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Memo Date: October 26,2010 
Board Meeting Date: November 9,2010 

TO: 	 LANE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

DEPARTMENT: 	 Public Works Dept/Land Management Division 

PRESENTED BY: 	 Kent Howe, Planning Director 

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: 	 Urban Transition Agreements for Land Use and Building 
Permit Authority Inside the Urban Growth Boundary of 
Eugene/Springfield Metro Plan 

1. PROPOSED MOTION 

No motion necessary. This is a discussion item only. 

2. ISSUEIPROBLEM 

For the last several years, the functionality and equitability of the building and 
land use Urban Transition Agreements (UTAs) between Lane County and the 
cities of Eugene and Springfield has come under question. In October of 2008, 
the Board held a worksession and received information outlining the actions 
necessary and resources required to reassume responsibility for administering 
building and planning information and permit administration functions within the 
Urban Growth Area (UGA) of Eugene and Springfield should the Board elect to 
terminate the UTAs. 

This worksession provides another opportunity to discuss the UTAs for building 
and planning services, outline the actions and resources that would be required 
in the event the Board elects to terminate the UT As, and seek direction from the 
Board of County Commissioners on further action. Because the majority of 
development inside the UGA would require annexation, cost recovery for these 
services would be low to nonexistent. 

3. BOARD HISTORY AND OTHER BACKGROUND 

On March 13, 1985, the Lane County Board of Commissioner adopted Order No. 
85-3-13-1, recognizing the cities of Eugene and Springfield as the principal and 
logical providers of urban services within their respective Urban Growth Areas 
(UGAs). With the understanding, that ultimately the lands outside the city limits 
that were inside the Metro Plan UGB would develop to urban densities, the 
County agreed to transfer the services it provided in the metropolitan area and 
delegated its administrative authority for processing planning and building 
permits to each of the two cities within the UGA. Between 1986 and 1987 this 
transfer of services was effectuated through the adoption of a series of 
intergovemmental agreements generally referred to as the "Urban Transition 
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Agreements, UTA's" or "190 agreements", after Oregon Revised Statutes 
Chapter 190 addressing intergovemmental cooperation between local 
govemments. 

In recent years, the Board has entertained several discussions conceming the 
appropriateness of these UTAs (now, over 20 years old) and their impact on 
county citizens. A central topic of concem in these discussions has been the 
perception of disenfranchisement among lane County residents who rely on 
building and land use services provided by the cities in which they cannot vote. 
Responsiveness to citizens concerns by the cities seems to be a significant issue 
at times and was presented as one of the 5 top issues of County concem 
throughout the Joint Elected Official's discussions in the past few years. 

At a work session on July 9, 2008, the Board directed the land Management 
Division (lMD) to develop a work program outlining the required transition steps, 
timeframe and staff requirements to reassume planning and building authority 
within the UGA if the UTAs were to be terminated. 

On October 22, 2008, the Board decided the appropriateness of the UT As and 
the growth policies of the Metro Plan were among the larger policy issues to 
discuss with the Joint Elected Officials (JED) of Eugene and Springfield at their 
December 1, 2008 meeting. 

The JED established a subcommittee that resulted in the June 1, 2009, JED 
Subcommittee Recommendations (attached) to incorporate the county's larger 
policy issues into the HB 3337 implementation work program which are to be 
reported to the JED at the September 30,2010 meeting. 

4. DISCUSSION I ANALYSIS 

4.1 UTAs - Impacted Area and Population 

Terminating the Urban Transition Agreements would result in the County 
assuming responsibility for planning and building permitting authority in the UGA 
-the area outside the Eugene and Springfield city limits and within the urban 
growth boundary. The combined land area of the Eugene-Springfield UGA is 
approximately 11,170 acres in size, or roughly 17.5 square miles. Just over 10 
square miles of this area lie west of Interstate-5, within the UGB of the City of 
Eugene. The bulk ofthis area is in the River Road I Santa Clara neighborhoods 
and the Hwy. 99 corridor. Smaller UTA pockets exist on the extreme fringes of 
north, south and west Eugene. The remaining 7+ square miles are within the 
Springfield UGB. These areas include portions of Glenwood, West Centennial, 
Donis Ranch and its surrounding environs, the Game Farm Road and Hayden 
Bridge areas and Thurston and Jasper Road areas. Attachment "8" to this memo 
is a map depicting the Urban Growth Area of Eugene and Springfield. 

A survey of the regional GIS parcel file indicates that there are 11, 219 parcels 

ACM -aCC 1110912010- UTA Tenn;nation Considerations and !he Eugene-Spring!ield Metro Plan 

Page2of9 



wholly or partially within the UGA of Eugene. There are 4,519 parcels within 
Springfield's UGA. Recent estimates place the population of the Eugene
Springfield UGA at approximately 31,000 residents. 

4.2 Necessary Actions 

Reassuming building and planning authority within the UGA would involve 
several actions. The first step would involve notification to the cities. The 
termination clauses contained in each of the UTAs between Lane County and the 
cities of Eugene and Springfield stipulate that the county must provide 12 months 
advance written notification of its intent to terminate. The Board could initiate this 
action by adopting an order directing the County Administrator to provide the 
required notices to each of the cities as called for in the termination clause of the 
UTAs and begin talks with the cities to address the details and timing of the 
transfer. 

After the official notifications to the cities have been sent, a public information 
campaign would need to be developed and distributed to residents within the 
UGA notifying them of the impending service provider change. Individual mailings 
to property owners, builders, contractors and real estate professionals who 
frequently work within the UGA should also be mailed out. In addition, several 
notices should be run in the Register Guard in the weeks preceding the change. 
Costs for the development of these materials, including postage, and 
advertisement in the Register Guard are estimated at $9,000-$12,000. 

Dissolution of the UTAs with the Metro Partners of Eugene and Springfield will 
compel a series of fundamental Metro Plan policy changes. These changes 
would be logical because current Metro Plan principles and policies identify the 
cities of Eugene and Springfield as the logical providers of services 
accommodating urban levels of development within the UGB. One or more Post 
Acknowledgment Plan Amendments (PAPAs) to the Metro Plan will be required 
for these changes to be applicable. Metro Plan amendments of this nature are no 
small undertaking and will, at a minimum, commit .75 -1.0 FTE over the course of 
the project. Costs associated with this work are estimated at $92,000 - $123,000. 

LMD would need to coordinate with the Eugene and Springfield staff to acquire 
approximately 15,000 individual hardcopy paper files for each of the properties 
within the UGA. Additional space in Land Management would need to be found 
to accommodate these files - as the current property file storage area in LMD is 
full. In addition to the hardcopy files, the cities of Eugene and Springfield each 
maintain electronic permit records for the parcels within their jurisdiction. 
Substantial assistance from the information services departments of each city 
would be required to migrate these records into the county's permit tracking 
software. Costs associated with these activities are difficult to determine but likely 
would run anywhere from $10,000 - $20,000. 

Finally, and perhaps the most the intensive task associated with UTA termination 
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would involve training LMD staff to administer the existing land use development 
codes that the cities currently enforce. Because Eugene and Springfield each 
administer a different code within their UGB, county staff will need to come up to 
speed on two new and foreign codes. This will be a necessary and complex 
training effort and one that should begin immediately after the cities are sent 
termination notification. During that time period the productivity of all land use 
permits will be affected by the additional tasks added to the work flow and 
process to meet the Board's revised priority. It's estimated that staff training will 
consume approximately 1 FTE, and require 0.2 FTE per existing staff person, at 
a cost of roughly $120,000 - $130,000. As an altemative to administering the 
existing city codes long term, the county could adopt its own land use ordinances 
applicable within the UGA. These ordinances would need to be consistent with 
the applicable Metro Plan policies and land use deSignations. This task would 
take 1.5 FTE and cost roughly $150,000 - $180,000 

4.3 Amendments to Lane Code Chapter 10 

Due to Lane County's diverse phYSical geography it is the only jurisdiction in 
Oregon where all 19 ofthe Statewide Planning Goals apply. As a result, Lane 
County must implement what is arguably the most complex county land use 
system in the state. Compounding this complexity is the fact that within Lane 
County not one, but two separate land use development codes are in use. Lane 
Code Chapter 16 applies within the rural areas of the county including the area 
within the Metro Plan boundary and outside of the UGB and Lane Code Chapter 
10 govems land within the UGAs of the small cities. Chapter 10 is the older of the 
two codes and is very outdated because it was the earliest codifICation of 
comprehensive land use regulation in the county. Chapter 10 was replaced by 
Chapter 16 in most of Lane County during the 1980s but remains in effect within 
the small city UGAs. In addition to its age, Chapter 10 is poorly organized and is 
not intuitive to the general public or staff. It contains outdated terminology and is 
very inconsistent with Chapter 16. 

In the months following actual termination of the UTAs staff will need to enforce 
the existing city codes applicable in the UGA. This will mean that one of four 
separate land use development codes may apply to a citizen's property 
depending on where they live. Multiple rural residential, commercial, industrial 
and agricultural zones will apply -each with its own unique complexities and 
nuances. Citizens and staff seeking answers to basic land use questions will 
need to navigate through a highly convoluted and patch-work set of development 
codes. 

An obvious solution to this problem would be to modify Chapter 10 of Lane Code 
and adopt ordinances so that it would apply to the UGA of Eugene and 
Springfield. Chapter 10 is currently applicable within the UGAs of all the small 
cities, so this action would greatly Simplify the regulatory landscape within the 
county. During this process outdated provisions of Chapter 10 could be removed 
and extensive amendments could be made to further Simplify and modemize the 
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code. It's estimated that a minimum of .40 FTE would be required to incorporate 
the existing Eugene and Springfield UGA ordinance language into Chapter 10. 
These updates would need to remain consistent with the applicable Metro Plan 
policies and designations. Additional staff resources (up to 1.5 FTE) would be 
required to implement needed house keeping and organizational code 
amendments. Costs for these services would range between $49,000 - and 
$184,000. 

Actions resulting from the termination of the UTAs and the associated Metro Plan 
amendments would consume approximately 2.4 FTE for a period of one year 
with a total a cost of $231,000 - $285,000. Additional costs would be incurred if 
amendments to Lane Code Chapter 10 are made, bringing the total costs of this 
work to $280,000 - $469,000. 

4.4 UGA Building and Planning Services: Workload and Staff Impacts 

Because the majority of development proposed in the UTA would require 
annexation, cost recovery for the County providing Planning and Building 
services would be low to nonexistent. Sections 4.2 and 4.3 outlined the actions 
and resources required to reassume building and planning authority inside the 
Metro Plan UGA. What follows is an overview of the potential effect this 
expanded authority could have on staff resources. 

Presently the cities of Eugene and Springfield provide building and planning 
services within the UGA. The cities issue building, electrical, mechanical and 
plumbing permits and process a range of land use applications including special 
use permits and land division applications. City inspectors work inside the UGA 
to ensure that building projects meet code requirements. 

The City of Eugene estimates that it annually processes about 120 land use 
permits in the UGA. Over 90% of these permits typically involve development 
that triggers an annexation. Specific building permit data within the UGA was not 
readily available from Eugene but the City did estimate in 2008 that building 
permit activity in the UGA generates approximately $135,000 annually. Building 
and Planning Permit figures for the Springfield UGA were unavailable at the 
drafting of this memo. However, estimates of the antldpated permit volume of 
this area can be gleaned through a comparison of current county permit numbers 
by population. 

According to data extrapolated from the 2006 state certified population flQures for 
Lane County cities, there are neariy 100,000 residents residing outside of an 
incorporated city who receive building and planning services from Lane County. 
In the 2007-2008 Fiscal Year, Lane County issued 1,932 building permits (this 
flQure includes spedalty permits for electrical, mechanical and plumbing work). 
During this same timeframe LMD staff processed 1,429 land use applications. 
This figure includes all sub-types of land-use permits except speCific land use 
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approvals in conjunction with building permits. This equates to one building 
permit per 51 residents per year and one land use permit per 70 residents per 
year. Following this logic, the addition of 31,000 residents could potentially 
augment the annual workload of the LMD Building and Planning programs by 
608 and 442 permits, respectively. 

In addition to the issuance of permits, a major element of administering a building 
and planning program is customer service - responding to public inquiries and 
delivering timely and accurate development related information to property 
owners. Data quantifying the amount of customer service the cities provide 
specifically to UGA residents was not available - but it is likely substantial. Again, 
a comparison of county services by population is helpful. 

In an average month, LMD Planning Program staff will respond either in person 
or over the phone to approximately 660 general land use information requests. 
This translates to roughly 1 information request per 12.5 residents. Once again, 
increasing LMD's customer base by 31,000 additional residents could result in an 
additional 2,480 information requests per year. Specific data on building-related 
information requests is not maintained but is estimated that its volume is about a 
75% less than what the Planning Program handles. 

Translating these hypothetical figures into actual FTE requirements is 
problematic. This is primarily because it's not certain that residents within the 
UGA will have the same permit needs as other county residents. Nor can it be 
determined exactly what types of permits will be applied for or how complex they 
will be. Additionally, the current slump in the housing and real estate markets has 
some effect on both the city and county permit data. 

Despite these unknowns it is a safe assumption that reassuming planning and 
building authority inside the UGA will require a substantial increase in staffing. At 
a minimum it is likely that three additional positions would be needed. These 
would include a Building Inspector, a Land Management Technician and a 
Planner. Based on current salaries and operational overheads (calculated at 
Step 3) it would cost approximately $298,000 per year to fund all three positions. 
Revenues from increased permit activity would cover a portion of these costs. 
However, a large bulk of the work that would result from UTA termination would 
involve general information requests. Because the majority of development 
resulting from these inquires would require annexation, cost recovery for these 
services would be low to nonexistent. 

4.5 UTA Termination Cost Summary 

The total costs resulting from UTA termination as described in sections 4.2 - 4.4 
are summarized in Table 1, below. 
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$9,000 - $1L.V~'VI 
$92,000 - $1"",\JVvl 

Initial Required Expenses (Section 4.2) 

Public information campaign 
Fundamental Metro Plan amendments 
Electronic and hardcopy file transfer $10,000 - $20,000 
Eugene and Springfield ordinance training $120.000 - $130.000 

subtotal: $231.000 - $285,000 

10"tio,nal but Recommended Expenses (Section 4.3) 

Code Chapter 10 amendments 
subtotal: $280,000 - $469,000 

IAI'ItnUBI Expenses (Section 4.4) 

1 FTE Building Inspector $103,950 
1 FTE Planner $106,575 
1 FTE Land Management Technician $87.475 

$298,000subtotal: 

Total 1st Year Costs for UTA Termination: 

Annual Costs Thereafter: 

4.6 Alternatives to UTA Termination 

The Board has identified several metro plan-related issues in need of 
examination. These include concerns about: growth and the loss of high value 
farmland, the role of the Metropolitan Policy Committee (MPC) in dispute 
resolution, citizen representation within the UTA and others. Dissolution of the 
UTAs will not address all of these complex issues. Furthermore, tel1l1inating the 
UTAs and adopting necessary amendments to the Metro Plan and Lane Code 
Chapter 10 will carry a high price tag. As discussed above, it's estimated that an 
initial outlay of $280,000 - $469,000 will be required. Additionally, depending on 
the increased workload resulting from UTA tel1l1ination, LMD may need to hire up 
to three additional staff with an annual cost of approximately $298,000. 
Considering these high costs, coupled with the fact that abrogating the UTAs will 
not be the panacea to all identified metro issues, the Board may wish to consider 
other approaches in lieu of, or in combination with, UTA termination. 

A. Metro Plan Amendments 

The Metro Plan is a broad public policy document and as such, it is intended to 
be adaptable to the changing needs of the communities which rely upon it. As a 
Metro Partner, the county may initiate amendments to the plan at anytime in 
order to ensure that it remains consistent with needs of Lane County and its 
citizens. Any number of substantive changes may be proposed. These could 
include amendments that would change the geographical boundaries of the plan 
or establish a process to address citizens that are represented by the county but 
have their development permits approved by the city. Or. amendments could be 
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proposed to modify the underlying growth management and service delivery 
policies found in the plan. The Board has the discretion to determine what 
components of the Metro Plan are functioning. which are not and what changes 
should be made. To date. the Board has been clear in identifying what problems 
it perceives within the Metro Plan. As mentioned earlier staff are developing 
proposals and working with the cities to integrate proposed changes into the 
changes to the Metro Plan required to implement HB 3337. 

B. Joint Management Agreements 

As a practical matter and under the statewide planning program. implementing 
sUbstantive changes to the Metro Plan will likely require that one or more joint 
management agreements be put in place between the county and the cities of 
Eugene and Springfield. These agreements could be substantially similar to 
existing agreements between the county and the small cities. which articulate the 
roles. responsibilities and critical administrative procedures each jurisdiction 
carries out with regards to the UGBs. Depending on how any future Metro Plan 
jOint management agreements are structured. they may provide the county an 
important vehicle to further address some of the underlying problems inherent in 
the administration of the Metro Plan. 

5. ACTION 

The information presented in this memo was provided at the direction of the 
Board for discussion purposes only. Therefore. no action is requested at this 
time. 

6. FOLLOW·UP 

Staff will provide additional information or clarifications at the request of the 
Board. 

7. ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A: June 1. 2009. JED Subcommittee Recommendations 

Attachment B: Map of the Urban Growth Area of Eugene and Springfield 
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Attachment A. 

Subcommittee Recommendations 

June 1,2009 

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

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

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

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

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