can
include specific neighborhood plans, special area plans, or functional plans (such as
TransPlan) that address a specific metro Plan element or sub-element on a city-wide
or regional basis.” Metro Plan V-5.

MWMC. The Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission. An entity that was
created by an intergovernmental agreement between the cities of Eugene and Springfield and
Lane County, to manage and operate a regional wastewater collection and treatment system.

MWMC Facilities Plan. The Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission Facilities
Plan for the Eugene-Springfield Regional Wastewater Treatment Facilities, which was
adopted in 2004. The city and county decisions adopting the MWMC Facilities Plan are the
subject of this appeal.

- PFSP. The Eugene-Springfield Public Facilities and Services Plan (PFSP) is a Metro Plan
refinement plan that was adopted to comply with the requirements of Statewide Planning Goal

11 (Public Facilities and Services). City and county decisions adopting amendments to the
~ PFSP and Metro Plan, which are related to the MWMC Facilities Plan, are the subject of a
different LUBA appeal, LUBA Nos. 2004090, 2004-1 05, and 2004-114.

Page 3
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Facilities Plan) on May 6, 2005. Thereafter, the cities and county adopted that MWMC

Facilities Plan. Those decisions weré appealed to LUBA. In a separate decision issued this
date, we dismiss that appeal and explaih'the relationship between that consolidated appeal
and this consolidated appeal. HBA of Lane County v. City of Springfield, City of Eugene and
Lane Co., __ Or LUBA ___ (LUBA Nos. 2004-090, 2004-105 and 2004-114). For the
reasons explained in that opinion, we conclude that the MWMC Facilities Plan was not -
adopted by the cities and county to comply with Goal 11 (Public Facilities and Services) or
the Goal 11 administrative rule at OAR chapter 660, division 11. We agreed with the cities
and county that the MWMC Facilities Plan was adopted for other purposes and, therefore, the
decisions adopting that MWMC Facilities Plan are not land use decisions.

In reaching our conclusion that the decisions adopting the MWMC Faciliﬁes Plan are
not land use decisions, we explainéd that the related decisions that are before us in this appeal
are land use decisions. The land use decisions that are before us in this consolidated appeal
are the cities’ and county’s attempt to amend the Metro Plan and PFSP so that the public
facilities that are called for in the MWMC Facilities Plan can be constructed. The PFSP is
the cities’ and county’s Goal 11 public facility plan. The regional sewerage collection and
treatment facilities that are recommended in the MWMC Facilities Plan were not identified in
the PFSP when the MWMC Facilities Plan was adopted. In adopting the disputed PFSP and
Metro Plan amendments, we understand the cities and county to have been attempting to
amend their Goal 11 public facilities plan so that it will be consistent with the MWMC
Facilities Plan and the projects that are recommended in the MWMC Facilities Plan can be
constructed consistently with the amended PFSP and Metro Plan.

FIRST ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR

The question presented in the first assignment of error is whether the Metro Plan and

PFSP amendments that have been adopted by respondents are s;ifﬁcient to comply with the

public facility planning requirements imposed by Goal 11 and the Land Conservation and

Page 4
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Development Commission’s (LCDC’s) Goal 11 administrative rule, OAR chapter 660,
division 11. . The dispute under the first assignment of error concerns a number of new
regional wastewater collection and treatment system improvement projects that are included
for the first time in the Metro Plan and the PFSP by the challenged amendments.? Petitioners
contend that the identification and description of those improvement projects in the PFSP and
Metro Plan amendments is too general, and that far more specificity is required under the
Goal 11 rule. All parties agree that the six improvement projects listed in the PFSP and
Metro Plan amendments were derived from a larger more detailed list of improvement
projects in the MWMC Facilities Plan. We illustrate below the manner in which those
improvement projects are listed and described in the MWMC Facilities Plan and PF SP and
Metro Plan amendments, before turning to the relevant provisions of the Goal 11
administrative rule and the parties’ arguments.

A. MWMC Facilities Plan Improvement Projects

Forty-six regional wastewater facility improvement projects, in 13 separate phases,
are listed in Table 7.7-2 of the MWMC Facilities Plan, along with the estimated cost of each
project. Table 7.7-2 is almost six pages long. We set out one of the six pages (Record 2073)

on the following page to illustrate the level of detail in the listing of facility improvement

- projects, and their costs, in the MWMC Facilities Plan. The MWMC F acilities Plan actually

goes further and includes 24 “Project Fact Sheets” that provide more detailed descriptions of

.each project. Record 2113-36. To illustrate, we have also included the project fact sheet

page that describes the “South Aeration Basin Improvements” and “Outfall Mixing Zone

Study” projects. Record 2114.

? The PFSP that respondents adopted in 2001, along with related provisions in the Metro Plan itself,
proposed improvements to the local portions of the wastewater collection system, but proposed no regional
wastewater system improvement projects.

Page 5



7. RECOMMENDED FLAH

TABLE 7.1-2 :
Recommendad Project Phasing Plan with Capital Cost Estimates
- MWMG Facfitles Plan, Eupene-Springfield
Cost Estimates
‘Phase Description ’ (]
South aeralion basin Add slep lead, anoxic soleclors, and finebubble dilfusars. Remove $5,900,000
hydraulks rastricuons in bolh south and north basins {effiuent
pales). Includes fulure pAmary ellluenl llow control galas for both
north end south basins.
Qutiall mixing zone  Updale 1894 Ming Zone Study to account for addiional 100 mgd $160,000
study {approximale) bankside oulfall capacity and for changes to the
Willametie River morphology that maey have occuimed since 1]13 Tast
study was éonducled . -
_ Temporary Modular space al WPCF for slafl lo manage consr.mclion ol capllal $100,060
. constructlon projecls .
management
lacillies N
Fiber Oplic Wiring Install wiring between BMF and WPCF $10,000
Digasler Digester mixlng Improvaments for exlsling ihree digesters $2,000,000
Improvements : .
Phase 1 Subtotal $15,660,000
Phase 2 '
(200572006)
Secondary Clarlfier Batfle, add intet enargy dissipation, change out flocculation well, Funded in
Enhencements - Pail  consiruct outhoard latndsr, and relrofil suclion header for existing FY2004/2005
2 elght clariliars; enhancement conducted In two parls, each part
conslsting of four clarillers
River Avenue From exlsting MWMC FY 03/04 Budgel - Regional Wastewaler $330,000
Improvements Program; assessment lo MWMC from Eugene revised from $228K
to $330K In Febnaty 2004
Blocyele Famn - Pat 130 acres - site prepﬂr'allonbggms Jn 8/05; planling in /06 $300,000
2 - N . - e -t
GBT Bullding Add a third gravity belt thickener {GBT) with asscdlaléd at grade $2,600,000
Expanslon (Waste bullding. Assumes additicnal basement Noor space is not required.
© Actvated Sludge . o
Thickening) .
Odorous Alr Two 14-foot diameter, 30 foot tall bloscmbb'ériowérfor alr $2,300,000 -
Treatmen callected from two primary claiifler center wells and launiders and
Expansion - Par 1 new sludge bullding addition
Blocyele Farm Four hose raels for Blocycle Fam $260,000
" Distridution
.Equipmem
WWFMP Update - Evaluate recently eollected collection system Now moniloring data, $250,000
' update and run colleclion systam model, and confimm {or ravise)
convey and kreal approach
MG 7.0 REVADOC 715

2073



Pro)ect Name:

* Description:

Justification:

Project Driver;

Projeci Trigger:

Typeof Project

Estimated Project Cost
(2004 Dollars):

Phasing:

Project Name:

Description:

Justificatlon:

- Project Driver:

Project Trigger:
Type of Project

Estimated Profect Cost
(2004 Dollars);

Phasing:

Page 7
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Souih Asration Basin lrnprovqmnnls

Add stap feed, anoxic seleclors, and fine bubble dilfusers 1o south

aeralion basin. Remove hydraulle réstrictions In both south and north
aerétion basins (effluent gales). Includes fulure primary effluent Now
conirol gates tor both north and south aeration bashs. .

Increase the dry weather aeratipn basin treatment capacity to 65 mpd wilh
réspect lo ammonla {l.e., with nilrificalion) and Increase the suslalned {i.a.,
on a weekly basis) wet wealher treatmenl capacily o 130 ‘mgd.

NPDES permit Includes ammonfa limh requiring nitrification In dry weather
and expansion of wel weather capaclly Lo treat wet wealthsr flows to meet
NPDES monthly and weekly suspended solids limkts.

"Maximum month dry weather flow of 25 mgd requiring niirification. May
flows and terperatures could require the usa of the south seration basins
in canjunction with the north asratlon basins. Peak wet weather flows
above 103 mgd require hydraullc modifications.

50% Capaclty; 50% Performanca
$6,800,000

Budgeted for FY2004/05

Cutfall Mixing Zone. Study

" Update 1994 Mixing Zone Study to account for addltional 100 mgd
(approximate) bankside outtall capachy and for changes to the Willamete
River moiphology that may have occurred since the last study was
conducted -

100% Performance
$150,000

Budgeted for FY2004/05

B
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Read together, Table 7.7.2 and the individual “Project Fact Sheets” present a detailed
description of the recommended public facility projects in the MWMC Facilities Plan,

B. The PFSP and Metro Plan Amendments

The PFSP and Metro Plan Amendments list only six regional wastewater system
improvement projects. Those projects and their estimated costs and completion dates are set

out in Tables 4a, 4b and 16a which appear at Record 643 and 646 and are set out below.

Table 4a
MWMC Wastewater Treatment System Improvement Projects

Project Project Name/Description
Number

300 WPCF Treatment Project

301 Residuals Treatment Project

302 Beneficial Reuse Project

Table 4b,
MWMC Primary Collection System Improvement Projects

Project Project Name/Description
Number
303 Willakenzie Pump Station
304 Screw Pump Station
305 Glenwood Pump Station

Page 8
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Table 16a : :
MWMC Wastewater Treatment and, Collection System Improvements, Rough Cost
Estimate, and Timing Estimate

Project Project Name/Description Cost* Estimated
Number ($000) Completion Year

300 WPCF Treatment Project $120,500 2025

301 Residuals Treatment $6,000 2018

Project :

302 Beneficial Reuse Project $25,000 2018

303 Willakenzie Pump Station $6,000 2010

304 Screw Pump Station $2,000 2010

305 Glenwood Pump Station $500 2012

C.  The Goal 11 Rule

It is a tedious exercise, but we begin by reviewing the key sections of LCDC’s Goal
11 rule. That exercise is necessary, because there is nothing in Goal 11 or the Goal 11 rule
that clearly and expressly supports either respondents’ or petitioners’ position concerning the
requisite level of specificity that must be included in a public facility plan project list.
However, there are provisions in the Goal 11 rule that suggest significantly more specificity
is required than the cities and county included in the Metro Plan and PFSP amendments that
are before us in this appeal.

We begin with the definitions of “public facility,” “public facility project,” and

3

“public facility systems.™ These definitions are not particularly helpful in answering the

* OAR 660-011-0005 is the Goal 11 rule definition section, and it provides the following relevant
definitions:

“‘Public Facility’: A public facility includes water, sewer, and transportation facilities, but
does not include buildings, structures or equipment incidental to the direct operation of those
facilities.” OAR 660-011-0005(5).

“‘Public Facility. Project’: A public facility project is the construction or reconstruction of a
water, sewer, or transportation facility within a public facility system that is funded or utilized
by members of the general public.” QAR 660-01 1-0005(6). '

Page 9
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question that must be answered under this assignment of error. The OAR 660-011-0005(6)
definition of public facility project gives no hint régarding the required level of specificity
when local governments “list” and-“déscribe” public facility projects, as required by OAR

660-011-0020(2). Similarly, the OAR 660-011-0005(5) definition of public facility provides

" no real guidance regarding how to go about listing-Tindividua]* public facility projects, -

although it does specify that incidental “buildings, structures, or. equipment,” are not
inctuded.” Finally, the definition of public facility systems is not particularly helpful either,
but it does explain that a sanitary sewer éystem is a collection of facilities and is made up of a
treatment system and a collection system.

We turn next to OAR 660-011-0010(1)(b) which requires that a Goal 11 public
facilities plan must include:

“A list of the significant public facility projects which are to support the land
uses designated in the acknowledged comprehensive plan [and plublic facility
project descriptions or specifications of these projects as necessary[.]”
(Emphasis added.)

OAR 660-011-0020(2) and (3) elaborate on the “list of * * * significant public facility
projects” that is required by OAR 660-011-010(1)(b) and 660-011-0045. Petitioners and

respondents draw opposite conclusions from these sections of the rule. OAR 660-011-0020

“Public Facility Systems’: Public faclllty systems are those facnhtles of a partlcular type that
combine to provide water, sewer or transportation services. ‘ o

“For purposes of this division, public facility systems are limited to the following:
ok ¥ % k&
“(b) Sanitary sewer:

“(A)  Treatment facilities system;

“(B)  Primary collection sy_stem.” "OAR 660-011-0005(7).

-4 While a parkmg garage, a security gua:d structire,- and lawr mowmg equipment - ‘would seeni to fit easxly

- within the meaning of “incidental buildings, structures or! eqmpment ’-the ultimate seope of this qualification on

the definition of public facility is unclear.
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specifically addresses the inventory and the list of public facility projects that must be
included in a Goal 11 public facility plan.’ OAR 660-01 1-0020(2) calls for identification of
“significant public facility projects” and requires that respondents “list the title of the project

and describe each project facility project in terms of the type of facility, service area, and

_ facility capacity.” OAR 660-011-0020(3) expressly recognizes that “project descriptions”

may need to be changed later during more detailed planning and construction phases. OAR
660-011 -020(3) goes on to require that Goal 11 public facility plans “anticipate * * * changes
as specified in OAR 660-011-0045.” As relevant here, OAR 660-011-0045 does two things.®

* OAR 660-011-0020 provides, in part:

“(2) The public facility plan shall identify significant public facility projects which are to
‘ support the land uses designated in the acknowledged comprehensive plan. The
public facility plan shall list the title of the project and describe each public facility

project in terms of the type of facility, service area, and facility capacity.

“(3) Project descriptions within the facility plan may require modifications based on
subsequent environmental impact studies, design studies, facility master plans, capital
improvement programs, or site availability. The public facility plan should anticipate
these changes as specified in OAR 660-011-0045.» (Emphasis added.)

¢ OAR 660-01 1-0045(2), (3) and (4) provide:

“(2) Certain public facility project descriptions, location or service area designations will
necessarily change as a result of subsequent design studies, capital improvement
programs, environmental impact studies, and changes in potential sources of funding.
It is not the intent of this division to:

“(a) Either prohibit projects not included in the public facility plans for which
unanticipated funding has been obtained;

“b) Preclude project specification and location decisions made according to the
National Environmental Policy Act; or

*(c) Subject administrative and technical changes to the facility plan to ORS
197.610(1) and (2) or 197.835(4).

)] The public facility plan may allow for the following médiﬁcations to projects without
amendment to the public facility plan:

“(a) Administrative changes are those modifications to a public facility project
which are minor in nature and do not significantly impact the project’s
general description, location, sizing, capacity, or other general characteristic
of the project;
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First, OAR 660-011-0045(2) expressly recognizes that the OAR 660-011-0020(2) Goal 11
public facility plan project list and description will likely have to be changed to accommodate
(l)rprojects that receive unanticipated funding in the future, (2) changes required by the
National Environmental Policy Act, and (3) administrative and technical changes. Second,
OAR 660-011-0045(3) explains when those future changes can occur without amending the
Goal 11 public facilities plan, and OAR 660-011-0045(4) identifies when those future
changes will require a Goal 11 public facilities plan amendmeﬁt. ‘ |

The elements that must be iné]uded in a public facility plan are set out in OAR 660-

011-0010.7 There are a number of required elements. For purposes of petitioners’ first

“(b) Technical and environmental changes are those modifications to a public
facility project which are made pursuant to ‘final engineering’ on a project
or those that result from the findings of an Environmental Assessment or
Environmental Impact Statement conducted under regulations implementing
the procedural provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) or any federal or State of Oregon agency
praject development regulations consistent with that Act and its regulations.

“(c) Public facility project changes made pursuant to subsection (3)(b) of this
rule are subject to the administrative procedures and review and appeal
provisions of the regulations controlling the study (40 CFR Parts 1500-
1508 or similar regulations) and are not subject to the administrative
procedures or review or appeal provisions of ORS Chapter 197, or OAR
Chapter 660 Division 18,

“4) Land use amendments are those modifications or amendments to the list, location or
provider of, public facility projects, which significantly impact a public facility
project identified in the comprehensive plan and which do not qualify under
subsection (3)(a) or (b) of this rule. Amendments made pursuant to this subsection
are subject to the administrative procedures and review and appeal provisions
accorded ‘land use decisions’ in ORS Chapter 197 and those set forth in OAR
Chapter 660 Division 18.”

7 As relevant, OAR 660-011-010 provides: -
“(1) The public facility plan shall contain the following items:

“(a) An inventory and general assessment of the condition of all the significant
public facility systems which support the land uses designated in the
acknowledged comprehensive plan; _

“(b) - A list of the significant-public facility projects which are to support the land

uses designated in the acknowledged comprehensive plan. Public facility
project descriptions or specifications of these projects as necessary;
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assignment of error, the key elelﬁents are the list of significant public facilities projects, and
rough cost estimates for those projects. QAR 660-01 1-0010(1)(b) and (c).- OAR 660-011-
0010(3) is also potentially significant. That rule makes it clear that if there are existing
planning documents that meet “all or some of the requirements” of OAR chapter 660,
division 11, those other existing planning documents may be “incorporated by reference into
the public facility plan” that is required by the rule. In that event, only the referenced and
incorporated parts of such existing plans become part of the Goal 11 public facility plan,

Petitioners and respondents read the Goal 11 rule to permit very different levgls of
specificity in the facility project list that is required under OAR 660-01 1-0020(2). Petitioners
argue:

“The six ‘projects’ added to the PFSP in Tables 4a and 4b are really categories
of multiple discrete construction projects. One can’t tell from the list of six,
because the PFSP amendments are so cryptic. The six ‘projects,” with their

“e) Rough cost estimates of each public facility project;

“(d) A map or written description of each public facility project’s general
location or service area;

“(e) Policy statement(s) or urban growth management agreement identifying the
provider of each public facility system. If there is more than one provider
with the authority to provide the system within the area covered by the
public facility plan, then the provider of each project shall be designated,;

“f) An estimate of when each facility project will be needed; and

“(g) A discussion of the provider’s existing funding mechanisms and the ability
of these and possible new mechanisms to fund the development of each
public facility project or system.

XL EE

*(3) It is not the purpose of this division to cause duplication of or to supplant existing
applicable facility plans and programs. Where all or part of an acknowledged
comprehensive plan, facility master plan either of the local jurisdiction or appropriate
special district, capital improvement program, regional functional plan, similar plan
or any combination of such plans meets all or some of the requirements of this
division, those plans, or programs may be incorporated by reference into the public
facility plan required by this division. Only ‘those referenced portions of such
documents shall be considered to be a part of the public facility plan and shall be
subject to the administrative procedures of this division and ORS Chapter 197,
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total of only 18 words of project titles and descriptions are opaque, or nearly
s0, in the PFSP. What is really going to happen over the 20-year period is
unclear from the PFSP. Instead, it is spelled out in Chapter 7 of the MWMC
2004 Facilities Plan, which is disclaimed as a land use plan,

“The list of six categories of projects in Tables 4a and 4b needs to be broken
down into the approximately four dozen construction projects that are

- contained in the six categories. These are the ‘projects’ anticipated by the

Rule. The Rule requires an identification of ‘projects’ in the plan, not
categories of projects. The projects have been identified in the MWMC 2004
Facilities Plan, but that is not the land use plan, according to the Respondents.

“If LUBA would entertain finding that the six categories of projects are
‘projects’ in the meaning of the [Goal 11] Rule, then LUBA should be just as
willing to find that a single project listing would be ok, too. It would be a very
small step to go from the list of 6 to a list of 1 project, described as “upgrades
to MWMC wastewater conveyance and treatment facilities.” Neither the
current approach nor a single mega project description is what the rule
anticipates.” Petition for Review 17.

Respondents counter:

“Petitioners’ interpretation of the Goal 11 rules inserts words into the rules
that are not there. Petitioners construe the term ‘list of significant public
facility projects’ in OAR 660-011-0010(1)(b) to mean ‘detailed list’ of ‘each
and every’ public facility project. In addition, Petitioners insert the word
‘discrete’ into the definition of public facility project, which is ‘the
construction and reconstruction of a water, sewer or transportation facility
within a public facility system.” The rule does not include the word ‘discrete.’

“Looking at the plain meaning of the words, Websters I New College
Dictionary (Hough Miffliin Co; 2001) defines ‘significant’ in relevant part as:
‘having or expressing a meaning: meaningful; momentous; important.” The
term ‘facility’ is defined as something created to serve a particular function.
Thus, the requirement that the land use plan include a ‘list of significant
public facility projects,” (where ‘projects’ is defined in the rule as the
construction of or reconstruction of a facility) requires local governments to
identify important or meaningful construction or reconstruction improvements
to particular facility systems in terms of their function.

“The six project titles named in the 2004 PFSP tables satisfy this requirement.
They are representative of particular meaningful functions and geographic
areas in the regional wastewater treatment and collection systems. Nothing
more is required by OAR 660-011-0010(1)(b).” Respondents’ Brief 24.
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We are unable to agree completely with either petitioners or respondents. Petitioners’

. argument that the Goal 11 pﬁblic facility plan project list and description that is required by

OAR 660-011-0010(1)(b) and 660-011-0020(2) must be exactly the same as the project list
that is included in the MWMC Facilities Plan finds no support in the text of the Goal 11 rule.
As respondents correctly note, both of those sections of the rule include the adjective
“significant,” anci petitioners make no attempt to argue that all of the public facility projects
in the MWMC Facilities plan are significant® Petitioners also make no attempt to
differentiate among the six projects that are listed in Tables 4a and 4b. With regard to
Projects 303, 304 and 305, we note there are three projects listed in Table 7.7-2 that seem to
correspond exactly or very closely with both the description and costs listed in Tables 4a and
4b for those three projects.” Absent a more developed and focused argument from petitioners
coneerning Projects 303, 304 and 305, we reject petitioners’ challenge to the adequacy of the
listing and description of those projects.

On thé other hand, respondents make no attempt to explain why the concept of
“public facility projects™ should be dramatically different in the MWMC Facilities Plan and
the Goal 11 public facilities plan. Even if the Goal 11 public facilities plan operates at a
more general regional level, the cryptic reference to “WPCF Treatment Project” in Project

300 does not suffice as an adequate description for a significant public facility project that in

¥ That would probably be difficult to do. One of the public facility projects listed on the page from Table
7.7-2 included earlier in this opinion lists a $10,000 “Fiber Optic Wiring” project. Without deciding the
question here, that hardly seems like a “significant public facility project” that must be separately listed and
described in a Goal 11 public facility plan. Other listings of public facility projects in Table 7.7-2 include
listings for MWMC Facility Plan updates. Record 2073-77. It seems somewhat questionable that those are
accurately classified as “significant public facility projects.” '

® Phase 2 projects include a project entitled “Screw Pump Station Expansion,” which is described as “Install
5™ pump to increase capacity from 84 to 99 mgd,” with an estimated cost of “$1,700,000.” Record 2074.- Phase
2 also includes another project entitled “Willakenzie Pump Station Expansion,” which is described as “install
four additional 14-mgd pumps to increase capacity from 80 to 135 mgd,”. with an estimated cost of
“$6,000,000.” - Id. Finally, Phase 7 includes a project entitled “Glenwood Pump Station Upgrade,” which is
described as “from existing MWMC FY 03/04 Budget — Regional Wastewater Program,” with an estimated cost
of “8500,000.” Record 2075, ' ‘
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. fact is made up of a large number of individual projects in the MWMC Facilitiés Plan. Those

individual projects will be constructed in a number of différent phases over a 15 year period

~ at a total cost of $120 million. We agree with petitioners that, at a minimum, ‘Pr'oject 300

must be broken down into its significant public facility project components. While that
breakdown does not necessarily need to match the project detail and specificity that is
provided in the MWMC Facilities Plan; we agree with petitioners that the current Project 300
description is either meaningless or describes a number of significant public ‘faci.lities projects
that are set out in the MWMC Facilities Plan. We pdﬁicu‘iarly agree with petitioners that the
OAR 660-011-0045(3) and (4) provisions that describe when and how future public facility
project changes must be reflected in Goal 11 public facility plan amendments are
meaningless if such a broad and general listing and description is permissible under OAR
660-011-0010(1)(b) and 660-011-0020(2).

Because we must remand the challenged decisions so that respondents may more

specifically list and describe the significant public facility projects that are now grouped as

| Project 300 in any event, we do not consider whether additional specificity is required for

~ Projects 301 and 302. The parties have not directed their arguments specifically at those

projects and we have some question about the particular projects in the MWMC Facilities
Plan that make up Projects 301 and 302. However, it appears as t_hough further breakdowns
are possible and may be required under the Goal li rule for Projects 301 and 302 as well. On
remand respondents must consider that question. |

The further detail that will be required on remand to separately list the significant
public facility projects in Project 300 and the further detail tl_lat may be requiréd to sepgrately
list any separate signiﬁcanf public facility projects in Project 301 and 301 vﬁl] resolve one of
petitioners’ objections concerning the cost estimates. Petitioners also object that the

estimated total cost of facilities in the MWM.ClFacilgit‘_ies Plan is $144 million, whereas the

_' estimét_e_:d total in PFSP Table 16a is approximately $1_'60'_ nﬂl_lio_ﬁ. Respondents explain that
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the $160 million figure includes the cost of a possible DEQ required improvement that is not
included in the MWMC Facilities Plan total. We do not understand petitioners to dispute that
explanation. We do not consider petitioners’ arguments concemning cost estimates further.

The first assignment of error is sustained with regard to Projects 300, 301 and 302 and
denied with regard to Project 303, 304 and 305.

SECOND ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR

| In their second assignment of error, petitioners contend the challenged decisions
violate Goal 2 (Land Use Planning) because the 2025 planning period identified in the Metro
Plan and PFSP amendments for the recommended wastewater treatment facility
improvements is different from the planning period specified elsewhere in the Metro Plan for
other planning purposes. Petitioners cite nothing in the statewide planning goals that
mandates that planning periods for different planning considerations must in all cases be
identical. Without further argument from petitioners regarding why these different planning
periods constitute a conflict that amounts to a violation of Goal 2, we deny the second
assignment of error.
THIRD ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR

Petitioners” argument under the third assignment of error relies in part on new Metro

Plan policy G.9, which provides:

“Wastewater conveyance and treatment shall be provided to meet the needs of
projected growth inside the urban growth boundary that are capable of
complying with regulatory requirements governing beneficial reuse or
discharge of effluent and beneficial reuse or disposal of residuals.” Record
18.

Petitioners contend that while the disputed PFSP and Metro Plan amendments propose
facility improvements that will dramatically increase the MWMC regional wastewater
treatment and disposal capacity, respondents “have ignored * * * the need for collection
capacity that will allow development of undeveloped or underdeveloped areas in the [urban

growth boundary].” Petition for Review 25. According to petitioners, this failure means the
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- 33

challenged PFSP and Metro Plan amendments lack the “adequate basis in fact” that is
required by Goal 2 and are inadequate to comply with Goal 11.

- Respondents explain that the larger wastewater collection, treatment and reuse system
is made up of a primary collection system which begins with private laterals that convey
wastewater from private properties to the cities’ collection systems which in turn convey that
wastewater to the MWMC system of collection pipes and pumping stations. The MWMC
collection pipes convey that wastewater to the regional water pollution control facility, a
biosolids facility and a beneficial reuse facility. Respondents go on to respond to petitioners®

argument as follows:

“Collection system improvement projects are included in Table 4b and 16a
and are pump station improvements. Tables 3 and 4 of the 2001 PFSP also
describe planned collection system projects. The Executive Summary of the
MWMC Facilities Plan describes the conveyance system; Chapter 3 also
describes the condition of the existing wastewater conveyance system; Section
5.41 describes the design capacity of the conveyance system; and Section
7.1.2 recommends conveyance system improvements. The recommended
conveyance system improvements are the Willakenzie Pump Station, the
Glenwood Pump Station and the Screw Pump Station, which are included in
the PFSP Tables 4b and 16a. There are no recommended projects related to
sewer pipes. Hence, no such projects are contained in Tables 4b and 16a. In
fact, Section 7.1.1 of the MWMC Facilities Plan expressly states that
additional conveyance system improvements are not necessary.

“Petitioners do not, and cannot explain how the above descriptions, findings
and explanations in the record and the list of pump station improvement
projects are not adequate to serve the existing and future collection needs of
the service area. As such, the Board should deny Petitioners® third assignment
of error.” Respondents’ Brief 37-38 (citations and footnote omitted).

We are not sure we understand petitioners’ argument. They seem to be arguing that
more collection pipes or improved collection pipes will be needed to utilize the extra
treatment capacity that the disputed PFSP and Metro Plan amendments recommend. We
understand respondents to contend that with the wastewater treatment system improvements
that are recommended in the PFSP and Metro Plan amendments and the MWMC Facilities

Plan, no further improvements in the collection system are needed. Other than possibly
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disagreeing with respondents’. contention, petitioners offer no reason to question it. Without
a more developed argument ﬁom petitioners under their third assignment of error, we agree
with respondents that it does not present an additional basis for remand.

The third assignment of error is denied.

Respondents’ decisions are remanded.
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EXHIBIT B
CHANGES TO THE PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES
PLAN (PFSP)

1. Modify the text preceding existing Table 3 to read as follows:

Planned Wastewater System Improvements

Planned wastewater system improvement projects are listed in tables 3, 4, 4a and 4b. The
general location of these facilities is shown in Map 2: Planned Wastewater Facilities,
and Map 2a: Existing Wastewater Collection and Treatment Systems. [NOTE: This
map presently exists as Map 6 in the Technical Background Report: Existing
Conditions and Alternatives and should be incorporated without change.]

2. Insert, following Table 4, Tables 4a and 4b, as follows:

Table 4a
MWMC Wastewater Treatment System Improvement Projects

PROJECT #

PROJECT NAME

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

300

WPCF Treatment
Project

Includes several construction packages
designed to manage and treat
wastewater at the WPCF to the year
2025.

300A

Preliminary Treatment

Increase preliminary treatment capacity of
headworks to meet anticipated 2025 peak
wet weather flows

300B

Primary Treatment

Enhance existing primary clarifiers and add
primary sludge thickening facilities to
increase primary treatment capacity to meet
anticipated peak wet weather flows

300C

Secondary Treatment

Convert aeration basins, enhance existing
secondary clarifiers, and add secondary
clarifiers to increase secondary treatment
capacity to meet anticipated peak wet
weather flows

300D

Disinfection/Qutfall

Convert disinfection system, and increase
bankside outfall capacity

300E

Biosolids Treatment

Increase digestion capacity by enhancing
existing digesters and sludge thickening
capacity and/or adding a digester

300F

Filtration

Add filtration and build related
infrastructure and support facilities

300G

Reuse Facilities

Expand effluent reuse capacity

300H

Odor Control

Expand and/or add odor control facilities
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3001 Flow Management Piping, pumping and related infrastructure
Facilities improvements to allow parallel operation
of primary and secondary treatment
facilities
301 Residuals Treatment Includes several construction packages
Project designed to manage and treat residuals.
301A Lagoon Rehabilitation Rehabilitate lagoons at Biosolids
Management Facility
301B Composting Facility Expand composting facility at Biosolids
Management Facility
302 Beneficial Reuse Project | Includes several construction packages
designed to expand reuse of effluent.
302A Biocycle Farm Expand biosolids land application area
302B Effluent Reuse Expand effluent reuse at Biocycle Farm
(including former Seasonal Industrial
Waste site)

Table 4b
MWMC Primary Collection System Improvement Projects
Project Project Name/Description
Number
303 Willakenzie Pump Station
304 Screw Pump Station
305 Glenwood Pump Station

3. Modify Map 2 to show Projects 300 through 305, and insert Map 2a.

Eugene-Springfield Publlc Facillles and Servicea Plan
Planned MWMC Waslewater Project Sites

S iy daeTa] b i 3, 4, do nd B

B Syt Py Bt L e i

A Buwa Pusy Babe I N U el Sy

W L ey Bt [ Uh Paians

S VB e st i s

2 gt . Mgt Lt ot Avla
e o By -

!t . o -

Ordinance No. PA 1230 - ExhibitB  Page 2 of 7




N\ “
{ j L Eugene-Springfield Public Facllities and Services Plan
Y i Bemscral Existing MWMC Wastewater Treatment Systems
i Fectey Womia Se 1
‘J\ = ll B Wt Wombemshas okt Pt
, s \I;‘,.I { —— Eakuirg Womin P 34" & Lwger
f T = TZ e tomey
| A s = .
k I 33 W W oy . . - i
\
. igEd S fe) o) iy, ‘-""fe
N il BN s
S ‘
¢H F A ¥ P > 4
-1
— Ve Wl
N, =k
H
7 ! .
o] 4 -
.8 %
Ny
I a
Thiv sy gl aopaminets Nestor of suising L #
A b kit et B ’? MAP 2a
Ligroh, W04

4, Modify Chapter IV. Of the Public Facilities and Services Plan, by modifying
the subdivision entitled “Wastewater System condition Assessment”
(presently on page 82) to read as follows:

Wastewater System Condition Assessment

Treatment: MWMC Wastewater Treatment System

MWMC existing infrastructure is monitored for problems that need to be addressed
during operational and maintenance activities. MWMC has ongoing programs to help
plan for and implement equipment replacement and major rehabilitation of existing
systems. With these on going programs used to detect existing problems, the
mnfrastructure can be maintained and preserved to help extend its useful life for future
years.

In March of 2003, MWMC hired CH2M HILL to evaluate and plan for regional
wastewater capital improvements that will serve the Eugene/Springfield urban growth
boundary into year 2025. MWMC will need to implement the recommended
improvements to meet regulatory requirements based on projected pollution loads and
flows. CH2M HILL as part of its work to evaluate and plan for regional wastewater
improvements has prepared a technical memo related to “Flow and Load Projections”
dated April 12, 2004. This historical and projected information is being used to plan for
needed MWMC capital improvements based on engineering evaluation methods and by
comparing technology options. It is estimated that approximately $160 million dollars
(in 2004 dollars) are needed for MWMC projects to address regulatory requirements and
growth through year 2025.
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The Water Pollution Control Facility (WPCF), located on River Avenue in Eugene,
replaced the separate plants previously owned and operated by Eugene and Springfield.
Its function is to meet the region’s needs for increased sewerage service and ensure
compliance with the facility’s NPDES discharge permit.

The Residuals Treatment Project is located at the Biosolids Management Facility (BMF)
on Awbrey Lane in Lane County. The BMF’s function is to store, further stabilize, and
dry digested biosolids received from the WPCF.

The Beneficial Reuse Project is located at the Biocycle Farm along Highway 99 in Lane
County. The Biocycle Farm’s function is to apply biosolids from the adjacent BMF to
poplar trees, which absorb the water and nutrients contained in the biosolids.

Conveyance:
Conveyance capacity and inflow and infiltration (I/I) ratios are important criteria by

which to assess the performance of a wastewater collection system. Conveyance capacity
is a function of adequate pipe sizing and measures a system’s ability to move effluent
efficiently. Inflow and infiltration ratios express the amount of stormwater entering a
sewer system through defective pipes and pipe joints, or through the cross connection of
stormwater lines, combined sewers, catch basins, or manhole covers. Such extraneous
stormwater entering the wastewater system unnecessarily burdens both conveyance and
treatment facilities.

Capacity:

The capacity of the wastewater system is expressed in four measures: average flow, peak
flow, biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and total suspended solids (TSS). The
system’s current capacities and projected 2025 needed capacities are:

Capacity Measure Current 2025

Average flow 49 mgd 59.3 mgd
Peak flow 175 mgd 277 mgd
BOD 66,000 lbs/day 74,000 Ibs/day
TSS 71,600 lbs/day 87,600 Ibs/day

Projects 300 through 305, described in Tables 4a and 4b, are designed to work together to
increase the overall system capacities to meet the projected 2025 need.

5. Modify Chapter IV. Of the Public Facilities and Services Plan, by modifying
the discussion of wastewater, in the subdivision entitled “Long-Term Service
Availability Within Urbanizable Areas” (presently on page 97) to read as
follows:

L. There are no areas within the metropolitan UGB that will be difficult to serve with
wastewater facilities over the long-term (six to 20 years) assuming that public
infrastructure specifications and requirements of the developing area can be
addressed. Appropriate engineering design practices must be used during the
development and expansion into sensitive areas that are approved for
development (ex. — hillside construction, etc.). Expansion of the existing
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collection system will be necessary to meet demands of growth over this time
period.

2. Based on 2003 analysis, the Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area treatment
facilities will require facility improvements to address both dry and wet weather
regulatory requirements relating to pollutant loads and wastewater flows.
Regional and local wastewater improvements to the collection and treatment
systems are being planned for and will be implemented to allow for growth within
the UGB and for regulatory compliance.

6. Add Table 16a following Table 16, as follows:

Table 16a
MWMC Wastewater Treatment and Collection System Improvements, Rough Cost
Estimate, and Timing Estimate
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300 WPCF Treatment Project $120.3
300A Preliminary Treatment ($12.8) 2010
300B Primary Treatment (34.8) 2012
300C Secondary Treatment (324.7) 2017
300D Disinfection/Qutfall (85.6) 2010
300E Biosolids Treatment (318.3) 2013
300F Filtration ($20.2) 2020
300G Reuse Facilities {$16.) - 2018
300H Odor Control (36.9) 2012
3001 Flow Management Facilities ($11.) 2010
301 Residuals Treatment Project $5.2
301A Lagoon Rehabilitation (34.5) 2012
301B Composting Facility (3.7 2017
302 Beneficial Reuse Project $4.6
302A Biocycle Farm ($0.6) 2008
302B Effluent Reuse ($4.) 2017
303 Willakenzie Pump Station 6. 2010
304 Screw Pump Station $2. 2010
305 Glenwood Pump Station $0.5 2012

TOTAL: $138.6

*Cost estimated itn 2004 dollars

7. Add a new chapter to the Public Facilities and Services Plan, to be Chapter
VL., reading as follows:
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VI. Amendments to the Plan

This chapter describes the method to be used in the event it becomes necessary or
appropriate to modify the text, tables or the maps contained in the Public Facilities and
Services Plan (“the Plan™).

Flexibility of the Plan

Certain public facility project descriptions, location or service area designations will
necessanly change as a result of subsequent design studies, capital improvement
programs, environmental impact studies and changes in potential sources of funding. The
Plan is not designed to either prohibit projects not included in the plan for which
unanticipated funding has been obtained, preclude project specification and location
decisions made according to the National Environmental Policy Act, or subject
administrative and technical changes to the plan to post-acknowledgement review or
review by the Land Use Board of Appeals.

For the purposes of this Plan, two types of modifications are identified.

A. Modifications requiring amendment of the Plan.
The following modifications require amendment of the Plan:

1. Amendments, which include those modifications or changes (as
represented by Table 16a) to the location or provider of public facility
projects which significantly impact a public facility project identified in
the comprehensive plan, and which do not qualify as administrative or
technical and environmental changes, as defined below. Amendments are
subject to the administrative procedures and review and appeal procedures
applicable to land use decisions.

2. Adoption of capital improvement program project lists by any service
provider does not require modification of this Plan unless the requirements
of subparagraph 1 above are met.

B. Modifications permitted without amendment of the Plan.
The following modifications do not require amendment of this Plan:

1. Administrative changes are those modifications fo a public facility project
‘which are minor in nature and do not significantly impact the project’s
general description, location, sizing, capacity or other general
characteristic of the project.

2. Technical and environmental changes are those modlﬁcatlons to a pubhc
facility project which are made pursunant to "final engineering" on a project
or those which result from the findings of an Environmental Assessment
or Environmental Impact Statement conducted under regulations
implementing the procedural provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 or any federal or state agency project development
regulations consistent with that Act and its regulations.
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Process for making Changes

A.

Administrative and Technical or Environmental Changes. Any jurisdiction may
make an administrative or technical and environmental change, as defined herein,
by forwarding to each jurisdiction covered by this Plan, and to the Lane Council
of Governments a copy of the resolution or other final action of the governing
board of the jurisdiction authorizing the change.

Amendments

For purposes of processing amendments, as defined herein, such amendments are

divided into two classes.

a. Type I Amendments include amendments to the text of the Plan, or to a
list, location or provider of public facility projects which significantly
impact a public facility project identified herein, which project serves
more than one jurisdiction.

b. Type I amendments include amendments to a list, location or provider of
public facility projects which significantly impact a public facility project
identified herein, which project serves only the jurisdiction proposing the
amendment.

Processing Amendments

Any of the adopting agencies (Lane County, Eugene, or Springfield) may initiate
an amendment to this plan at any time on their own motion or on behalf of a
citizen.

a. Type I amendments shall be forwarded to the planning commissions of the
respective agencies and, following their recommendation, shall be
considered by the governing boards of all agencies. Ifa Typel
amendment is not adopted by all agencies, the amendment shall be
referred to MPC for conflict resolution. Subsequent failure by agencies to
adopt an MPC-negotiated proposal shall defeat the proposed amendment.
If an amendment is adopted, all agencies shall adopt substantively
identical ordinances

b.  Type Il amendments shall be forwarded to the Planning Commission of
the injtiating agency and, following their recommendation, shall be
considered by the governing board of the initiating agency.

Ordinance No. PA 1230 - Exhibit B Page 7 of 7



EXHIBIT B
|  PROPOSED-CHANGES TO THE PUBLIC FACILITIES
AND SERVICES PLAN (PFSP)

1. Modify the text preceding existing Table 3 to read as follows:

Planned Wastewater System Improvements

| Planned wastewater system improvement projects are listed in tables 3 4, 4a and 4b. The
general location of these facilities is shown in Map 2: Planned Wastewater Facilities, and
Map 2a: Existing Wastewater Collection and Treatment Systems. [NOTE: This map
presently exists as Map 6 in the Technical Background Report: Existing Conditions
and Alternatives and should be incorporated without change.]

2. Insert, following Table 4, Tables 4a and 4b, as follows:

Table 4a
MWMC Wastewater Treatment System Improvement Projects
Projest Projeet PROJECT DESCRIPTION
NumberPROJ | Name/Deseription_
ECT # PROJECT NAME
300 WPCF Treatment Includes several construction packages designed to
Project manage and treat wastewater at the WPCF to the vear
2025.
300A Preliminary Treatment | Increase preliminary treatment capacity of headworks to
meet anticipated 2025 peak wet weather flows
300B Primary Treatment Enhance existing primary clarifiers and add primary sludge
thickening facilities to increase primary treatment capacity to
meet anticipated peak wet weather flows
300C Secondary Treatment | Convert aeration basins, enhance existing secondary
clanifiers, and add secondary clarifiers to increase secondary
treatment capacity to meet anticipated peak wet weather
flows
300D Disinfection/Qutfall Convert disinfection system, and increase bankside outfall
capacity
J00E Biosolids Treatment Increase digestion capacity by enhancing existing digesters
and sludge thickening capacity and/or adding a digester
300F Filtration Add filtration and build related infrastructure and support
| 300G Reuse Facilities Expand effluent reuse capacity
|| - 300H Odor Control Expand and/or add odor control facilities
3001 Flow Management Piping, pumping and related infrastructure nmprovements to
Facilities allow parallel operation of primary and secondary treatment
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| facilities
301 Residuals Treatment | Includes several construction packages designed to
Project manage and treat residuals.
301A Lagoon Rehabilitation | Rehabilitate lagoons at Biosolids Management Facility
301B Composting Facility Expand composting facility at Biosolids Management
Facility
302 Beneficial Reuse Includes several construction packages designed to
Project expand reuse of effluent.
302A Biocycle Farm Expand biosolids land application area
302B Effluent Reuse Expand effluent reuse at Biocyele Farm (including former
Seasonal Industrial Waste site)
Table 4b
MWMC Primary Collection System Improvement Projects
Project Project Name/Description
Number
303 Willakenzie Pump Station
304 Screw Pump Station
305 Glenwood Pump Station

3. Modify Map 2 to show Projects 300 through 305, and insert Map 2a.

T3

S
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4. Modify Chapter IV. Of the Public Facilities and Services Plan, by modifying
the snbdivision entitled “Wastewater System condition Assessment”
(presently on page 82) to read as follows:

Wastewater System Condition Assessment

Treatment: MWMC Wastewater Treatment System

MWMC existing infrastructure is monitored for problems that need to be addressed
during operational and maintenance activities. MWMC has ongoing programs to help
plan for and implement equipment replacement and major rehabilitation of existing
systems. With these on going programs used to detect existing problems, the
infrastructure can be maintained and preserved to help extend its useful life for future
years.

In March of 2003, MWMC hired CH2M HILL to evaluate and plan for regional
wastewater capital improvements that will serve the Eugene/Springfield urban growth
boundary into year 2025. MWMC will need to implement the recommended
improvements to meet regulatory requirements based on projected pollution loads and
flows. CH2M HILL as part of its work to evaluate and plan for regional wastewater
improvements has prepared a technical memo related to “Flow and Load Projections”
dated April 12, 2004. This historical and projected information is being used to plan for
needed MWMC capital improvements based on engineering evaluation methods and by
comparing technology options. It is estimated that approximately $160 million dollars
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(in 2004 dollars) are needed for MWMC projects to address regulatory requirements and
growth through year 2025.

The Water Pollution Control Facility (WPCF), located on River Avenue in Eugene,
replaced the separate plants previously owned and operated by Eugene and Springfield.

Its function is to meet the region’s needs for increased sewerage service and ensure

compliance with the facility’s NPDES discharge permit.

The Residuals Treatment Project is located at the Biosolids Management Facility (BMF)
on Awbrey Lane in Lane County. The BMF’s function is to store, further stabilize, and

dry digested biosolids received from the WPCF.
The Beneficial Reuse Project is located at the Biocycle Farm along Highway 99 in Lane

County. The Biocycle Farm’s function is to apply biosolids from the adjacent BMF to
poplar trees, which absorb the water and nutrients contained in the bigsolids.

[ Conveyance:
Conveyance capacity and inflow and infiltration (I/T) ratios are important criteria by

which to assess the performance of a wastewater collection system. Conveyance capacity
is a function of adequate pipe sizing and measures a system’s ability to move effluent
efficiently. Inflow and infiltration ratios express the amount of stormwater entering a
sewer system through defective pipes and pipe joints, or through the cross connection of
stormwater lines, combined sewers, catch basins, or manhole covers. Such extraneous
stormwater entering the wastewater system unnecessarily burdens both conveyance and
treatment facilities.

Capacity:

The capacity of the wastewater system is expressed in four measures: average flow, peak
flow, biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and total suspended solids (TSS). The

system’s current capacities and projected 2025 needed capacities are:

Capacity Measure Current 2025

Average flow 49 med 59.3 mgd
Peak flow 175 mgd 277 mgd
BOD 66,000 Ibs/day 74,000 Ibs/day
TSS 71,600 Ibs/day 87.600 Ibs/day

Projects 300 through 305, described in Tables 4a and 4b, are designed to work together to

increase the overall system capacities to meet the projected 2025 need.

5. Modify Chapter IV. Of the Public Facilities and Services Plan, by modifying
the discussion of wastewater, in the subdivision entitled “Long-Term Service
Availability Within Urbanizable Areas” (presently on page 97) to read as
follows:

1. There are no areas within the metropolitan UGB that will be difficult to serve with
wastewater facilities over the long-term (six to 20 years) assuming that public
infrastructure specifications and requirements of the developing area can be
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addressed. Appropriate engineering design practices must be used during the
development and expansion into sensitive areas that are approved for
development (ex. — hillside construction, etc.). Expansion of the existing
collection system will be necessary to meet demands of growth over this time
period.

2, Based on 2003 analysis, the Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area treatment
facilities will require facility improvements to address both dry and wet weather
regulatory requirements relating to pollutant loads and wastewater flows.
Regional and local wastewater improvements to the collection and treatment
systems are being planned for and will be implemented to allow for growth within
the UGB and for regulatory compliance.

6. Add Table 16a following Table 16, as follows:

Table 16a
MWMC Wastewater Treatment and Collection System Improvements, Rough Cost
Estimate, and Timing Estimate

by |,|1 e 'wuf-w ?'k-.fir-éai'i_(z-"{;ﬁJ.r;;'_r_-_'{if'q_'p i - T :
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300 WPCF Treatment Project $120_§—599 2025
300A Preliminary Treatment ($12.8) 2010
300B Primary Treatment ($4.8) 2012
300C Secondary Treatment ($24.7) 2017
300D Disinfection/Qutfall ($5.6) 2010
300E Biosolids Treatment ($18.3) 2013
300F Filtration (§20.2) 2020
300G Reuse Facilities ($16.) 2018
300H Odor Control ($6.9) 2012
3001 Flow Management Facilities ($11.) 2010
301 Residuals Treatment Project $6;0005.2 2018
301A Lagoon Rehabilitation (84.5) 2012
301B Composting Facility ($.7) 2017
302 Beneficial Reuse Project $25;0004.6 2018
302A Biocycle Farm ($0.6) 2008
302B Effluent Reuse ($4.) 2017
303 Willakenzie Pump Station $6.;080 2010
304 Screw Pump Station $2.;000 2010
305 Glenwood Pump Station $0.500 2012
TOTAL: $138.6

*Cost estimated in 2004 dollars

7. Add a new chapter to the Public Facilities and Services Plan, to be Chapter
V1., reading as follows:
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V1. Amendments to the Plan

This chapter describes the method to be used in the event it becomes necessary or
appropriate to modify the text, tables or the maps contained in the Public Facilities and
Services Plan (“the Plan”).

Flexibility of the Plan

Certain public facility project descriptions, location or service area designations will
necessarily change as a result of subsequent design studies, capital improvement
programs, environmental impact studies and changes in potential sources of funding, The
Plan is not designed to either prohibit projects not included in the plan for which
unanticipated funding has been obtained, preclude project specification and location
decisions made according to the National Environmental Policy Act, or subject
administrative and technical changes to the plan to post-acknowledgement review or
review by the Land Use Board of Appeals.

For the purposes of this Plan, two types of modifications are identified.

A. Modifications requiring amendment of the Plan.
The following modifications require amendment of the Plan:

1. Amendments, which include those modifications or changes (as
represented by Table 16a) to the location or provider of public facility
projects which significantly impact a public facility project identified in
the comprehensive plan, and which do not qualify as administrative or
technical and environmental changes, as defined below. Amendments are
subject to the administrative procedures and review and appeal procedures
applicable to land use decisions.

2. Adoption of capital improvement program project lists by any service
provider does not require modification of this Plan unless the requirements
of subparagraph 1 above are met.

B. Modifications permitted without amendment of the Plan.
The following modifications do not require amendment of this Plan:

1. Administrative changes are those modifications to a public facility project
which are minor in nature and do not significantly impact the project’s
general description, location, sizing, capacity or other general
characteristic of the project.

2. Technical and environmental changes are those modifications to a public
facility project which are made pursuant to "final engineering” on a project
or those which result from the findings of an Environmental Assessment
or Environmental Impact Statement conducted under regulations
implementing the procedural provisions of the National Environmental
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Policy Act of 1969 or any federal or state agency project development
regulations consistent with that Act and its regulations.

Process for making Changes

A.

Administrative and Technical or Environmental Changes. Any jurisdiction may
make an administrative or technical and environmental change, as defined herein,
by forwarding to each jurisdiction covered by this Plan, and to the Lane Council
of Governments a copy of the resolution or other final action of the governing
board of the jurisdiction authorizing the change.

Amendments

For purposes of processing amendments, as defined herein, such amendments are

divided into two classes.

a. Type I Amendments include amendments to the text of the Plan, orto a
list, location or provider of public facility projects which significantly
impact a public facility project identified herein, which project serves
more than one jurisdiction.

b. Type II amendments include amendments to a list, location or provider of
public facility projects which significantly impact a public facility project
identified herein, which project serves only the jurisdiction proposing the
amendment.

Processing Amendments

Any of the adopting agencies (Lane County, Eugene, or Springfield) may initiate
an amendment to this plan at any time on their own motion or on behalf of a
citizen.

a. Type I amendments shall be forwarded to the planning commissions of the
respective agencies and, following their recommendation, shall be
considered by the governing boards of all agencies. If a Type I
amendment is not adopted by all agencies, the amendment shall be
referred to MPC for conflict resolution. Subsequent failure by agencies to
adopt an MPC-negotiated proposal shall defeat the proposed amendment.
If an amendment is adopted, all agencies shall adopt substantively
identical ordinances

b. Type II amendments shall be forwarded to the Planning Commission of
the initiating agency and, following their recommendation, shall be
considered by the governing board of the initiating agency.
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