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Volume Ill - Background Documents (Presented 
November 2003 through October 2004) 

1. Council Resolution #1741, Initiating Woodburn Comprehensive Plan text and 
map, Woodburn Development Ordinance (WOO) and Zoning Map amendments, 
November 24, 2003 

2. Marion County Population Coordination Process (2002-04) 

a. Marion County Letter to DLCD re: 'Woodburn Population Coordination- Periodic 
Review Grant Planning Activities," May 9, 2002 

b. Woodburn City Administrator Letter to Marion County Board of Commissioners 
re: "Population Coordination Work Session," September 2, 2004 

c. Winterowd Memorandum re: Marion Countv Comprehensive Plan Amendments 
to Update the Coordinated 2020 Population Projections for the Citv of Woodburn 
and for Marion Countv, November 10, 2004 

d. Notice of Public Hearing, Marion County Board of Commissioners (including 
Draft Ordinance 1201 updating the population projections for the City of 
Woodburn and Marion County), received October 5, 2004 

e. DLCD Notice of Adoption, Ordinance 1201 , Mailed November 30, 2004 

3. Joint City Council/ Planning Commission Work Session Staff Report 
Regarding Periodic Review Amendment Package, November 13, 2003 

a. Joint City Council/ Planning Commission Work Session Agenda for Periodic 
Review Amendment Package, November 17, 2003 

b. Winterbrook Memorandum re: "Joint Planning Commission I City Council Work 
Session," November 11, 2003 

c. Winterbrook Power Point Presentation (includes draft Buildable Lands and 
Natural Resources Maps, supporting maps and summary tables) 

d . November 17, 2005 Work Session Minutes 

4. Draft Revised Woodburn Comprehensive Plan, Volume I Goals and Policies 
(Winterbrook Planning, November 2003) 

5. Draft Woodburn Comprehensive Plan, Volume II Supporting Documents 
(Winterbrook Planning, November 2003) 

a. Draft Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Planning, November 
2003 (Note: ECONorthwest documents were presented to the Planning 
Commission and City Council and are included in Volume I findings.) 

b. Draft Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI), Inside the Proposed 
Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary, Winterbrook Planning, November 2003 

c. Draft Technical Report 2.A, Potential UGB Expansion Area Analys is I Natural 
Resources Inventory, Winterbrook Planning , November 2002 

d. Draft Technical Report 2.B, Preliminary Transportation Scenarios for UGB 
Alternatives Analysis and TSP Modeling 
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e. Draft Technical Report 3, Woodburn Residential Land Needs· Analysis, 
Winterbrook Planning, November 2003, including The Housing I Land Needs 
Model M (HCDC, July 2003 run) · 

6. Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA), ECONorthwest, May 2001 

7. Economic Development Strategy (EDS), ECONorthwest, June 2001 

8. Preliminary Analysis - Statewide Planning Goal Compliance Issues, Winterowd 
Planning Services, June 11, 2001 

9. ECONorthwest Memoranda (2002-03) 

a. "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020", April 
29, 2002 

b. "Woodburn Occupation/Wage Forecast," March 20, 2003 
c. "Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries," October 20, 2003 

10. Woodburn Recreation and Parks Comments re: "Community/Municipal Park 
Acreage Need Analysis," July 21, 2003 

11. Draft Revised Woodburn Development Ordinance (Winterbrook Planning, 
November 2003) 

12. Draft Revised Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Maps (Ecotrust, November 
2003) 

13. Department of Land Conservation and Development Letter re: "Advisory 
Comments of Draft Periodic Review Tasks," April21 , 2004 

14. Winterbrook Planning Memorandum re: "April21, 2004 Letter from Kevin 
Cronin, DLCD to Jim Mulder," April 26, 2004 

15. Periodic Review Notification Lists 

16. Woodburn Open Houses (Summer 2004) 

a. Urban Growth Management Project Open House, Affidavit of Mailing, Jim 
Mulder, April 1, 2004 

b. Woodburn UGB Open House - Summary of Responses to Questionnaire, April 
15,2004 

c. Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Open House, Sign-In Sheet and 
Questionnaires, April 29, 2004 

d. Woodburn UGB Maps Displayed at Open Houses 
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November 24, 2003 

TO: Mayor and City Council through City Administrator 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Jim Mulder, Director of Community Development r 
Resolution Initiating Consideration of Amendments Resulting from 
Completion of Periodic Review Tasks 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Approve the attached resolution initiating consideration of legislative 
amendments to the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan text and map, Woodburn 
Development Ordinance and Woodburn zoning map resulting from completion 
of Periodic Review Tasks 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. 

BACKGROUND: 

On November 17, 2003, the City Council held a joint work session with the 
Planning Commission to hear a presentation regarding comprehensive plan c:md 
zoning amendments proposed as a result of completion of various periodic 
review tasks. The Council and Commission were provided with a proposed 
schedule for considering the proposed amendments which establishes January 
8, 2004 as the first public hearing before the Planning Commission and February 
23, 2004 as the first public hearing before the City Council. The Woodburn 
Development Ordinance requires that the City Council initiate a legislative land 
use amendment by resolution. 

DISCUSSION: 

Staff has prepared the attached resolution to initiate proposed amendments to 
the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan text and map, Woodburn Development 
Ordinance and Woodburn zoning map resulting from completion of Periodic 
Review Tasks 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. The resolution also refers the proposed 
amendments to the Planning Commission for recommendation to the .City 
Council. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

Agenda Item Review: Cily Admlnistra Cily A Horney~ Flnanc........_.LLL. 
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Mayor and City Council 
November 24, 2003 
Page2 

The financial impact associated with the recommended action has previously 
been addressed by budgeting the anticipated funds necessary to cdmplete 
periodic review tasks. However, if the Council makes significant changes to the 
proposed amendments, or if there is an appeal or remand of the Council's 
decision, additional funding may be necessary to complete the proposed 
amendments. 

Attachment: 
Resolution Initiating Proposed Amendments 
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COUNCIL BILL NO. 

RESOLUTION NO. 

A RESOLUTION INITIATING CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
TO THE WOODBURN COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TEXT AND MAP, WOODBURN 
DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE AND WOODBURN ZONING MAP RESULTING 
FROM COMPLETION OF PERIODIC REVIEW TASKS 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. 

WHEREAS, the City ofWoodburn has completed Periodic Review Tasks 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 
and8; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to consider legislative amendments to the Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan text and map, Woodburn Development Ordinance and Woodburn zoning 
map resulting from completion of said periodic review tasks; and 

WHEREAS, Section 4.101.17 ofthe Woodburn Development Ordinance requires the City 
Council to initiate a legislative amendment by resolution; NOW THEREFORE: 

THE CITY OF WOODBURN RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Pursuant to Woodburn Development Ordinance Section 4.101.17, 
consideration oflegislative amendments to the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan text and map, 
Woodburn Development Ordinance and Woodburn zoning map resulting from completion of 
Periodic Review Tasks 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 is initiated and referred to the Planning Commission 
for recommendation to the City Council. 

ApprovedastoForm2l·2':<r40 II- 20- zot:Jy 
City Attorney Date 

APPROVED 
~~~~~~~---------KATIIRYN FIGLEY, MAYOR 

Passed by the Council 

Submitted to the Mayor 

Approved by the Mayor 

Filed in the Office of the Recorder 

ATTEST ______________________ __ 

Mary Tennant, City Recorder 
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' Chapter 1 Introduction 

) 

BACKGROUND 
Tbia report ia part of a project to improve the chances that Woodburn will 

get the type and quality of economic development ita citizens desire by 
deecribin1 (1) what kind of development haa happened, ia likely. and ia 
poeaible; and (2) exiatin1 policies and future policy options. By describinc the 
economic information about those i.aauea, the project also allowa the City to 
meet re(luirementa of the Land Conservation and Development Commission 
regardinc economic development plannina (Goal9). 

The project ia divided into two phases, each endin1 in a report. Tb.ia 
report, the &orwmic Opportunity Analy1il, ia the product £or the fint phase, 
whieh focuaea on deacribinc past economic conditione. and likely and pouible 
economic futurea. It providea the baae Qf information for a more detailed 
diacusaion of policy and implementation that will occur in the aeoond phase. 
which will end with a second report: Development Strategiu. 

METHODS 
The data and methode used in this report derive from three related types 

of requirements: requirements of state policy, requirements of the scope of 
work for tbia project, and standards for sound policy analysis. We began work 
by reviewinc Orecon Statewide Planninc Goal9 and the administrative rule 
that implement. Goal 9 (OAR 660-009) to make sure the required elements of 
a Goal 9 analysia are addressed in this report. 

. The theory underlyinc the analytica,l techniques used in this report is 
explained in Chapter 2. The methode used in the economic analysis are 
explained in more detail in Chaptera 3. 4, and 5. In general, the methods 
include: 

• Review of the literature on economic development 

• Review oflocal policies regarding economic development and buildable 
land, including the: 

• City of Woodburn CompreMnsive Plan (as amended October 1999) 

• Downtown Development Plan. · 

• Woodburn Buildable Lands and Urbanization Project (2000) 

• Woodburn Transportation System Plan (1998) 

• Highway 214 Alternativea Study (1999) 

• I-51 Highway 214 Interchange Refinement Plan Study (2000) 

• Use of existing data sources for socioeconomic and demographic 
information, including the US Census, the employment data from the 
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-·"•"" &:u.uployment Uepartment, state economic forecasts, and 
Clarita~ (a private purveyor of marketin1 and demoll'aphic data) 

• Interview& with realtors, property managera, and economic 
development epecialista to document the land and location needs of 

· target induetriea 

Several data soureea in this report, including ES-202 data from the 
Orecon Employment Department and demoifaphic data from Claritaa, are 
for the 97071 zip coda area. which includea Woodburn and the surrounding 
rural area that aeta mail with a Woodburn addreu. Figure 1-1 ahowa that 
the 97071 zip code area extenda east into C\ackamaa County, west almost to 
the Willamette River, and north and south of W oodburn'a city limits, but does 
not include Gervaia (which ia in the 97026 zip code area). 

Figure 1-1. 97071 zip code area 
r 

· . . . 
t7JOJ 

)/ 
t10l2 

t7011 
. .... t7e71 

.t71 

Source: ESRI Inc. btto:lhnapserver2.esri comtadoltw9dsJmaps/greenmap26129.gif 

This report frequently uses the terms sector and industry when· referring 
to data and economic conditions. Sectors are groups of industries, as defined 
by the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) system. For example, the 
Lumber & Wood Producta industry is part of the Manufacturing sector. 
Sectors (in bold) and selected industries are illustrated in Figure 1-2. 

Figure 1-2. Sectors and selected Industries 
Agricultural ServlcH, Forestry, & FlshertH 
Mining 
Construction 
Manufacturing 

Food Processing 
Lumb« & Wood Products 
Paper & AlRed Products 
Primary Metal 
lnduatl1al Machinery 
Electrtcal ~ Electronic Equipment 
Transportation Equipment 

Tranaportatlon, Utilities, & Communication 
Wholesale Trade 
Retail Trade 

Food Stores 
Eating & Drinking Places 

Ffnance,lnaurance, and Real Estate (F.I.R.E.) 
ServlcH 

Business Services 
Health Servl<:et 

Government 

While this study addres8es issues of buildable land and housing in the 
context of economic development, it is neither a buildable lands study nor a 
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__ ---• CIU.lCU.JIIW \at defined by Goal 10 or ORS 197 .296). It relies on . 
information from other City atudiea to addre11 these iaauea. 

FRAMEWORK FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

• 

The framework for eeonomic development it defined by OAR 660-009. The 
administrative rulea pertainina to Goal 9 require three key element.: 

1. Economic Opportunitiu Analysit (OAR 660-009·00 15). The economic 
opportunitiea analysis (EOA) requirea communitiea to review national 
and atate trenda, identify target induatriea, and identify site 
requirement. of induatriea that may loeate or expand in the 
jurisdiction. 'l'lte EOA ~p,.uat also include an inventory of land a 
available for commercial and induatrial development. 

2. Induatrial an.d commercial deuelopmem policia (OAR 660.009-0020). 
Citiu are reqUired to develop policiea based on the EO A. The policiea 
must iDclude community development objective• that deacribe the 
overaJl objective• for economic development in the plannin1 area and 
identify eategoriea or particular type a of induatrial and commercial 
uaea desired by the community . . Consistent with the community 
development objectivea, citiea must adopt policiea to designate an 
adequate number of sitea of auitable sizea. typea and loc:ationa and 
enaure neceaaary public facilitiea through the public facilities plan for 
the planning area. 

3. Duignation. of lan.cU for in.dustrial ·an.d commercial use. (OAR 660-
009-00~5. Cities must adopt appropriate implementing meaaurea · 
including: (1) identification of needed sitea; (2) asaeaament of the long· 
term supply of land available for commercial and industrial uses; and 
(3) evaluation of the short-term supply of serviceable sites. 

WHAT DRIVES LONG-RUN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT? 
Though there are compelling reasons for setting goals at the beginning of 

a project. doing so is not without problema. Germane to the iaauea we are 
dealing with ia the fact that goals, and to even a greater extent the more 
specific objectives that derive from them, are (or should be influenced) by a 
pragmatic understanding of the relationships between cause and efl'eet in the 
system of interest. Without that understanding one risks pursuing goals that 
are unattainable, or actions that are inefficient in achieving them. Some 
rudimentary understanding of the relationships ia essential to developing 
defensible answers to the overarching policy question: what happens when I 
pull this policy lever? 

Even with sweeping simplifying assumptions, a regional economic system 
is still a complex one that is difficult to modeL much lees to predict without 
the benefita of models, on the basis of intuition alone. Nonetheless, that is 
how the large majority of economic development policies get adopted. In light 
of that reality, the purpose of this section and the following figures is to 
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__ __ ----- ...-...erg• eu~\l eaecta tnat will make.. the , 
intuitions inore informed. 

Ficure 1·3 shows the primary driver& of urban powth as generally 
accepted by urban and reJional ecQnomiat.. It illustrates that household• artt 
attracted to different regiona baaed on their estimation (explicit or implicit, . \ 
ac:c\irate or not) of the tradeofti amonc three categories of varia)lles: 
availability ofjoba, wages, coat oflivinc, and everything else (which ia a 
broad definition of quality of life). The phrase Zn.d paych«k reters to all those 
other things that houaeholda want. The arrows and ai&Ds illustrate the 
tradeotU. 

For example, if wages increase, other things equal, a region becomes more 
attractive and p-owth ia etimulatecl (mi&ration occurt, and ultimately the 
residential and commercial development to accommodate that P"Owth). Other 
thinca, of course, are not equal. That crowth can cauae the coat of livina to 
increase, which decreaaea regional attractiveneaa (but alao creates preaaure 
to increase wapa). To the extent that houaebolda believe that a relion ofl'era 
natural and cultural amenitiea (quality of life) that are valuable, they will be 
willinc to pay more (coat of Uvinl) or accept len (the first paycheck) to live in 
the region. 

Figure 1-3 greatly overaimplifiea the dynamics of arowth. Each of ita 
elementa could be expanded into another clialfam. For example, there ia a 
feedback from ll'Owth to wagea: more ll'Owth usually means more demand for 
labor, which means higher wages to ration an increasingly scarce supply. 
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1ST PAYCHECK 

Wages, Jobs, lob 
secunty and 

diversity)-

-----}:::> 2ND PAYCHECK 

(Quality of life, 
livability, urban and 

environmental 
amenity) 

-

COST OF LIVING 

-t 
REGIONAL ATTRACTIVENESS 

+t 
GROWTH 
(population, 
employment, 

businesses, built 
space) 

.Ait another example, if one were to expand the element labeled 2nd 
paycheck, one would find that regional economic -growth does not have 
unambiguous effects on the seoond·paycheek components of quality of life. 
Buaineea growth affects component& of quality of life either directly or 
indirectly through ita impact on population growth. If a generalization is 
required, urban growth probably tends to increase urban amenities 
(shopping, entertainment. and organized recreational opportunities) and 
decrease the environmental quality and the capacity of infrastructure. 

Figure 1-4 shows that there are many policies a region can adopt to 
influence the factors affect economic development. Taking just one example, 
if a region decided it wanted to affect urban form (for example, because of 
supposed beneficial effects on the cost of infrastructure and quality of life) 
there are many categories of policies (e.g., land use, transportation, other 
public facilities) and many subcategories (e.g., for land use: traditional 
zoning, minimum-density zoning, design standards, etc.; for public facilities: 
deaign standards, concurrency requirements, financial incentives, system 
development charges and exactions, etc.). 
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Categories of public policy and key factors they Influence 

Polley Categories 
Factors Influenced 

by Pottcfes 

Air and Water Quality 
Natural Resources 
Farmland 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUAUTY 

URBAN AMENITY 

Transportatlo- . 
Water and Sewer 

Housing 
Land Development 
ark & Open Space 

Schools 
Urban Design 
Arts,Cu"ure, & 
Recreation 
Ubrary 

INFRASTRUCTURE 
AND SERVICES 

BUSINESS PRODUCTION 
COSTS 

COST OF. UVING 
Economic 

Development 

To summarize the conclusions: 

• At a regional level, three categories of variables interact to make a 
region grow: wagea, quality of life, and cost of living. 

• This simple categorization quickly geta complex: many sub-categories 
exist, which interact in complicated ways not only within categories, 
but also across them. 

• Quality-of-life £actors have been demonstrated empirically to influence 
residential and business location decisions. _,. 

~--' . ' 
• Thus. public policymakera must consider a multitude of £actors as the} 

try to adopt optimal economic development policies. It is no longer as 
simple as just recruiting big industries. 

CITY GOALS FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

3 
26 

Overall, Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan goals and policies are 
supportive or economic development. They seek to ensure that sufficient land 
ia available £or economic growth. that development occurs in an orderly 
fashion that ia coordinated with public service provision, and that the traffic 
and pollution impacts or growth are mitigated. A list of Comprehensive Plan 
goalil relevant to economic development is presented in Appendix A. 

While being generally supportive, changes to these goals and policies may 
be needed if Woodburn seeks to adopt new economic development strategies. 
Potential amendments to the Comprehensive Plan will be addressed briefly 
in this report and in detail in the Development Strategy report that will 
follow this Economic Opportunities Analysis . 
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vn.u~rttLA liON OF THIS REPORT 
'l1Ua report ia organized aa follows: 

Chapter 1: Introduction descri~t the theoretical backifOund for the 
methoda and analyait in thil report in termt ofbuildinc quality communities 
Uld the economica of location deciaiona by ho~holdt and firma. This chapter 
alao summarizes key City coala and policiea related to economic development. 

Chapter 1: The Woodburn Economy con taint an overview of the 
Woodburn economy, a review of national and statewide trenda and forecasts 
aa the context for economic crowth in W9Qdburn. and previous forecasts of 
population and employment growth developed for Woodburn. 

Chapter 8: _.-actort Affectin1 Economic Development in Woodburn 
di.ecuaaet the condition of theae factora in WoOdburn and how thia comparee 
with other location.t in the North Willamette Valley. The factora included in 
thia chapter are location. buildable land. labor force, housq, public eervicea, 
tran.apo~tion, renewable and non-renewable re&ourcet, and quality of life. 

Ch.apter •= TarJet lndustrlet identifies criteria for aelectinc target 
induatriea, appliee these criteria to employment data Cor Woodburn and the 
North Valley recion to select tarcet industries, and cliecusaes the locational 
needa of these target industries. 

Chapter tkConclualona summarizes key pointa from the previous 
cbapten and makea a 'preliminary identification of potential economic 
development po~ea. 

Tbia report also includes two appendices. Appendix A:. City Goals for 
Economic D~velopment liata Comprehensive Plan goals that are related to 
economic development. and Appendix B: Deacrlpttona of Target 
lndustrlet providee a description of the target industries discussed in 
Chapter 4. 
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Chapter 2 
I 

rne Woodburn Economy 

OVERVIEW OF WOODBURN ECONOMY 

• 

Table 2·1 ahowa population baa grown faater in Woodburn than in Marion 
County, the North Valley recion, and Ore1on u a whole over the 1980-2000 · 
period. In the 1980a Woodburn ~feW at an avera1e annual rate of 1.8%. while 
other areaa in Table 2·1 ~feW at.an avera1e annual rate of only 0.8%-1.1%. 

The 2000 Cenaua placed Woodburn'• population at 20,100-a figure 2,260 
persona hiaher than the 2000 PSU estimate of 17,840. In the 19901 
Woodburn grew at an averap annual rate of 4.1% compared to 1.9%--2.2% in 
other are-.1. Woodburn'• share of Marion County'• population hu increased 
from 5.5% in 1980 to 7.1% in 2000. 

Table 2-1. Population In Oregon, the Portland area, Marlon County, 
aind Woodburn, 198()..:.2000I 

AAGR 
1880 1990 2000 ~180-1990 tiR=2ooo 

Oregon 2,833,158 2,842,321 3,421,399 0.8% 1.9% 
North Valley 1,356,646 1,517,868 1,87.8.425 1.1% 2.1% 
Marton County 204,692 228.483 I 284,834 1.1% 2.2% 
Woodburn 11.198 131404 . 20.100 1.8% 4.1% 
Souroe: PoputaUon ReMan:h c.nier, Por1lend 81ate UniiMrllt1· "'Ngon Population lnc:reuM ~ ,.._ 1\M . 
OMoNif Main In lhi1HW tpNee Releate ol Declmber 13. 2000): 1M OfWQOft PopuMllott ~U.S. 
Cenaua ol Population and Houllna. 2000. Oeta tor the NcMu. Valley ~- sunmertred br ECONorthweiL 
~: /4N3R Ia A~ AMUIII C)fO'Mh R*. l'he NcMih Valley region conUta of C1llc:brnae, Mw1on. 
Mullnomah. Poll. Washington. and .V8mhll CcMniM. 

:!"---

Table 2-2 shows covered employmenta in the 97071 zip code are&, which 
oonaiata of Woodburn and the surroundinc area by sector and industry.• Table 
2·2 doea not report employment in industriea where there are fewer than 
three firma in order to maintain the confidentiality of individual employers. 
The industries with the larieet level of 1999 employment in the WoOdburn 
area are Lumber & Wood Products (1,013), Food Stores (880), Local 
Government (841), Food & Kindred Producta (776), Agricultural Production· 
Crops (775), and Eatina & Drinkina Places (548). Together these industries 
account for 4,833 jobs or 55% of total employment in the Woodburn area. The 
data in Table 2·2 is based on confidential recorda for individual employers 

• Orecon covered employment and payroU iD!ormation ia baaed on tu reporta submitted quarterly by employen subject 
to Unemployment lnaurance (UI) law and by the procram of Unemployment Compensation (or Federal Employee• 
(UCFE). 'l'bua, 'covered' employment and payroU refen to workera and wacea that are covered by unemployment 
insurance. Moat acricultural employment ia not covered. Beeau.e Woodburn ia in an area with a lot ol Cum employment. 
the covered employment eatimatee undereatima~ total employment. 

• 'l'hia report will make frequent UN ol the tums uct4r and indtutry. &ctora an il'OUPS of in.du.t1U1, u defined in the 
Standard industrial Claasificatioo ayatem used for economic atatiatica. For example, the Manulacturin1 se<:tor c:ontaina 
the Lumber & Wood Produeta, Primary Metal, and other manu!acturinc industries. 

Woodt-.• .-- ,... 3 portunitles Analysis 
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_ _ - -r-J u.&aau. uepanment. A review of theae recorda allow a a 
more det$iled deacription ·of the llll'le employment induatriea: 

• Over hall of the Lumber & Wood Producta employment in the 
Woodburn area i.e in two firma, Fleetwood Homea and Silvercreet, that 
manufacture mobile homes. 

• Moat of the employment in Food Sto~a i.e with Winco Foods, and moat 
of these employee• are probably engapd in warehousing and 
distribution rather than in operatin1 a p-ocery atore. Moat of the 
remaininc employment in thia industry ~ in three 
grocery/convenience atorea with 60-100 employees. 

• About 70% of Local Government employment ia in education. 

• Moat of the employment in Food Proeeaain1 ia in firma that process 
frozen fruita and vegetable a. • 

• Employment in Crop Production ia in a lar&e number of aman farma 
growiq hope. berriea, ve1etablee, bulba, and nursery stock. The only 
employen in Crop Production with over 100 employees are in the 
Nursery Producta industry. 

• Eati.nc & Drinkin1 Place employment ia spread amon1 36 employere 
with an avera1e of lli emploYees; none of these employera have over 
50 employeea. 

Total covered employment in the Woodburn area ~w from 6,552 in 1990 
to 8,714 in 1999, an increase of 3,162 or 57%. Table 2-3 ahowa employment 
growth in the Woodburn area by sector and industry between 1990 and 1999. 
Employment 11'Qwth was led by Food Storea (which added 606 jobs), Local 
Gove~ent (370), Agricultural Servicea (8.33), Lumber & WOod Products 
(246), and General Merchandise atorea (286). Together these industries added 
1,790 joba or 57% of covered employment growth in the Woodburn area. 

Several induatriea had percentage growth ratea far exceeding the 67% 
average growth rate for the Woodburn area in the 1990-1999 period. These 
indue~e• include Social Service• (which grew by 671 %), Agricultural 
Servicea (476%), General Merchandiae storea (326%), Apparel (281%), Food 
Storea (221%), and both Durable and Nondurable Wholesale Trade 
(181-198%). Of theae industries, all but Apparel stores and Nondurable 
Wholesale Trade added more than 100 joba over the 1990-1999 period. 

a AiriFrozenlooda allDounced the cloeure of their Woodburn plant in January 2001. Ve&etable procesainc will continue 
throuch April2001 and aome adm.iniatrative joba willlaat throuch June 2001. Tht cl.oaint oC UU. pbnt willl.a'y off 440 
year-round worken. AiriFroun wUl alao eloee plant. in Walla Walla and Gn.ndview, Wuhinpn. 

The eloaure of these pbnt.l i.e indicative of trend.t in th• food proceaaint industry, which include overproduction. 
con.aolid.ttion of cuatomen (p-ocery atorea and food service aupplien), a atront dollar that makea US iooda rebtively 
more expenaive Cor Coreirn purclluera, and competition from low-coat market.. Given tbeee tnncU, it il unlikely that 
another firm will reopen the Woodburn pbnt or that other major food proceaa.ora willl~te in the Woodburn '"a in the 
near future. 
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v• """ ov wwVlaua&tnCluatriea abown in Table 2·3, 22 of them added •· 
fewer than ~ joba in the 1990-1999 period. lnduatriea that lost joba over tbia 
period include Poreatry (-tS4r), Buildinc Material• atorea (·16), and Heavy 
Conatruction (·10) . . 

Table 2-2. Covered emplc~yment and payroll In the 97071 zip code 
area, 1990 and 1999 

triO 1'" 
heW II~ SIC I Unite ,. • Unite lm Peyrol 
Xe&UHU.. O(..wr. '""n• . ii 11 · na 11 tu 1~7021 
~Produdlon · Ciopl 01 3e 171 St,1ti,OM 3& 771 S11.31UOI 
~ s.w. 07 1<4 70 $1,010,1M 11 403 $4.&61,483 
Fomiry oe 11 eo $84<4,724 4 3e seoe.et~ 
Mlnlnt t t $0 0 0 SO 
~ U 201 $4,1M,W II 311 $11,ott.1U 
GtnniiSuldlne Con1radota 11 20 83 $1,87t,G43 21 172 $1,001,4M 
HtawConeWdloft 11 3 u S411.211 3 11 lo44M.m 
spec~~~ Tl'lldl CclnndlorS 11 u 111 U.-434.271 a1 1t1 n.aueo 
~ ll 1;1M SM,4tr,120 31 2.111 SIIMI,110 
Food&KindrldProdudl 20 I &13 S11.012Att 7 771 S11,147.2t3 
L.unber&WDM~ 24 12 711 $11.eee.3ZI 11 1,013 $2l,tl0.171 
Pnitne .. N*hlnl 27 1 32 ·$101.111 4 27 $121,128 
lnduebW ~a Equlpmert 38 · ' 1t $2,111.220 3 121 $4,111.830 
T..,.por111an &Utllltlee 22 171 S4.0r1.- 24 211 w ...... 
TNdllnt&Witehoullno 42 12 14 S1M1.111 12 123 $3.111.282 
~ 41 , 11 U72.fM 5 23 Mt7:l87 
'Mol•all Tncle 20 101 a.-.- 22 2M ~11.011 
Dunb11 Qooda 50 10 5I 11.321.411 10 1M $4,t4t,320 
Noncknbll Goods 51 10 <43 $10t,321 12 128 $3,441,7el 
fWall Tr.dt 101 t,1M $11.712.111 141 2.340 $14,111.111 
IWidlng ......... 152 12 180 $4,111.411 11 144 $4,234,232 
Gentnl Men:handtM sa. 2 12 $141.188 5 307 sa.oez.m 
Food -... 54 ,. 274 P.at.141 11 eeo s21 .141.4n 
~~·SeMele 81 22 111 13.441,143 1t 274 $8,844,09 
~ ee a 11 1171,814 11 et H28,1A 
F&m~an trr • 11 n ... .m 14 42 sm.-
EIInl • Dmldnt 61 21 381 $2.722.113 37 548 $8.351.271 
MMI .. IMUa Rat81 9 18 47 1122,172 a i4 S1.2M.Mt 
fiMnc:.. ~ • "-al eat.te H 141 13.221.111 A m sa.714.001 
DepollofJ IMtltutoM 60 4 73 ~.271- 14 78 $2,472.171 
~nMnnoe ~~e.,. 64 e 24 S4G.I12 e 24 sen.3a 
Reale... 65 11 50 $417.211 25 111 $1,110,011 
a.mc.. . 121 117 ..,,.,. ,.., 101 $1 •• 121.274 
HoWe a Lodging Places 70 3 33 $211,334 e 5I $647 ,ees 
PenoN~ s.w:.. 12 12 51 $112.321 11 "' sm.l74 
auu..~ 73 10 38 $110,182 18 5I $1,141,371 
A* Aepllr a SeMen 75 e se St11,1M 13 58 SU14,528 

. ~ Repelr 78 4 5 $82,781 7 7 $17:1.212 
~&Recreation 7t 4 37 sm.nt a 65 $714,822 
Hta~~t s.w:.. eo 2e 211 s2,eet,1a 28 212 S4.m.r40 
Legll SeMcM at 5 15 $283.841 8 1e $427,oel 
Educatlonll S.Nkes 82 2 23 $232,oot . 4 28 $477,142 
SodalseMcM 83 13 24 $288,748 14 185 $3,-495,529 
MemberaNpOrgantz.atloM ee 11 ee $554,411 23 &7 $1,190,N1 
E~ & Man.gement 87 10 23 $418,003 11 20 $646,501 
PIMM HouMholda 88 o4 II $41,107 8 3 $101.885 
Honca...lftable it 10 2 $11,111 I I $17,212 
ocwemmet~t 4 471 se.aoa,ttS • 142 $20,111,041 
Loc:ll . 3 471 JU02.25t 4 &41 $20,8et,3M 
Total c~ Employment -411 ue2 ltiA!UM en 1,714 1201.171.427 

,!f: :· .. 

Source: Oregon Employment Department. Confidential Es-202 Employment Data providtd to ECONorthWest. 
Notet: 'Noodbum area employment summarized by ECONorthwett; CCJered employment does not Include 
moat farm employment. thus the ~bit undereatlmat" total employment. 
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Table 2·3. Covered employment growth 
and average payroll per employee In the 

\.iUNTEXT FOR ECONOMIC 
GROWTH IN WOODBURN 

97071 zip code area · · 

s.c1or /lnduatry 
Agrtcui&; FomGY, Flihint 
Agrtc:ultunll Prod~ ·Crops 
Ag~ SINic::et 

EmP dr&Wih PayiEn\p 
1ft0;.1Ht " 

371 Stift 111,61 
97 14% $19,8&8 

Economic development in Woodburn over 
the next _twenty yean. will occu,r in the context 
of lonc·term national trenda. The moat 
important of these ttenda include a: 

FOIMUy 
Mining 
Conatrvctlon 
GenetW Building ConlndOra 
Heavy Construction 
Spedll Trade Contractora 
Manufacturing 
Food & KlncSred Products 
Lumber & Wood Produc:tl 
Prlntlng ' PubllsNng 
lnduAill Mac:t\IMfy & Equipment 
T~pofiltlon & utlltlee 
Tn.ddnQ &Wenlhoullng 
CornmUnlcatlone. 
Wholnalt Trade 
OUnibie OoocM 
~biiGooda 
RetaiTrade 
8ulld1ng Mateftall 
GeneNI Men:handlse 
Foodatcn. . 
~Oe...,.&Servlal 
AppaNI 
Fumltu .. 
Eating & Ortnklng 
~Retal 
Flnance, lneuranc:e, & Real Eatatl 
Oepollay lnstltutlolll 
IMU1'8nCe A.genta 
Reale.tata 
S.rvtcee 
Hotela & lodging Placet 
Personal SeMen 
eUslne.. SeMc:ea 
Auto Repair & SeNic:.H 
Miaoellaneoua Repair 
~nt & Rec:reatlon 
Health S4Nvk::ft 
LegaiSeMCIM 
Educational Servk.ea 
Social Services 
Membenhlp Or1,;1anlzationa 
Engineering & Management 
Prtvat. Households 
Nonctasslftable 
Government 
LOGII 
Total Employment 

333 476% $12,051 
-54 ~ $14,138 

0 0% nla 
110 It% $21,Ht 
108 173'4 $29,108 
·10 -<43'4 $36,t21 
81 6~ $28,3Q2 

371 22'4 $2t,UO 
83 12% $23,388 

248 32% $25,8&7 
-6 -18'4 $23,318 
50 83% $32.418 

101 11'4 no.ae 
58 ~ $31,565 

7 ... ,.. $30,31.7 
112 111% ...... 
107 1811)ft $28,116 
86 1981)ft . $28,921 

1,174 101'4 $23,102 
·11 -10% $28,404· 
236 3281)ft $18,481 
608 221% $31,848 
78 41% $31,Me 
-46 211% $13,588 
21 163% $17,218 

162 o42% $11,694 
37 7~ $15,-483 
74 10% $21.141 

3 4'4 $32,538 
0 0'4 $21,068 

61 122'4 $17,201 
308 12'4 $11,211 
25 76'4 $11,171 
-2 ~'4 $18,991 
49 126%· $13,027 

3 5'4 $27,365 
2 o40% $2-4,7-45 

28 76'4 $10,994 
.... -2'4 $22,537 
1 7% $26,692 
8 26'4 $1e.•n 

161 671% $18,895 
21 32% $13,682 
-3 -13% $32,275 
-2 -40% $3S,295 
3 150% $11,460 

371 7i% $24,140 
370 79% 124,815 

Source: Oregon Employment Department CoondenUat E$-202 
Employment Data provided to ECONorthwesl Growth and pay pe< 
employee ca~\aled by ECONorthwesl 

• Continued weetward migration or the 
U.S. population, and the increasinc role 
of amenitiea and other non-wage 
factora aa determinant. of the location 
decisiona of houeeholda and firma. 

• Growth in Pacific Rim trade. 

• The rrowinc importance of education aa 
a determinant of wagea and houaehold 
income. 

• The decline of employment in reaource· 
intenaive industries and the increase in 
employment in service-oriented and 
lUsh-tech manufacturing sectors of the 
economy. 

• The increasing integration of non­
metropolitan and metropolitan areas. 

Short-term national trenda will alao affect 
economic growth in the region. but these 
trends are difficult to predict. At times these 
trends may run counter to the long:term 
trends described above. A recent example is 
the downturn in Asian economies. which 
caused Oregon's export& to Pacific Rim 
countries to decline. Thia in turn led to layoffs 
in the Lumber & Wood Products and high-tech 
Manufacturing industries. The Asian 
economies, however, have substantially 
recovered, arid Pacific Rim trade will continue 
to play a significant role in the national, state, 
and local economy. Thia report takes a lone­
run perspective on the Woodburn economy (as 
the Goal 9 requirementa intend) and does not 
attempt to predict short-run business cycles. 

Economic development in Woodburn will 
also be affec~d by long·run economic trends in 
Oregon and the Willamette Valley. The 
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_ _ _____ - ... -~.-.. ua• recen~ uencla in population, income, and 
employ~ent arowth in Oreaon. the Portland area. Marion County, and 
Woodburn. Thia ia followed by_ the economic outlook tor Ore1011. Recent 
economic trend• and the economic outlook tor Orecon form a primary ba1il 
for our expectatione of future trenda ancl developmen_t pattel'Diin Woodbur: -- \ 
We will use these trenda to develop a preliminary forec:aat of·powth·in .. 
W®dburn that will reflect likely srowth in the absence of public policy to 
afrect economic development. Opportunitie1 and conatrainte affectin1 future 
economic development in Woodburn. potential economic development poUciea, 
and the outlook for growth in Woodburn are addressed later in thia report. 

ECONOMIC TRENDS IN OREGON 

POPULAnON 

Ore1on'a economy ia &ener&lly more cyclical than the nation'e, P"Owinl 
faster than the national economy durin1 expanaione and contractin1 more 
rapidl)- than the nation durin1 receaaione. Thia pattem ia shown ia Table 2·4, 
which preaenta data on populatiOn in the U. .S., Oreson. and selected areu in 
onion over the 1970-2000. period. Table 2-4 ahowl Ore&on ifeW moN 
rapidly than the U.S. in the 1970a and 1990a (which were &enerally 
expansionary perioda) but laaed behind the U.S. in the 1980a. Oregon' a slow 
powth in the 19801 waa primarily due to the nationwide recession early in 
the decade. Oreson'a population &Nwth regained momentum in 1987, 
growinc at annual ratea of 1.4%-2.9% between 1988 and 1996. The 
Willamette Valley received over 70% of the state's population growth durinc 
thia period. 1_;.:'~ ~) 

Population growth for Orecon and ita regiona slowed in 1997, to 1.1% 
atatewWe, tb, slowest rate since 1987. Net miaration into Orecon, which ia 
the larseat component of population growth, drOpped from 85,000 ~ ·1996 to 
18,000 in 1999. The reaaou moat often cited for this alowinc of popUlation 
crowth are the recovery of the California economy. the combination of a high 
coat of livin1 (especially housing) l!llld low wagea in Oregon, and a perceived 
decline in the quality of Orecon'a schools. 

The WiUamette Valley baa always been the center of growth in Oregon. 
The population growth rate in the Willamette Valley haa exceeded that of the 
atate in every decade except durins the 1970s. Almost 70% of Oregon' a 
population ia located in the Willamette Valley, which contains only 14% of 
the state's land area. Moat of the Willamette Valleys population ia 
concentrated in the metropolitan areas of Portland, Salem, and Eugene.• 

Woodburn and Marion County have grown faster than other areas in 
Table 2-4 throughout the 1970-2000 period. Marion County's share of 
Oregon's population has increased from 7.2% in 1970 to 8.3% in 2000. 

• The Will.amette Valley ia composed of Benton, Clackamaa, Lane, Linn, Marion, Multnomah, Polk, Washina-ton. and 
Yamhill countiea. 

- . 

Volume · Opportunities Analysis May 2001 ECONorthwest 3 Page 2-5 

Page 32 



• 

_ __ •• .-.vu """UDty"l population hal increased from 5.0% in 
1970 to 7.1% in 2000. . . 

Table 2-4. Population In the U.S., Oregon, W\llamette Valley, Portland Area, 
Marlon County, and Woodbum,1970-2000 

1110 1tt0 2000 
u.s. ui o.8i 1.2;c; 
Ortp\ 
\\11\ameltl Valley 
N<>ttl 'lanty 
Marion C4unty 
'Wo1:1Jbum 

203,211,921 
2,ot1,385 
1,448,694 
1,107,$48 

151,308 
7,<495 

228,545,806 
2.833.1.51 
1,788;577 
1,368,&46 

204,882 
11,195 

2<48,7oe·.an 
2,&42,321 
1,982,111 
1,517,866 

221,<483 
13,<404 

2&1,421.a 
3,<421,398 
2,380,808 
1,871,<426 

284,834 
20,100 

2.3% 0.8% 1.8% 
2.1% 0.8" 1.8% 
2.Q4M, 1.1% 2.1% 
3.1% 1.1% 2.2% 
4.1% 1.1~ 4.1% 

Between 1990 and 1999, almoat. 70% of Orecon'a total population crowth 
waa from net milration ('m-miaration minu. out-micration), with the 
remaininc 30% from natural increase {birtlw minua deatha). Micrauta to 
Orecon tend to have the eame characteriatica u •xiatin& reeidenta. with eome 
difl'erence.-recent in-micranta to Orecon are, on averap, younpr and more 
educated, and are more likely to bold profeeaional or managerial joba, 
compared to Orecon'a exiatinc population. The race i.nd ethnicity of in· 
JDicra,nta cenerally minora Oreson'• eatabliahed pattern, with one exception: 
Hi.Spanica make up more than 7% of in-miaranta but only 3% of the state'• 
population. The number--one reason cited by in-micranta for comina to . 
Oregon waa family or friends. followed by quality oflire and employment.• 

Net migration accounted for about 63% of population powth in Marion 
County in the 1990-1999 period. A review of the 1999 Oregon. ln.-migration. 
Stud' ahowa the chaftcteriatica of migrants to Oreaon that located in Region 
3 (Marion, Polk, and Yambi11 Counties) vary from the characteristics tor 
migrant& to all of Oregon in several ways: 

• A larger share o£ migrant& to Region 3 came moved to Oregon for a job 
(47.4% in Recion 3 va. 36.3% in Oregon) or family and trienda (51.4% 
VI. 45.1 %). Fewer migrants to Region 3 moved to Oregon tor quallty or 
life (36. 7% va. 43.8%). 

• Of migrant& who worked before moving to Oregon, a larger share of 
those who located in Region 3 worked in Construction/Maintenance 
(13.4% ve. 6.9%) and Clerical/ Administrative Support (21.0% va. 
13.7%). A smaller share of migrant& to Regiol13 worked in 
Professio11al Technical occupations (17 .9% ve. 34.9%) before moving to 
Oregon. 

'State of Oregon, Employment Department. 1999. 1999 Oregon In· migration Study. 
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• a. W'l&r share of micranta to Reaion 8 bad annual household income a 
leaa than $15,000 before movinc to Oreson (29.5% va. 22.9%) and a 
smaller a hare of micranta to Recion 8 hacl annual houaeholcl incomes 
greater than $55,000 before movinc to Oreson (20.6% va. 28.2%). 

• A larger share of micranta in Region 3 are doinc different work than 
they were be Core they moved to Oregon (46.8% va. 39.2%). Of migrants 
doinc different work. a larcer share are now in ProCeaaionaVrecbnical 
position& (40.9% va. 22.5%). 

• The current hourly wage of migrants in Region 3 is $13.50, compared 
to $15.19 in aU ofOrecon. 

Data on the number and characteristics of migrants to Woodburn are not 
available. 

PERSONAL INCOME 

3 

34 

Fisure 2·1 shows the level of per capita income. in the U.S., Oregon, the 
North Valley region, and Marion County over the 1969-1998 period. 

Before the early-80a recesaion, per capita income in Oregon waa close to 
the U.S. level. ranging from 96%--102% of the U.S. average between 1969 and 
1981. Oregon' a per capita inc:ome began to faU in 1980, dropping aa low aa 
92% of the U.S. average durinc 1985--1988 before climbinc back to 96% of the 
U.S. average by 1996. Per capita income in the North Valley region, which 
includes Portland and ita suburbs, has exceeded the U.S. and Oregon averase 
over the 1969-1998 period, ranging from 100%-111CK of the U.S. average r ·-, 
over this period. " 

Per capita income in Marion County baa been below the U .8. and Oregon 
average throughout the 1969-1998 perioclahown in Figure 2·1. Marion 
County'a per· capita income peaked at 98% the U.S. averase in 1976 but 
declined, along with the Oregon average, in the recession of the early 1980e. 
Per capita income in Marion County fell to 85% of the U.S. average by 1986 
and baa not exceeded 89% of the U.S. average eince that time. 

These differences of a few percentage pointe may seem insignificant: they 
are not. They indicate that average income• in Marion County are below 
those of most other counties in Oregon, and suggest Woodburn resident& have 
a different occupational composition, lower wages, hisher unemployment 
rates, or a larger percentage of non-workers (e.c., children and retired). 
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_ _ _ . -· ·-~·- ... \jume an u.s., Oregon, the North Valley 
region, and Marton County, 1969-1998 (In 1998 dol1ara) 

$30,000 -

$25,000 . 

$20,000 

- - -- -- North Valley 
--u.s. 
---Oregon 
---Marton County 

$10,000 ' ' ' I 

1969 1972 1975 1978 1981 1984 1987 1990 1993 1996 

Source: U.S. 0epa1tment of Commerce, Bureau of Economic AnalyiiL ~- Reglomll Economic /nlotmatlon 
System (REIS). ~so. 

EMPLOYMENT 

Employment growth be generally followed the trend of population 
growth_ but employment crowth variee more because employment ia more 
closely tied to economic conditiona. As for population. over 70% of Oregon's 
employment ia located in the Willatnette Valley. The Valley a1ao experienced 
the largest losa of employment in the recesaion of the early 1980s. 

The composition of Oregon's employment has changed since 1969. 
Employment growth baa been led by the Finance, Insurance and Real Estate 
(F .I.R.E.) and Service a sectora. The share of total employment in these 
sectors increased from 25% to 35% between 1969 and 1995. Slow growth in 
Manufacturing caused ita share of total employment to decline from 20% to 
13'Aa over this period, while other sectors grew at rates close to the statewide 
average. 

In the last 20 years Oregon's economy has made a transition away from 
reliance on traditional resource-extraction industries, with the growth of 
high-tech manufacturing, services, and trade! A significant indicator of this 
transition is the decline of employment in the Lumber & Wood Products 
industry and the concurrent growth of employment in high-technology 
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manwacturinl induatriea (Industrial Machinery, Electronic Equipment, and 
lnatrumentl). Employment in Lumber & Wood Product& baa declined from ita 
1979 peak. while employment in high-tech industries aurpaaaed·that in 
Lumber & Wood Products 1995. 

While this tranaition baa increased the diversity of employment within 
Oregon, it baa not significantly improved Oregon' a diversity relative to the 
national economy. Oregon' a relative diversity baa historically ranked low 
amonc itatea, primarily due to dependence on the timber industry. Oregon 
ranked 36&1a in diversity (1• =moat diveraified) baaed on Grose State Product 
data Cor 1963-1986, and 32 ... baaed on data !or the 1977-1996 period. While 
Ore&on'a economy haa diversified. it ia atill heavily dependent on several 
induatrie.-<>re&on'a diversity rankine remaina low due to disproportionately 
lara• timber, biah tech. and agricultural induatriea. Relatively low economic 
diversity increase• the risk of economic volatility u meaeured by chancea in 
outPut or employment. For example, while Oreson baa enjoyed the upaide of 
increaaina concentration in blah-tech manulacturina, the 1999 Asian bankinc 
criaia haa indicated the risk of Orecon'• reliance on the high-tech 
manufacturina industry .• · 

The chanainc compoaition of employment baa not atTected all regiona of 
Orecon evenly. Growth in bigh .. tech and Servicea employD1ent baa been 
concentrated in urban areas of the Wtllamette Valley and Southern Oregon, 
particularly in W a&hington, Benton, and Josephine Counties. The brunt of 
the decline in Lumber & Wood Product& employment waa felt in rural 
Orecon. where these jobs represented a larger ahare of total employment and 
an even larger share of high-paying joba than in urban areas. 

PUBLIC POLICY 

Changing economic conditione in Oregon have not only been affected by 
national and international trenda, but also by government action in Oregon. 
State policy made a concerted effort to attract industries with tax policy (e.g., 
no unitary tax, which would tax world-wide corporate income of buaineeaes 
operating in Ore con), chance• in c:Orporation codes, reforms to reduce the 
coats of workers' compensation. investments in infrastructure, and other 
incentives (e.g., enterprise zonea and the Strategic Investment Program, 
which attempts to stimulate capital-intensive industries through property 
tax abatement). The State baa encouraged international trade and 
investments with ·missions and offices in Japan, Taiwan, and other Pacific 
Rim countries. State policy on land use al\d environmental quality aim at 
preserving the natural and cultural amenities that make Oregon attractive to 
ita current and potential residents and businesses-but their effects, 
however, is not unambiguous, since they may also raise taxes, fees, and land 
development costa. 

• U!Bre, Jon. 1999. "Diveni.fication and the Orei()n Economy: An Update." Ortgon Labor Trtru:U. February . 
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The State'alonc-term forecast of population and employment in Ore con. 

the Portland area. and Marion County ia shown in Table 2·5 (a lon1·term 
t'oncut.for citiea ia not available). Table 2·15 showa'pop~tion and 
employment in Marion County ia expected to pow a~ a faster annual average 
rate than in the Portland area or in Orecon aa a whole over the twenty-year 
forecaat period. Marion County ~ expected to add over 92,000 people and 
36,000 jobe between 2000 and 2020. · 

Table 2-5. Population and employment forecast for Oregon, 
the Port1and area, and Marlon County, 2000-2020 

Population 
Oregon 
Nor1h VaUey 
Marton County 

Employment 

AAGR · 
2000 2010 2020 2000-2020 

3,408,000 3,867,000 4,328,000 
1,860, 7 40 2,110,866 2,387,993 

285.975 331.026 378.208 

Oregon 1,801,718 1,814,27tt 1,947,702 1.0% 
Nof1h vaney 981,332·· 1,112,809 1,198,858 1.0%. 
Marion Countv 131.622· 163.015 187.821 1.2% 

Sou'cl: Stall of Oregon. Of'llce of Economic~ 1a87. Long-Term Popullltlon and Employment Forec:aata 
for Oregon.~ DepiRneN ol AdmlniltniUYe 8eMcM. .-...y .. 
Not.: EmplooJment II ftOIHgliculutll wege and sallwy employment~. The Nofth V•ley region conlllta of 
Ctacbrna, ~. Multnon\lh; Polt, WuNngton, Mil Yamhll eounue.. 

Table 2-6 ehowa the Oreaon Employment Department' a t4tn-year forecast 
for employment by industry for the Portland Area (Clackamas, Clark, 
Columbia, Multnomah, and Waahiqton Counties) and Wor~ Region 3 
(Marion, Polk. andY amhill Counties). The level of industry detail in thia 
forecast variea by area. with laraer areaa bavinc more detail. The data in 
Table 2·6 baa been summarized ·at the level of detail available for Region· 3, 
because this level of detail ia available for all areas. 

Table 2-6 showa that employment growth in Region 3, which includei 
W oodbum, should be led by the Selvices, Retail Trade, and Government 
sectora, which together are expected to add 22,300 joba or 77% of total 
employment growth in the region. Rich-growth induatriea within these 
sectors include Other Service&, Local Government, Buaineaa Service&, Health 
Services, and Eating & Drinking Places. Manufacturing ia expected to add 
2,300 joba or 8% of total employment growth in Region 3, primarily in Other 
Durable Goods industries. 

Employment growth in the Portland area is expected to be led by the 
Services, Retail Trade, and Manufacturing sectors, which together will add 
134,700 jobs or 70% of total employment growth in the area. High-growth 
industries in these sectors include Business Services (which ia projected to 
add 32,600 jobs), Eating & Drinking Places (13,300), Health Services 
(12,500), Social Services (10,100), and Electronic & Other Electrical 
Equipment (9,000). Manufacturing employment growth in the Portland area 
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u expectecl to increase by 12.2% in the ten-year projection period, compared 
to 9.5% in ~Jion S. 

Table 2-6. F9recaat nonfarm payroll employment growth In the Portland Area and 
Workforce Region 3, 199&.-2008 

Sector I Industry 

Mlnlnt & Quanylng 
·Con1trucUon 
Manufacturing 
Durable Goods 

Lumber & Wood Products 
Other Durable Goods 

Nondurable GOOds 
Food ·& Kindred Products 
Otber Nondurable Good• 

Trans., Comm., & UtiiiU• 
TransportaUon 
Communications & Utilities 

Wholnale Trade 
Retail Trade 

General Merchandise Stores 
Food Stores 

• Eating & Drinking Places 
Other Retail Trade 

Fin., In•., and Real Estate 
Ser~lcea 

Busineaa Services 
Health Services 
Other Services 

Government 
Federal Government 
State Government 
Local Government · 

Total 

Portlan~ Area 
Growth % Chanae 

Region 3 
Growth % Chanae 

Portland + Region 3 
Growth % Chanae 

300 
1,000 

11,300 
16,900 

-500 
17,400 

1,400 
-400 

1,800 
1,500 
8,100 
1,400 

13,800 
3i,800 

3,800 
3,400 

13,300 
11,100 

9,800 
84,800 
32,600 
12,500 
39,700 
15,700 

300 
1,700 

13 700 
192.800 

27.3% 
11.7% 
12.2% 
15.4% . 
-5.7% 
17.2% 

3.5% 
-4.1% 
5.9% 

17 .. 8% 
21 .5% 

8.9% 
11.7% 
11.1% 
19.5% 
15.0% 
22.0% 
18.6% 
14.7% 
32.8% 
51.0% 
20.3% 
29.9% 
1.3.8% 

1.6% 
13.5% 
16.2% 
20.7% 

100 25.0% 400 21.7% 
1,400 14.7% 10,400 11.4% 
2,300 9 .1% 20,100 11.1% 
1,800 12.6% 18,700 15.1% 

100 2.0% -400 -2.9% 
1,700 18.5% 19,100 17.5% 

500 5.1% 1,900 3.8% 
100 1.6% -300 -1 .9% 
400 10.5% 2,200 8.4% 
tOO 11.1% 10,400 17.1% 
700 20.6% 8,800 21.4% 
200 15.4% 1,600 9.<4% 

1,100 21.2% 14,100 11.8% 
5,700 11.5% 37,300 11.1% 
1,100 27.5% 4,900 20.9% 

800 16.7% 4,200 15.3% 
2,100 19.4% 15,400 21.6% 
1,700 17.5% 12,800 18.4% 
1,000 12.8% 

11,700 21.8% 
10,800 14.6% 
98,600 32.4% 

2,900 ~8.2% 35,500 49.7% 
2,200 18.8% 14,700 20.1% 
6,600 33.2% 46,300 30.3% 
4,900 11.8% 20,600 13.1% 

100 4.6% 400 2.0% 
1,600 8.3% 3,300 10.4% 
3 200 15.8% 16 900 18.1% 

29.100 18.0% 221.900 20.3% 

Table 2-6 shows the employment growth rate in Region 3 is expected to 
lag behind other areas, with total employ~ent growing by 18% compared to 
18.5% in Oregon and 20.7% in the Portland area. The employment growth 
rate in Region 3 exceeds that of the Portland area for only Transportation, 
Communications, & Utilities and Wholesale Trade sectors. 
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.. ·-. '""'g rVI'\C\iA~l5 OF ECONOMIC GROWTH IN . . 

WOODBU·RN 
Tlie county coordinated 2020 population forecaat for Woodburn ia 26,290. 

Thia £orecaat ia baaed on a population allocation that waa completed prior to 
the 2000 Cenaua count. 

Portland State University publlahed a July 1, 2000 population estimate of 
17,840 for the City of Woodburn. The 2000 Cenaua count placed the City'a 
population ·at 20, ioo aa of April 1, 2000; a filure 2,230 persona higher than 
the PSU estimate. 

The difference• between the two population· foreasta present somewhat of 
a dilismma for W oodbum. If one accepta the 2020 population foreeast of 
26,200, ancl the 2000 Cenaua·oount of20,100, Woodburn baa already 
conaumed a aipilicant portion of ita population (ofecaat. Tbia assertion, 
however, hat problema. Between 1990 and 2000, Woodburn crew by neuly 
7,000 penona, or at an annual rate of • .1%. The population forecast baaed on 
the PSU 2000 population of 17,840 the coordinated forecaat tranalatea into an 
averace annualcrowth rate of 2.0% over the 2~2020 period. Thia rate ia 
sipificantly lower than ~ 1990-2000 trend. If one aocepte the 2000 Cenaua, 
the average annual growth rate decreaael to 1.4%. 

Given historical trend&, the City's population forecast may prove to 
underestimate future growth in Woodburn., 

To our knowledge a coordinated forecast of employment in Woodburn has 
not been developed. To eatimate future travel demand, the Woodburn 
Tran.spartatio" Syttem Plan (June 1996) estimated employment growth of 
3,221 over the 1991-2020 period.· With a 1991 employment level of 5,045 thia 
tranelatea into a 2020 employment level of 8,266 or an average annual 
growth rate of 1. 7%. Thia rate exceeds the forecast annual average 
employment growth rate in Marion County (1.2%), the North Valley region 
(1.0%) and Oregon (1.0%) shown in Table 2-5. 
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a-actors Anecting Future Economic 
chaptar3 Development in Woodburn 

The preliminary growth foreaat in the previoua section implicitly 
asa\UDel that the ~nomic t'actora that in1luenced ~wth in Woodburn in the 
past will behave in a similar way in the futuze. However, that forecast 
repreaenta onlJ one poaaible future and actual powth could be more or lese 
dependinc on national and reP,nal economic conditione and the economic 
attributea of Woodburn. National and regional economic oonditiona were 
addressed in Chapter 2, and there ia little that Woodburn can do to aft'ecl 
these co~ditiona. Woodburn, however, cian influence local attribute• that 
afrect economic development. Thi.a chapter reviewaloeal factora affectin1 
economic development in Woodbum and the advantacea. opportunitiea, 
diaadvimtacea, and constrainta these factora preaent. Thia review, and the 
tarcet induatrY analyaia that foUowa, will form the basia for developinc 
ecQnomic development airatepea !of Woodburn. 

WHAT IS COMPARATIVE ADVANTAGE? 
Each eoonomic region baa dif!'erent combinations of productive factors: 

land (and natural resources), labor (includinc technological expertise), and 
capital (investment. in infrastructure, tecbnoloey, and public services). While 
all areu have these facton to some decree, the mix and condition of these 
Cactora vuy. The uiix and condition of productive factors may allow firma in a 
recion, to produce I90da and service• more cheaply than firma in other ( 
tegiollL· 

By a.ffectinc the coat of production, comparative advantages affect the 
pattern of ~nomic development in a region relative to other regions. Goal 9 
recopizea thia by requirinc plana to include an analyaia or the relative 
supply and coet of factors of production. An analysis or comparative 
advantage depends on the geographie areaa being compared-this chapter 
focuses on the comparative advantages of Woodburn relative to the Northern 
Willamette Valley. 

LOCATION 
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Woodburn's location on 1·5 and proximity to the Portland and Salem 
metropolitan areas ia the primary factor that will affect ita future 
development. Being located on 1·5 near Portland and Salem creates several 
advantages and opportunities. Retail businesses located along the 1-5 corridor 
may benefit from increased visibility. The Factory Outlet Mall and Wal-Mart 
are examples of businesses that benefit from visibility from 1·6. All 
businessea in Woodburn may benefit from increased accessibility to potential 
customers, suppliers, and employees. Proximity to I-6 and the Portland and 
Salem areas may also benefit resident& o£ Woodburn by providing convenient 
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amenitie•· 

Both the Portlal,ld and Salem metropolitan area• are expected to lfOW 
over the. twenty-year plannina period. Population and.employment crowth in 
Portlan4 an~ Salem will alao create opportunitiea for economic development 
in Wood}>~. Employment arowth in these urban ueaa will increase the job 
opportunities tot residents of.Woodburn. A. these urban areas become 
pbyaicany larger and commute timet increase, Woodburn may become more 
attractive aa a residential location for people who work in Portland or Salem. 
Urban ll'owth may also make Woodburn a more attractive location for 
businesses who need to be near Portland or Salem. 

BUILDABLE LAND 

' 

An analysia of buildable land waa recently completed for the City of 
Woodburn.• Thia analysia included an inventory of vacant, partially vacant, 
and redevelopabl.e land in Woodburn, an estimate of demand for buildable 
land, and potential policiea that could affect land supply or demand. Table a. 
1 summariZe• the aupply and demand conditione for buildable land in 
Woodburn over the 1999-2020 period. 

Table 3-1. Buildable land supply and demand conditions 
ln the Woodburn UGB, 1999-2020 

Surplus 
Comprehensive Plan Designation Supp'Y Demand (Deficit) 
Low-Dentlty Residential 535.0 340.3 194.7 
High-Density Residential . 121.1 117.3 3.8 
Convnerclal 146.0 148.0 0.0 
Industrial 107.9 440.0 (332.1) 
School Facilities (Public or Residential) n/a 71 .7 n/a 
Total _ 910.0 1.115.3 (205.3) 

So...:e: Md<Nver~ Inc., W&H Pacific. E.O. HoYee & Company, Gabr1ele Development 
S.rvket. and Manda B4tdc*l Design. 2000. WoodbLm ~ Lenda and Utbanlrallott 
PnJ#«L FlMl ~ IMued Februaly 7. Table 5. 
Now. The Woodburn Buldable ~and UfbanlzaUon Prot-=t flncnr~ had not been adopted 
by 11M City at the tine thll report wa cornpleled. The City had not adopted lind use efllcllncy 
me•urM as required by OR8 1 VT .298 at the time this report was completed. 

Table 3·1 shows that Woodburn is expected to have an overall deficit of 
205.3 acres over the 1999-2020 period. Estimates by comprehensive plan 
designation show a 194.7 acre surplus for low-density residential land and a 
332.1 acre deficit for industrial land. Sine4! the McKeever/Morria report was 
completed in 2000. additional development has occurred on industrial land in 
'the northern parts of Woodburn. The development consumed about 34 acres 
off of NE front. This development increases the deficit of industrial land to 
364 acres. 

• McKe.ver!Morri.a Inc., W&H Pacifi.e, E.D. Hovee & Company, Gabriele Development Servicee, and Manda Beckett 
Desiifn. 2000. Woodburn Buildable Land. and Urbaniz<Uicn Project. Final report iaaued Febroary 7 . 

Page 3-2 EGO Northwest May 2001 Woodburn Economic Volume 
Page 

3 
41 



• 

'ne ouuGaDle 1an<11 analysia showa supply and demand for high-density 
reaidential and commercial land ia evenly matched, but the report doea not 
state whether. tl}e available land ia in the right location to accommodate 
expected growth. The City doea not have a separate plan designation for 
schoola, eo there ia no land supply shown for the 71.1 acrea needed for school 
canatruction over the 199&-2020 period. The buildable lands report statea 
that low-density residential land will probably be used for schools. 

The Recommended Alternative in the buildable lands analysis contains 
several auggeated policy changea that could affect the supply of or demand for 
buildable land over the 1999-.-2020 period:• 

• Change apecitled parcela designated for Commercial, Low­
Density Residential, and Hlah-Denaity Residential to Mixed 
U ae Campua. This change would apply to three site a in the 
Woodburn UGB: 

• A 38.4 net acre aite south ofWal-Mart, adjacent to 1-5 and weat or 
Evergreen Drive. This site ia currently designated tOr commercial 
use. 

• A 22.5 net acre site located on the north side of Highway 211, 
abutting the MacLaren State Correctional Facility. This site is 
currently designated for commercial use . 

• An 11.6 net acre site in the southern portion of Woodburn adjacent 
to the Union Pacific r&ilroad tracb on the west property line and 
Boonea Ferry Road on· the east property line. Thia site is currently 
designated tOr low-density residential use. rr· 

The Mixed Use Campua (MUC) designation would be a new plan 
designation in Woodburn, and is intended to create a "campua like" 
environment with industrial and commercial uaee that are compatible 
with each other. Assuming that 50% ofMUC land is developed with 
commercial "sea and 50% is developed with industrial uaee, thia 
change would chance the supply of buildable land by a decrease of 
11.6 Low-Density Residential acres, a decrease of 24.6 Commercial 
acres, and an increase o£ 33.2 Industrial acres. 

• Increase density range and minbnum density for low-density 
residential uses. This change would increase the minimum lot size 
for single-family dwellings from 6,000 to 8,000 sq. ft. for residential 
land annexed into the city, retain the current 6,000 sq. ft. minimum 
for reaidential .property currently withlU the city, allow a minimum lot 
size of 6,000 sq. ft. in planned unit developments, and allow duplexes 
outright on corner residential lots with a minimum lot size of 3,500 sq. 

• These chan&e• are di.Kussed ae part of the Recommended Alternative oo pa&ea 10-27 of the Woodburn Buildabu 
Land. Cl1ld Urbani.wtion Projtct report (McKeever/Morria Inc. et. al. 2000). The City had not adopted these chan&et at 
the time tb.i.a report wu completed. 
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-- r-• .__,. a...- "~'I" WOWQ resUlt ~ hiiher·denaity residential 
development, effectively deereaain1 demand for low-density · 
residential land by 8.9 acres. 

• Reduce off-etreet' .parldnt ata.ndarda for retail development by 
chanllnl the current mlnlmum atandard to a maximum 
standard. Thia will increase the lot coverall or retail development. 
eft'ectively reducin1 the demand for commercial land by 17.6 acres . . 

• Allow acceaaory dwell.lnl unita ln residential zonea. Tbia change 
would allow acceaaory dwellin1 unite in residential zones that are. 
within the primary residential structure. Aasuminc 20 ac:Cesaory units 
replace multi-family unite etl'~ively reducea the demand for hi1h· 
density residential land by 1 acre. · 

• Expand the UGB· ~ offset the ahortace of industrial land an4 
to include all of the Tukwila reaidentlal devel9pmen~ 'l'hb 
action would add four areu to Woodburn's UGB to add 207.8 acres of 
industrial land ~nd 28.7 acres oflow-denaity residential land: 

• 97.5 net acres of industrial land located west of the Winoo Foods 
property west of 1-5. 

• 48.8 net acres of industrial land located northwest of the 1-5 
intercha~ge. 

• 61.5 net acres of industrial land located adjacent to other 
industrial uses in the southeast corner of Woodburn. 

• 28.7 net acres oflow-denaity residential land located adjacent to 
the northem city limit. 

Other changes included in the Recommended Alternative would have a 
negligible affect on the supply or demand Cor buildable land, or have impacts 
that are too complex to estimate reliably. Table 3·2 summarizes the changes 
to the supply and demand of buildable land aesociated with the policy actions 
included in the Recommended Alternative of the buildable landa analysis. 
Table 3-2 shows that the ad.jua~mente included in the Recommended 
Alternative re1ult in an overall surplus of 68.6 acres, rather than the 205.3-
acre deficit shown in Table 3·1. Even with the adjustments included in the 
Recommended Alternative, Woodburn ia estimated to have a 7.1-acre deficit 
of Commercial land and an 88.1·acre deficit of Industrial land. Demand for 
School Facilitie• (71.7 acres) ia expected to be met by Low-Density 
Residential land, leaving a surplus of 149 acres. 
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.. __ __ .. - .. - -- - _ ...... .., ....... "' •upp•y ana aemana tn 
Woodburn, 1999-2020 (tn acres) · · . 

Comprehentlve Plan Dealgnatlon 
low-Dentlty Htgh.Oentlty School 

Reelcltntlal Rttldtntlal Commercial lnduatrlal Facllltlte T ... -..,., 
Current Land Supply 535.0 121.1 148.0 107.9 n/a 9. 

Change designated use to MUC (11.8) 0.0 (24.6) 38.2 0.0 o.u 
Expand the UGB 28.7 0.0 0.0 207.8 0.0 238.5 

Adluetecl Land Supply 852.1 121.1 121.4 351.1 0.0 1,148.5 
Estimated Land Demand 340.3 117.3 148.0 440.0 71.7 1,115.3 

Increase residential density (8.9) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (8.9) 
Reduce off-street pactlng standards 0.0 0.0 (17.6) 0.0 0.0 (17 .5) 
Allow accessor.y dweiUng units 0.0 (1.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 (1 .0) 

Adluateclland Demand 331.4 11!.3 121.5 «O.O 71.7 1,087.9 
TotallandSurplua(Oeflcitl 220.7 4.8 (7.1) (88.1) (71.7) 68.6 

Sowce: ECO~ ~from Mc:l<eriefi'Montllno.. W&H Pldftc, E.O. HewN & Company, o.brtele 0.. 1lapmenl s.Mcle. and 
Manda Beckel Design. 2000. ~ Suldel* L.enc* end '-"**.llbl Proi«Jt. F1nlll report IMued Ftbnwy 7. P-ea- 1G-21. 
NcM: The Woodburn Suidlblll..lndlend \Jtbanl:utloft Protect ... bed net been 8doslCed trt the Cl)' It the tme thil report was completed. 
T'he C1y h.t net ldopted lend UM el'llcilnc¥ mNIUfM It required b¥ ORI 1 '17.2tlll the time thil report was CIOI'I\plet.d. 
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Fiaure 3-1 showa vacant and partially-vacant parcela in Woodburn's UGB. 
Analyaia of the inventory of vacant and partially-vacant pa.rcela over five net 
buildable acrea abowa that Woodburn haa only two vacant and three 
partially-vacant commercial parcela, and only four vacant and four partially-
vacant industrial parcels. that meet tbia criteria. Woodburn b,aa only no fully 
vacant parcels and one partially-vacant industrial pareella.rger than 10 net 
buildable acres. Net buildable acrea for each vacant and partially-vacant 
parcel was calculated in the Woodburn. Buildabl4t Lan.ds and Urbanization. 
Project report. and equals croaa acree minua areaa identified aa wetlands and 
land that will be needed for public lacilitiea. (··- · 

Figure 3-1. Vacant and partially-vacant commercial and Industrial 
sites In Woodburn 
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Note: Numbera Identify potentlll dewlopmeM tlM wre contlguoua pa~la total~ than 6 buildable tent. 

OAR 660-009•00 15 (3) require a an inventory of commercial and industrial 
sitea. The rule allow a conti&Uoui parcela of one to five areu to be inventoried 
tosetber. We identified aitea with conti&UOUI vacant or partially-vacant tax 
Iota thattosether totaled o_ver five J;let buildable acrea. We identified four 
sitea that mei tbia criteria in Woodburn: two industrial sites, and three 
commercial sites. 

Table 3-3. Contiguous commercial and Industrial 
sites of more than five acres 

LocatloniT~ lot 
Industrial .Sites 

Site 1: NE. Front 
051'MM50 01800 
051'Ml4C 03100 
051'Ml50 03500 

Subt9tal 
Coriunerca.a Sltea 

Sta~a 

Vacant 
PartialfV-Vacant 
Partla11y-Vacant 

Site 3: SE of 21M-I Interchange 
052W13 00200 Vacant 
052W14 00100 Vacant 

Subtotal 
Site 4: NE of 21M-5 Interchange 

052W12B 00600 Vacant 
052W128 00601 Vacant 
052W128 01000 Vacant 
052W128 01101 Vaeant 

Subtotal 
Site 1: NW of 21M-& Interchange 

Groaa 
Buildable 

TotalAcrea 

7.1 
20.9 
30.1 
51.1 

43.0 
21.1 
64.0, .. 

2.33 
1.83 
1.76 
1.30 
7.22 

Acres 

7.1 
6.9 
6.2 

20.1 

43.0 
21.1 
64.0 

1.86 
1.83 
1.76 
0.93 
6.38 

052W12AC04301 Vacant 2.43 2.43 
052W12AC04303 Vacant 2.10 2.10 
052W12AC04302 Vacant 2.01 2.01 
052W12AC05100 Vacant 0.37 0.37 

SUbtOtal 8.91 6.91 

Part of the rationale for conducting such an analysis is that Woodburn 
does not have many large commercial and·induatrial parcels. This analysis 
identified locations tax lots might be assembled into larger sites that could 
accommodate larger developments. Figure 3-1 shows the location of vacant 
and partially-vacant commercial and industrial parcels, and identifies sites 
where contiguous vacant or partially-vacant parcels total five or more net 
buildable acres or more. 
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·1·ao1e 3·8 summarize• data for the sitea identified in Figure 3-1. Site 1 · 
include• three tax loti deeipated for industrial use with 16.9 net buildable 
acres. The three tax lo~ liate.d in aite one are all in separate ownership. 

The lar1eat commercial site is adjacent to lnteratate 5 and contain• 64 net · - \ 
buildable aeres. The site oon8iata of two tax loti with the same owner. Thia 
site ia currently de sian& ted !or <:Ommercial ~se but ·would be designated for 
Mixed Use Campus under the Recommended Alternative in the buildable 
lands analysis. Two smaller commer~~ sites exiat: one northwest of the 1· 
5/Hwy 214 interchange, and one northeaatofthe 1-Wwy 214 interchange. 
These sites have 6.4-6.9 net buildable acree, and both sites have four tax lota 
with three different owners. 

In addition .to the site a shown in Fi~Ure 3·1, Table 3-3 show a Site 5, which 
has 21.2 net buildable acres located on Molalla Road NE, just south of the 
MacLaren State Correctional Facility. Thia site conaiata of four pareet., each 
with different ownera. This site ia currently desi~D&ted for commercial uae 
but would be deaicnated for Mixed Use Campus under the ~mmendecl 
Alternative in the buildable lAnd.s analysis. 

3 

Remainin1 buildable commercial and industrial sites in Woodburn's UGB 
are scattered in relatively small lote. In addition to commercial and 
industrial sites currently in Woodburn's builcblble lands analysis, the 
Recommended. Alternative of the buildable Ianda analysis would change the 
land use designation of a parcel from residential to Mixed Use Campus, and. 
expand the UGB to add three. industrial development sites to the UGB (the 
UGB expansion sites are included aa Industrial in the buildable lands 
analysis but may be deai~D&ted Mixe~ Use Campus). These sites are: ( -, . ., 

• 11.6 net buildable acres on a triangular-shaped parcel in the southern 
portion of Woodburn, with the Union Pacific railroad tracka on the 
west property line and Boones Ferry Rpad on the east property line. 
This site ia currently deai~D&ted for low-density residential use but 
would be designated. for Mixed Use Campus under the Recommended 
Alternative in the buildable lands analysis. 

• 97.5 buildable net acre a of land located west of the Winco Foods 
property along 1-5 and on the east aide of Butteville Road. This site 
baa direct access to Butteville Road and Woodland Avenue, which 
connect to Highway 219 near the 1·5 interchange. Water, sewer, and 
storm lines, aa well as Woodland Avenue, are stubbed to the west 
property line of this site. 

• 48.8 buildable net acres of land along Arney Road, north of the 
Factory Outlet northwest of the I-5 interchange. This site has access 
to Arney Road, an arterial, and public services abut the site. 

• 61.5 net buildable acres of land located adjacent to other industrial 
uses in the southeast corner of Woodburn, south of Highway 214 and 
straddling the railroad spur to Molalla. This site has access to 
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not state the availability of public service& at thla site. 

LABOR FORCE 
The labor force in any market conaiata of the adult population (16 and 

over) who ~· workinc or actively aeekinc work. The 4bor force include. both 
the employed and une.mployed. Children, retireea, atudenta, and people who 
are not actively see kine work are. not considered part of the labor Coree. The 
labor Coree in Woodburn ia not limited to local residents; firma in Woodburn 
could attract worker• from aurroundinc communitiea, and reaidenta of 
Woodburn may work in other oommunitiea. Table 3-4 ahowa the nuQlber of 
Woodburn reaidenta who commuted to other areu to work in 1996. Almost 
all of the commuter• work in the Portland or Salem metropolitan areaa. Data 
on the number of worken who commuted to Woodburn to work ia not 
available. 

Table 3-4. Commuters from 
Woodburn, 1996 
Wor1<ptace Commuters 
Southeast Metro 1,069 
West Metro 957 
~orttand 892 
Satem-Keizer 816 
Albany'· 26 
Gresham 20 
McMtnnville 1 o 
Eugene-Springfield 6 
CONaiUs 0 · 
Total Commuters 3,796 

Soufce: Ontgon Department ol Transportation. 
1998. Commuting In the WHamett. v~. 
Salem: TransportaUon P1annlng Sedlon. May. 

The availability of labor ia critical for economic 
development. A recent atatewide survey in Orecon round 
that over one-third of Ore,~o'a recently hirinc 
employe.ra hacJ diffie\dty fillin& positions.• Availability of 
labor dependa not only on the number of worken 
available, but the quality, skills, and experience of 
available workers aa weU. 

The unemployment rate ia one indicator of the 
relative number of workera who are actively seekin1 
employment. 1997 data from Clarita& sbowa 
unemployment in the 97071 zip code area (Woodburn) 
waa 6.3% of the labor force, compared to 6.1% in Marion 
County, 4.9% in the North Valley repon. and 6.1% in 
Oregon. These unemployment rates are relatively low 
and indicate a tight labor market exists in the repon. 
While the bieber unemployment rate in Woodburn may 
indicate that labor ia relatively more available. it also 

may be higher there because the skills of available workers do not match up 
to the available jobs. 

Direct information on the quality of the workforce is not readily 
available--it would require an extensive survey about worker's level of 
education, work experience, and an assessment of cognitive and physical 
skills. Demographic characteristics that are typically used to indicate the 
quality of the labor force include age distribution, educational attainment, 
employment by occupation or industry, and race/ethnicity. 

, Oreion Employment Department. 2000. Worlc forcc 2000: .An Oregon Empl~yer Per~ptctiUf. Salem: ~search Section, 
Workforce Analysia Unit. September. 
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1 ao1e 3·5. Percent of population by age, 1997 Table 3-5 ahowa the share of · 
population by age in Woodburn, 

Soute~: C\arltaa. REZIOE 1998. Percentag .. ·ca\culated by 
ECQN0!1hweat. 

. Marion County, the Nortb Valley 
region, and Oregon. Thia table show a ' 
that compared to other areae, 
Woodburn hae a higher abare of 
population in the under 18 and 65+ 
age groupe. These age groupe are 
generally outside the labor force, 
indicating that Woodburn haa a 
smaller supply of labor than it would 
if ita age distribution waa closer to the 

Age Oregon 
Nonh 

Valley 
Marion 
County Woodburn 

Under 18 
18-3-t 
35-49 
50-6-t 
65+ 

26% 
22% 
2-t% 
14% 
14% 

26% 
23% 
25% 
14% 
13'.4 

27% 31% 
23% 23% 
23% 18% 
14% 11% 
14% 17% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Oregon average. Woodburn also haa a 
smaller abate of population in the 36-49 and 5C).....64 age groupe, which are the 
group a moat likely to hold manacerial or profesaional poaitiona and be in the 
peak earning period of their career. 

Table 3-6 showe the percent of population by the number of yeara of 
education completed. Thia table ahowa that Woodburn baa a substantially 

· hi&her share of population that completed only elementary achool-20% in 
Woodburn compared to 6%-9% in other areaa. Woodburn haa a 
correspondingly lower share of population that completed 1-8 or 4+ years of 
college .. 

Table 3-8. Percent of population by education completed,1997 

Area 
·· College Cotlega High School High School Elementary · Total 
4+ Year. 1-3 Year. 4 Years 1-3 Year. o-8 Year. Population 

Oregon 
Nor1h Valley 
Marion Co. 
Woodburn 

21% 32% 29% 12% 6% 100% 
24% 34% 26% 11% 6% 100% 
18% 32% . 29% 13°.4 9% 100% 
11% 25% 29% . 15%• 20% 100% 

Source: Clarlas. REZJO£ 1998. PMCentagq calculated by ECONonhweU. 

The percent of population by race/ethnieity is ~hown in Table 3-7. This 
table shows that Woodburn has a substantially higher share of Hispanic 
popula~iOn. The 2000 Census indicated that 50% ofWoodburn's population is 
Hispanic; a figure considerably higher than the Claritaa estimates. In 1997, 

Table 3-7. Percent of population by race/ 
ethntcity, 1997 

Hispanics had a higher labor force 
participation rate (77%) than the 
overall state population (68%).• 
Hispanics also had a higher rate of 
unemployment in 1998 (8.5%) than the 
overall population (5.8%). The Oregon 
Employment Department identified 
skills mismatches, language, lack of 
transportation, and education aa 
factors that may hinder Hispanics' 

Area 
Oregon 
North Valley 
Marion Co. 
Woodburn 

White Black Hispanic Other Total 
89% 2°4 5% 4% 100% 
87% 3°4 5% 5% 100% 
87o/e 3°4 5°4 5% 100'4 
66% 1°4 32% 2% 100°4 

SOW'ca: Clarita.. REZIOE 199e. Perc:entt calculated by 
ECONorthwesl 

• HupanUJ in Oregon·, Workforce, I 998. Oregon Employment Department. 
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Hiapanica are iD Farm, Forestry, and-A&ri~ult~d-~~p~tiona th~n the 
statewide populatiOn a1 a whole. Moreover, far fewer Hiapanica are in 
profeaaion&l oce~pation,. Tbia sugcesta. that Hiapanica earn leaa than other 
groups. Accordinc to the Oregon Employment Department, .. there ia little 
doubt that in Oregon. income level• are lower than those for all Oregonians." 

Table 3-8 ahowa the percent of population by occupation. Thia table shows 
thAt a lal'ler share of Woodburn reaidenta are in the Fum/Forest/Fishing, 
Laborer & Handler, and_Machine & Traneportation-Operatora occupations, 
which are generally low-skill and low-wage occupations. Woodburn baa a 
correspondingly low share of population in 
Exeeutive/Adminiatrative/Manageria} and Professional occupations, which 
are generally hiih-skill and high-wage occup,tiona. 

Table 3-8. Percen~ of population by occupation, 1997 
North Marion 

Occu&atlon Oregon Valley County Woodburn 

Execs. Admin. Mgrs 12% 13% 12% 9% 
Professlonal 14% 15% 13% 9% 
Technical 3% 3% 3% 2% 
Sales 12% 12% 11% 9% 
Admln & Clerical 15% 16% 16% 11% 
HHSeMces 0% o-% 0% 0% 
Other Services 13% 12% 15% 14% 
Craft & Precision Prod. 11% 11% 11% 12% 
Machine & Trans Operators 11% 10% 1"0% 14% 
Laborer· & Handler 4% 4% 4% 6% 
Fann. Forest. Fishing 4% 3% 6% 14% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Sourer. aantas. REZJOE 199e. Percents calculated by ECONontlwea. 

The data in this _section suggest& that the labor force in Woodburn may 
lack the akilla needed in industries with high-skill and high-wage 
occupations. If Woodburn-want. to attract high-skill and high-wage 
~dustriea it will need to rely on workers who reside outside of Woodburn, 
attract higher-skilled resident&, or improve the education and training of 
existing residents. 

HOUSING 
Housing is an important component of any economic development 

strategy. Goal 10 requires cities to develop strategies to provide housing 
affordable to households at all income levels. In addition to concerns about 
availability of housing affordable to lower income households, issues of 
providing higher quality housing for managers need to be considered in both 
housing and economic development strategies. 

Moreover, ORS 197.296 requires communities to inventory buildable 
residential lands and conduct a housing needs analysis. Woodburn completed 
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.\l\011 au ~·Ill Ull'·eoruary. ~uoo.• The analyaia of houainc in the section· 
relieelarcelJ on information in the Woodburn buildable lands report. We also 
conducted interview• with local realton·and brokers to develop a broader 
\lnderata:nclina of the local houaina market. 

Table 8-9 abowa buildinc permita iaaued for new residential construction 
in Woodburn between 1988 and 1997. The data show about 1.280 permita 
were laaued durinc thia period. About 70% of reaidential buildinc permita 
were iaaued for aincle-famlly dwellinca; 38% of all residential permita were 
issued tor manufactured or mobile bomea. 

Table 3-t. Building permits Issued for new 
residential construction, Woodburn UGB,1988-1997 

slnQ . 
Manu~.nd/MobUe Home . 
Manufactured/Mobile Home Pu 
Duplex 
Multiple)( (3-6 DU) 
Mull-famlty· (7+ OU) 

Total 

Unlta 
l$4 
308 
179 

22 
91 

288 
1,280 

Percent 
ofUnlta 

3101 
24% 
14% 

2% 
7% 

22% 
100% 

Demographica are an important component of determininc houainc 
demand and need. The buildable ~da atwly found several democraphic 
trends relevant to diacusaiona of future irOwth include population and 
household size: 

. .. 
' 

ol<.·o·-. •, 

' ' 

• SOmetime after 1980. the averace household eiz8 in Woodburn ata.rted 
to increase, runnin1 counter to the regional and national trend of 
decreaainc household sizes. Thia may be attributable, in part. to an 
in.creaainc proportion of Hispanic families. which census data 
indicates have laqer averace household sizes. 

• Of particular interest for houainc are the results of the 1994 
Woodburn Population Enumeration conducted by Portland State 
University that. indicate larcer households are concentrated in rental 
and multiplex unite. 

• Between 1990 and 1998, annual household income rose in the 
Woodburn zip code area (some employment and income data is only 
available by zip oode). AB of 1998, the proportion of households in the 
lower income bracketa of under $ US,OOO and $15,000 to $24,999 per 
year are approximately half their 1990 levels. The proportion of 

'Woodburn Buildab/4 Lan<U and Urbon~ion Project, Final Report. McKeever/Morrie, Ine., February 7, 2000. 
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$99,999 doubled durinc the aaine period. 

Tl.le bllildable lande atu4y alao addreaaed c:oncerna about jobalhoueinc 
balance. Table 3·10 ahowe that in 1990 there were 0.65 iobe available in the 
WoodbUI'1l zip code for every houaebo~ However, at the aame time there 
were 1.06 employed peraone per houaeh~ld. auggeetinc a jobalhouaing 
imbalance. A jo~uainc imbalance may force reaidenta to seek employment 
outSide the community. Due to aip.ificant job growth, between 1990 and 
1997, there were approximately 1.01 jobs available in the Woodburn zip code 
for every household. 

Table 3-10. Woodburn zip code {97071) 
jobs/household balance 

Varlable 1990 1997191 
Average Employment 3,924 7,834 
Peak Empk)yment 5,0C» 9,794 
EmPo'iment Low 3,023 6.710 

HousehokSa 6,011 7,743 

JobtiHouiehold 0.65 1.01 

Housing affordability waa also a key issue addressed in the buildable 
lands atudy. Since 1990, single·r&mily housing in Woodburn baa been 
coneiaten~ more affOrdable that houaing in surrounding communities. In 
1998, the average aa.lea price of a home in Woodburn was $121,000, compared 
to $138,500 in Mt. Angel, and $161,'700 in Silverton. 

According to a housing needs analysis completed f'or W oodbum by E.D. 
Hovee & Comp~y. empty neaten are buying the most expensive Woodburn 
homes-those loCated in new subdivisions around the Tukwila golf course. 
The homes were reportedly valued at $200,000 and up. 

The E.D. Hovee report estimates Woodburn will need an additional 3,062 
dwelling units to accommodate population growth between 1998 and 2020. 
Hovee estimate& about 73% of new housing will be sinBle·Camily and about 
27% will be multi-family. 

The relationship between job creation, wage&, and housing affordability is 
an important one. The data on employment trenda in Woodburn area suggest 
that (1) incomes are less than county average&, and (2) that many of the job a 
forecast in the area will be lower wage job a. While housing in Woodburn is 
relatively affordable compared to other nearby communities, the structure of 
new job creation could lead to a greater affordability gap than exiata today. 

Data from the Oregon Employment Department conclusively show that 
Hispanics earn less than the statewide average at all education levels. 
Moreover, Hispanics have a lower percentage in professional occupations 
than the state as a whole. 
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developed a template to estimate houalnc needt conaiatent with the ORS ' 
196.296 require menta. The template doee not eatimate needed unite by 
boualnc type~ but doee eatimate needed unita· bJ tenure and coat catecoriee. 
The reaulte for Woodburn. provided by HCS ahow a need for about 2.348 
dwellinc unite between 2000 and 2020-& fipre oonaiderably leu than the · .. , 
3,052 new dwelliJlc unite betweea 1998 and 2020 estimated by E.D. Hovee & 
Company. Tht HCS model aaaumea a tenure split of 67% owner-occupied and 
33% renter-occupied. 

Table 3-11 ahowa needed rental unita in 2000 and 2020 by rent coat. The 
reaulta indicate an additional 782 new rental unita are needed at all rental 
valuea between 2000 and 2020. 

Table 3-11. Needed rental units by rental 
value, 2000 and 2020, Woodburn UGB 

Rental New Unltta 
Value 2000 DU 2020 DU Needed 

Annual Wage 
Requirement 

().199 404 562 148 
200- 429 533 727 195 . 
430 ..ee4 437 598 160 
666-909 321 438 117 
910 -1149 305 417 112 
1160.+ 141 192 52 
Total . 2.140 2,923 782 

<10k 
10k<20k 
20k<30k 
30k<40k 
40k<50k 

50k+ 

Table 3·12 ahowa needed owner-occupied unite in 2000 and 2020 by rent 
coat. The reaulta indicate an additional 1,668 new owner-occupied unite are 
needed at all rental valuea between 2000 and 2020. 

Table 3-12. Needed owner-occupied units by 
rental value, 2000 and 2020, Woodburn UGB 

NewUntta Annual Wage 
Prtce 2000DU 2020 DO Needed Requirement 

<60k 1.157 1,580 423 <10k 
50k<90k 824 1;126 301 10k <20k 
75k<120k 670 915 245 20k <30k 
100k <150k 625 863 228 30k<40k 
125k<225k 749 1,023 214 40k<50k 
187.5k+ 268 363 94 50K+ 
Total 4.284 5.849 1.568 

Souroe: ~on Department of Housing and Community 
s.Mcet, FebNary 2001 
Note: price In 2000 doltara 

t·· 
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lowtr coat. \Ulitl will be·needed. For example, 1,067 dwellin1 unite will be 
neede.d for bouaeho4t.• with in~~·• under $20,000. Thia· ia 46% of the City' a 
toti1 eatimate4 houain1net4. While coat aavin11 are possible, it ia difficult to 
aipifie&ntl.J ciecreaaethe c:oat.of construction. lncreaain1 wagea ia another 
strateu to b~ainl houainc coeta ~ore in line with wagea. 

E<:onomlc development etratecie• puraued by the City could change the 
distribution of houainc need. For example, succeaafully reeruitinc a high­
wage manufa.cturinc plant could create additional need !or owner-occupied 
dwellinc unita in the $187,000 ~dover· category. The HCS model allowa 
analyaia of affordability gapa by COD;lparinc the.implled diatribution of needed 
houainc unita baaed on inco~e and age, with the actual distribution. The 
reaul~ provided to ECONorthweat by HCS, however, did not include an 
evaluation of unmet housing need.• 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

• 

The City of W oodburn'a Comprehensive Plan containa goals and policiea 
related to the provision of public aervicea. Amona these goala and policiea are 
the followinc. · 

• The soalit to limit the amount of va~t land within the City in order 
to enjoy the benefita of an orderlY development pattern, that reduces 
the rate that farm land it converted to urban use and the optimum use 
of public service and utility capacity. 

• To insure the growth it orderly and efficient, the City shall phase the 
needed public aervicea in accordance with the expected rate of growth. 
The extenaiona of pub lie aervicea should be in accordance with the 
master plana in tbia Comprehensive Plan. 

. . 
• To insure that the City'a growth doea not exceed ita ability to provide 

public services, the City shall adopt a arowth control ordinance, 
similar to the Limited Growth Ordinance now in Effect. When and if 
the srowth control is used. the City shall reexamine the public 
facilities plan and determine at that time if it it in the public interest 
to expand Cacilitiea to accommodate the additional growth. • 

These goal and policy statements make it clear that the City of Woodburn 
wants growth to occur in such a way that (acilitates orderly expansion of 
public services, and that it doea not want growth that will exceed the City's 
ability to provide public servicea. Tbua, public service capacity ia critical for 
economic development in Woodburn. 

• Tb.U evaluation requirea the current diatribution of houain1 valuea and rent. Conductin1 a rent survey waa not 
included in ECONorthwest'a work pro&nm Cor thla project. 
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-~---•- 'OJ ... 1 •W&Ut no waw~ o~ sewer capaelty c:onatrainta exiat at , 
thil time that would preclude development oflancla de,ipatecl for 
commercial ancl induatrial uea. Moreover, atd! iildicated that. there are no 
areaa in the City that cannot be aerviced with water and aewer. Some of the 
l&l'ler parc:ela in the Southern areaa of Woodburn would rtCluire extenaiou 
that increase development coats. however. these parcela could atiU be 
serviced. Statt indicated that no major water or eftluent quality problema 
exist. 

In the longer term, the City will need to drill new wella. Stdf indicated 
that the City baa aufftclent water righta at thia time _to accommodate foreeaat 
population and employment powtb. The City baa al80-planned. ahead for 
development in aome areaa. Foi example, when the City extended Woodland 
road on the weat aide, the aew.r Une wu developed in a manner that would 
increase the lona-term capacity of that areL 

The City ia in the procesa of completinc a atormwater mana1ement plan 
that will include new development atandarda. Staff indicated that any new 
facility will probably be require4 to construct detention ponda to reduce flow 
rate to pre-development, ancl to provide pre-treatment oil/water or vein type 
separator reduce oila or biolocical oxyaen demand (BOD). Staff also indicated 
that the Puddin1 River baa been deaipated u water quality limited by the 
Department of Environmental Cluallty and that total maximum. daily load 
(l'MDL) etandarda may be alichtly different in Woodburn than other nearby 
communitiee. Staff. however, were of the opinion that storm water 
requirement. in Woodburn would be comparable to other cities in the area. 

TRANSPORTATION 
Several atudiea of Woodburn'• transportation system have bee_n recently 

completed, ineludin1 the Woodburn. Transportation. System Plan. (1996), 
Hiehway 2J4Altcmativea.Anal;yau Study (1999), and the 1-5/Highway Zl-4 
In.terehonge Refinement Plan. Study (2000), as well as several traffic impact 
atudiea at key sites. Thia aeetion will draw &om these reports to summarize 
transportation conditions in Woodburn.' 

Both the Interchange &fi.n.ement Plan Study and Highway ZJ4 
Alternative. Analysu Study used traffic projection& based on population and 
employment projectiona for the Urban Growth Boundary area developed by 
Ci~ of Woodburn Community Development Staft These projections were 
developed prior to the completion of the Woodburn Buildable Land.s and 
Utilization Project (2000). The employment projection used to forecast traffic 
conditione indicated an increase in employment of 3,221 or 64% over the 
1991-2020 period. The expected employment increase by area is shown in 
Table 3-13. 

' Key point. from these document. were eummari.zed by Kittelaon & A.aaociat.ea i..o "Tnnsportation hauea Aaeociat.ed 
With Eeonomic Development Opportunitiea In Woodburn.• Te<:bnical memorandum t4 Terry Moore from Phill Worth, 
Julia Kuhn, and Alan DaiUber, February 26, 2001 . 
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1991-2020 
Retalt & Government/ 
Service Education Industrial Other Total 

West of l-5 4 a 5 o 61 6 2 o 1 • 1 21 
South of Hwy 214 between 1·5 
and Boones Eerrv Rd 
East of Hwv 99E 
North of Hwy 214 between· 
Boones Feny Rd and Hwy 99E 
So\rth of Hwy 214 between 
Boones Eenv Rd and HWV 99E 
North of Hwy 214 between 1-5 

7~Q 
34Q 

65. 

___ 1 ~ . 

Q 
0 

0 

0 

0 Q 1iQ 
361 Q 7Q1 

473 0 538 

0 Q 73 

and Boones Feny Ad 3 9 • 71 0 3 0 - 2 
Total 1 I 79 2 • 71 1 I 4 50 5 0 3 I 2 21 
Soww..lntlnNngl Reftnement Ptan (2000) and ~ 214 ~ Analysil, ... IUI'IVNrized bv t<ltlellon I 
"-soddtn. "Transportalion luue. Assodated 'Mih Economic~ Oppof1untielln WOodbum,• FtbNary 28, 
2001. 

To facilitate both local and regional arowth. the plana identified several 
transportation system improvement. that will be neceBSary, includini: 

• Improvement of the 1-6/ Highway 214 interchange or construction of 
an additionall-6 interchange to serve Woodburn. 

• Widening of Highway 214 to four lanes east of 1-5 and improvements 
to the Highway 214/ Boones Ferry Road intersection. . 

• Improved access management on Highway 99E and development of a 
future two-lane roadway behind the exiatin1 businesses on the east of 
Highway 99E between Highway 211 and Highway 214. 

• Extension of Crosby Road to connect with Highway 99E. 

• Development of a southside arterial. 

• Improved public transportation service. 

1-5 ACCESS 
1-5 ia the major roadway serving the Woodburn area with a focus on 

interstate commerce, including trucking a~d tourism, and is therefore critical 
to the economic vitality of the City of Woodburn. Transportation plana have 
found that the single interchange at 1-5 at Highway 214 serving Woodburn ia 
inadequate in ita current configuration to serve future development in the 
City, both in terms of capacity and geometry. The Woodburn Tran.sportation 
System Plan. (TSP) identified three alternatives for improving 1·5 access to be 
addressed in a subsequent interchange refinement study: 

• Improve the existing Highway 214 interchange. 
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• 

-wvuu ""• eXlB~ml t11CilWay 214 interchance to the south to create a 
split diamond interehance with the south rampe, intell'ated with an 
exteDaion ofHichland Avenue that would croaal-5 and tie into a new 
Southside Arterial. . 

• Construct a new interchange at Butteville Road. 

Subaectuent to the W oodbum TSP, a new truck-fuelinc depot associated 
with the Winco Distribution Center we at of 1-5 wu approved and 
constructed, alone the oricinal alignment identified for the extension of 
Highland Avenue over·I-5. Thia placed a significant constraint on the future 
ability of tyinc an extension of Highland Avenue over 1-5 to a Southside 
Arterial. . 

The 2000 Interchan.gt &/iMJMn.& Pla" recommended improvinc the 
exiatin1 Hi&hway 214 interchange with either a stand.m m.mond or partial 
cloverleaf conficuratioJL The traf&c operationa analysia of the partial 
cloverleaf interchanae improvement (includinc four throuah lanea on 
Hiahway 214 acrosa the intercbanp) reve&led-a reserve capacity in 2020 of 
about 630 vehicle tripe durinc the weekday PM peak hour. Thil reserve 
capacity tranalatea into about an added 1,230 employee• of pneral tight 
industrial development, or 1,370 employee• of pneral office development, 
over and above the employment increase• assumed in the 2020 Interchange 
Refinement Plan analyaia . 

1t ia important to note that in order for improvements to the exiatina 
interchange to be succeaaful. tbe improve~enta to Hichway 214 identified in 
the 2000 In.tuclaangt ~/iMI'MM Pkm and called for in the Highway 314 
Altcmativa Anolyril betw .. n·Oregon Way and Woodland Avenue must be 
completed. The improvements identified for each facility (the interchange 
and Hichway 214) are inter-dependent. Doing one set of improvement& 
without the other will not solve either problem. 

HIGHWAY 214 . 

Volume 3 - - --
Page 56 

The Highway 314 Alternativea Analysis documented the need to widen 
Highway 214 to four through lanee east ofthe 1·6 interchange. West ofl-6, 
Highway 219 can be widened to four through lanea il needed in the longer 
term to serve added development on the west aide of the interchange. 

The 2020 corridor traffic operations analysis conducted along Highway 
214 as part of the follow up Interchange Refinement Plan revealed that the 
Highway 214/ Boonee Ferry Road interchange will be the future capacity 
conatraint in the corridor, with a volume to capacity ratio during the weekday 
PM peak hour of 0.98. Boonea Ferry Road will need to be widened to five 
lanes through the Highway 214 intersection, and added through and and/or 
turn lanea on Highway 214 will be required to serve 2020 traffic projections 
at an accepta~le volume to capacity ratio. 
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interchanae, traffic acceaalna the undevelQped land eaat of 1·5 and south of 
Hiahway 214 will have to acce11 thia property oftEverareen.Road. This ia 
also the major acce11 to Hi&hway 214· tor th• exi&~l reaidential area aouth 
of Hiahway 214. Witli·impiovementa, thia inter.ectionli projected to have a 
volume to capacity ratio of 0. '78 durin& the 2020 weekday PM peak hour, thua 
havii\1 a reserve capacity of about 485 vehicle• durin& the weekday PM peak 
hour. This tranalatea into about 9~ employee• of·seneral ll&ht industrial 
development or 1,050 employeea ofceneral office development, in addition to 
the employee increasea previously reflected in the 2020 travel demand 
projections. 

It ia again important to note that in order for improvementa to the 
exiatin1 interchan&e to be aucceaaful, the improvement. to Highway 214 
identified in the 2000 Inurchan.gc ~/iMmenl Plan and called for in the 
Hi1hway. J 14 Alunuui~ Anoly•£1 between Oreaon Way and Woodland 
Avenue must be completed. The improvementa identified for each facility 
(the intercbanae and Hi&hway 214) are inter-depen4ent. Doin& one set of 
improvementa without the ot~r will not eolve either problem. 

HIGHWAY99E 
There ia the potential for new industrial development $long ~hway 99E 

north oflli&hway 2141211, aa well aa the potential for infill 
commerciallofficelinduatrial development alo111 tbia roadway between 
Highway• 2141211 and south of the Highway 214 intersection. Improved 
acceea manaaement through raised median development and driveway 
consolidation alone Hichway 99E ia critical, u the roadway in the central 
sec:tion cannot be widened without major ri&ht-of-way impacta. The 
Woodburn TSP identifiea the development of a future two-lane roadway 
behind the existinc buaineaeea on the east of Highway 99E between Highway 
211 and Highway 214. which would open up acceaa to the undeveloped 
induatrial.zoned property in that area. 

OTHER ROADWAY IMPROVEMeNTS 

Page 3-18 

Extending Crosby Road to intersect Highway 214 would improve accesa to 
the undeveloped industrially zoned property on the northeast side of the City, 
and divert lome traftic ott Highway 214 from Highway 99E. Also, increased 
use of Crosby Road to accesa the Woodburn Factory Outlet Stores would 
reduce traffic on Highway 214 across 1·5 .. 

Development of a Southside Arterial would provide access to the 
undeveloped south west side of Woodburn, but the benefita would be limited 
unleaa it were tied to a second interchange on 1·5 south of Highway 214, or it 
extended west across 1·5. The eedion of the Southside Arterial between 
Highway 99E and Boones Ferry Road would primarily benefit new 
residential development emerging in that area. 
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nuooBUftN TRANSIT SYSTEM 
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There ia a la.rse transit-dependent and transit-supportive population 
livinl in Woodburn. An expanaion of the City transit ayatem to provide 
improved tranait aervice to new employment c:enten will be required to 
aaau:re that adequate acceu to joba in the area ia provided. The Woodburn 
TSP identified th• expansion ofbua aerviee throuah convertinc the exiatinc 
but route to two-way operation, and expandinc aervice coverace on both the 
north and aou~h aidea ofHichway 214. A potential future transportation 
center waa also identified to b4a developed in downtown Woodburn. 

. . ..... 

LOCAL RAIL SERVICE 

3 
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The exiatinc Union Pacific Railroad mainline throucb Woodburn provides 
an opportunity for new induatrial development in the City to uae thia facility 
for local rail aervice. Many undeveloped parcela are identified for such 
development alone the·railroad. The proviaiQnofadded spur tracb could 
extend eaat and west of the rail mainline, thoqb caution muat be taken to 
limit the number of new raillhichway rail croaainp. 

Use of tbia rail corridor for hisher speed puaenpr service in the 
Caaeadia corridor from Eupne to Vancouver, Britiah Columbia may increase 
preaaure to·avoid or reduce the number of at-srade crossings of the railroad. 
thua limitinc the east-west connectivity in Woodburn. 

Paaaenger rail service throuch Woodburn may present a long-run 
opportunity for economic develQPment. particularly ~ revitalization of 
downtown Woodburn. Currently the Caacadia and Coast Starliaht paaaeqer 
traina do nOt atop in Woodburn. Accordinc tO Bob Kreb., Passenger Rail 
apecialiat with the Oregon Department of Transportation, the City may be 
able to cet pasaencer service in Woodburn if it can show that the atop would 
generate sufficient passenger traffic. The City would also need to fund 
construction of a pa88enger raU station. · 

Demonatratinc sufficient demand for paaaenger rail service ia th~ primary 
obstacle to getting a stop in WoodburJl, aa the city has historically produced 
low ridership when it was served by paaaenpr rail or throughway bua 
service. It may be difficult for the City to show the potential ridership before 
the service is available in W oodburJl, aa haVinc the service would be 
necessary to attract the type of development that would support ridership. 
Woodburn would also need to compete with other cities in the corridor that 
may want passenger service, and the number of stops the train can make ia 
limited because of the impact on travel time, schedule, and other rail traffic. 

Planned paBSenger rail service from Woodburn to the Oregon Gardens in 
Silverton may present an opportunity to get Cascadia service. A Cascadia 
stop in WoodbUrl\ would allow some travelers to connect to the Oregon 
Gardena service without driving on 1·6. 
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n .u.&.\18 ""• puwn"uu w~ \Jaacawa aervu:e in Woodb\U'D may seem unlikely 
in the near future, the City may want to preserve the lon1·run opportunity by 
protectin1 a aite for a station and·the par~1 and acceaa that would be 
necessary for the station to function. 

."' RENEWABLE AND NON-RENEWABLE RESOURCES 

' ·· ) 

' 
) 

• 

Goal9 rectui.rea economic development plana to be based on a 
consideration of the availability of renewable and non-renewable resource a 
and pollution control n(\uirementa in the planninc jurisdiction. Goal 9 goea 
on to state that economic projectiona should take into account the availability 
of natural resource• to aupport the expanded development. and that plana to 
improve the economy should conaider u a major determinant the carrying 
capacitY o£ the air, land. and· water reaourcea of the planninc area. 

Ajriculturalland and regulationa to protect threatened and endangered 
speciea are two resource iaauea with potential to affect economic development 
planninc in Woodburn. The availability ofbuildable land and water supply 
isauea are adclreaaed eleewhere in thia chapter. 

Woodburn ia located in the fertile French Prairie portion o£ the 
Willamette Valley, and it hal traditionally eerved u an agricultural service 
center for northern Marion County • .Acricultural production in the area has 
supported employment-in Woodburn, both directly aa in the Food Proceseing 
industry, and indirectly.in the Retail Trade and Servicea sectors. 

WhUe employment in agricultural production and food proceaeing is not 
expected to crow substantially in the forecast period, it should continue to 
play an iinportant role in Woodburn'• economy. Apiculture in Oregonia leu 
conatraiDed by ngulation and environmental iasuea compared to other states, 
especiaUJ the water supply iseuea that are reducing the capacity o£ California 
farmera to supply truit and vegetables. Thia may open an opportunity for 
Willamette Valley farmers and proce110ra to boost production and market 
share in fresh and processed fooda. A threat to acricultural activity in 
W oodbum aru1 the surroundinc area ia population growth in the Willamette 
Valley, may reduce the amount of land in production by converting 
agricultural land to urban and rural residential usee. 

The liatinc o£ the upper Willamette Sprinc Chinook and Steelhead may 
have widespread effects in the Willamette Valley because these fish swim 
and spawn in the Willamette River and i~ tributaries. Because these species 
were only recently listed aa threatened, specific regulations to protect these 
species have not been adopted. However, it ia widely anticipated that 
regulations will impact eoonomic activity by restricting some agricultural 
practices, increased standards for storm and sanitary sewer discharges into 
waterways, and further limiting development near streams and rivera. 

Regulations to protect salmon will be imposed throughout the Willamette 
River basin. Regulations to protect salmon should have less of an impact in 
Woodburn than in many other Willamette Valley communities, because 
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WOOCIDum il not located on the· Willam~tte River or one of ita tributaries, and 
Woodburn'• Comprehensive Plan identlfiee only Senecal Creek and Mill 
Creek u poten~ialftah habitat. In thia context. the implementation of 
reculationa to protect salmon may create a comparative advanta1e for 
development sitea in Woodburn. While these measure• may impose 
siplificant costa to specific activities at. epecific sitea, overall they are unlikely 

. to. aipi&cantly affect the overall level of income or employment in'the· 
Willamette Valley. 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

• 

Quality of lite ia d.iflkult to asaeaa because it ia subjective-different 
people will have different opiniona about factor a affect quality of life, 
desirable cbaracteriatica of those factor&, and the overall quality of Ute in any 
community. Economic factors euch u income, job security, and bouain1 cost 
are often cited u important to quality of life. Theae economic factors ancl 
overall eeonomic conditione are the Cocus of th.ia report, so thia section wUl 
foeua on non-economic !acton that at!ect quality of lite. 

Quality of life can be important for economic development in Woodburn 
becauae it affecta the relative attractiveneu of the city to migrant.. Net 
misration ia expected to make up about 70% of the Oregon's population 
growth over the next twenty years.• A relatively deeirable quality of life may 
help Woodburn attract more migrants than it otherwise would. Moat 
mlcranta brin1 work skilla that will help increase availability of labor in the 
region and eupport economic activity in the construction, retail tmde, and 
aezvicea aecton. Some milranta may be highly-skilled and can help generate 
further economic development by adding their skilla to exiatins buaineaaes or ,. .... ', 
by attractins new buaineaaea to the area. . 

The developed portiona ofW oodbum contribute to quality of life by 
providin1 echoola, public safety, ahoppinc, parka, and cultural activities. and 
W oodburn'e location near Portland allowa ita reaidenta to enjoy the cultural 
opportunitiea of a larger urban area. Woodburn's aize and location allow ita 
re.sidenta to enjoy these urban. amenities while maintaining a small-.town or 
rural lifestyle and bavinl accesa to outdoor recreational opportunities. While 
Woodburn aharea these quality of life attribute& with other communities in 
the Willamette Valley, the combination of proximity to larger citiea with a 
small-town or ruralli!eatyle will become increasingly scarce aa population 
growth continues. A challenge Cor Woodburn will be maintaining the qualities 
of a small town while accommodating population and employment arowth. To 
the extent that Woodburn becomes more like other suburban communities it 
wUllooae the advantage of having small-town character with proximity to 
larger urban areas. 

• State o!Ore&oo, Office of Economic Analysl.e. January 1997. umt·Ttrm Populatwn and Empk>yment Foreca~u for 
01'fton. Sale!ll: Department oC Admi.ni.etrative Services. 
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Chapter.4 . Targe.t lndustrJes 

) 

) 

Tbia c~pter builda on Woodburn' a opportunitiea and conatrainta aa well 
u our ~ya~,of na~ional, a~te and recional economic trends to identify 
tarc,t ind,~trie•· 

CRITERIA FOR SELECTING TARGET INDUSTRIES 
Selectinc tarlet induatrie·a ia not an .eal)' tuk. Firat, there ia the issue o£ 

decidinl:how many induatiiea to tarset. Tb.ia depend& on the purpose of the 
tarcetiD.c. For the purpose of the Economic Opportunity Analyaia, we believe 
that taraetin1 10-15 induatriea will provide potential for more focused 
analyaia of site needi, and for coordinated efrorta to attract cood joba to 
Woodburn. . 

Both the attractivenesa of the industry toW oodburn and the 
attractiveneaa of Woodburn to the i.ndu.atry muat be coll8idered when 
aelectinc tarcet induatriea. Theae ~naiderati0111 are embodied in the criteria 
used to select target induatriea in thia chapter. These criteria are: 

• 1999 employment ln Woodburn and the North Valley region. 
Induatriea With aipiticant exiatinc employment in the North Valley 
ReP,n are the industries moat likely to have significant growth 
opportunitiea. Small induatriea are unlikely to add. sreat numbers of 
employees or have an impact on Woodburn's economy, even if their 
expected employment ll'Owth rate and averace payroll are high. 

• Employment growth 1990-1999 in Woodburn and the North 
Valley region. Past employment growth can be an indicator of the 
potential for future employment growth. Industries that have been 
growing in the community in recent times may continue to grow in the 
future. 

• Expected employment growth 1998-2008 in Workforce Region 
8 and the Portland Area. Employment forecasts indicate whether 
~ industry is going to gain or shed job a in the area. For the target 
industry analysis we use 1998-2008 employment forecasts from the 
Oregon Employment Department for Workforce Region 3 (Manon, 
Polk, and Yam hill Counties) and t~ Portland Area (Clackamas, 
Clark. Columbia, Multnomah, Washington, and Yamhill Counties). 

• Regional average payroll per employee. Average wages vary 
quite a bit. Retail and service industries tend to have lower wages, 
while manufactUrinc industries tend to have higher wages. 

These criteria were used to identify potential target industries for further 
analysis. High-wage industries with the best prospects for growth were then 
further evaluated using the following criteria: 
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____ --- ...... vaaaa avu.wua 'l"O"lenc. A location quotient ia the• 
ratio of the percentap ahan of ulnduatry'a employme~t in the local 
economy to the perc:entap ahan of that industry• a employment ill a 
\a.rier areL Thua it reflecta the relative concentration of an industry 
in a particular areL For example, if mitten manufacturin1 ac:counta 
for &% of employment ia WoodbUrn but 10% of employment in the 
North Valley recion, the local location quotient for mitten 
manufacturin1 ia 0.5. A location quotient can have opposite 
interpretation~ dependinc on circumltancea. A location quotient leu 
than one aucpata that the local economy may be able to attract ita 
share of recional employment in that industry, or that the local 
economy hu a comparative diaadvantap for firma in that induatry. A 
location quotient creater than one auneat that the loc&l eoonomr may 
not be able to attraCt more employJilent in that industry becauae it 
already haa more than ita reponalahare, or that the local economy 
baa comparative and competitive advantace• for firm• in that 
industry that may lead to furlber growth. 

Location quotienta were c:alculated for Woodb\U'D. and the North 
Valley repn. Comparinc location quotienta euentially comparee one 
mixed meaaace with another, but in ceneral: 

• When both are lower than one it suepata that the region i.e not 
attractive to firma in that industry, although in some cases there 
may be an opportunity to attract· firma in that industry. 

• Rich location quotient& in both Woodburn and the North Valley 
auaeata that the reP,n hal a comparative advantap for 6rm.a in 
that industry, but~ prosPects depend on national economic , ,,.­
conditione and industry trenda. 

• A high location quotient in the North Valley but low in Woodburn 
augpata the region hal comparative advantages for firma in that 
industry and Woodburn may be able to attract a larger share of 
employment in that industry. 

• A low location quotient in the North Valley but high location 
quotient in Woodburn suggesta that the region does not have a 
comparative advantage in that industry, and the local prospect for 
growth ia low. 

• Environmental characteristics: For some industries, air or water 
emissions, noise, vibration, or traffic congestion might be an issue of 
concern to Woodburn. 

• 'compatibility with public utilltiea. In some cases, an industry's 
expected use of water, sewer, drainage, or electricity infrastructure 
might be higher than normal. This is not necessarily negative, unless 
Woodburn's public utilities could not efficiently provide the needed 
capacity. 
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• Other factora. These include conaideratiou· of whether the induatry ia 
a pdmai'y one that illikely ·t4 attract outaide dollan and have blah 
spin-off effecta, and whether the \Qc&tion ia one that make• aenae for 
induatriea in term• of proximity to marketa and auppliera. 

POTENTIAL TARGET INDUSTRIES FOR WOODBURN 

FIRST-ROUND EVALUATION 

ECO narrowed the liat of nearly 70 industriee to 24 po~ntial ~et 
induatriea throu1h the application of the first set of criteria deacribed above. 
In applyinc the criteria. ECO aeparated the induatriea into two P'OUPI to 
reflect their different nature. The first lfOUP include• induatriee commonly 
referred to u lnduatrlal-tboee in the Construction. Manufacturinc. 
TranaportatiooJQ»mmunication/Utilitiea, and Wholeaale Trade eecton. The 
second poup include• Non-I~duatdal induatrie~hoae in the Apiculture, 
Mininc. Retail Trade, FinanM(Inaurance/Real Estate, Servicea and 
Government aecton. 

Standard• for each criteria were set to identify taqet induatriea. While 
the criteria are the same for Industrial and Non-Industrial induatriea, the 
standard• vary to retlect diff'erent conditione in each set of induatriea. 

• 1999 employment: over 1,000 for industries in the North Valley 
region. Industriea below these thresholda may be too amall to 1enerate 
significant opportunitiea for employment growth in Woodburn. 

• Employment powth 1990-1999: over 10% for Industrial firma and 
over 20" for Non-Industrial firma because of a hi&her average growth 
rate in Non-Industrial industries. 

• Expected employment growth 1998-2008: over 0% for Industrial 
induatriea and over 10% for Non-Industrial industries. &lain because 
of a hi1her average KrQwth rate in.Non-Industrial industriea. 

• Regional average payroll per employee: over $36,000 for 
Industrial industries and over $30,000 for Non-Industrial industries, 
because of the higher average payroll per employee levels in Industrial 
industries. 

These criteria and standards were usell to make a first pass at identifying 
potential target industries for Woodburn. To make it to the second round of 
evaluatiollt industries had to meet the standarda for all criteria. The results 
of applying the criteria to Industrial and Non·Industrial industries are shown 
in Tablea 4-1 and 4-2. The sh&dini in the table representa criteria on which 
the industries failed the standards listed. The 24 industries that are shaded 
a.re those that were not selected as potential target industries for a second 
round of evaluation. 
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Table 4·1. First-found criteria f()r seh~ctlnst pot•ntlallndustri•J target lndustrle• . . . . . . . . . . 

.. ... . . · ·: . 

1,013 

129 

166 
128 ... 

S<uot: Oregon ~ent Depar1m~ confidential Es-202· data provided to ECONorttlwest, and Industry Projections 199&-2008. 
calculallona and surnn1a1Y by ECONor1tl~ · · . 
Note« Shaded cen.lndlcat. that h Industry failed under the ftsted c:rilerla; · 
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The 24 industries identified as potential target industries in the first 
round of evaluation were further evaluated based on a second set of criteri~ 
including location quotients, environmental characteristics, compatibility 
with public infrastructure, and other factors. This evaluation is more 
qualitative than the measurable criteria used in the first round of identifying 
target industries. Table 4·3 provides our evaluation of these industries. As 
with the first round of evaluation. shading means that the industry failed 
according to the criteria listed. Shaded industries were not selected as target 
industries. 
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Tabl• 4~'! 8econd·ro-.anQ crlterta fc;>r selecuna targ~t Industries . 
. •. . . . I LQC!Sioft Quol!tnt: .. . . . . . . 

1.151 

0.21 

0.81 t .1Z 

0.21 

·o.O..'·. :_· 

' .~. . . 
0.11 1.2lt 

o.ot ut 

0.30 
'·~ ; .· .. 

0.12' 1.01 · • ... . · . . ... , 

0.4 

uo 1.10 

&0 Huitt! Stryloet 0.37 

0.11 
... . . ·! . '· ·j· .. ;; ., . I · .. · . · .. : 
· . loall GciY!mmen! ,. '· · · . 1.07 O.Qt 

!t'Mrol~ 
CMIICielllllet 

Source: Oregon Employment Department ES-202 data, ECONonhwesl 
Notu: Shaded cella Indicate that the lnd~try failed under the listed crtter1a. 
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LOCATION QUOTII:NTS 

A. we mentioned earlier, location quotienta are difficult to interpret 
despite their quantitative nature. In general. we beUeve that regardle11 of 
tbelocalloeation quotient in WoodbUl'll, a high rt,Wr&allocation quotient 
meana the region hu a eipificant abare of employment. and Woodburn could 
poaaibly take ad van tap of the recion'a comparative advantage. The converse 
ol thia ia that low regional location quotient. are negative; they provide an 
unfavorable aaeesament about the recion'a comparative advantage, which 
may not be altered by Woodburn'• economic development strategies. 

Even if the local location quotient for Woodburn ia high, meanin1 that 
Woodburn hu a comparative advanta1e in that industry within the reiion, 
the region. muat have some minimum location quotient in that industry, 
otherwise Woodburn'• high ahare of regional employment repreaenta a high 
share of aometbini Cairly inaubatanti&l. 

Becauae of the difficulty in interpretin1 these location quotienta, we only 
used them to eliminate three induatriea (heavj construction, 
communi.cationa, and aecurity and commodity brokers). We did eo where both 
the local and the relionallocation quotients were 1e .. than 0.8, indicatinc 
that neither the region nor Woodburn b.u a comparative advantage in these 
industries. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Thouah m4ny induamee are potentially detrimental to the environment, 

we considered only the chemicals industry to have aerioua enough isaue1 in 
thia regard to warrant itl exclusion from the ~t industries list. 

COMPATIBILITY WITH INFRASTRUCTURE 

Though several industries place a high demand on the transportation 
syatem, and electronic fabrication industries can use high quantities of water, 
without detailed modeling we cannot justify the conclusion that Woodburn ia 
incapable of supporting these industries. 

OTHER FACTORS 

Six industries, including construction industries, automotive dealers, 
repair services, and local government, were eliminated from the target 
industry list because they are ancillary in nature. Because they are 
dependent on growth in other industries and the residential population, they 
are difficult to target. 

FINAL TARGET INDUSTRIES 

Table 4·4 lists the 13 target industries that were selected after the first· 
round and second-round evaluations. 
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SIC lndustrtal lndustrtu 
2 7 . PrtnUng and Publ1ahlng 
3 2 Stone. Clay. & Glass 
34 FabflcatH Metal 
3 5 lndustrlal Machinery & Equipment 
38 Electronic and Electnc Equipment 
37 Transportation Equipment 
42 TNCI<Ing & Warehousing 
50 Wholesale Trade: Ourablea 
51 Whotesale Trade: Nondurables 

SIC Non-Industrial lnduatrtes 
61 Nondeposltory lnatltutlons 
73 Buslneaa Services 
80 Health Serv\cea 
8.7 Engineering & Management 

The typea of firma included in each target industry category are described 
in Appendix B of thia report. 

LOCATIONAL AND SITE NEEDS OF FIRMS IN TARGET 
INDUSTRIES 

'3 
Vo\utne ~ 
yav,e __::;:---

The required aite and buildinc characteriatica for the target industries 
range widely. Aa auch, a variety of parcelsizea, build.inc types and land use 
designations are required to attract target ind uatriea. 

There are generally tour ·types of site classifications for the target 
industries: large lot industrial sites (40·80+ acre pa.rcela); campus research 
and development (R&D) and smaller manuf8.cturing sitea (20 to 40 acre 
pa.rcela); amaller Ught industrialioffice sitea ('-20 acre parcela); and 
speculati'\fe apace within ofticeiOex and mixed-use development&. Thia section 
deacribea aome of the locational and site needa of typical firma in target .:< ·· 
industries. 

Large lot target industries include Electronic and Electric Equipment 
manufacturing (ie., silicon chip fabrication plant&). These users are generally 
more land intensive (typical .site requirement& exceed 100 acres) and have a 
relatively high level of environmental and water system imp acta. 

Industries with firma that may locate in campus research and 
development (R&D) and manufacturing sites include Electronic and Electric 
Equipment and the rest otthe manufacturing industries may fall into this 
category. 

Smaller light industriaVoffice sitea (4-20 acre parcels) and speculative 
space within officeltlex and mixed-use developments could accommodate 
smaller manufacturing firma, firma in Wholesale Trade and all of the Non­
Industrial target industries. 

Table 4-5 summarizes the lot sizes needed for firms in target industries 
for which data is available at this time. 
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1 aa'e. ..-o. • yp1ca1 aot aaze requaremenw tor nrma 
In t.rg•t lndqatrtes · 
lnduattv · Lot Size <acres) Site Needs 
Printing & Publishing 5- 10 
Stone. Clay & Glaaa 10 - 20 
Fabricated Metal1 10 - 20 
Industrial Machinery 10 - 20 
E1ectronlct- fab ~l.ants 40- 80+ 
Electronic. - Other 10 - . 30 
Transportation Equipment 10 - 20 
Trucking & warehousing varies 
'M\olesale Trade varies 
Non-Depository Institutions 1 - 5 
Busln ... Servlcn 1 - 5 
Health s.Mces ··. · 1 -10 
EnalneeriDCl & Management 1 - 5 

Flat 
Flat 
Flat 

Suitable soil 

Flat 

More specific locational iaauee for firma in target industriee include the 
(ollowiq iuuea:• 

• Land uae bufrera: Acc:ordina to the public oflici.ala and 
developeralbrokera ECO baa interviewed. industrial areas have 
operational cbaracteriatica that do not blend aa well with residential 
land usee aa they do with office and mixed-use areas. Generally, aa the 
function of industrial use intensifies (e.g .• heavY manufacturing) so to 
doee the importance ofbufferin1 to mitigate impacts of noise, odors. 
traffic. and 24-bour 7-day week operationa. Adequate buffera may 
consist ofvegetation.landacaped awalea, roadways, and public use 
parka/recreation areaa. Dependinc upon the industrial use and site 
topography, site buftera range from approximately 50 to 100 feet. 
Selected commercial office, retail, lodging and mixed-use (e.g., 
apartments or office over retail) activities are becoming acceptable 
adjacent uses to light industrial areaa. 

• Flat sitea: Flat topography (slopes with grades below 10%) ia needed 
for manufacturing firma, particularly large electronic fabrication 
plants and 10+ acre fabricated metals and induatrial .machinery 
manufacturing facilities. 

• Parcel conflguratlon and parking: Industrial uaera are attracted 
to sitea that offer adequate flexibility in site circulation and building 
layout. Sites must also provide adequate parking, vehicular 

• Fortune 600 oompaniee appear to h. trendinc towuda auburbaa.locationa Cor corporate campua Cacilitiea. 
Relatively low coet land, flexibility Cor &tun p-owth, and proximity to labor Core. an typical reaeona Cor locatinc 
(acilitiea auch aa Nike, Intel, In-P'ocu, and Tektronix in euburban toea tiona. Given the relatively b.iib coat ol land in 
Calitornia and Wuhinrton. and abort aupply of lite• over 20 aerea throuchout the weateru United State1, there i.a 
an emeflinc opportunity !or the Woodb\U'Il ll'tla. Woodburu i.e cloae enoucb to the hiah·tec.b areaa oC Wil.aonviu. and 
Waahinrton C<lunty to be a viable option Cor a corporate campua. Finne in Electronic and Electric Equipment and 
Busi.nesa S~rvicee have potential in thi.a reaard. 
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1,000 aquare feet are typieal dea~p requirements. In general 
rectan&Ular aitea are preferred with parcel width of at least 200-feet 
and lenath that ia at least two timet the width for build-to-suit aitea. 
Parcel width of at least 400 feet it deaired for tlexlbuaineas park 
develop menta. 

Soil type: SoU. stability and ground vibration are fairly important 
consideration• for special high precision manu.facturlnc proceasea, 
such u assembling 660 megahertz or higher speed microchipa. 

Buildllil density: Today a industrial buildinga are deaianed to 
accommodate materiala shipmenta, goode storage, manufacturing 
proceaaea, and adminiatrative and customer-support functiona. In 
addition to solid foundations to accommodate the wei&htl of fork lifb 
movinc heavy gooda u well u machinery. interior ceilin1 he.hta of 
18 to 28 £eet are expected for manufacturin1 £acilitiea. Even hi1ber 
ceilin1 heiahta (of up to 45 feet) are expected for warehouaina 
facilitiea. The ratio of buildin1 floor area to site area (FAR) typically 
raqea from 0.35 tor industrial/flex buildinp to 0.6 for oflice buildings. 
Buildin1 depth for industrial and ftex buildinas ia often 100 to 120 
feet, while width variea significantly. 

• Air transportation: Proximity to air transportation is also key tor 
high technology manufacturin1 industries. particularly those in the 
EleCtronie an'd Electric Equipment and lnduatrial Machinery 
induatriea. The distance of Woodburn to a major airport could be a 
drawback in attractinc the tarcet industries. 

··, 

·· ' 

• Fiber optics and telephone: In the near future, moat if not all 
induatriea shall expect acceaa to hish-apeed internet communications. 
Some industries, such aa internet hotels (a subset of SIC 78-Busineas 
Services), require the larceat fiber optic telecommunications system 
available. while othera need only redundant T-1 capacity. 

• 

• 

Potable water: Potable water needs range from domestic levels to 
300 kgpd (thouaanda of gallons per day). Significantly higher levels of 
water demand are associated with selected industries in SIC 36 (i.e., 
silicon chip fabrication plants). However, emerging technologies are 
allowing these industries to rely on recycled water with limited on-site 
water storage and filter treatment. The demand for water for fire 
suppression also varies. 

Power requirements: Electricity power requirements range from 
redundant 115 kva to 230 kva. Average daily power demand (as 
measured in kilowatt hours) generally ranges from approximately 
5,000 kwh for small business service operations to 30,000 kwh for very 
large manufacturing operations. The highest power requirements are 
associated with SICs 34, 36 and telecom hotels (within SIC 73). For 
comparison, the typical household requires 2,500 kwh per day. 
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• Tranaportatlona An of the taraet induatriea with the poaaible 
exception ofbuaineaa iervicea are heavily dependent upon aurface 
transportation !or etlicient movement of aooda. c:ommoditiea and their 
workera •. Proximity to 1-& ia a key attribute to WoodbU1'1l and would be 
acceptable to JU~ of the taraet induatriea. An adequate hiahway and 
Uterial roadway network would be needed for all induatriea (includinl 
buaineaa aervicea). 

• Tranalt; Tranait acce11 ia moat important to the tar~et induatriea 
with the createst joba density and consumer activity, particularly SIC 
73. 

• Pedeatrlan and bicycle facllltiea: The ability for workera to acoosa 
amenitiea and aupport service• auch aa retail, bank.inc, and recreation 
areu by foot or bike it inc:reaainaly important to employera. Very 
larc• employen (with over 600 employees) tend to provide on aite 
amenitiea auch u . food aervice. day care, dry cleanin1 and bankin1. 
However, the majority of job powth it in small to medium sized 
emptoYen who rely on off aite amenitiea. The need lor safe and 
efllcient bicYcle and pedeatri.an networb wiU prove the~ importance 
overtime u aupport service• ~d nei&hborhood8 are developed 
adjacent to employment centers. 

• Employee training: It ia important for firma in high-tech and other 
industries to have nearby facilities where employees can conveniently 
receive trainin& on latest technologies and skilla. 

In summary, there is a wide ran&e of site requirements for the potential 
target induatriea. While all of·the induatriea rely on efficient transportation 
accesa and basic water, sewer and power infrastructure, they have varying 
need for parcel size, slope, configuration, and buffer treatmenta. Transit, 
pedestrian and bicycle access are needed for commuting, recreation and 
access to support amenities. 

Volume 3 
------------~~----~--------------~~~~------------n -------Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis ECONorthwest May 20o'fage 71 



ChapterS 

Volume 

Page 

3 
72 

Conclusions 

All the precedinc technical work contained in thia report baa been 
structured to comply with the Goal9 requirement& for an "Economic 
Opportunity Analyaia." That information and structure ia uae!ul to the City 
for procedural reasona: it allowa the City to demonstrate to state agenciea 
that it hu met atate planninc requirement&. 

Equally, if not more, important from the City' a perspective ia that the 
information ia a base from which possible futures and policy optiona can be 
generated and evaluated. That ~valuation will. in turn, lead to chanaea in 
policy that the City believes will increase ita poeeibiliti'ea fat acbievinc the 
future it decidea to pursue. 

Since the belinnin1 of thie project, the City baa been clear about the 
direction it wanta to head. In abort, City ataft' have represented that they, the 
City. Council, and the voten the Council represent& are in favor of eeonomic 
growth; would like to see hicher·payinc, non-pollutinc joba to Woodburn; and 
would like to aee the development of more hiaber-end houainc conaiatent with 
the incomea that employeea in auch induatriea will be paid. 

Tbua, in thia study we have tried to adjust the standard requirements of 
an Economic Opportuni~ analysis to addresa the apecific economic 
development issues ofintere_lt to the City. The study has tried to: 

• Determine Woodburn' a comparative advantapa and constraints in the 
recional economic market place (thia report) 

• Identify potential appropriate industrial and commercial firma with 
hicher payinc jobs, and the democrapbic, locational, site and 
infrastructure characterietica desired by these firma (this report) 

• Evaluating what it would take (in terms of investment, City policy 
changes, plan and code amendments and state approvals) to move in 
the direction of desired changes (following report on Development 
Strategies). 

. 
This chapter draws conclusions from the information presented in 

previous chapters and addressee the firat two isauesliated above: 

_; I •• -

·determining Woodburn's comparative advantage, and identifying target 
industries. The third issue, evaluating steps to move in the direction of 
desired changes. will be addressed in the subsequent Development Strategies 
report. The Development Strategies report will describe a vision for 
Woodburn's future economic development, founded on factual information. 
that simultaneously meeta state planning requirements. 

The following conclusions are intended to raise issue& for consideration in 
the in the next phase of this project. Some conclusions address economic 
development opportunities; others economic development constraints. While 
the conclusions ultimately relate to each other in diverse ways ways. we 
structure them around several key topics for the purpose of discussion. 
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Economic crowth in the northern Willamette Valley region presents an 
opportunity for Woodburn to attract firma in relatively high-wage industries. 
Chapter G identifiea taraet induatriea and their loeational needs. Table 5-1 
liata the 13 t&riet induatriea identified aa potential targeta after the first­
round and second-round evaluations. 

Table 6-1. Target Industries for Woodburn . 
SIC Industrial Industries 
2 7 Printing and Publlahlng 
3 2 Stone. Ctay. & Glass 
3 4 F abrlcated Metal 
35 Industrial Machinery & Equipment 
38 Electr9nic and Electric Equlp,nent 
37 . Transpq_rtc~Uon Equipment 
42 Trucking & warehousing 
50 Wholesale Trade: Durab1ea 
51 Wholesale Trade: Nondurables 

SIC Non-Industrial Industries 
81 Nondepoaitory lnstltutlona 
73 Business Services 
8 0 . Health Services 
8 7 Engineering & Management 

A comparison of the locational needs of tarset industries to the locations 
that Woodburn can offer leads to several .conclusiona: 

• Different industries have different site-size requirements. Depending 
on the type of industry, site requirements could range anywhere from 
1-100 acres. The parcel size for a single moderate-sized employer may 
not be i1'8at. For example, 100 employeea in a firm that ia primarily 
oflice baaed may require a building of 25,000 to 40,000 square feet. At 
two stories, the footprint of that buUdinc would be 12,000 to 20,000 
square feet. Given typical parkinc and landacapi.nc requirements, 
such a building could be accommodated on a parcel of 12 to 2 acres. 

But the story ia not that eimple. The business may want room for 
expansion; it may require one-story forita operation; it may be 
concerned about image and want to make sure that it ia part of a 
larger campus environnient~ Campus research and development parka 
may require sites ranging from 20 to 40 acres, while smaller business 
parka may require sites of 5-20 acres. 

• Industrial users are attracted to sites that offer adequate flexibility in 
site circulation and building layout. Sites must also provide adequate 
parking, vehicular circulation and open space. In general rectangular 
sites are preferred with parcel width of at least 200-feet and length 
that ia at least two times the width for build-to-suit sites. Parcel width 
of at least 400 feet is desired for flex/business park developments. 

• Larger firma appear to be trending towa.rds suburban locations for 
corporate campus facilities. &3latively low cost land, flexibility for 
future growth, and proximity to labor force are typical reasons for 
locating facilities in suburban locations. Given the relatively high cost 

Volume 3 
----------------~~~~--------~~~---------------------. ECONorthwest May 2001 Woodburn EconomPage 73 Page 5-2 



of land in California and Waahinct,on, and short supply of aitea over 20 
acrea throughout the western United States. there ia an emeram1 
opportunity for the Woodburn area. WOodburn ia close enough to the 
high·tecb areaa of Wilsonville and Waahinaton County to be a viable 
option for a corporate campus. Firma in Electronic and Elec:tric 
Equipment and Buainea8 Services have potential in this regard. 

• The flat topography of Woodburn ia consistent with the site needs of 
target induatriea. Flat topography (alopea with grades below 10%) ia 
needed for manu£actwinc firma, particul.uly large electronic 
fabrication planta and 10+ acre fabricated metals and industrial 
machinery manufacturing facilities. 

• Soila stability and ground vibration are fairly important 
considerationa for special high precision manufacturinc processes, 
such aa aaaemblinc650 mecahertz or bieber speed microcbipa. Sites 
close to the railroad will be unacceptable for these types of 
manufacturing usea. 

• All of these ta.rcet industries req_uire basic water, sewer and power 
infrastructure. Fiber optic connectiona are probably a req_uirement for 
these industries. Moat of them demand cood access to the interstate 
system. Some prefer proximity to a major airport. 

In summary, all of the industries rely on efficient transportation access 
and basic services, but they have varying need for parcel size, slope, 
configuration. and bufl~r treatments. 

\ 

.•·. 

BUILDABLE LANDS 

Volume~ 
rage ____2.±--

Buildable lands appear to be a potential constraint to economic 
development in Woodburn. The City is expected to have an overan deficit of 
205 acres over the 1999-2020 period-not including an estimated 71 acres of 
land needed for schools. Supply and demand for high-density residential and 
commercial land is evenly matched. Other conclusions from our review of the 
buildable land analysis: 

• The Woodburn Buildable Lands and Urban.izatwn. Project (henceforth, 
the Buildable Lands Analysis) shows a 332 acre deficit for industrial 
land. Moreover, none of the vacant tax lots are over 16 acres in area, 
and no aggregates of tax lots (contiguous, but independent of 
ownership) exceed an area of 35 acres. Because all of the parcels are in 
different ownerships, it is unclear whether a developer could assemble 
these parcels into a single site. Moreover, the two key vacant 
industrial areaa are distant from 1-5 which may limit the types of 
businesses that might locate there. 

• The configuration and location of buildable industrial sites does not 
provide a good match to the site needs of targeted industries described 
i.n the previous section. The Buildable Lands Analysis recommended 
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and conficuration of any industrial land added to the UGB ia an 
important consideration • 

.. 

• · The Buildable Landa Analysia showa a 195-acre surplus for low· 
density residential land. Available reaidentialsitea should provide for 
a variety of housing~ b~ built at a range of values. The Buildable 
Landa Analysis recommends expanding the UGB to include all o£ the 
Tukwila residential development. Thia action would add 28.7 acres of 
low-density residential land that would probably be built in higher· 
value single-family residences. 

HOUSING 

.-· ... 

Housing is an important component of any economic development 
strategy. The availability of housing for houaebolda at all income levela ia a 
necessity for Woodburn to achieve ita economic vision. Followinc are 
conclusiona on the relationship ofbousinc to economic development: 

• Plannen and policymakere aometimea refer to a "jobalhousinc 
balance,. and measure the extent of the imbalance by calculating the 
ratio of joba to housing unite or householda (on the aaaumption that 
every household baa a dwellinc unit). The joba/houainc ratio in 
Woodburn ia improvinc. In 1990 there were 0.65 jobs available in the 
Woodburn zip code for every household. At the same time there were 
1.06 employed persona per household. meaning that aome people in 
WOodburn had to be going outside of Woodburn for work. That may 
force residents to seek employment outside the community .. Due to 
significant job II'Owth. between 1990 and 1997. there were 
approximately 1.01 jobs available in the Woodburn zip code for every 
household. · 

• Woodburn ia one of the more affordable communities in the region. 
Since 1990, single-family housing in Woodburn baa been consistently 
more affordable that housing in surrounding communities. In 1998, 
the average sales price of a home in Woodburn was $121,000, 
compared to $133,600 in Mt. Angel. and $161,700 in Silverton. 

• Demand for higher-end housing appears to be primarily from empty­
nesters at this time. The present housing mix may not provide enough 
higher-end housing to accommodate professional employees from the 
types of businesses it hopes to attract. That shortcoming ia not fatal: 
housing markets will respond to demand if serviced land is available. 

• Hispanic workers tend to earn lower wagea than workers statewide. 
The 2000 Censua indicates that 50% of Woodburn's population was 
Hispanic. Hispanic households also tend to have larger household 
sizes. 
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aitordability ia an important one. The data on employment trenda in 
Woodburn area auneat that (1) income• are leu than county 
averaaea. and (2) that many of the joba forecaat in the area will be 
lower wace job1. While houain1 in Woodburn ia relatively aft'ordable 
compared to other nearby communitiea. the structure of new job 
creation could lead to a greater at!ordability aap than exists today. 

• The reaulta of the OHCS modelauageat that· a substantial number of 
lower cost unita will be needed. For example, 1,067 dwellin1 unita will 
be needed Cor household• with incomea under $20,000. Thia it 45% of 
the City' a total estimated houainc need. While coat aavin11 are 
poaaible, it it di.fficult to signifi~tly decrease the coat of construction. 
lncreaaina wagea ia another strategy to bringina housina costa more in 
line with wagea. 

• Economic development atrategiea pursued by the City could chance 
the distribution ofbouaina need. For example, successfully recruiting 
a high-wage manufacturing plant could create additional need for 
owner-occupied dwellina unita in the $187,000 and over category. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Volume 3 ----?age 76 

Improved 1-5 access to and from potential development sites ia critical for 
economic development in Woodburn. Transportation plana have found that 
the single interchange at 1-5/ Highway 214 aervin1 Woodburn ia i.iladequate 
in ita current configuration to serve future development in the City, both in 
terms of capacity and geometry. With ita location in the northwest portion of . . _ 
the City, the current interchange ia not positioned to provide adequate accesa : 
to the undeveloped land in the southern portion of Woodburn. Moreover, the 
distance to the nearest 1·6 interchanges ia substantial: 8 miles to the south, 
and 7 miles to the north. Thue, other interchange• probably do not provide 
viable transportation alternatives for the types of businesses likely to locate 
in Woodburn. 

It appears unlikely tha~ a second interchange on 1·5 near Woodburn will 
be built in the 20·year planning horizon. In the absence of a second 
interchange, the beat alternative !or improved access to 1-6 is to improve or 
develop roadways to croaa 1·5 north or south of the existing interchange. 
These roadways would connect with Butteville Road (which may also need 
improvement) to access the 1-5 interchan~ from the west, which is far less 
congested than approaching the interchange from the east. 

Woodburn's TSP identifies several alternatives for a proposed South 
Arterial that would proceed west from Hwy 99E to cross 1-6 and connect with 
Butteville Road or Hwy 214. On the nort~ Crosby Road could be improved 
and extended to cross the railroad tracks and connect with Hwy 99E, 
providing a north connection from Hwy 99E across 1-5 to connect with 
Butteville Road and the I-5 interchange. With both of these options, 
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neceaaary to support development in Woodburn. 

The Woodburn TSP factored employment increaaea into transportation 
modellnc. The TaP fo~atf about 1,100 new employees west of 1-5 and 
about 2,100 east of 1-5. Designation of future Ianda available for employment 
should consider these figures. 

Improvement. to the 1-51214 interchange,_ in conjunction with 
improvement. to Highway 214 between Oregon Way and Woodland Avenue, 
may provide additional employment capacity over the plaDJlinc horizon. The 
traffic opera tiona analysia of the partial cloverleaf interchange improvement 
(includinc !our throuch lanea on Highway 214 acroaa the interchange) 
revealed a reserve capacity in 2020 of about 630 vehicle tripe during the 
weekday PM peak hour. Thia reserve capacity tranalatea into about an added 
1,230 employee& of cenerallicht industrial development, or 1,370 employee a 
of general oftice developmen~ over and above the employment increase• 
assumed in the 2020 Interchange Refinement Plan analysis. 

LABOR FORCE 

' 

Average levels of workforce education and training are ·below state 
averages and those of the Portland and Salem urban areas. The age 
distribution, yeara of education completed, and occupational mix of 
Woodburn's population suggest that the local labor force may lack the skills 
required by high-wage target industries. If firma identified in the target 
induatriea analysis locate in Woodburn, the data suggest that these firma will 
need to look outside or Woodburn for skilled labor (at least in the short· run), 
that Woodburn will need to attract more higbly-ekill4!d residents. or improve 
the education and training of existing residents. -

Labor supply is an obstacle to the type of development Woodburn hopes to 
attract, but probably not an insurmountable one. The industries in the target 
groupa we identified vary substantially in size and labor requirementa. Many 
bring a substantial portion of.thei.r labor with them (e.g., managers and 
engineers), which means that public policy to encourage a good supply of 
housing can also be an economic development policy. 

GOALS AND POLICIES RE-LATED TO ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

Adoption or an economic development strategy to attract high· wage 
employers may require several changes to Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan. 
Depending on the economic development strategy the City agrees on, policy 
changes may take the form of revisions to existing policies that define where 
and what types of commercial and industrial development may occur, or new 
policies intended to attract specific types of industries or to focus public 
investments in key areas. Given the results of buildable land analysis. 
combined with the site requirements of the typea of industries the City may 
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want to attract, chan1e1 to plan deaipationa and a J.]GB expansion are alact 
poaaible. Acceu iaauee at I·& are critical, ao policlee and apecific actiona to 
addreaa tranaportation problema will also be required (which may mean 
simply havin1 economic development policies reinforce commitment to the 
policies and investmenta specified in the City'a Transportation System Plan). 

Policiea will be examined in detail in the next phase o£the study 
(economic vision and development strategies). 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

volunle _ _ 3 __ 

>age 78 

Many households want the combination of proximity to larger cities and a 
small-town or rural lifestyle. Though Woodburn shares these quality of lite 
attributea with other communitiea in the Willamette Valley, that 
combination will probably become increasingly ecarce u population P"OWth 
continuea. A challenge f'or Woodburn will be maintaininc the qualitiea of a 
small town while accommodatinc population and employment growth. 
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Appendix A 

City Goals for 
Economic Development 

The City of W oodburn'a Comprehensive Plan contains many goals and 
policiea that relate to economic development. Thia Appendix lista the key 
goala and policies in the Comprehensive Plan, with the goal or policy number 
shown for cross-referencing. 

Overall, Woodburn'• Comprehensive Plan goala and policies are 
supportive of economic development. They seek to ensure that sufficient land 
ia available Cor economic grow.th, that development occura in an orderly 
t'ashion that ia coordinated with public service p~viaion, and that the traffic 
and pollution impacta of growth are mitigated. While bein11enerally 
supportive, changea to theae 1oala and pollclea may be needed if Woodburn 
aeeka to adopt new economic development atrategiea. Potential amendments 
to the Comprehensive Plan will be addreaaed brietly in Chapter 6 and in 
detail in the Development Strateo report that will follow thia Economic 
Opportunities Analyaia. 

Commercial land development 

• B-1. The City should at all time have sufficient land to accommodate 
the retail needa of the City and the surrounding market area. The City 
presently baa four major commercW areas: 99E, 1-6 Interchange, the 
downtown area, and the 2141211199E four corners intersection area. 
No new areas should be established. 

• B-2. Lande for high traffic generating uses (shopping centers, malls, 
restaurants, etc.) should be located on well improved arterials. 

• B-3. Strip zoning should be discouraged as a most unproductive form 
of commercial land development . ... Commercial developments or 
commercial development patterns which require the use of the private 
automobile shall be discouraged. 

• B.5 ... Downtown redevelopment should be emphasized and the City 
should encourage property owners to form a local improvement 
district to help finance downtown improvements. 

Industrial land use 

• C-1. It ia the policy of the City to provide for developments that, 
whenever possible, will allow residents of the City of Woodburn to 
work in Woodburn and not have to seek employment in other areu. 

• C-5. Industries which, through their operating nature, would 
contribute to a deterioration of the environmental quality of air, land, 

l olrune 
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• C-6. The induatrial park concept ia one which the City deema ia the 
most deairable form ofinduatrial·development. Whenever possible the 
industrial park concept will be encouraaed in an attractive and 
functional deaip. 

., 
I 

• C-8.lnduatriallanda should be protected from encroachment by 
commercial or other uaea ... 

• C-9. The induatriea attracted and encouraged by the City to locate in 
Woodburn ahould generate joba that would upgrade the skilla of the 
local labor pool. 

Growth 

• L-1. The City'aaoal i8 to grow to a population of approximately 26,000 
by the year 2020. Thia crowth shall be orderly and accompanied by the 
necessary public eervicea... · 

• L-4. The goal ia to limit the amount of vacant land within the City in 
order to enjoy the benefita of an orderly development pattern. that 
reduce• the rate that farm land ia converted to urban use and the 
optimum use of public service and utility capacity. 

• L-11. The goal is to accommodate industrial and commercial 
development that provides local employment but does not require 
special community financial incentives. 

Downtown design and conservation (DDCD) 

• P-l-2. Encourage a balanced financing plan to assist property owners 
in the repair and rehabilitation of structures. The Plan may include 
establishment of the following: 

• Provide on-going investment in downtown improvements. 

• Economic Improvement District-a designated area, within which 
all properties are taxed at a set rate applied to the value of the 
property with the tax monies used in a revolving loan fund for 
building maintenance, and improvement. 

• LocaL State, and National Historic District-a designated district 
within which resources, and properties are inventoried and 
identified for historic preservation. 

• Establish a "501 C-3" tax exempt organization for the purpose of 
qualifying for grants. 
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• Analyze the feasibility of eatabllahinl u urban reneww. wasu1c., a• 
a lone-term fundinl source for Downtown improvements. 

• Adopt a capital improvement program and funding strategy for 
Downtown improvements. 
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Appendix 8 

Descriptions of 
Target Industries 

Volume 
Page 

Tbia appendix provides a description of the induatriee identified aa target 
industriea in Chapter 4, specifically in Table 4·4. These description& are from 
the Standard Industrial Classification manual, aa reproduced on the internet 
by the Occupational Safety and Health AdministratioQ. of the U.S. 
Department of Labor at http:/lwww.osha.gov/cgj-bin/sidsicser5. 

INDUSTRY 27: PRlNTlNG, PUBLISHING, AND ALLIED INDUSTRIES 

Thia industry includea eatablishmenta engaged in printing by one or more 
common proceaaee, auch aa letterpreaa; lithQ1Inphy (includina offset); 
gravure, or acreen; and those eatabliehmenta which perform service• for the 
printing trade, such ae bookbindina and platemak.ing. Thia industry also 
includes eetabliahmente engaged in publiahina newapapera, boob, and 
periodicala, regardleu of whether or not they do their own printing. Newa 
syndicates are claaaified in Servicea, lnduatry 7383. Establishments 
primarily engaged in textile printing and finishing fabrica are classified in 
Industry 22, and those engaged in printing and stamping on fabric articles 
are classified in Industry 2396. Establishments manufacturing products that 
mntain incidental printing, such aa advertising or instructions, are clasaified 
according to the nature of the products for example, as cartons, bags, plastics 
film, or paper. · 

INDUSTRY 32: STONE, .CLAY, GLASS, AND CONCRETE PROD~CTS 

3 
82 

This industry includes establishments engaged in manufacturing tlat 
glass and other glass products, cement, structural clay products, pottery, 
concrete and gypsum products, cut stone, abrasive and asbestos products, 
and other products from materials taken principally from the earth in the 
fa-em of stone, clay, and sand. When separate reports are availabl8 for mines 
and quarries operated by manufacturing establishments classified in this 
industry, the mining and quarrying activities are classified in Division B, 
Mining. When separate reports are not available, the mining and quarrying 
activities, other than those oflndustry 3295, are classified herein with the 
manufacturing operations. 

If separate reports are not available for crushing, grinding, and other 
preparation activities of Industry 3295, these establishments are classified in 
Division B, Mining. 
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MACHINERY AND TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT 
Thia induatry include• eatabliahmenta engaged in fabricatins ferrow and 

nonferroua metal product&, auch u metal c&lll, tinware, handtoola, cutlery, 
general hardware, nonelectric heatina apparatua, fabricated structural metal 
product&, metal foflinp, metal atampinsa. ordnance (except vehicles and 
guided miaailea), and a variety of metal and wire prodw:ta, not elsewhere 
cliuaified. Certain important &eiiJlenta of the metal fabricatins induatriea are 
classified in other induatriea. auch u machinery in lnduatriea 36 and 36; 
transportation equipment. includin1 tanka. in Industry 37; profeaaional 
scientific and controllina instrument&, watchea. and cloclu in Industry 38; 
and jewelry and silverware in Industry 39. Eatabliahmenta primarily 
engaged in producinc ferrous and nonferrous metala and their alloys are 
classified in Industry 33. 

INDUSTRY 35: INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL MACHINERY AND 
COMPUTER EQUIPMENT 

' 

Tbia industry includea eatablislunenta engaaed in manufacturing 
industrial and commercial machinery and equipment and computers. 
Included are the manufacture of ensinea and turbinee; farm and garden 
machinery; construction. mining, and oil field machinery~ elevators and 
conveying equipment; hoists, cranes, monorailit, and industrial trucks and 
tractors; metalworkin1 machinery; special industry machinery; general 
industrial machinery; computer and peripheral equipment and office 
machinery; and refrigeration and service industry machinery. Machines 
powered by built-in or detachable motors ordinarily are included in this 
industry, with the exception of electrical household appliances. Power-driven 
handtoola are included in thj.a industry, whether electric or otherwise driven. 
Establishments primarily engaged in manufacturing electrical equipment are 
classified in Industry 36, and those manufacturing handtoola, except 
powered, are classified in Industry 34. 

INDUSTRY 36: ELECTRONIC AND OTHER ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 
AND COMPONENTS, EXCEPT COMPUTER EQUIPMENT 

This industry includes establishments engaged in manufacturing 
machinery, apparatus, and supplies for the generation, storage, transmission, 
transformation, and utilization of electrical energy. Included are the 
manufacturing of electricity distribution equipment; electrical industrial 
apparatus; household appliances; electrical lighting and wiring equipment; 
radio and television receiving equipment; communications equipment; 
electronic components and accessories; and other electrical equipment and 
supplies. The manufacture of household appliances ia included in this group, 
but industrial machinery and equipment powered by built-in or detachable 
electric motors ia classified in Industry 35. Establishments primarily engaged 
in manufacturing instruments are classified in Industry 38. 
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INDUSTRY 37: TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT 
Thi.e industry includea eatabliahmenta engaged in manufacturing 

equipment for transportation ofpaaaencen and cargo by land. air. and water. 
Important producta produced by eatabliahmenta claaaitied in thit industry 
include motor vehiclea, aircraft.. pided misaUea and apace vehicle a. ahipa. 
boata. railroad equipment. and miscellaneous transportation equipment. auch 
u motorcycle•. bicycle•. and anowmobile1. EatabUahmenta primarily engaged 
in manufacturina mobUe homea are clasaified in Industry 2451. 
Eatabliehmenta primarily engaged in manulacturbia equipment used for 
moving materiall on farm a; in minea and on construction aitea; in individual 
plants; in airports; or on other locationa off the hlchway are classified in 
Industry 36. 

INDUSTRY 42: MOTOR FREIGHT TRANSPORTATION AND 
WAREHOUSING 

• 

Tbia industry include• establiahmenta fumiahinalocal or lonc.<Jiatance 
truckina or transfer servicea, or thoae enpged in the storage of farm 
producta, furniture and other household goode, or commerci.aliOC)Cia of any 
nature. The operation of terminal facilitiea tor handl.inc freight, with or 
without maintenanc:e facilities, i.e a1ao included. Establishments primarily 
engaged in the storage of natural gaa are claaaUied in Industry 4922. Field 
warehouainc ia claaeified in Service a, Industry '7889. Establishments of the 
United States Postal Service are elaaaified in Industry 43. 

INDUSTRY 50: WHOLESALE TRADE~URABLE GOODS 
Thia industry includes establishments primarily engaged in the wholeeall. 

distribution of durable goods. 

INDUSTRY 51: WHOLESALE TRADE-NON-DURABLE GOODS 
This industry includes establishments primarily engaged in the wholesale 

distribution of non-durable goods. 

INDUSTRY 61: NON-DEPOSITORY CREDIT INSTITUTIONS 
This industry includes establishments engaged in extending credit in the 

form of loans, but not engaged in deposit ~anking. 

INDUSTRY 73: BUSINESS SERVICES 

This industry includes establishmenta primarily engaged in rendering 
services, not elsewhere classified, to business esta.blishmenta on a contract or 
fee basis, such as advertising, credit reporting, collection of claims, mailing. 
reproduction, stenographic, news syndicates, computer proll'amming, 
photocopying, duplicating, data processing, services to buildings, and help 
supply services. Establishments primarily engaged in providing engineering, 
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lnduatry 87. EetabU.hmenta which provide specialized services closely allied 
to activitiea covered in other diviaione are classified in such divisions. 

) INDUSTRY 80: HEALTH SERVICES 
Thia industry include• establishment& primarily engaged in !urnisbing 

medical, surgical. and other health service• to persona. Establishments of 
aaaoci.ationa or croupe, such aa Health Maintenance Organizationa (HMOa), 
primarily engaged in providing medical or other health service a to members 
are included. bu~ those which limit their service• to the provision of 
insurance againat hospitalization or medical coste an classified in Insurance, 
Induatry 63. Hospice• are also included in this industry and are classified 
according to the primary service provided. 

Industry &rQUPI 801 through 804 includea individual practitionere, group 
clinica in which a lf'OUP of practitionen ia associated for the purpose of 
carryinc on their profeeaion, and clinica which provide the aame service• 
through practitionen that are employees. 

INDUSTRY 87: ENGINEERING, ACCOUNTING, RESEARCH, 
MANAGEMENT, AND RELATED SERVICES 

• 
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This industry includes establishments primarily engaged in providing 
engineering, architectural. and surveying services; accounting, auditing, and 
bookkeeping services; research. development, and testing services; and 
management and public relations services. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

BACK(lROUND 
This report is an economic development strategy for the City of 

Woodburn. It is part of a project to improve the chances that Woodburn will 
get the type and quality of economic development its citizens desire. It 
describes (1) the City's vision for economic development, (2) issues related to 
achieving the economic development vision in Woodburn, and (S) 
recommended economic development policies and other changes to the City's 
Comprehensive Plan. 

This report is the product of the second and final phase of a project that 
evaluated current and future economic conditions and issues in Woodburn. 
The first phase of this project resulted in the Economic Opportunity Analysis, 
which described past economic conditions and poBSible economic futures in 
Woodburn. The Economic Opportunity Analysis provides the base of 
information for this report, which describes the policies and actions that we 
reviewed and adopted in the second phase of the project. 

The procees and products of this project are designed to meet the 
requirements of S~tewide Land Use Planning Goal 9 (Economy of the State) 
and the administrative rules that implement that goal (OAR 660-09-020). 

ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT 

Volume 

Page 

3 
92 

This report is organized as follows: 

Chapter 2: Economic Vision for Woodburn describes the City's vision 
for its economic future. That vision gives direction about the types of policies 
that the City will adopt to increase its probabilities of achieving that vision. 
Those policies get discussed in Chapters S and 4. 

Chapter 8: Economic Development Issues compares conditions 
described in the Economic Opportunity Analysis with the City's vision for 
economic development to identify issues Woodburn must address to achieve 
its economic vision. It also identifies and provides some evaluation of policies 
the City could adopt to move toward the achievement of that vision. 

Chapter 4: Recommended Goals and Strategies contains goals and 
actions the City of Woodburn can adopt as part of the economic element of 
their Comprehensive Plan. 

Appendix A! Statewide Planning Goal Compliance Issues describes 
steps the City must take to ensure that the goals and actions in this report 
properly incorporated into the City's comprehensive plan. It includes a 
discussion of requirements for adding land to an urban growth boundary. 
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Chapter 2 Economic Vision for Woodburn 

I 
/ · ., 

I 

PURPOSE OF AN ECONOMIC VISION 
There are many possible economic futures for Woodburn; there are 8Qme 

impossible ones as well. The challenge for the City is to decide on a future 
that is not only desirable, but that is also possible given the factors that 
constrain it. That future ia referred to as the City's "economic vision" or 
"economic development objectives."• 

For example, the existence of the Portland and Salem metropolitan areas 
only one-half hour from Woodburn in either direction on 1-6 creates 
opportunities and constraints. Among the opportunities: established 
industrial eectors looking for developable land; a large and mobile labor 
supply. Among the constraints: state laws about how much growth a 
jurisdiction can plan to accommodate, and how. 

It would be unrealistic, therefore, for Woodburn to aspire to, and plan for, 
rivaling Portland or Salem as a regional economic center. But it is not 
unrealistic for Woodburn to plan for more manufacturing growth, even for 
types of growth it has-not had in the past. That growth is not inevitable. It 
depends, in part, on economic forces beyond the City's control. But it also 
depends on things the City can influence: the supply of buildable land, the 
quality and price of public services, quality of life, and incentives for 
development. 

Thus, a vision for the future economy of Woodburn should be: 

• A balance between what the City would like to achieve, and what 
resources and public support the City can realistically expect to 
muster in support of that vision · 

• Consistent with state laws 

• Understandable to citizens without technical training or experience 
with economic development 

• Capable of being incorporated into the City's comprehensive plan. 

The vision that follows meets those criteria. 

hi.a report, the urme "eoonomic vieion" and "economic development objectivee" are aynonymoua. Volume 3 
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ECONOMIC VISION {DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES) 
Woodburn's location near the Portland and Salem metropolitan areas 

means that it has strong opportunities for growth. Over the next 60 years, 
the population in the Willamette Valley is expected to almost double. About 
80% of that growth is forecasted to occur in the counties from Salem north to 
Portland. Woodburn is at the center of that area, on 1·5. For the Salem· 
Portland area not to grow substantially, the economy of the U.S. and 
Northwest would have to have some type of major problem that few 
economists are now predicting. Thus, the most likely prediction for the 
Portland-Salem area, and by association for Woodburn, is growth. 

The question for Woodburn is bow much and what type of population and 
employment growth does the City want? Even with strong regional growth, a 
city does have the ability to use public policy to affect both the amount and 
rate of growth.• The Woodburn City Council endorses the following economic 
vision:• 

• Woodburn recognizes its locational advantages (as described in the 
Economic Opportunity Analysis) and believes it is in ita interest to 
encourage economic development and growth in the City. 

• Woodburn does not want to be a bedroom community, with a large 
share of its residents commuting to jobs in the Portland or ~alem 
areas. It wants to provide opportunities for its residents to work at 
good jobs in Woodburn. 

• To that end, Woodburn wants existing businesses to grow and new 
businesses to locate in the City that will provide higher-wage jobs for 
existing and future Woodburn residents. Creating high-wage jobs in 
Woodbum will help reduce commuting distance and stress, and 
generate tax revenue to help reduce burdens on schools and other 
social services. High-wage jobs will help Woodburn attract new 
residents with disposable time and income to contribute to their 
family and community. 

• The Economic Opportunities Analysis identified 'target 
induatrie&-<>nes that could create high-wage jobs in Woodburn while 
also being compatible with other City goals stated in the 
Comprehensive Plan. The purpose ofidentifying these industries was 
to draw general conclusions about the site needs of businesses in 
industries with higher·wage jobs. It is not the City's desire to limit 

1 Tb.U point iA no less true despite the fact that the State requires counties and cities to aifee on lou! population 
forecaeta that when aummed for all jurisdiction in a county add to the State' a forecast for a county . Local policiea can 
cause actual rrowth to be higher or lower than the official forecast&. 

1 The firat draft of these objectives were derived from a review of adopted policy and commenta by the City Council in 
work te88ions and public meetings in May 2001. By adopting thia document, the City Council officially adopta these 
ohi"'Ctive.A for eoonomic development. 
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itself to, or focus ita policies on, the recruitment of businesses in these 
specific industries. Other industries that meet the City's multiple 
objectives for economic development are also welcome. 

• New businesses will need, among other things, developable land, good 
services and transportatio~ social and cultural amenities, and an 
educated and skilled labor force. The City expects to take actions to 
make sure those things are provided at competitive prices. 

• Woodburn wants to maintain and increase the livability of its 
community as it grows. To that end. the City wants to be strategic 
about any economic incentives it gives to businesses, ensuring that it 
has the financial resources to maintain the quality of its facilities and 
services. 

• Woodburn wants to provide a range of housing for all household types, 
and wants to ensure that new houaing opportunities are available for 
households with members employed by the desired new higher-wage 
jobs in Woodburn. 
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Chapter 3 Economic Development Issues 

This chapter builds from the vision described in Chapter 2 and the 
conditions described in the Economic Opportunities Analysis to identify and 
evaluate six major economic development issues facing Woodburn: 

• Land Use: buildable land, housing, and urban renewal 

• Public infrastructure and services: transportation, water and sewer 
service, quality of life 

• Workforce: education and training 

• Business development: recruitment and retention 

• Finance 

• Coordination 

For each issue this chapter describes (1) current conditions, (2) how 
current conditions may affect future economic development in Woodburn, (3) 
existing City goals and policies, and (4) the types of policies the City could 
adopt to help it achieve.its vision for economic development. Thus, this 
chapter is an overview of issues and potential policies. Chapter 4 builds on 
the evaluation in this chapter to recommend economic development policies 
and other potential changes to Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan related to 
economic development. 

LAND USE 

BUILDABLE LAND 
The Woodburn Buildable Lands and Urbanizatwn Project• found that 

Woodburn ie expected to have an overall deficit of206 acres ofbuildable land 
over the 1999-2020 period. Estimates by comprehensive plan designation 
show a 195-acre surplus for low-density residential land, supply equal to 
demand for commercial and high-density residential land, and a deficit of 332 
acres for industrial land over the twenty-year period. An inventory of 
buildable parcels (which aBSume that adjacent tax lots can be assembled into 
larger parcels) shows that Woodburn has no vacant industrial tax lots over 16 
acres and no aggregates of adjacent tax lots that exceed 36 acres total. The 
configuration and size of buildable industrial sites in Woodburn is not a good 
match for the needs of target industries. The Economic Opportunities 
Analysis reported that very large manufacturing and high-tech firms want 
sites as large as 40-80+ acres, campus research and development (R&D) and 
smaller manufacturing sites require 20-40 acres, and smaller light 
industrial/office sites require 4-20 acres. Buildable industrial lots in 

1 McKeeveriMorria Inc., W&H Pacific, E.D. Hovee & Company, Gabriele Development Services, and Manda Beckett 
Desig-0. 2000. Woodburn Buildabk Landi and Urbanization Project. Final report i.asued February 7. 
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Woodburn will only meet the need of am.aller, light-industrial and office sites. 
Sites for campus research and development (R&D) and smaller 
manufacturing firma can only be provided by assembling tax lots under 
differe~t ownership, and there are no sites available for large-lot industrial 
firms. 

Using data from the Buildabu Lands Study, the Economic Opportunities 
Analysis identified three potential sites in Woodburn that meet these criteria. 
All of the sites have street access and can be serviced with water and sewer. 
Further analysis, however, revealed that one of the sites was under 
development in the Spring of 2001, and that the other two are relatively 
distant from Interstate 6 and are not particularly well-suited sites to 
accommodate target industries. 

The small number of available sites will limit the choices available for 
firms looking to locate in Woodburn and increases the chances that sites will 
not be available in the market-for the typea of business that the City 
Council baa decided it wants to attract, and that the Economic Opportunities 
Analysis says it would have a reasonable chance of attracting (given its other 
characteristics) if vacant industrially-zoned land were available in the 
greater amounts and better locations. Moreover, interviews ECO conducted 
with developers and economic development specialists suggest that 
Woodburn presently has an inadequate industrial land base to attract target 
or related industries. In summary, the industrial land base is insufficient to 
meet the City's economic development vision. Woodburn's Comprehensive 
Plan states that "the City should encourage that ... enough industrial is 
available for industrial growth to accommodate the residential growth 
expected in the City" (policy C-1, p. 49). The Comprehensive Plan does not 
contain any actions or policies to address the projected deficit of industrial 
land in Woodburn over the 1999-2020 period.. · 

The recommended alternative of the Woodburn Buildable Lands and 
Urbanization Project contain& several actions that would increase the supply 
of buildable industrial land. Application of a Mixed-Use Campus (MUC) 
zoning designation to parcels now zoned for residential, commercial, and 
industrial development would add 33 industl:ial acres, assuming development 
on MUC land would be 60% industrial. Expansion of the UGB in four areas 
would add 208 industrial acres to Woodburn's inventory of buildable land. 
Even with these changes, however, the Buildable Land.$ and Urbanization 
Project finds that Woodburn would still have a deficit of 88 acres of industrial 
land over the 1999-2020 period. 

In addition to the actions in the recommended alternative of the 
Woodburn Buildable Lands and Urbanization Project, the City could address 
the forecast deficit of industrial land by (1) designating some of its vacant 
residential land supply (which is estimated to be greater than what is needed 
to accommodate the 20·year housing forecast) for industrial development or 
making additional expansions of the UGB. Designating commercial land for 
industrial development is also an option, but it would lead to a deficit of 
commercial land over the forecast period. Given the general desirabilitv of 
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segregating, or at least buffering, residential and industrial uses and o£ 
providing industrial sites with adequate road and rail access, expanding the 
UGB has advantages as a way of increasing the supply of industrial sites in 
Woodburn. 

Expanding the UGB will require detailed analysis to comply with 
statewide planning goals and statutory requirements. If the City chooses to 
pursue this option, it should review the assumptions made in the draft. 
Buildable Lands Study. Specifically, the City should review the population 
and employment forecasts that are the basis of estimating land needs. A 
revised employment forecast should reflect judgments about how the City's 
economic development strategies will affect the employment base. The 
revised employment forecast will then drive need for commercial and 
industrial land. The housing needs analysis should be updated to reflect 
implied changes in the wage distribution. The Transportation System Plan 
should be updated to reflect these changes. Finally. all of this analysis should 
be coordinated and reflect how the revised assumptions impact other aspects 
of the City's plans and policies. 

HOUSING 
The Economic Opportunities Analysis reported the results of the Oregon 

Department of Housing and Community Services (HCS) model It suggests a 
substantial number of lower cost units will be needed in Woodburn. For 
example, 1,067 dwelling units, or 45% of the City's total estimated housing 
need, will be needed for households with incomes under $20,000. Economic 
development strategies pursued by the City could change the distribution of 
housing need. For example, successfully recrUiting a high-wage 
manufacturing plant could create additional need for owner-occupied 
dwelling units in the $187,000 and over category. 

Providing an adequate mix of housing types and prices is important to 
attract firma to Woodburn and to acbi:eve a balance of jobs and housing. 
Without the right. housing mix, firma that want to expand or locate in 
Woodburn may need to rely more heavily on workers who reside outside of 
Woodburn, or these firms may decide to expand or locate elsewhere. 

The need for a mix of housing that corresponds to the income generated 
by existing and potential jobs is important acrose the income 
range-affordable housing for low-income workers and high-quality housing 
for well-paid executives. Providing adequa~ housing for highly-paid 
executives appears to be important for attracting corporate offices. In 
discussing the suburbanization of corporate headquarters, Joel Garreau 
states that "there is probably no more important law of Edge City location 
than this: Whenever a company moves its headquarters, the commute of the 
chief executive officer always becomes aborter."• 

a Jot!l Oarreau. 1991. Edge City: Life on tM New Front~r. New York: Doubleday. 
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Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan states that the City's goal "is to insure 
that adequate housing for all sector& of the community is provided" (G-1, p. 
62) and that the "City will insure that sufficient land is made available to 
accommodate the growth of the City" (G-1-1, p. 52). It is the policy of the City 
"to encourage a variety of housing types to accommodate the demands of the 
local housing market" (G·l-2, p. 63) and to "accept ita regional share of low 
income housing" (G-1-4, p. 63). 

The City's housing needs analysis should be updated based on revised 
population and employment forecasts and assumptions about how the City's 
economic development strategies will affect the local wage structure, 
households' ability to afford housing, and the local housing market. 

URBAN RENEWAL 
The City of Woodburn wants to revitalize ita downtown. The Economic 

Opportunities Analysis did not directly addre88 the existing conditions in 
downtown Woodburn or identify specific problems to be addressed.• In 
general, Woodburn baa a traditional main street downtown commercial 
district on Front Street and 1• Street, adjacent to the_ Union Pacific Railroad 
tracks. Most of the structures in downtown Woodburn are several decades old 
and some may be designated as historic structures. Many of these buildings 
are underutilized or vacant, and many are in need of repair or rehabilitation. 

The Economic Opportunities Analysis pointed out that one of Woodburn's 
comparative advantage is a small-town atmosphere with proximity to urban 
amenities. Downtowa.Woodburn and the surrounding older neighborhoods 
are the key to this small-town atmosphere, 80 maintaining and enhancing 
downtown Woodburn is important for maintaining t~ comparative 
advantage. 

In addition to downtown,. Woodburn has two other major commercial 
districta· that may be candidates for urban renewal" efforts: the area east of 
the I-5!Hwy 214 mterchange and the Hwy.99 E strip. Both of these 
commercial districts are major entrances to Woodburn and thus create much 
of the city's image for visitors. 

Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan contains Downtown Design and 
Conservation District (DDCD) goals and policies that seek to maintain and 
enhance downtown's role in Woodburn (section P, p. 69). These goals and 
policies seek to support rehabilitation of buildings, improve landscaping and 
pedestrian amenities, improve the circulation pattern, and attract businesses 
downtown. Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan does not appear to have any 
goals and policies that specifically address rehabilitation and improvement of 
other business districts in the city. 

1 The City is conductinr that analysis as part of a eeparate study . 
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To revitalize downtown Woodburn while maintaining ita traditional 
small-town character, it is important that City policies seek to maintain as 
many old and historic buildings aa possible, and to ensure that any new ·' 
construction fits the style and scale of existing structures. To this end, City 
policies ahould emphasize rehabilitation and reuse of existing structures. The 
City should also seek to maintain downtown's status as a civic and cultural 
center of Woodburn by keeping government offices and the library downtown 
and by encouraging cultural activities that will attract people to downtown. 

In other commercial districts, City policies should seek to improve 
Woodburn's image to people visiting or paasing through the city. Potential 
improvements include the provision of sidewalks and pedestrian amenities, 
planting street trees and other landacaping, relocating utility poles away 
from the street right-of-way or putting utilities underground, consolidating 
access points, and better signage to downtown, parke, schools, and other 

. amenities in Woodburn. 

PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES 

TRANSPORTATION 

' 
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Transportation analyses have found that the single interchange at 1-6 at 
Highway 214 serving Woodburn is inadequate in ita current configuration to 
serve the fo~sted future development in Woodburn. They have identified 
needed improvements to major highway corridors and key intersections in 
Woodburn. 1-5 acceas, congestion, and overall accessibility, is expected to get 
worse. 

Transportation acce8s and mobility are critic8l for economic development: 
because firms rely on transportation infrastructure for acce88 to customers 
and workers, and to ship and receive goods. Improving transportation 
conditions in Woodburn will improve the City's ability to retain existing firms 
and to attract new ones. 

Transportation goals and policies in Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan 
seek to develop a safe, effective, and efficient transportation system. These 
goals and policies are generally supportive of making the transportation 
improvements needed for economic development in Woodburn. 

The 1·5 interchange is Woodburn's biggest transportation problem. In 
concept, if one accepts (as Woodburn does).that the City will grow and traffic 
at the interchange will grow with it, then there are two construction solutions 
to the congestion at the interchange: (1) re-build the existing interchange to 
increase its capacity, or (2) build a new (second) interchange. ODOT has 
stated that there is little chance that a second interchange will be 
constructed in the next twenty years. The City Council accepts this 
limitation, at least for now. The City may seek to pursue a second 
interchange if conditions change to allow construction earlier than currently 
anticipated. To preserve this opportunity, Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan 
should state the City's desire for a second interchange. The transportation 
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element of.Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan will also need to be modified to 
reflect specific improvements recommended in subsequent transportation 
plans. 

WATER AND SEWER SERVICE 

Vacant land must have water and sewer service available for development 
to occur. Target industries may have special needs. 

According to City staff. no water or sewer capacity constraints exist at 
this time that would preclude development of lands designated for 
commercial and industrial uses. Moreover, staff indicated that there are no 
areas in the City that cannot be serviced with water and sewer. In the long 
term, the City will need to drill new wells to provide an adequate supply of 
water. Staff indicated that the City has sufficient water rights at this time to 
accommodate forecast population and employment growth. 

Development of some larger parcels in the southern areas of Woodburn 
and land currently outside of the UGB will require service extensions that 
will increase development costs at these sites. The City has planned ahead 
for deve~opment in some areas. For example, when the City extended 
Woodland road on the west side ofl-5, it also extended a sewer line with 
sufficient capacity to accommodate additional development in that area. 

The City is in the process of completing a stormwater management plan 
that will include new developmeq.t standards. Staff indicated that any new 
development will probably be req~d to construct detention ponds to reduce 
flow rate to pre-development condition. and to provide pre-treatment 
oil/water or vein type separator to reduce oils or biological oxygen demand 
(BOD). This requirement will increase the amount of land needed to 
accommodate development. 

The availability of water and sewer service is generally supportive of 
economic development in Woodburn. The availability of water and sewer 
service is not a constraint on development in other Willamette Valley 
communities, even for high-use facilities such as silicon chip fabrication 
plants, eo this is not a significant competitive advantage for Woodburn. 
Goals and policies related to the provision of water and sewer service in 
Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan are generally supportive of providing 
adequate service to accommodate projected growth while protecting the 
environment. Growth and Urbanization go.als in Woodburn's Comprehensive 
Plan have several provisions that link growth and the provision of public 
services. These goals seek to: 

• Provide a consistent level of public services and facilities in all parts of 
Woodburn by requiring new development to support and maintain 
services and facilities at a level equal to or exceeding the level in the 
rest of Woodburn (L-2, p. 61). 
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• Maintain City boundaries that support efficient delivery of public 
services (L-3, p. 61). 

• Limit the amount of vacant land within the City for optimum use of 
public serVice and utility capacity (L-4, p. 62). 

• Insure that growth is orderly and efficient, phasing needed public 
. services in accordance with the expected rate of growth (M-1, p. 64). 

• Insure that the City's growth does not exceed ita ability to provide 
public services through adoption of a growth control ordinance. When 
and if a growth control ordinance is used, the City shall reexamine the 
public facilities plan and determine at that time if it is in the public 
interest to expand facilities to accommodate the additional growth (M-
2, p. 65). 

• Pay for public facility construction through systems development 
charges from anticipated growth. and to take measures to stimulate 
growth only under extreme conditions (M-3, p. 65). 

• Forbid the extension of sewer and water facilities beyond the city . 
limits, except as agreed to in writing by the City and County (M-10, p. 
66). 

• Base conversion of land to urban uses in part on consideration of 
orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services and 
the availability of sufficient land to insure choices in the market (M-
11, p. 66). 

While these goals are generally supportive of economic development in 
Woodburn, the City may want to modify these goals to increase its flexibility 
and potential for attracting firms that meet ita economic development vision. 
To achieve ita economic development vision, the City may need to expand its 
UGB and extend public services to create potential development sites for 
commercial or industrial uses. Thi.e process may require the City to extend 
water and sewer service to vacant areas in advance of development, which 
will require funding in advance of systems development charges revenue. 
And development sites with the characteristics desired by firms may not be 
immediately adjacent to the City's existing UGB, requiring a development 
pattern that is not as orderly or compact as im.plied by the City's goals. In 
this context, the City may want to relax its existing goals regarding phasing 
of public services, funding of public servicee from systems development 
charges, limiting the amount of vacant land in order to optimize use of public 
facilities, and maintaining boundaries for efficient provision of public 
services. 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

Volume 3 

·The City's provision of public infrastructure and services can affect the 
quality of life in Woodburn as perceived by existing and potential residents. 
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All of the aspects of public services identified in this chapter have an effect on 
quality of life in Woodburn; other public services that can effect quality of life 
include parks and recreation, environmental protection, police, fire, and 
library services. The quality of local schools has a significant impact on 
quality of life. but the City only indirectly influences the provision of public 
education in Woodburn. 

The Economic Opportunities Analysis found that a primary comparative 
advantage for Woodburn is its small·town atmosphere coupled with its access 
to jobs and urban amenities in Portland and Salem. Maintaining that small· 
town atmosphere as the city grows will be a challenge for Woodburn. The 
Economic Opportunities Analysis did not identify any problems with the 
provision of public services that affect quality oflife in Woodburn. It appears 
that the provision of public services in Woodburn relative to other Willamette 
Valley communities is not substantially different enough to raise obvious 
economic development issues. Complicating this issue is the fact that quality 
of life is subjective. eo that the characteristics that affect perceptions of 
quality of life vary widely between different households and firms. 

The City's goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan seek to protect 
and enhance the natural and cultural resources in Woodburn, and to ensure 
adequate and efficient provision of public services in Woodburn. These 
policies will allow the City to take actions to maintain and enhance quality of 
life in Woodburn. 

Public and private investments contribute to quality of life. In addition to 
the efficient delivery of public services such as parks and fire protection, the 
public sector may also fund libraries. museums, performing arts centers, 
conference centers. and similar facilities. The City of Woodburn currently has 
a nice library in downtown-the City should evaluate the adequacy of this 
service on a periodic basis. Research and contacts for this project did not 
identify a need for additional cultural or social facilities in Woodburn, 
because they are not particularly important considerations for businesses 
choosing a location. Also, these facilities typically operate at a loss and thus 
require a subsidy for operation and construction. Woodburn's proximity to the 
Portland area allows Woodburn residents to easily take advantage of the 
social and cultural opportunities in Portland. The City should continue to 
support and take advantage of opportunities to develop of social and cultural 
amenities in Woodburn. and seek input from residents on the need for 
additional amenities in order to maintain quality of life. 

Private investments that contribute to quality of life include restaurants, 
theaters, shopping opportunities, and recreational facilities. The City can 
support development of these amenities through efficient permitting and 
delivery of public services. Other measures the City takes for economic 
development, such as an urban renewal district, can be used to encourage the 
type of private investment the City wants to enhance quality of life in 
Woodburn. 
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WORKFORCE 
Data in Economic Opportunities Analysis indicates low level of 

educational attainment in Woodburn, which suggests that the workforce in 
Woodburn may not have the skills needed by firms with high·wage jobs. This 
may make Woodburn less attractive to firms looking for a location. While 
firms in Woodburn are not necessarily dependent on local workforce because 
they can attract workers fr~m the Portland and Salem areas, improving the 
skills of the local workforce would make Woodburn more attractive as a 
business location. 

Workforce development has benefits beyond attracting firms. By 
improving the skills of local residents. education can help them find higher· 
paying jobs and may spur more residents to form their own businesses. 

Woodburn's ComprehenBive Plan does not have any goals or policies 
directly related to workforce development. Potential policies to improve 
workforce skills in Woodburn include: 

• Supporting educational institutions to improve the availability of work 
skills training in Woodburn. including Woodburn Public Schools and 
Chemeketa Community College. 

• Encouraging collaboration between employers or potential employers 
and educational institutions to improve work skills education in 
Woodburn. 

• Improving access for Woodburn residents to training programs in the 
Portland and Salem areas. . 

• Work with educational institutions to develop industry·specific 
workforce training as an incentive to attract firms to Woodburn. 

The Woodburn Campus ofCbemeketa Community College (CCC) is the 
center of workforce training and career development services in Woodburn. 
CCC has partnered with the Oregon Employment Department to create the 
Woodburn Job and Career Center, a "one stop center" to help job seekers find 
available jobs and receive training to enhance their job skills. Through the 
Mid·Willamette Workforce Network, the Woodburn Job and Career Center 
can connect people in Woodburn with job openings and training opportunities 
in Western Oregon and nationwide for specialized occupations. The Job and 
Career Center also sponsors training workshops in Woodburn, and will bring 
specialized training workshops to Woodburn if there is enough interest. The 
Job and Career Center can also work with employers to screen and train 
potential employees, as they did for the Woodburn Outlet Mall. 
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The Woodburn Campus also offers services to support small business 
owners through training programs, mentorships, and information on other 
available resources such as Small Business Administration loans. The 
College, Employment Department, Chamber of Commerce, and City of 
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Woodburn also collaborate on a Businesa Development Team to support 
existing businesses and attract businesses to W oodburn.• 

The Mid·Willamette Valley Education Consortium. which includes the 
Regional Chamber Education Allia,nce, ia working to implement a Certificate 
of Employability in public schools. establish a leadership program in 
Woodburn High School. and develop school-to-work programs to give students 
real-life work experience. 

BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 
Business development strategies includes efforts to recruit new firms to 

Woodburn. to improve and expand _existing businesses to Woodburn. and to 
ertcourage the formation of new businesses in Woodburn. 

RECRUITMENT STRATEGIES 

' 

Busineaa recruitment programs attempt to attract new businesses to a 
community by offering incentives. by making investments in the area•s 
workforce and/or infrastructure, or by marketing the area•s strengths. 
Effective buaine88 recruitment can create new jobs, increase tax revenues, 
and help to diversify the local economy. Business ~ruitment programs have 
become so common around the country that many people think they are 
synonymous with economic development.• · 

The City of Woodburn curr~ntly does not offer any direct or in~ 
financial incentives to attract prospective firms that meet the City's eeonomic 
development vision. 

Considerable research has been conducted on the effectivene88 of local 
-incentive programs to attract firms to a community. This research shows that 
the location decisions of firms are based on' many factors, only some of which 
could be influenced by local government, and that the standard tools o£ 
recruitment (marketing and tax breaks) are not among the most critical 
variables for most firms. Rather, their decisions often had more to do with 
the fundamental characteristics of a region: its access to markets and factors 
of production; the quality o£its labor force; the quality, cost, and stability of 
its public infrastructure; and the quality of life it afforded to ita employees 
(especially top executives, who were influencing the location decision).• This 
research suggested a shift in focus from short-term recruitment deals to long-

'be Woodburn Buaines& Development Team was in ita inception at the time this report was completed. The 
'ectiveneaa of the Team ia untested at thU point. The City should monitor and evaluatAl the BWiineae Development 
am over the next several yean to &a \lie ita effectivenesa . 

chweke, William, Brian Dabson, and Carl Riat. 1996. 1mprouint Your Bu..iruu Climau: A Guick to Smarttr Public 
.IUtrMnt.lln &on.omic ~~lapment. Wuhin(ton, D.C.: Corporation for Enterpriae Development. 

:hmenner, Ro~rer. 1978. 'I'ht Manu(acturil'li Location Decuion: Eui.tknce from Cincinnati and New England. 
•ahingt.on, D.C.: U.S. Economic Development Administration. March. 
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term investments in public facilities and services. That long view, however, 
must be concretely implemented by specific, short-run actions. . ) 

Volume 3 

However. business recruitment strategies have posed several problems for 
local jurisdictions. Firat. many of the tax incentive packages have ended up 
costing jurisdictions more than the benefits gained by attracting the targeted 
business. In addition, if a jurisdiction's workforce does not match the needs of" 
the new business, then the jobs created by that business will be held by 
residents of other communities. Finally, bueineBS recruitment is, by necessity, 
something of a zero sum game-~me jurisdiction's gain is another's loss. 

Fiscal constraints have increased the emphasis on getting public-private 
partnerships-large incentives are becoming lees common. Government ia 
trying to reinvent itself in the image of the private sector. It is focusing on the 
business of government, on doing efficiently the things that there ia a 
consensus that governme·nt should do: infrastructure, education. and services 
that create an environment in which businesses can work efficiently (public 
safety. efficient regulation, social services). AD implication of this shift is th~t 
government should treat economic development policies as investment 
decisions by considering the return to the community and the opportunity 
costs of each investment (i.e., the other investments that cannot be made 
because the resources are being used for this one). The focus bas shifted from 
trying to hit a home run with a single big deal to hitting many singles in 
targeted areas-a shift toward diversification. · 

Provided that local jurisdictions offer incentive packages with a cost 
roughly equivalent to the potential benefits-blisiness attraction can be a 
good way to diversify the local economy and enhance an area's business mix. 
In marketing themselves to businesses seeking to move, local g~vernments 
can focus on the following set of items: 

• . Making appropriate investments in infrastructure. 

• Creating readily available development sites. 

• Providing an efficient permitting process. 

• Helping cre~te a well-trained and available workforce, and offering 
assistance with hiring and training workers. 

• Providing consolidated information about loans and other assistance 
programs available through the City and other agencies. 

• Creating a perception of high quality of life. 

• Effective marketing to prospective businesses. 

A key element of business recruiting is to have one person who is the sole 
point of contact for information and the range of pubic services needed by 
prospective firms. This point person should report to the City Manager and 
have enough influence to get other City departments on board to deliver the 
permits and public services prospective firms will need to develop sites in 
Woodburn. This contact person should project a positive, business friendly 
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attitude, and all discussions among City departments should take place away 
from the client. 

ASSISTANCE FOR EXISTING BUSINESSES 

There are a range of potential activities to assist existing businesses, 
including mentoring for small business owners, classes to improve 
management skills, assistance with obtaining SBA loans and other 
assistance, and providing low-interest loans. 

Small firms are typically run by overworked owner/managers who find it 
difficult to read all of the trade journals or do research on new production 
methods or managerial techniques. These businesses run the risk of being 

. left behind by innovations in their field, or being surpassed by a more agile, 
often newer competitor located somewhere else. 

A number of modernization programs have been launched to help small 
buaineBSes revitalize themselves. The United States Department of 
Commerce baa funded over 60 Manufacturing Extension Partnerships, 
including one in Oregon.' This organization, and others like it, funCtion by 
offering diagnostic assessment at small businesses, examining both 
production processes· and manage~ent systems. Recommendations for 
improvement are then made that might include ideas for better maintenance, 
better use of statistical process control, a new set of personnel policies, or 
training to enable staff to understand and improve use of accounting data. 
Further specialized consulting might be recommended, along with a list of 
consultants who do the type of work required. 

To be effective, these programs must include public and private providers 
and address the pressing need for businesses to modernize and to upgrade 
their technologies so they can be more competitive.• A key strategy here is the 
creation of a revolving loan fund. Many businesses have difficulty getting 
loana for furnishings, fixtures, and equipment. Banks .are reluctant to give 
loans for these purchases because the loans are not backed by collateral, 
unlike loans for land or buildings. This makes it difficult for busineBSes to 
expand or make investments to improve productivity. To implement·a 
revolving loan fund, cities typically partner with local banks, who have the 
experience necessary to process the loans. 

FOSTERING CREATION OF NEW BUSINESSES 

Entrepreneurs hoping to start a new business also need assistance with 
developing a business plan, securing working capital, obtaining basic 
government services, finding a business location, hiring and training staff, 
and producing and marketing products. 

1 The Oreion Manufacturing E xtension Partnership web aite can be viewed at ht tp://www.omeo.org 

• Schwek.e op . cit. 
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The City of Woodburn currently does not have any goals or policies that 
seek to assist entrepreneurs in starting new businesses. Prospective business 
owners can receive assistance through entrepreneurs' training programs 
offered through Chemeketa Community College. However, there is no central 
resource in Woodburn for small business people where a prospective business 
owner can easily investigate the full range of programs available through 
State and Federal government agencies or other organizations. 

One means of providing support to a new business is to create an 
"incubator" where businesses are grouped with other start-up firms. 
Incubator& are typically housed in tlexible officellight manufacturing space. 
Incubators nurture young firma, helping them to survive and grow during the 
startup period when they are most vulnerable. Incubators provide hands-on 
management assistance, access to financing and orchestrated exposure to 
critical business or technical support services. They also offer shared office 
services, acceaa to equipment, flexible leases and expandable apace-all 
under one roof. A key determinant of auccesa in busineaa incubators around 
the country ia the opportunity an incubator provides for networking among 
tenants and mentoring by an incubator director. Where effective networking 
and mentoring happen, an incubator and ita tenants generally succeed. 

This strategy should be coordinated with land use and other strategies. 
For example, if the City establishes an Urban Renewal District. zoning and 
related land use regulations within the District should consider incubator 
businesses and be flexible enough to allow office and light manufacturing 
uses. Moreover, the City may want to consider hiring an economic 
development specialist to coordinate this and other strategies. 

FINANCE 
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Financing economic development programs is an issue that cute across all 
others. Typical local financing mechanisms include: 

• Property tax; 

• Urban Renewal Districts that dedicate a portion of property tax 
revenue to improvements in the district. 

• System Development Charges (SDCs). 

• Transient occupancy tax on overnight stays in hotels and motels . 

• Bonds backed by property tax, SDCe, or other stable revenue sources. 

Potential regional and state funding sources include: 

• Grants & programs through the Oregon Economic and Community 
Development Department. 
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• ODOT funding for transportation improvements through the 
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and 
Immediate Opportunity Fund. 

• Federal funding for grants and loans to businesses through the Small 
Business Administration. 

"Life cycle" funding-of public infrastructure is important to ensure that 
the City not only makes adequate capital improvements, but has enough 
money to operate and maintain those improvements at City standards. At 
this time, City policy is to set systems development charges (SDCs) at 100% 
coat recovery and tries to review the fees on an annual basis. 

COORDINATION 
The City of Woodburn should seek to coordinate its economic development 

efforts with other agencies and organizations with a role in economic 
development. There are many organizations that can play a role in economic 
development in Woodburn. By coordinating with these organizations, the 
City can use their resources to create a cost-effective economic development 
program while avoiding duplication of efforts. Other organizations that may 
play a role in economic development in Woodburn include: 

• Marion County 

• The Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments 

• Oregon Economic and Community Development Department 

• Oregon Employment Department 

• Oregon Department of Transportation 

• Chemeketa Community College 

• Woodburn Public Schools 

• Salem Economic Development Corporation 

• Oregon Manufacturing Extension Partnership 

• Woodburn Chamber of Commerce · 

• Mid-Willamette Workforce Network 

• Mid-Willamette Education Consortium 
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Chapter 4 

Recommended Goals 
and Strategies 

This chapter is organized according to the same issues described in the 
previous chapters. For each issue it describes some general goals (what the 
City wants to do to address the issue) and some specific actions. For each 
action, it describes: 

'1/hat and Wny? What does the action do, and why does the City want to 
do it? 

\Nhen? When should the action happen? To keep·the analysis simple, the 
po88ible categories are: Year 1, Year 2-8, and Year 4-5. Indirectly, 
the answer to "When?" is alao an answer to "How important?" and 
"In what order?" 

Who? What City department or public agency is responsible for or needs . 
to be involved to get the action completed? 

How much? How much City staff and Council time is this likely to take. 
The amount of time can usually be directly converted to a budget. 
For capital improvements~ a rough estimate of cost is also 
included. 

How will we know we succeeded? What measurable target can we set 
(e.g., something specific achieved by some date) that will indicate 
that we have been succeasfid? 

What else? Are there any other policies that go with this? Other advice on 
implementation? 

The goals and atJ-ategies are identified with a letter and number system 
that is unique to this document-these signifier& do not correspond to those 
used in Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan. The various goals and strategies 
are organized consistent with the issues described in Chapter 3. Moreover, 
the goals and etrategies are organized to complement the key elements of the 
City's Comprehensive Plan (e.g., Land Use, Transportation, etc.). The letters 
correspond to the category (L for Land Use, I fur Infrastructure, etc.); Goals 
are at the first level (L.l, L.2, etc.) and Strategies are at the next level (L.l.l, 
L .1.2, etc.). 

LAND USE 
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Woodburn wants higher wage jobs. The key land use issue is where those 
jobs will be located. Woodburn has some modest opportunities for expanded 
employment in downtown. The Economic Opportunities Analysis concluded, 
however, that the types of higher-wage industries the City wants to attract 
would prefer to be in industrial parks or on larger industrial parcels. The 
City's location on 1·6 between Portland and Salem suggests it could attract 
such businesses if it had land of a size, location, and zoning needed. 
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Moreover, those new jobs will create demand for housing. The population 
of Woodburn ia now disproportionately in low-income households relative to 
other cities in the region. New tinne with higher-wage jobs will consider the 
availability of higher-value housing for ita more highly compensated 
employees. Statewide planning GoallO requires communities to adopt 
policies to provide housing for households at all income levels. If the City 
wants to attract high-wage joba, it needs to have a set of housing policies that 
are consistent with that vision. 

GOAL l 1. PROVIDE DEVELOPABLE LAND NECESSARY TO 
ACCOMMODATE DESIRED FIRMS 

Page <4-2 

L 1.1. COMPLETE DEVELO.PMENT CODE REVISIONS INCLUDING DESIGN 
GUIDELINES FOR THE MIXED.USE CAMPUS ZONING THAT ALLOW OR 
ENCOURAGE HIGHER DENSITIES 

\Nhat and 'Nny? The recently completed Buildable Lan.ds Study made a 
number of recommendationa for improving land use efficiency in 
Woodburn. One of the recommendationa was to develop and adopt 
a mixed-use campus zoning d.iatrict. The new district may need to 
be accompanied by a new plan designation. 
At the time this report was completed, the City was in the process 
of developing the code revisions. This strategy will result in 
completed code revisions that will establish a mixed-use campus 
zoning district. The revisions shoUld include design criteria that 
encourage higher-intensity development, or innovative 
development approaches. . 
The key premise of this policy is to make more land available with 
flexible development standards. The Buildable Land.. Study · 
identified a deficit of commercial and industrial lands. Providing 
flexible development standards can address need for both types of 
land . 

. \Nhen? By July 2002. 
\Nho? City staff, review by Planning CommissiQn and Council. 
How much? 80 hour& of staff time over a ·12-month period. 
How will we know we succeeded? Amendment of the comprehensive plan 

and zoning code to include a mix-use campus plan designation and 
zoning district. Adoption by City Council and acknowledgement by 
LCDC. 

L 1.2. EVALUATE POTENTIAL FOR RE-DESIGNATION OF SOME 
RESIDENTIAL ZONES FOR COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

Vv'hat and Wny? Evaluate present plan designations to identify lands that 
could be reclassified to allow commercial, industrial, or mixed·use 
campus development. This evaluation should consider proximity to 
other land uses, transportation, and serviceability. It n Volume __ 3 __ 
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the reclassification of appropriate site a, with restrictions or 
incentives that encourage and protect the land for higher-wage 
industries. 
The Buildable Landt Study identified a deficit of commercial and 
industrial lands. Recla.aaifying lands is one strategy to increase the 
availability of commercial and industrial sites. Areas (which may 
include one or more tax lots) considered for reclassification should 
be at least 10 acres. 
This strategy should also include a review of the City's 
employment forecast and the land need est~ates presented in the 
DraA Buildable Land. Study. The employment forecast& should be 
at the sector level, 10 that land needs can be baaed on evaluation of 
typical densitiee observed in various industrial eectors. 
The City should be careful to ensure that adequate residential 
landa are retained through this process. 

VVhen? July-July 2002. 
VVho? City staff. 
How much? 100 hours over a 12-month period. 
How will we know we succeeded? Adoption of an amended plan 

designation map. 

L 1.3. EXPAND THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY IF NEEDED 

'> What and Wny? The WOodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis 
concluded that bUildable land for the types of indU8tri.es that the 
City wante to attract ie probably inadequate in size and location. 

...... .. -

One solution is to bring land into the Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB) that is closer to 1-5 and the interchange: The primary focus 
would be to add lands with the site characteristics described in the 
Woodburn. Economic Opportunitie. Analysis. Depending, however, 
on the outcome of Strategy 2 above, the City may also need to 
consider adding residential lands to the UGB. 
Expanding a city's UGB is complicated and time-consuming. The 
City must complete a UGB expansion analysis oonsistent .with 
Goal14 requirement&. Agricultural lands surround Woodburn, a 
factor that will complicate both the required analysis, and the 
proceae. For Woodburn, the analysis must also include evaluation 
of "new measures" to increase the density and needed mix of 
housing {ORS 197 .296{5)) . 
This strategy should include tb~ following steps: 

1. Review the City's coordinated population forecast. Actions 
the City takes to support economic development may lead 
to population and employment growth beyond that 
previously forecasted. 

2. Review the employment forecast used in the Transportation 
Systems Plan (TSP). A revised employment forecast has 
implicatio·na for the TSP and housing. 
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3. Disaggretate the employment forecast to the sector level. 
This will allow better evaluation of the land needs of 
various industrial sectors. 

4. Review commercial and industrial land need estimates 
presented in the Buildable Lan<U Study. If a revised 
employment forecast is generated, develop revised land 
needs estimates using employee-per-acre assumptions at 
the sector level. 

6. Revise the housing needs analysis. If the City's economic 
development strategy is successful, it will change the wage 
structure and impact housing needs. Assumptions about a 
revised household income distribution can be input in the 
OHCS housing needs model to develop an alternative need 
estimate. The City should also re-run the model using 
Census data on the distribution of rental rates and owner 
values to develop an estimate of unmet housing needs. This 
analysis will identify areas where additional housing need 
exista. The residential land needs estimates should also be 
revised during this step. 

6. Review land use options. Using the revised residential and 
employment land need estimates, the City should evaluate 
potential measures to address those needs. Potential 
measures should include policies that seek to increase 
densities. The City should conduct a thorough analysis of 
potential UGB expansion areas considering transportatio~ 
overall land needs, and the site requirements of target 
industries. 

7. Conduct Goal 14 analysis. This is the culmination of the 
previous six steps and should result in an analysis that 
addresses allstate requirements for a UGB expansion. 

The specific issues and steps in the UGB expansion process are 
described in detail in Appendix A The process requires completion 
(or update) of a buildable lands study, evaluation of measures that 
will make more efficient use of vacant land within. the UGB, and 
evaluation oflands around the UGB for consistency with Goal14 
criteria for expansion of UGBs. 

When? By December 2003. 

Who? City staff, consultants, land use attorney, engineer. 

HoW much? 260-360 hours of staff time. over an 30-month period; 
$100,000-$200,000 in consultant and attorney fees. 

How will we know we succeeded? Expanded UGB to include suitable 
commercial and industrial sites, and possibly more residential 
land. 

3 Volume 
Page 113 

ECONorthwest June 2001 Woodburn Economic Development Strategy 



I 

L 1.4. RESEARCH AND DEVELOP POLICIES THAT PROTECT SOME LAND 
FOR DEVELOPMENT TO SUPPORT HIGH-WAGE INDUSTRIES ··' 

' 

What and Wny? An important part of the City's economic development 
vision is to attract high-wage industries to Woodburn. Those 
industries may require industrial or office sites. The City wants to 
ensure that sites that meet the locational criteria of high-wage 
industries the City wants to attract do not get purchased and 
developed by lower wage industries. 
A reasonable response to this concern is a policy that restricts the 
development of sites to industries that pay wages above the City' a 
target threshold. Development of such a policy is complicated; it 
needs to strike a balance between the City's interest in attracting 
high-wage employment, and the development rights of property 
owners. It also needs to consider the fact that lower-wage 
industries will also want to locate or expand in Woodburn. and 
that higher-wage industries will create demand for lower-wage· 
service employment. Thua, applying this policy to all lands 
designated for commercial or industrial use would probably be 
unreasonable. Alternatively, if the City does expand the UGB, land 
brought into the UGB will increase substantially in value: some 
requirements for deve~opment could be exacted as part of this 
process. 
The process of· developing this policy needs to consider several key 
factors: (1) a wage threshold; (2) what sites it will apply to; (3) bow 
it is implemented (overlay zone, special restrictions· on certain 
zoning ~tricta, etc). 

VVhen? July - July 2002. This policy needs to be developed and adopted 
prior to, or concurrent with land redesignation or a UGB 
~xpansion. 

VVho? City Planning Staff. 

How much? 100 hours over a 12-month period. 
How will we know we succeeded? Adoption of a policy that restricts siting 

of low-wage industries on target sites. 

GOAL l2. PROVIDE LAND FOR ALL TYPES OF NEEDED HOUSING 

Volume 3 

l2.1. REVlEW HOUSING ANALYSIS IN THE LIGHT OF ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY AND REDESIGNATE LAND AS 
NECESSARY 

\'\'hat and \'Vhy? GoallO requires communities to provide "needed" 
housing types affordable to all households in Oregon. An economic 
development strategy that attracts higher-wage jobs will probably 
require a different housing mix than what has recently occurred in 
Woodburn. Moreover, housing must be an important component in 
the City's economic development strategy. If the types of housing 
desired by firms that may locate in Woodburn are unavailable or 
cannot be built, it will make Woodburn less competitive. --- -
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The City's GoallO housing analysis should reflect a wage 
distribution consistent with the types of industries it hopes to 
attract. Moreover, the policies and land designatio~& should be 
consistent with the financial capabilities of the employees of those 
industries. Review of the Goal 10 housing analysis should follow 
the steps identified in Strategy L.1.3. 

Vv'hen? July . July 2002. 

Vv'ho? City Planning Staff. 

How much? 100 hours of staff time over a 12-month period. 

How will we know we succeeded? Adoption of a revised housing element 
and related policies. 

'Nhat else? The housing element is directly related to other land use 
activities. This strategy needs to coordinate with strategies 1-3 of 
Land Use Goal1. 

GOAL L3. ADOPT AND IMPLEMENT AN URBAN RENEWAL 
DISTRICT 

VVhat and Why? The downtown area is a key part of the City's overall 
economic development strategy. A healthy downtown not only 
benefits local busineBB, but is an amenity that the entire 
community can enjoy. . 
The City is considering an urban renewal district that would 
promote redevelopment downtown and in areas adjacent to 
downtown. An urban renewal .cllstrict is a relatively common 
approach to promoting investment in specific areas of a 
community. Funds come from tax increment financing, which 
freezes assessments on ail property in the district at some level 
and then places the increment (the amount of tax revenue above 
the frozen level) into a fund that is uaed for improvements within 
the district. This policy would benefit the downtown area by 
making new funds available for investments in the area. 

Vvhen? By September 2001. 
VVho? City atafl 

How much? Costs will be City staff time to prepare information for 
decisionmakers to evaluate creating a district, and costs of 
establishing the district. Funding provided by the district will not 
cost the City anything; it is simply dedicates a portion of property 
tax revenue for expenditures for improvements in the district. 
However, this will reduce revenue available for other expenditures 
the City may want to make. 

How will we know we succeeded? Formal establishment of an urban 
renewal district. 

v.Jhat else? The boundaries of the district should be carefully considered. 
If assessed value rises slowly, few dollars will be available to 
reinvest in the district. The City may also want to consider 
adopting a more flexible zoning ordinance for propertv 1n t.hP. 
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district to allow a wider range of uses and to allow property owners 
to take advantage of more opportunities. 

INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES 
Public infrastructure and services are the cornerstone of any economic 

development strategy. If roads, water, sewer. and other public facilities are 
unavailable or inadequate. industries will have little incentive to locate in a 
community. For the purpose of this section. we define infrastructure and 
services to include transportation, water. sewer, stormwater, and parks 
facilities. · 

GOAL 11. PROVIDE TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES ADEQUATE 
TO SERVE LAND NEEDED FOR THE TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT 
DESCRIBED IN THIS ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY 

11.1. MAKE IMPROVEMENTS TO KEY INTERSECTIONS AND 
CORRIDORS (EXISTING FACILITIES) 

What and VV'ny? The Woodburn Transportation Systems Plan. (TSP) 
identifies a number of improvements that will be n~ssary. to 
accommodate additional employment growth in the City. Key 
improvements identified in the TSP include reconfiguration of the 
1-5/214 interchange. and improvements to Highway 214. 
Specifically. the TSP identifies the following improvements: 

• Improvement of the 1-5/ Highway 214 interchange or 
construction of an additionall-5 interchange to serve 
Woodburn. 

• Widening of Highway 214 to four lanes east ofl-5 and 
improvements to the Highway 214/ Boones Ferry Road 
intersection. 

These improvements are essential to Woodburn's economic 
development strategy; without them. ODOT will probably assert 
ita right to deny developments that will cause ita facilities to fail. 
In addition to the improvements described above, the TSP also 
targets the 99E corridor for improvements. Specifically. the TSP 
recommends improved access management on Highway 99E and 

. development of a future two-lane roadway behind the existing 
businesses on the east of Highway 99E between Highway 211 and 
Highway 214. 

\Nhen? Planning for the key interchange and Highway 214 improvements 
should begin immediately. The actual improvements could take as 
long as 10 years. 

Who? City, ODOT, Marion County. 
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How much? $13.5 million for the interchange improvements, $3 million 
!or improvements to Highway 2141

• 

How will we know we succeeded? Improvements to the 1·5 interchange 
and Highway 214 will be completed. 

'Nhat else? The TSP identifies a number o! other projects to bring the 
existing road network up to the City's street standards, to improve 
circulation, and to improve access to alternative transportation 
modes. These improvements are all important to the City's 
economic development strategy. 

11.2. DETERMINE NEW TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES NEEDED TO 
IMPLEMENT ECONOMIC VISION AND AMEND TSP AS 
APPROPRIATE 

'Nhat and 'Nny? Good access is essential to the City's economic 
development strategy. The TSP identifj.es several new 
transportation facilities. The key facilities proposed in the TSP 
include: 

• Development or a southside arterial. 
• Cooley Road extension to create a new north-south road 

. · ·- east or Highway 99E. 

In addition. the City may want to co·nsider extending Crosby Road 
across the railroad tracks to connect with Highway 99E. 
Transportation improvements, however, should be coordinated 
with decisions made in the land use plan. The land use strategies 
may result in several major chang~& in land designations. These 
changes need to be coordinated with transportation improvements. 
Because decisions about land uses will occur at a later date, it is 
premature to recommend specific changes to the transportation 
systems plan and the improvements contained within that plan. In 
summary, infrastructure and land use decisions need to be 
coordinated. 
Specific issues that this strategy should c;:onsider include east/west 
circulation in Woodburn. connectivity, a northside or southside 
arterial, and other improvements that support the land use plan. A 
northside or southside arterial would provide east·west circulation 
and allow traffic from the east side or Woodburn to access the 
western aide ofthe 1·51214 interchange without having to use 214 
to cross Woodburn. 

When? Review of the TSP will need to be a part of a UGB expansion 
analysis. This evaluation should be completed before July 2003. 

Who? City staff, ODOT, Marion County, Transportation Consultant. 

1 The coat eatimate for tb.e I·~ interclu.nge are based on a aplit-diamond confiiuration. Thia confi.&uration ia probably no 
longer poaaible aince the development of the WiD Co warehouse facility . Coat estimates for the 21• improvementa include 
widenin& and aignal improvementa. 
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How much? Approximately 60 hours of stafl' time to review TSP; project 
' costa will depend on the specific projects identified in this process. 

The TSP includes costa for recommended projects. and costa for 
other projects can be estimated using the unit costs identified in 
the TSP. 

How will we know we succeeded? Adoption of amendments to the TSP that 
support changes in the land use plan. 

v.Jhat else? The amendments need to be consistent with OAR 660-012. 
The amendments will also need to support any revisions to the 
population and employment forecasts. as well as decisions made 
with respect to redesignation of lands or an expanded UGB. 

GOAL 12. PROVIDE WATER, SEWER, AND STORMWATER 
DRAINAGE SERVICE ADEQUATE TO SERVE LAND NEEDED 
FOR DEVELOPMENT 

What and Wny? Woodburn has functional plans that addreBB needed 
improvements for water, sewer, and stormwater drainage. This 
strategy requires that they be occasionally asseBSed to ensure that 
they remain adequate to support new development. The City 
should review and amend these functional plans to be consistent 
with any changes made to the land use and transportation plans. 
Present C)ty policies require adequate infrastructure be available 
prl~r to development. This goal supports those policies. 

When? Ongoing throughout the 20-year period. 
Who? City staff. 
How much? Specific improvements and their costs are identified in each 

functional plan. ,. 
How will we know we succeeded? Lack of infrastructure will not be given 

as a reason for denying building applications. 

GOAL 13. IMPLEMENT WOODBURN PARKS AND RECREATION 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
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What and Why? Woodburn adopted an update to its Parks and Recreation 
Comprehensive Plan in October of 1999. The Plan identifies parks 
standards and includes a 20-year capital improvements program to 
achieve City standards. 
Parks. open space. and recreational facilities are an important 
community amenity. Many industries consider quality of life 
factors when making locational decisions. A good parks and 
recreation program is one aspect of quality of life that local 
governments have direct control over. 

When? The capital improvement program in the parks and recreation 
comprehensive plan extends over a 20-year period. 

Who? City staff. 

.'\·: .. 
-~·t :: _, 
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How much? $10.8 million for identified improvements; staff time. 

How will we kn()W we succeeded? An annual review shows that 
improvements described in the Parks a.nd Recreation 
Comprehensive Plan are being completed according to the plan. 

GOAL 14. MAINTAIN EFFICIENCT PERMITTING AND DELIVERY OF 
PUBLIC SERVICES 

What and Wny? Permitting protects public health, safety, and welfare, 
and public services provide benefits for residents and businesses in 
Woodburn. From a business's perspective, however, the permitting 
process and taxes to fund public services are a cost. To some 
extent, the City can control the degree to which these costs are 
significant for businesses wishing to invest in Woodburn. An 
efficient and streamlined permitting and public service delivery 
proceu allows businesses to act swiftly and take advantage of very 
short-tel'm opportunities. 

When?· The City should periodically evaluate the permitting process and 
delivery of public services to make sure th~y are efficient and 
balance the interests of city residents and businesses with the 
costs. 

Who? City staff; the City should seek input from the busineBBes that have 
applied for permits or public services regarding the cost, response 
time, and quality of service. Woodburn may benefit from an 
outside evaluation of its public service delivery. 

How much? Approximately 40 hours of staff time for each periodic review; 
additional fees for outside consultant if needed. 

How will we know we succeeded? When periodic review of the permitting 
process and delivery of public services is implemented. 

GOAL 15. SUPPORT QUALITY EDUCATION IN WOODBURN 

Page 4-10 

What and Wny? The City should work with Woodburn Public Schools to 
maintain and enhance the quality of K·l2 education available in 
Woodburn. The availability of high-quality education is an 
important aspect of quality of life and i.e a major consideration 
when high-income family households are selecting a place to live. 
Maintaining and improving the quality of education in Woodburn 
will make the city more attractive to high-income households, as 
well as improve the workforce skills and raise the earning 
potential of local graduates. 

When? Summer 2001. 

Who? City staff in conjunction with Woodburn Public Schools. 

How much? Initial cost for City staff time to meet with Woodburn Public 
School staff. The City may assume additional coste if it finds those 
costs will effectively support quality education in Woodburn. 
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How will we know we succeeded? The City will have a more formal process 
for diacuasing economic development and workforce training with . , 
the Woodburn School District. 

WORKFORCE TRAINING AND EDUCATION 
The Ecorwm.ic Opportunities Analysis identified several characteristics of 

the local workforce that could be improved to make Woodburn more 
competitive for high-wage employment. These included relatively low 
educational attainment among the local workforce. This section focuses on 
strategies to train or recruit new people. The strategies focus on existing 
Woodburn residents. 

Training opportunities need to be available for both labor and management. 
Many training and education opportunities already exist in Woodburn. 
Moreover, all of these programs are provided through organizations outside of 
Woodburn's municipal government, so the goals and strategies focus on 
coordination and support of training and education l>rograms. 

GOAL W1. SUPPORT WORKFORCE TRAINING AND 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES AVAILABLE IN WOODBURN 

W1.1. COORDINATE AND SUPPORT OTHER ORGANIZATIONS TO 
f SUSTAIN AND EXPAND WORKFORCE SERVICES AVAILABLE IN 

WOODBURN 
.~ .... ..... ... -
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\Nhat and Why? The City should coordinate with organizations that offer 
workforce development services to find ways to assist these 
organizations and take actions to complement existing efforts. The 
Ecorwmic Opportunity Analysis found that Woodburn has a high 
share of population that completed only elementary school. 
Educational attainment and job skills of Woodburn residents will 
need to improve if residents to hold high-skill high-wage jobs 
created in Woodburn. 

\Nhen? Begin immediately; ongoing throughout the 20-year planning 
period. 

Wno? The City of Woodburn should coordinate with Chemeketa 
Community College and organizations that offer workforce services 
at the Woodburn Campus and elsewhere. 

How much? 40 hours per year when stabilized; could be two or three times 
more during start-up. 

How will we know we succeeded? An increase in the number of Woodburn 
residents that use programs to enhance skills, and the creation of 
high-wage jobs that utilize the skills of Woodburn residents . 

Vv'hat else? Programs to increase the work skills of residents must be 
complemented by efforts to create jobs that match the available 
skills. Otherwise skilled workers may leave the community for jobs 
elsewhere. 
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W1.2. SUPPORT COLLABORATION BETWEEN WOODBURN PUBLIC 
SCHOOLS, CHEMEKETA COMMUNITY COLLEGE, AND LOCAL 
EMPLOYERS TO ADDRESS WORKFORCE TRAINING NEEDS 

What and "Nny? Matching skilla training with the needs of area employers 
should increase the effectiveness of workforce development 
programs in Woodburn. 

When? Begin immediately; ongoing throughout the 20·year planning 
period. 

Wno? In addition to Woodbur~ Public Schools and Chemeketa · 
Community College, the City may work with the Mid-Willamette 
Valley Education Consortium and the Regional Chamber 
Education Alliance. These organizations are working to 
incorporate work skills into high school curriculums and to 
increase employer-school collaborations. 

How much? 40 houra per year when stabilized; could be two or three times 
more during start-up. 

How will we know we succeeded? Preliminary succesa measured as having 
made the contacts and established connections. Later, success is 
number of programs offered and enrollment by Woodburn 
residents. IDtimately, succe88 is reports back from employers of 
improved performance from recent graduates of high school or 
training programs. 

W1.3. DEVELOP A TRAINING PACKAGE AS AN INCENTIVE TO RETAIN 
AND ATTRACT EMPLOYERS. 

\Nhat and Why? The City of Woodburn should support effective marketing 
of workforce services in Woodburn in conjunction with the 
Chamber of Commerce and Chemeketa Community College. The 
City should ensure effective implementation of workforce services 
needed to attract employers. This atrategy will help retain or 
attraCt firms by lowering their costs for hiring and training, and 
improved skills will help Woodburn residents hold higher-wage 
jobs. 

When? Begin immediately; ongoing throughout the 20-year planning 
period. 

Who? Workforce services are already marketed by the Chamber of 
Commerce and Chemeketa Community College. The City should 
cooperate with existing efforts Co create a coordinated and effective 
economic development marketing program. 

How much? Annual staff time covered by Wl.l and W1.2. 

How will we know we succeeded? When an expanding or new business 
takes advantage of workforce services to help create higher-wage 
jobs in Woodburn. 

What else? Workforce development programs must be complemented by 
efforts to create jobs that match the available skills. Otherwise 
skilled workers may leave the community for jobs e1-- - • 

Volume 3 

--------------------------------------------------------Page --===1=2=1~ 
Page 4-12 ECONorthwest June 2001 Woodburn Economic Development Strategy 



BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 
Business development includes strategies to support (1) the success of 

existing businesses in Woodburn, (2) the creation oflocalstartup,businessee, 
and (3) the relocation of new employers to Woodburn. Many communities 
acknowledge the importance of all three activities, but focus their staff time 
and budgets on the third, recruitment activities. While recruitment is an 
important strategy, the City intends to coordinate with other local and 
regional organizations to reduce staff investment in recruitment activities. 
The idea is focus on providing quick, accurate information and personalized 
attention to employers that contact Woodburn (either directly, or indirectly 
through state and county organizations). 

Thus, business development goals and strategies focus on retention of 
existing business and activities tha~ support and enhance existing City 
programs. 

GOAL 81. SUPPORT THE SUCCESS OF BUSINESSES IN 
WOODBURN 

81.1. SUSTAIN AND ENHANCE BUSINESS SKILLS AND 
MANAGEMENT TRAINING AVAILABLE IN WOODBURN 

What and Wny? Small buainesses create a significant share of new jobs, ·. 
and also have the fewest resources for training to improve the 
skills of administrative staff or management. This task is parallel 
to Wl.l and W.1.2 that addreu training of potential 
employees-thia task addresses the training management. 

When? Begin immediately; ongoing throughout the 20-year planning 
period. 

Who? The City should collaborate with the Chemeketa Community 
College Woodburn Campus and local Chamber of Commerce to find 
waya to sustain existing programs and implement additional 
programs targeted to the needs ofbWiineases in Woodburn. 

How much? 40 hours per year when stabilized; could be two or three times 
more during start-up. 

How will we know we succeeded? Preliminary success measured as having 
made the contactS and established connections. Later, success is 
number of programs offered and enrollment by Woodburn 
residents. Ultimately, success i8 reports back from employers of 
improved performance and satisfaction with the program. 

B1.2.1MPROVE INFORMATION EXCHANGE 

\Nhat and 'Nny? This task has two components: (1) information that the 
City makes available to businesses considering development in 

Volume __ 3 __ 
Woodburn, and (2) information about and access to programs 
available through the Oregon Economic and Community 
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Development Department, Small Businesses Administration, and 
other agencies. 
A service to provide one-stop i.ilformation to match the needs of 
employers to existing funding sources could increase the assistance 
available in Woodburn and reduce the response time for 
assistance. Whatever the City prepares should be in electronic 
format. That allows the information to be quickly edited, either to 
update or customize it, even if it is eventually transmitted to a 
prospective employer as a hard copy. Better would be to tie the 
information to a City-based web page. 
The Oregon Economic and Community Development Department, 
Small Business Administration, and other agencies offer a wide 
variety of financial assistance programs for existing businesses. 
Each program has different funding criteria and application 
requirements. 
This ia a relatively expensive task, but critical to the City's ability 
respond to inquiries about development. 

VVhen? Prepare computer-based information package by June 2002. 

VVho? City of Woodburn staff; consultants. The CitY may want to consider 
hiring an economic development director to coordinate its economic 
development efforts. 

How much? 300 - 600 hours, depending on the sophistication of the effort. 
How will we know we succeeded? Complete package of electronic 

information available by June 2002, with staff trained on how to 
get that information to customers quickly. 

GOAL 82. SUPPORT EFFORTS TO CREATE HIGH-WAGE JOBS IN 
WOODBURN 

82.1. COORDINATE WITH OTHER ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
ORGANIZATIONS TO DEVELOP A COHERENT AND EFFECTIVE 
MARKETING PROGRAM 

'Nhat and VVhy? A variety of public agencies and private organizations 
help support economic development and market Woodburn as a 
business location. The City should coOrdinate with these 
organizations to develop a marketing strategy that best uses the 
resources of each organization. A effective marketing strategy 
makes the best use of existing resources and provides a single 
point person of contact for prosi>ective firms to get information and 
assistance with permitting and public services. 

When? Begin immediately; ongoing throughout the 20-year planning 
period. 

Who? The City of Woodburn in conjunction with the CCC Woodburn 
Campus, Chamber of Commerce, Salem Economic Development 
Corporation, and OCEDD. The City may want to consider hiring 
an economic development director to manage the City's efforts. 
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How much? 100- 200 hours of stafl' time. 

How will we know we succeeded? An annual review of a tracking proce88 
shows an increased number of inquires from businesses interested 
in locating in Woodburn. 

'Nhat else? Ties with B 1.2. The City should create and maintain a 
database of business inquiries. The .database could track various 
information on the inquiries. The City should follow up with 
businesses that choose to locate elsewhere to gather information 
on bow it can be more competitive. 

82.2. CONSIDER AND EVALUATE FINANCIAL INCENTIVES TO RETAIN 
AND ATTRACT FIRMS TO WOODBURN . 

'Nhat and VV'ny? Many communities offer financial incentives to retain and 
attract emplOyers by reducing their coats, however research shows 
that many incentive programs coat more than the benefits they 
produce. Woodburn could target incentives on specific industries or 
for any firm that meet specified criteria. Incentives could also be 
targeted to speci..fic areas of Woodburn. Potential incentives 
include workforce screening and training, reduced fees for permits 
and infrastructure, Enterprise Zones, or a revolving loan program. 
Most sman cities such as Woodburn do not have the resources to 
offer an extensive incentive package, so they focus on 
implementing State programs (such as Enterprise Zones), reducing 
fees and response times for permits and public services, and 
coordinating with other organizations to provide services needed 
by firma. One of the moat effective locally-funded incentives i.e a 
revolving loan fund for funiishinga, fixtures, and equipment, which 
commercial banks are reluctant to fund. 

\Nhen? Begin evaluation immediately; ongoing throughout the 20-year 
planning period. 

\Nho? City ofWoodburn staff in conjunction with OCEDD,local banks, 
and other economic development organizations. 

How much? Initial costs· are staff time to consider and evaluate potential 
incentives. Costa of incentives themselves will be determined by 
which incentives the City decides to implement and the number of 
employers that use these incentives. 

How will we know we succeeded? When employers take advantage of the 
financial incentives to create high-wage jobs in Woodburn. 

\Nhat else? Incentive programs must be-complemented by efficient 
delivery of public services and other inputs needed by employers, 
such as buildable land and an adequately-trained workforce. 

82.3. CONSIDER CREATION OF A LOCAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORTATION IN WOODBURN 

' 3 
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V'lnat and Why? Economic Development Corporations (EDC) are non-profit 
corporations dedicated to promoting economic development in their 
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local community, typically by maintaining information on existing 
development eitee, marketing, and by coordinating information on 
available assietance programs. In addition to recruitment of large 
employers, Economic Development Corporations can assist in 
creating neighborhood-level improvements such as restaurants, 
grocery etores, and cultural facilities that enhance the 
community's quality of life. 
Currently Woodburn is served by the Salem Economic 
Development Corporation (SEDCOR), but a local EDC may be 
more effective by focusing solely on the needs of Woodburn. 

VVhen? After an evaluation of the effectiveness of SEDCOR in promoting 
economic development in Woodburn. 

VVho? The City would need to facilitate incorporation of a non-profit EDC, 
assist in launching the organization, and provide ongoing 
coordination and support. 

How much? Initial costa are staff time for evaluation; additional funding 
may be necessary to create and support the EDC. 

How will we know we succeeded? Establishment of a local EDC, or a 
· decision to continue the local relationship with SEDCOR. 

82.4. IMPROVE WOODBURN'S APPEARANCE AND IMAGE 

VVhat and Why? Improving Woodburn's appearance image as a community 
could make it more attractive to employers looking for a location. · 
Act.ions to improve the City's appearance include signage at city 
entrances, beautification of commercial strips such as on Hwy 99, 
and better signage and events to attract people to downtown 
Woodburn. The City's image ia a function of ita appearance and 
presentation, and how it is perceived by employers. An economic 
development marketing program should emphasize Woodburn's 
small-town character and pro-business attitude. 

VVhen? 1-5 years. 
VVho? This strategy should be pursued with direct expenditures by the 

City ·of Woodburn, primarily through the public works department, 
and with coordination with other economic development 
organizations in the community. The City may want to work with 
a public relations firm to find out how the City is perceived by 
others and how to improve that perception. 

How much? Depends on the specific actions implemented by the City; 
some costs may be funded through budgets for public works 
projects such as road improvements. Funding may be contributed 
through grants or donations by local businesses. 

How will we know we succee<ied? Implementation of local beautification 
projects and marketing that promotes a positive image of Woodburn. 
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GOAL 83. ENCOURAGE DEVELOPMENT OF SOCIAL AND 
CULTURAL AMENITIES 

Wlat and V't/ny? Social and cultural amenities include publicly-funded 
facilities such as parks, recreation centers, performing arts 
centers, or educational facilities, and privately-funded facilities 
such as restaurants and theaters. This goal can be supported 
through several of the goals and strategies identified in other 
sections of this chapter. Implementation of the Parks and 
Recreation Comprehensive Plan (Goal 1.3) would help create and 
enhance amenities provided through the City's parks and 
recreation programs. Urban renewal or improvement districts 
(Goal L.a. Strategy F.2.8) can be used to help create social and 
cultural amenities within the district boundaries. A Economic 
Development Corpora~on (Strategy B.2.8) can help create social 
and cultural amenities in Woodburn through marketing, financial 
assistance, and coordination of existing assistance and training 
programs. A wider range of social and cultural amenities will 
improve quality-of-life in Woodburn and make the city more 
attractive to prospective residents and employers. Social and 
cultural amenities, however, are not high on the list oflocational 
criteria for most businesses. 

VVhen? Timing will be driven by implementation of related goals and 
strategies. 

VVho? City of Woodburn staff in conjunction with other economic 
development organizations. 

.How much? In addition to City staff time, costs to be determined by the 
strategies implemented by the City. 

How will we know we succeeded? By expansion of the number and range 
of social and cultural amenities in Woodburn. 

FINANCE 

Volume~ 
page ~ 

Infrastructure strategies cannot be implemented in the absence of solid 
financial.strategies. Financial strategies must not only consider funding for 
capital improvements, but for ongoing operations and maintenance consistent 
with City standards. 

It is City policy to take a broad view of infrastructure financing. That 
view includes capital costs, operations, and maintenance throughout the life 
of a public facility or improvement. In summary, the foundation of the City's 
strategy ie to make sure that it has revenue sources to make (1) timely 
investments in the infrastructure. and (2) cost-effective investments-in 
maintenance that optimize the effective life of the facilities. 

/ 

(.. I / 
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GOAL F1. TREAT PUBLIC INVESTMENTS AS FULL, LIFE-CYCLE 
COSTS 

'Nhat and Wny? Public investment in infrastructure is a long-run 
investment. Operations and maintenance are a real and important 
part of the cost. This goal may require review of the existing 
procedures for evaluation of public facility costs. It may also 
require consideration of new funding sources to ensure adequate 
funda are available for operations and maintenance of public 
facilities. The City currently has sufficient funding to keep up with 
operation and maintenance costs, and sets System Development 
Charges at a level to recove_r 100% of costs. 

When? Review of existing policies and procedures: July- December 2001; 
ongoing implementation. 

Who? City staff; City Manager, Finance Director, Public Works Director 

How much? The specific costs will be determined in updates to the City's 
Capital Improvement Programs. 

How will we know we succeeded? Review of policies; adoption of new 
policies if n~cessary. 

GOAL F2. ENSURE THAT FINANCING FOR INFRASTRUCTURE IS 
ADEQUATE AND FAIR 
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Financing is sufficient if covers fulllifecycle costs, including operations 
and maintenance. While it is somewhat subjective, sound financing policies 
generally attempt to have people pay in proportion to cost imposed or benefits 
received. The following strategies are intended to ensure fair and adequate 
financing for infrastructure. 

F2.1. REVIEW TRANSPORTATION FUNDING POLICIES 

What and 'Wny? Many mechanisms are available to fund transportation 
improvements. These include systems development charges, 
exactions, special legislative funding, grants, and other approaches. 
This strategy is intended to ensure adequate funds are available for 
transportation improvementa, that funding is sufficient for 
operating and maintenance activities, and that funding is fair. The 
City should complete a review of its transportation systems 
development charge, and evaluate whether additional funding 
strategies or programs not identified in the current Transportation 
System Plan are appropriate. 

'Nhen? July 2001 ·June 2002. 
Wno? City staff. 

How much? 100 hours of staff time over one year. 

How will we know we succeeded? Adoption of new or revised funding 
policies; acknowledgement that existing policies are adequate. 
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F2.2. EVALUATE OTHER FINANCE STRATEGIES 

VVhat and Wny? This strategy would evaluate financing programs for 
other public facilities and services including water, sewer, 
stormwater, and parks. Each of these public facilities has a 
separate functional plan, a separate capital improvements 
program, and a separate set of funding strategies. Coordinating 
these strategies ia important to. maintain the desired level of 
service for each facility. 
This strategy ia necessary to ensure· adequate funding for other 
infrastructure improvements. It may require modifications to 
existing funding policies or capital improvement programs. 

VVhen? July 2001. July 2002. 
VVho? City staff. 
How much? 40 hours of staff time. 
How will we know we succeeded? Adoption of revised funding policies. 

F2.3. CONSIDER CREA liON OF A LOCAL RENEWAL DISTRICT OR 
ECONOMIC IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 

What and Why? A renewal district uses tax increment financing to fund 
improvements in the district, and an economic improvement 
district (EID) taxes property at a set rate to fund improvements in 
the district. EIDs are typically used to fund management and 
provision of service.& within the district. such aa maintenance and 
security, that will not be provided by multiple private owners. 
These funding tools would encourage development and job creation 
in the ·districts by lowering costs for businesses in the district and 
they may help make the districts more attractive as centers of 
economic activity. 

When? 1-5 years. 
Who? The City of Woodburn would need to establish and administer 

either of these districts. 
How much? Initial costs are for evaluation. 
How will we know we succeeded? When the districts help create jobs in 

Woodburn. 
What else? Improvements and incentives available though funding 

districts should be marketed to prospeCtive businesses, and the 
investments made by the district should be promoted to residents 
to sustain public support for the districts. 

INSTITUTIONAL ORGANIZATION AND COORDINATION 
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There are numerous organizations engaged in economic development 
efforts that include Woodburn. It makes sense for Woodburn to coordinate 
with these organiz.ations in order to take full advantage of these efforts and 
reduce the need for City actions and expenditures. 
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The policies in this section overlap with those in all previous categories, 
but especially with Workforce and Business Development. 

GOAL C1. DEVELOP CITY INSTITUTIONAL STRATEGY FOR 
ESTABLISHING A CITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

C1.1. ESTABLISH INTER-ORGANIZATION ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
TEAM 

VVhat and Why? An Economic Development Team would have the primary 
.responsibility of coordinating the efforts of the various 
organizations to create a coherent and effective economic 
development strategy for Woodburn. 

VVhen? 1-5 years. 

VVho? The development team should consist of the city manager, city 
planner, public works director, and representatives of the 
Chamber of Commerce and other relevant organizations. The City 
may want to consider hiring an economic development director to 
oversee the City's economic development efforts. 

How much? Minimum cost will be staff time to coordinate with other 
organizations; an economic development director may have an 
annual salary on the order of $60,000 plus benefits, and would 
require coste for office and other overhead. 

How will we know we succeeded? Establishment of the team; the number 
of meetings the team has with prospective businesses each year. 

GOAL C2. COORDINATE WITH MARION COUNTY AND OTHER 
REGIONAL AND STATEWIDE ORGANIZATIONS TO SUPPORT 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IN WOODBURN 
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C2.1. DEVELOP STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIPS WITH OTHER LOCAL 
AND R~GIONAL GROUPS 

'Nhat and Why? The City of Woodburn should coordinate its economic 
development efforts with the Oregon Economic and Community 
Development Department, Oregon Employment Department, Salem 
Economic Development Corporation, Marion County, Chemeketa 
Community College, and other relevant organizations. Coordination 
with these organizations will allow the City to take full advantage 
of existing efforts and avoid funding redundant programs. 

When? Immediately and regularly throughout the City's economic 
development efforts. 

Who? City of Woodburn staff and other organizations. The City may want 
to consider hiring an economic development director to coordinate 
and manage the City's economic development efforts . 
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How much? Approximately 160 hours of staff time for initial meetings and 
coordination, with an additional 40 hours 1-2 per year for ongoing 
coordination. 

How will we know we succeeded? When the City bas met with other 
organizations and developed a coordinated economic development 
program. 

VVhat else? This strategy complements Strategy W.l.l, W.l.3, B.l.l, and 
B.2.1. 

C2.2. COORDINATE WITH SCHOOL DISTRICT 

VVhat and V'lny? AB new businesses are attracted to Woodburn, those 
industries may require specialized skills. The City should 
coordinate with the Woodburn School District to offer specialized 
training, where appropriate. The City should also coordinate with 
the Woodburn School District to find ways the City can support 
delivery of quality education in Woodburn to iinprove quality of life 
and make the city more attractive for high·income households. The 
City should work with the District to identify a staff liaison from 
each organization to coordinate activities. 

When? Begin immediately; ongoing throughout the 20-year planning 
period. 

Who? City staff, Woodburn School District. 
How much? Approximately 40 hours of staff time per year for initial and (. 

ongoing coordination. 
How will we know we succeeded? Establishment of a formal coordination 

process. 
What else? This strategy compliments Goal 15 and Strategy W.1.2. 

IMPLICATIONS OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
GOALS AND STRATEGIES 
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The economic development goals and strategies described in this chapter 
have several major implications for the City of Woodburn. Overall, they show 
that the City has a lot of work to do on economic development. We believe a 
key step for implementing these goals and strategies is hiring an economic 
development planner to focus and maintain the City's efforts. 

Implementation of these economic development goals and strategies will 
require the City to integrate economic development, land use, public facility, 
and transportation plans into a coherent package. This integration will 
include making adjustments to population and employment forecasts used in 
various plans and following these adjustments through to the conclusions of 
these plans. 
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The findings of this report and the City's Buildable Lands Project report . 
suggest the City may need to make changes to plan designations and expand 
ita UGB, which will require an update to the City's buildable lands inventory. 

All of these implications will need to be addressed over the next 12-24 
months. 
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City of Woodburn 

Preliminary Analysis 
Statewide Planning Goal Compliance Issues 

June 11, 2001 

Woodburn may amend its comprehensive pl~ transportation system plan and land use 
regulations to maximize its economic development opportunities. WPS has been asked to 
analyze Oregon's Statewide Planning Goal issue~ that need to be addressed if the city initiates 
these amendments. Because the Statewide Planning Goals are inter-related, a proposal to amend 
the comprehensive plan and land use regulations must comply with state goals and be internally 
consistent. 
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GOAL 11 : PUBLIC FACILIT\ES ANDSERVICES 15 --------- -----------------------------Relationship to Goal 9 16 
Relationship to the Transportation Planning Rule I 6 

GOAL 12: TRANSPORTATION 17 
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SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS--------------~-------- 26 

Introduction 

This memorandum is based on the following logic: 

1. The Economic Opportunities Analysis (ECONorthwest, 2001) has identified target industries 
and their quantitative and qualitative site needs. 

2. The Woodburn City Council has determined that amendments to the Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan and land use regulations may be necessary to provide suitable sites for 
targeted industries or to address industrial park siting criteria. 

J. Due to the apparent shortage of suitable industrial sites within the existing Woodburn UGB, 
amendments to the Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) may also be required. 

Thirteen of Oregon's 19 Statewide Planrung Goals appear to apply to pIan or code amendments 
within the Woodburn UGB and its adjacent rural area : 

• Goal 1: Citizen Involvement 
• Goal2: Land Use Planning (OAR Chapter 660, Division 4) 
• Goa13: Agricultural Land (ORS 215.243; OAR Chapter 660, Division 33) 
• GoalS: Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces (OAR Chapter 660, 

Division 23) 
• Goal 6: Air, Land and Water Resources Quality 
• Goal 7: Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards 
• Goal 8: Recreational Needs 
• Goa\9 : Economy of the State (ORS 197.712; OAR Chapter 660, Division 9) 
• Goal 10: Housing (ORS 197 .296-314; OAR Chapter 660, Division 8) 
• Goal 11 : Public Facilities and Services (OAR Chapter 660, Division 11) 
• Goal12: Transportation (OAR Chapter 660, Division 12) 

Because Woodburn is surrounded by agricultural land (as opposed to forest land), Goal4 : Forest Land, 
robably does not apply. y 1 o ume 
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• Goal 13: Energy Conservation 
• Goall4: Urbanization (ORS 197.296-298; OAR Chapter 660, Division 4) 

These goals, collectively, have both procedural and substantive requirements. The procedural 
requirements are process-oriented steps the city must take to satisfy the goal provisions. These 
are typically spelled out in the goal or in the administrative rule that implements the goal. For 
example, Goal 2 requires that cities and counties work together to decide on population 
projections. Substantive requirements are the actual issues the city must address to satisfy the 
goal provisions. For instance, Goal 10 requires cities to provide sufficient buildable land for 20 
years of housing. A successful proposal for changes to the comprehensive plan and land use 
regulations must do both things: follow all the procedural requirements, and meet all the 
substantive requirements in the statewide goals. 

Most of the Statewide Planning Goals listed above have accompanying administrative rules that 
are longer and more specific than their corresponding goals. The Oregon Land Conservation and 
Development Commission (LCDC) is the state agency that carries out these rules. Some goals 
and rules have complementary statutory provisions (e.g., Goals 3, 9, 10, 11 and 14). 

All goals are not equal. Certain goals - Goals 2 (Land Use Planning), 5 (Natural Resources), 9 
(Economy of the State), 10 (Housing), ll (Public Facilities and Services), 12 {Transportation) 
and 14 (Urbanization)- will be given greater scrutiny when comprehensive plan and land use 
regulation amendments are proposed to increase the supply of industrial land. Other goals ­
Goals 6, 7, 8 and 13 -must be addressed, but they are not so closely watched. If amendments to 
the urban growth boundary are proposed, these amendments are likely to face a higher level of 
scrutiny from state agencies and land use interest groups. Depending on the proposal, other 
organizations may be involved. For instance, if comprehensive plan map amendments will result 
in increased traffic to state highways or county roads, ODOT and Marion County will want to 
review transportation impacts. 

In summary, if the city amends its comprehensive plan and land use regulations to create 
serviced sites that meet the needs of targeted industries, then these amendments must comply 
with both the procedural and substantive requirements of each of the applicable Statewide 
Planning Goals and their accompanying administrative rules. This memorandum describes the 
issues and findings that must be made in order to comply with applicable state goals and rules. 
The first section of this document identifies procedural goal requirements. The second discusses 
substantive goal requirements. 
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Section 1: Procedural Goal Requirements 

Goal1: Citizen Involvement 

Compliance with Goall is established by demonstrating compliance with Woodburn's 
acknowledged Citizen Involvement Program. Woodburn's program is prescribed in the citizen 
involvement goal and policies of thecitis comprehensive plan and in its zoning ordinance 
notice requirements. 

Goal 2: Land Use Planning 

Goal 2 includes requirements for: 

• coordination with Marion County regarding population projections and in the plan 
amendment process; 

• coordination with affected state agencies regarding plan and code amendments; 
• internal consistency among the comprehensive plan, land use regulations, factual 

information and the proposed amendments; 
• effective implementation measures that are consistent with and adequate to carry out plan 

policies; and 
• a formal exception to compliance with the Agricultural Lands goal when agricultural land is 

needed for urban purpos~s (i.e. , when the UGB is expanded). 

Coordination with Marion County 

Under ORS 195, the county is responsible for ensuring. that the population projections of its 
cities are "coordinated" with the county's population projection. Woodburn's 2020 
projection of26,290 has been coordinated with Marion County and should be used for 
determining population growth in Woodburn. However, if a change is proposed in this 
population projection, approval from Marion County is required, and further "coordination" 
with the State Economist's projection for Marion County may be required. 

Marion County also must approve any comprehensive plan or zoning map amendments that 
affect land outside Woodburn _city limits. If plan map amendments are proposed on 
unincorporated land within the Woodburn UGB, the county must approve these 
amendments. lf changes to comprehensive plan policies are proposed, both the city and the 
county must approve these amendments. Urban growth boundary amendments must also be 
jointly adopted to become effective: Marion County has a strong interest in preserving its 
agricultural land base. county roads may be affected by proposed changes in land use. In all 
of these areas, the city must demonstrate that coordination with Marion County has 

Volume 3 
------------------------------------------------------------Page 139 

City of Woodburn • Summary of Probable Statewide Planning Goal Issues 
Prepared by Winterowd Planning Services • June 11, 200 1 • Page 4 of 28 



occurred. Marion County should be viewed as an equal partner in the plan amendment 
process. 

Woodburn's urban growth management agreement (UGMA) with Marion County provides 
guidance regarding the plan amendment and notification process. It is important that 
Woodburn and Marion County follow the procedural requirements outlined in the UGMA 
and include findings explaining how compliance with this agreement has been achieved in 
the plan amendment process. 

Coordination with Affected State and Federal Agencies 

Goal 2 requires that the concerns of state and federal agencies must be "considered and 
accommodated to the extent possible .. in the plan and code amendment process. At a 
minimum, State agencies that are likely to be interested in Woodburn's economic 
development amendment package include the following: 

• Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development (DLCD); 
• Oregon Economic Development Department (EDD); 
• Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT); 
• Oregon Division of State Lands (DSL); 
• Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ); and 
• Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife (ODFW). 

Cities must document state and federal agency concerns, and how it has accommodated 
these concerns as much as possible. In some instances (e.g., ODOT's interest in state 
highways and DSL's interest in impacts on inventoried wetlands), the concerns of state 
agencies are backed by LCDC or their own administrative rules. In such instances, 
accommodating state agency concerns often means compliance with applicable state 
administrative rules. The substantive requirements of these rules are addressed in Section ll 
of this memorandum. 

Internal Consistency 

One of the most common allegations of error to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) is 
inconsistencies among the factual basis in the plan, plan policies and/or implementing land 
use regulations. 

Goal2 requires that the factual basis of the plan be consistent with and supportive of the 
goals and policies of the plan. For example, Woodburn's housing needs analysis must be 
based on coordinated population projection and existing and projected income levels of city 
residents. Or, if the Goal 5 inventory includes "significant wetlands," it is critical that these 
wetlands also be incorporated into the buildabie lands inventory. In this case, it is imperative 
that Woodburn's economic policies and employment zones be consistent with the 
recommendations of the Economic Opportunities Analysis (OEA) required by Goal9. 
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Effective Implementation Measures 

Goal 2 requires that implementation measures be "consistent with and adequate to carry out" 
the policy direction established in the. Comprehensive Plan. This means that comprehensive 
plan policies must have effective implementing plans and regulations -like the zoning and 
subdivision ordinance, or the capital improvements program. During the plan amendment 
process, cities may discover that adopted plan policies and land use regulations are 
inconsistent with the results of studies undertaken during periodic review, or with the 
Council's preferred policy direction. Faced with this problem, local governments often 
ignore or attempt to ''write around" adopted plan policies and code standards in their 
findings, rather than change the policy or standard. Overall, it is more efficient to amend the 
plan and code consistent with the city's desired direction as part of the legislative 
amendment package. 2 

. 

Goal 2 "Reasons Exception" 

The second part of Goal 2 sets forth procedures and criteria that must be followed whenever 
agricultural land is needed for non-agricultural purposes. This section applies when land is 
converted from rural to urban use as a result of a UGB amendment. The "reasons" for the 
Goal 3 "exception" must be included in both the city and county comprehensive plans and 
must meet the requirements of OAR Chapter 660, Division 4, Exceptions. 

,) ~oat 5: Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces 

Statewide Planning Goa15 is interpreted by OAR Chapter 660, Division 23. GoalS includes a 
number of procedural requirements for resolving conflicts between urban development and 
significant resource areas. 

• Develop inventory methods and significance criteria. 
• If there are significant resource sites, (e.g., wetlands, riparian areas or historic sites), identify 

conflicts between resource protection and urban development. These conflicting uses are 
based on zoning. If the city changes zoning to acconunodate more or different industrial uses, 
a new conflicting use determination may be necessary. 

• Next, the ESEE (economic, social, environmental and energy) consequences of alternative 
courses of action must be considered. Again, the ESEE analysis depends on the conflicting 
uses allowed by zoning, which could change through this process. 

• Based on this ESEE analysis, the city must develop and adopt a program that resolves 
conflicts between resource preservation and urban development. 

If, as a result of its Goal 5 program, mapped resource areas are designated unbuildable, they 
must be removed from the inventory of buildable land. If the UGB does not include an adequate 

ECONorthwest and WPS will review the city's comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance to identify potential 
consistency issues as part of this contract. 
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supply of buildable land, then the UGB itself must be amended to provide sufficient land through 
the Year 2020. 

Wetlands and Riparian Areas 

Woodburn has conducted a local wetlands inventory (L WI) for land within the UGB that 
identifies ''significant wetlands and riparian areas" on existing and potential industrial sites. 
The Woodburn Buildable Lands Inventory classifies "wetlands and riparian areas" as 
unbuildable land. Nevertheless, it is important that Woodburn complete the Goal 5 process 
for significant wetlands and riparian areas. Otherwise, there may not be an adequate factual 
basis for removal of wetlands and riparian areas from the buildable land inventory. This 
would increase the supply ofbuildable land within the UGB and undermine the rationale for 
expansion. (Please see discussion of"safe harbor" provisions under substantive requirements 
of Goal 5, Section ll.) · 

Statewide Planning Goal14: Urbanization 

The procedural requirements associated with a Goa114 UGB amendment are discussed under 
Goal 2, above. In summary: 

• UGB amendments must be based on a coordinated population projection. 
• The factual base underlying a UGB amendment must support the need for the amendment, 

consistent with Goals 9 and 10. The buildable lands inventory must recognize constraints 
identified Goal 5 and Goal 7 inventories. 

• Both the city and the county must adopt the UGB amendment and plan designations for land 
to be included within the UGB. 

• 

• 

• 
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The procedural and notice requirements for exceptions specified in Goa12, Part II (and in 
OAR Chapter 660, Division 4) and the urban growth management agreement between 
Marion County and Woodburn. 
Comments of state and federal agencies must be considered and accommodated to the extent 
possible. 
If a need for a specific type of site is identified in the economic opportunities analysis, the 
comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance must ensure that the site is reserved for that 
purpose. 
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Section II: Substantive Goals Requirements 

) 

In addition to procedural requirements, Statewide Planning Goals 3 through 14 have substantive 
requirements that must be addressed when substantial comprehensive plan and code 
amendments are proposed. 

Goals 5: Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces 

As indicated in the discussion of Goal 5 in Section I, above, there is a relationship between Goal 
5 resource areas, Goal 9 site suitability analyses, and Goal 14 buildable land inventories. Iflocal 
governments restrict development on significant Goal 5 resource areas, then these areas are 
considered unbuildable. Since the city wants to ensure an adequate supply of buildable industrial 
land to meet long-term needs, the city should consider the site-suitability consequences of 
adopting regulations to protect Goal 5 resources. 

Safe Harbor for Stream Corridors and Wetlands 

OAR 660-23-090 and 660-023-100 explains how the GoalS process works for significant 
wetlands and stream corridors (riparian areas). Woodburn has two options: 

1. Go through the entire Goal 5 process described in OAR 660-23-030 through 050 (and 
summarized in Section I, above); or 

2. Use "safe harbor" options for significant wetlands and stream corridors. 

WPS recommends that the city consider the safe harbor option, because it saves time and 
money and reduces uncertainty. The safe harbor option does not require a conflicting use 
analysis, ESEE analysis, or a local Goal 5 program. Rather, it simply requires protection of: 

• locally-significant wetlands that appear on the L WJ; and 
• fish-bearing streams and their riparian area. (Maps of "fish-bearing streams" are available 

through ODFW or the Department of Forestry.) 

WPS has developed safe harbor ordinances that have been acknowledged by LCDC for a 
number of jurisdictions in Oregon. If requested, WPS can provide copies of acknowledged 
safe harbor regulations for city review. 

Historic Sites and Structures 

Woodburn should account for significant historic sites and structures in the buildable land 
inventory. If there are sites or structures listed on the National Register and protected by 
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local regulations, their boundaries should be mapped and excluded from the buildable land 
inventory. 

Goal 5 Conclusion 
Goal 5 requires local governments to inventory significant resource sites, identify conflicting 
uses, and analyze the consequences of protecting, not protecting, or partially protecting each type 
of resource. Woodburn's stream corridors and wetlands reduce the area of land within the UGB 
available for development. Woodburn also has historic resources that may limit the . 
development potential of designated industrial sites. Once Woodburn has made a policy choice 
regarding its treatment of stream corridors, wetlands and historic resources, these policy choices 
must be factored into the buildable lands inventory (and industrial site suitability analysis) for 
land within the UGB. 

Goal6: Air, Land and Water Resources Quality 

Goa16 requires that "air, land, and water resource quality" not be "degraded" as a result of 
planned urban development. DES is responsible for administration of the Clear Air Act and the 
Clean Water Act at the state level. The way that cities meet Goal6 is through demonstration of 
compliance with Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) air, land and water quality 
administrative rules. Water quality standards typically are met through EQC approval of plans 
for sanitary sewer systems. DEQ also regulates point and non-point source emissions related to 
water and air quality. Therefore, coordination with DEQ is the essential element in 
demonstrating compliance with Goal 6 . 

Woodburn recently updated its Public Facilities Plan, which addresses storm drainage, sanitary 
sewer, water and transportation projects necessary to accommodate planned growth within the 
UGB. However, if proposed plan amendments increase the supply of industrial land, then these 
plans may need to be revisited to assess any increased impacts from planned industrial 
development. IfUGB amendments are proposed, then compliance with Goa16 must be 
demonstrated. (See, for example, Concerned Citizens v. Jackson County [LUBA No. 95-225}.) 

Goal 6 Conclusion 
Goal 6 requires that air, land and water resource quality not be degraded as a result of proposed 
plan amendments. If industrial land is added to the UGB, then the city must demonstrate that it 
has coordinated these changes with the Department of Environmental Quality to address any 
increased impacts. 

Goal 7: Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards 
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""']a} 7 requires that cities and counties adopt measures to protect life and property from natural 
.LZards and disasters, such as slides and floods. Because Woodburn is relatively flat, it does not 

have major slope hazards. Woodburn does, however, have considerable land within the 1 00-year 
floodplain. 

The Goal 10 Administrative Rule authorizes local governments to exclude land with slopes of 
25% or greater, and land within the 100-year floodplain, from residential buildable lands 
inventories. (See definitions of buildable land in OAR Chapter 660, Division 8.4) These factors 
must be considered when assessing site suitability under the Goal 9 rule. (See OAR Chapter 
660, Division 9.) 

The 1999 Buildable Lands Inventory excluded the 100-year floodplain and slopes of25% and 
greater from the buildable lands inventory. (See Exhibit 1, Memorandum from W&H Pacific 
dated June 25, 1999.) 

However, more recently, DLCD has asked local governments to adopt regulations that prohibit 
development on steep slopes and within the 100-year floodplain, if such land is to be considered 
"unbuildable" for purposes ofUGB analysis.5 Although we know of no case law that supports 
this position, the city should be aware that this interpretation exists. ._ 

Goal 7 Conclusion 
Woodburn must consider areas subject to natural disasters and hazards when assessing industrial 
-\te suitability. Because Woodburn is located on relatively flat land, the city's primary natural 

aard is flooding. The city's 2000 buildable lands inventory excludes land within the 100-year 
floodplain. Generally, land within the 100-year floodplain and on slopes of25% or greater is 
considered unbuildable. 

Goal 8: Recreational Needs 

Goal 8, as it applies within UGBs, has no implementing administrative rule. In Woodburn's 
case, improving the city's park and recreation system probably will make the city more attractive 
to firms that may choose to locate in the area. 

OAR 660-08-0005(2) reads as follows: 
"2) 'Buildable Land' means residen tially designated vacant and. at the option of the local jurisdiction , 

redevelopable land within the Metro urban growth boundary that is not severely constrained by natural 
hazards (Statewide Planning Goal 7) or subject to natural resource protection measures (Statewide 
Planning Goals 5 and J 5). Publicly owned land is generally not considered available for residential use. 
Land with slopes of 25 percent or greater unless otherwise provided for at the time of acknowledgment 
and land within the 1 DO-year floodplain is generally considered unbuildable for purposes of density 
calculations. " 

See, for example, 1999 comments from Mark Radabaugh and Bill Adams regarding McMinnville's buildable 
lands inventory. See also draft Goal 14 administrative rule (not adopted). DLCD has offered different 
interpretations in many other acknowledgement orders. See, for example, Portland Metropolitan UGP " r the 
·.ugene-Springfield Metro Plan acknowledgment orders. Volume 
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Generally, publicly-owned land that is reserved for parks is not considered available for private 
economic development. This assumption is reflected in the 1999 Buildable Lands Inventory. 
(See Technical Memorandum 1: Final Buildable Lands Inventory Methodology.) 

Goal 8 Conclusion 
There are unlikely to be any significant Goal 8 issues. 

Goal 9: Economy of the State 

ECONorthwest's primary tasks are to conduct the "economic opportunities analysis" (EOA) and 
determine whether Woodburn has an adequate supply of suitable sites available to meet the 
needs of targeted industries, as required by Goal9 and OAR Chapter 660, Division 9. The Goal 
9 rule resulted from 1983 legislation that required local governments to undertake economic 
opportunities analyses to .improve the state's then-lagging economy. Quoting from OAR 660-
09-000: 

"The purpose of this division is to aid in achieving the requirements of Goal 9, Economy of the State 
(OAR 660-015-0000(9)), by implementing the requirements ofORS 197. 712(2)(a)- (d). The rule 
responds to legislative direction to assure that comprehensive plans and land use regulations are 
updated to provide adequate opportunities for a variety of economic activities throughout the state 
(ORS 197.712(1)) and to assure that plans are based on available information about state and 
national economic trends. (ORS 197. 717(2))." 

"An Adequate Supply of Sites .. ,, 

ORS 197.712 makes it clear, among other things, that LCDC must ensure that cities provide "at 
least an adequate supply of sites of suitable sizes, types, locations and service levels for 
industrial and commercial uses" consistent with plan policies that address economic 
opportunities in the community. ORS 197.712 reads as follows: 

"197.712 Commission duties; comprehensive plan provisions; public facility plans; state agency 
coordination plans; compliance deadlini 
(1) In addition to the findings and policies set forth in ORS 197.005, 197.010 and 215.243, the 

Legislative Assembly finds and declares that, in carrying out statewide comprehensive land 
use planning, the provision of adequate opportunities for a variety of economic activities 
throughout the state is vital to the health, welfare and prosperity of all the people of the 
state. 

(2) By the adoption of new goals or rules, or the application, interpretation or amendment of 
existing goals or rules, the commission shall implement all of the following: 
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(c) Comprehensive plans and land use regulations shall provide for at least an adequate 
supply of sites of suitable sites, types, locations and service levels for industrial and 
commercial uses consistent with plan policies. 

(d) Comprehensive plans and land use regulations shall provide for compatible uses on or 
near sites toned for specific industrial and commercial uses." 

Designation of Lands for Commercial and Industrial Uses 

OAR 660-009-0025 focuses on "measures" that cities must take to implement ORS 
197.712.6 Key among these measures is ·designating sites that meet identified needs for 
categories of employment uses. If plan amendments- especially UGB amendments- are 
proposed, then it is critical that Woodburn make detailed findings demonstrating consistency 
with these criteria. 

"Measures adequate to implement policies adopted pursuant to OAR 660-009-0020 shall be 
adopted. Appropriate implementing measures include amendments to plan and zone map 
designations, land use reguladons, and public [acUity plans: · 
(1) Identification of Needed Sites. The plan shall idendfy the approximate number and acreage 
of sites needed to accommodate industrial and commercial uses to implement plan policies. 
The need for sites should be sp·ecijied in several broad 'site categories', (e.g., light Industrial, 
heavy Industrial, commercial office, commercial retaU, highway commercial, etc.) combining 
compatible uses with simUar site requirements. It is not necessary to provide a different type of 

_site for each industrial or commercial use which may locate in th~ planning area. Several 
broad site categories wUI provide for industrial and commercial uses likely to occur in most 
planning areas. 
(2) Long-Term Supply of Land. Plans shall designate land suitable to meet the site needs 
identified in secdon (1) of this rule. The total acreage ofland designated in each site category 
shall at least equal the projected land needs for each category during the 20-year planning 
period. Jurisdicdons need not designate sites for neighborhood commercial uses in urbanizing 
areas if they have adopted plan policies which provide clear standards for redesignation of 
residential land to provide for such uses. Designation of industrial or commercial lands which 
involve an amendment to the urban growth boundary must meet the requirements of OAR 660-
004-00JO(l)(c)(B) and 660-004-00JS(J)(a). 
(4) Sites for Uses with Special Siting Requirements. Jurisdictions which adopt objecdves or 
policies to provide for specific uses with special site requirements ~hall adopt policies and land 
use regulations to provide for the needs of those uses. Special site requirements Include but 
need not be limited to large acreage sites, special site configurations, direct access to 
transportation facilities~ or sensidvity to adjacent land uses, or coastal slioreland sites 
designated llS especially suited for water-dependent use under Goa117. Policies and land use 
regulations for these uses shall: 

(a) Identify sites suitable for the proposed use; 
(b) Protect sites suitable for the proposed use by limiting land divisions and permissible uses 
and activities to those which would not interfere with development of the site for the intended 
use; and 

6 It is instructive to compare the Goal 9 rule requirements for "measures" with the " measures" that local 
governments may take fo r increasing land use efficiency required under ORS 197.296. See discussion under Goal 
14. 
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(c) Where· necessary to protect a site for the intended industrial or commercial use include 
measures which either prevent or appropriately restrict incompatible uses on adjacent and 
nearby lands." 

Relationship to Goal14 

The above statutory and rule provision must be considered within the context of Statewide 
Planning Goal 14, which requires cities to include sufficient buildable land within UGBs to 
meet 20-year employment needs.7 The Goal 9 analysis addresses both the need for industrial 
land (Factors 1 and 2 of Goall4)'and the locational characteristics of needed industrial land 
(Factors 3-7 ofGoall4). Goall4 has also been interpreted by the LCDC such that the UGB 
must include sufficient buildable land for "the planning period," and cannot have more than a 
20-year land supply.8 

The Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis will address, with specificity, the siting 
needs of a range of targeted industries and of industrial parks that typically accommodate 
targeted industries. These siting needs are expressed quantitatively (site size) and 
qualitatively (site location, topographic and service characteristics) for each targeted industry 
or type of industrial development.9 

In most cases, by providing a 20-year supply of industrial land in the aggregate, the city will 
also have a sufficient industrial land supply to meet the siting needs of specific targeted 
industries. However, it is possible that the supply of suitable sites for a targeted industry or 
type of development may be extremely limited, to the point of constraining the short-term 
land market. For example, there may be only one available site that meets the need of a 
targeted industry, which would not provide for choice in the marketplace. In such cases, 
ORS 197.712(2) appears to allow local governments to amend the UGB to provide for such 
choice. However, OAR 660-009-0025 specifically requires that sites that are included within 
UGBs be specifically reserved for their intended employment use. 

7 Note that the Goal 9 rule interprets the planning period as equal to 20 years. 
1 The 1999 Oregon Legislature almost passed legislation that would mandate local and regional governments to 
provide a 20-year supply ofbuildable industrial and commercial land within their respective UGBs. The 2001 
Legislature is considering a similar bill. The Goal 9 rule now requires that there be sufficient land to meet 
employment needs "within the planning period" (i.e., 20 years). Based on discussions with DLCD staff, LCDC is 
likely to support 20-year buildable lands supply legislation in this legislative session. The draft Goall4 
administrative rule also mandates a 20-year industrial and commercial land supply. 
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(5) 'Suitable': A site is suitable for industrial or commercial use if the site either provides for the site 
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In the end, an industrial land ledger sheet is required. The left-hand column identifies the site 
characteristics and buildable land area needed for each targeted industry or type of industrial 
development. The middle column describes buildable industrial sites available to meet this 
need. The right-hand column identifies the surplus or deficit for each targeted industry or 
type of industrial ·development. If there are sufficient suitable sites to meet identified needs 
for the next 20 years, the inquiry is over. However, any deficits identified on the ledger sheet 
must be addressed through the plan or code amendment process. 

Goal 9 Conclusion 
W oodbum must conduct an "economic opportunities analysis" that considers the city's 
locational advantages and disadvantages in a regional context. Based on this analysis, the city 
must identify the types of industries it would like to attract, and the site characteristics required 
by targeted industries. Next, the city must compare the two. If the UGB has enough land that is 
properly planned and zoned- that has the site characteristics required by targeted industries­
then Woodburn complies with Goal9. However, if the Woodburn UGB lacks sites that have the 
site characteristics required by targeted industries, then plan or code amendments are necessary. 
These amendments must be consistent with other Statewide Planning Goals- especially Goals 2, 
5, 10, 11, 12 and 14. 

Goal 10: Housing 

Goal 10 requires cities to provide sufficient buildable land to provide affordable housing for 
existing and future residents. Goa\10 reads as follows: 

"To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the state. Buildable lands for residential use shall 
be inventoried and plans shall encourage the availability of adequate numbers of needed housing 
units at price ranges and rent levels which are commensurate with the financial capabilities of 
Oregon households and allow for flexibility of housing location, type and density." 

Relationship to Goal 9 

As· discussed above, Statewide Planning Goal 2 requires that plans be internally consistent 
and that implementation measures be adequate to carry out the policy direction of the 
comprehensive plan. Woodburn has already conducted a housing needs analysis and 
buildable lands inventory as required by Goal 10.10 This housing needs analysis is based 
on assumptions about income levels of future Woodburn households, which are based on 
economic projections. If household income assumptions were to change based on the 
Economic Opportunities Analysis required by Goal 9, then the housing needs analysis 
may need to change also. ECONorthwest will review the 1999 housing needs analysis to 
ensure such internal consistency. If the housing needs analysis changes, this could affect 

10 See Woodburn Buildable Lands and Urbanization Project (McKeever/Morris, Inc., February 7, 2000). See 
especially "Housing Needs Analysis Memorandum" (E.D . Hovee & Company, June 28, 1999) and "Final Buildable 
Lands Inventory" (W &H Pacific, June 25, 1999). 
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the area of buildable land needed for housing over the next 20 years. These changes must 
be carefully documented, especially ifUGB amendments are proposed. 

Relationship to Goal14 

Goall4 requires cities to provide a 20-year land supply for housing. Across Oregon, most· 
land within UGBs is allocated to meet housing needs. At the same time, Goal14 requires 
a compact urban growth form and "maximum efficiency of land use." Prior to amending 
UGBs, Goal 14 and ORS 197.198 require cities to examine whether greater residential 
land use efficiencies can be achieved through zoning or other measures. 

If comprehensive plan amendments are necessary to comply with Goal 9, then Goal 14 
requires Woodburn first to look inside its UGB to meet industrial needs - before 
considering rural and agricultural land outside the UGB. Like most cities, most of 
Woodburn' s buildable land supply is designated for residential use. Because there is so 
much residential land, increasing residential density provides a major opportunity to 
achieve greater land use efficiency. Therefore, Woodburn must carefully examine its 
residential land suRply, to detennine whether some residential land can be re-designated 
for industrial use, 1 before UGB amendments are considered. However, residential land 
can only be re-designated for industrial if the change will not cause a shortage of 
buildable residential land. 

Goal 10 Conclusion 
Goal9 and Goal 10 analyses must be internally consistent. First, Woodburn must provide 
sufficient buildable land within its UGB to meet housing needs for the next 20 years. Housing 
need is a function of household income. The Economic Opportunities Analysis will help 
determine Woodburn's economic future as well as the projected incomes ofits residents. If 
incomes rise, needed housing types and densities may change, which could effect the amount of 
residential land that must be included within the UGB. Second, Woodburn may need more 
industrial land to meet its employment objectives. 

Before Woodburn can amend its UGB to meet industrial needs, the city must demonstrate that 
residential land cannot be re-designated for industrial use. To do this, Woodburn must examine 
whether residenti~lland can be used more efficiently, while providing sufficient buildable land 
to meet projected housing needs for the next 20 years. All of this analysis must be internally 
consistent and documented in any plan and code amendment findings. 

Goa/11: Public Facilities and Services 

Goal 11 requires a demonstration that adequate public facilities and services can be provided to 
serve buildable land within the UGB. The Goal 11 rule12 also requires cities with populations of 
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'00 or greater to adopt "public facilities plans". The public facilities plan (PFP) must address 
.... anitary sewer, stonn drainage, water and transportation facilities necessary to support planned 
housing and employment growth. The PFP must identify need public facilities projects, their 
approximate timing and estimated costs. If plan amendments are proposed, it is important to 
assess the impact of these plan amendments on the acknowledged public facilities plan­
especially Woodburn's ability to provide needed services to new industrial sites. ORS 197.712 
and the Goal 9 rule go further, as indicted below. 

Relationship to Goal 9 

The Goal 9 rule interprets ORS 197.712 by requiring cities to identify "serviceable" 
industrial sites "at the time of periodic review." "Serviceable" means those sites that now 
have, or can be provided with sanitary sewer, water, storm drainage and transportation 
services within one year.13 Our understanding of this rule provision is that when the initial 
public facilities plan is prepared, cities of 2,500 or greater must distinguish between 
serviceable and non-serviceable sites. However, later plan amendments are not required to 
make this distinction.14 

Relationship to the Transportation Planning Rule 

The Transportation Plarming Rule (TPR or Goal12 Rule)) was adopted about a decade after 
the Public Facilities Rule (Goal 11 Rule). Although transportation facilities are considered 
"public facilities,. under the Goal 11 Rule, the TPR includes much more demanding 

\ requirements - especially where state highways are concerned. 

Goal 11 Conclusion 
At a minimum, the Goal11 rule requires Woodburn to demonstrate that adequate sanitary sewer, 
water, storm drainage and transportation services can be provided to all land within its existing 
or proposed UGB- and especially to areas proposed for plan amendments or UGB expansion. 
We recommend that the city update its public facilities plan (PFP) in conjunction with any plan 
amendment package, to ensure compliance with Goal 11. We also request clarification from 
DLCD regarding whether the requirements of OAR 660-009-0025(3) apply to plan amendments 
during this periodic review process. 

13 OAR 660-009-0025(3) and (6). 
14 OAR 660-009-0005(3) defines "serviceable" as follows: 

6) 'Serviceable': A site is serviceable if: 
(a) Public facilities, as defined by OAR Chapter 660, Division II currently have adequate capacity to serve 
development planned for the service area where the site is located or can be upgraded to have adequate 
capacity within one year; and 
(b) Public facilities either are currently ~tended to the site, or can be provided to the site within one year 
of a user's application for a building permit or request for service ~tension." 

However, OAR 660-009-0025 requires that local governments with populations of 2,5000 or greater make this 
distinction only once - at the time of the initial periodic review: 

"(3) Short- Term Supply of Serviceable Sites . If the local government is required to prepare a public facility plan 
by OAR Chapter 660, DiYision I I it shall complete subsections (a) through (c) of this section at the time of 
periodic review. Requirements of this rule apply only to local government decisions made at the time of 
periodic review. Subsequent implementation o(or amendmen ts to the comprehensive plan or the public (aciliry 
plan which change the supply o(serviceable industrial land are not subiect to the requirements of this rule." 
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Goa/12: Transportation 

Goal 12 requires coordination with the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and 
Marion County in the provision of a "safe, convenient and economic transportation system" that 
"conforms with local and regional comprehensive land use plans." All modes of transportation 
must be considered, while avoiding "principal reliance upon any one mode of transportation." 
Transportation facilities must be inventoried and project needs determined. Transportation 
facilities must "facilitate the flqw of goods and services so as to strengthen the local and regional 
economy." 

The Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) and the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) implement Goal 
12. The TPR requires local governments to prepare a "transportation systems plan" (TSP) that 
meets the requirements of OAR 660-012-020 through 05 5. The OHP is a component of 
Oregon's Statewide Transportation Plan, and includes policies and investment strategies for the 
state highway system over the next 20 years. 

The 1986 Woodburn TSP identified a number of traffic problems that must be.addressed during 
the planning period. Key among these problems is congestion at the intersection of Interstate 5 
and Highway 214. If industrial land is added to the Woodburn UGB, congestion at this 
intersection is likely to increase beyond projected levels. 

Comprehensive Plan Amendments 

Woodburn has an acknowledged TSP. However, projects identified in the Woodburn TSP are 
intended to serve planned development based on the comprehensive plan map as it existed in 
1986. If changes are made to comprehensive plan designations, then it is likely that the TSP 
must be amended as well. 

The principal reason for comprehensive plan amendments in Woodburn would be to increase the 
supply of suitable industrial sites within the UGB. When compared with rural or residential land 
uses, industrial land uses generate relatively high levels of traffic, especially during peak hours. 
Therefore, industrial plan amendments are likely to "significantly affect a tram;~ortation 
facility;'15 which in turn triggers OAR 660-012-060 (TPR 060) review criteria. 6 

IS According to OAR 660-012-060(2): 
(2) A plan or land use regulation amendment signif1cantly affects a transportation fac ility if it: 

(a) Changes the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facil ity; 
(b) Changes standards implementing a functional classification system; 
(c) Allows types or levels of land uses which would result in levels of travel or access which are inconsistent 

with the functional classification of a transportation facility; or 
(d) Would reduce the level of service of the facility below the minimum acceptable level identified in the TSP. 

16 The most relevant case in this regard is DLCD v. City of Warrenton, 37 Or LUBA 933 (2000). In that case, 
LUBA held that (1) a plan amendment that reduces the volume to capacity ratio over ODOT's established maximum 
"significantly affects" a transportation facility; and (2) OAR 660-12-0060 also applies where the amendment would 
"further degrade" an already failing (i.e., below standard) facility. In reaching this decision, LUBA relied on the 
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According to the TPR, comprel}ensive plan map amendments that have a .. significant impact on 
land use" must either be sc aled down or designed to generate less traffic - or the TSP must be 
amended to include facilities/measures that increase capacity: 

( 1) Amendments to functional plans, acknowledged comprehensive plans, and land use 
regulations which significantly affect a transportation facility shall assure that allowed land 
uses are consistent with the identified function, capacity, and level of service of the facility. 
This shatl be accomplished by either: 
(a) Limiting allowed land uses to be consistent with the planned function, capacity and level of 

service of the transportation facility; 
(b) Amending the TSP to provide transportation facilities adequate to support the proposed 

land uses consistent with the requirements of this division; or 
(c) Altering land use designations, densities, or desigp requirements to reduce demand for 

automobile travel and meet travel needs through other modes. 

It is our understanding that Woodburn is in the process of requesting a Transportation and 
Growth Management Program (TGM) grant to update the Woodburn TSP consistent with revised 
land use needs. It is critical that this grant recognize the relationships between land use and 
transportation planning in Oregon. 

Iterative Process 

l>rior to adoption of the TPR in the early 1990s, land use planning often occurred in a vacuum, 
ith transportation planning considered as an afterthought. TPR 060 now requires that land use 

and transportation planning occur at the same time, and that each inform the other. Because 
transportation facilities are expensive, the cost of providing these facil ities is often the limiting 
factor in determining where industrial land should be located.17 

This iterative process is anticipated in the Goal9 rule. In order to meet Goal 9 site suitability 
requirements, industrial sites must be shown to have adequate transportation facilities and access. 
In W oodbum' s case, this means providing adequate access to Interstate 5 and constructing 
transportation improvements that reduce congestion at the 1-5 I Hwy 214 intersection. Thus, the 
cost of providing adequate transportation facilities to potential industrial sites must be considered 
early in the review process. If costs are too high, a given site may not be considered "suitable" 
for industrial use. 

" . . . for purposes of evaluating amendments to . .. acknowledged comprehensive plans and land use regulations 
subject to OAR 660-012-0060, in situations where the ( v/c ratio J for a highway segment, intersection or 
interchange is above the standards (established in the OHP) and transportation improvements are not planned 
within the planning horizon [usually, the next 20 years) to bring perfonnance to standard, the perfonnance 
standard is to avoid further degradation. If an amendment. .. to an acknowledged comprehensive plan or land 
use regulation increases the (v/c ratio) further, it will significantly affect a transportation facility." 

11 The other key locational factor, of course, is the Goal 3 requirement to preserve agricultural land. This issue is 
further addressed under Sta tewide Planning Goal 14, Urbanization. 
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As discussed under Goal 14 below, the City should document how it has considered each the 
three options listed under OAR 660-012-060(1). 

• Limit Land Uses 
This option can be addressed in one of two ways: first, by reducing the amount or type of 
industrial land to reduce traffic; or second, by locating industrial uses to based on the 
capacity of existing and planning transportation facilities. 

• Provide Adequate Transportation Facilities 
In Woodburn's case, this option may be the primary means of satisfying TPR 060 
requirements. However, as indicated above, the high costs of transportation facilities may be 
the limiting factor in the city's economic development program. Transportation facilities 
must also be located so as to minimize impacts on agricultural land. 

• Alter Land Use and Design Requirements 
This option focuses on ways to reduce transportation impacts through techniques such as 
mixed uses and design standards that encourage alternative modes of transportation. This 
option must be considered as part of any successful economic development or transportation 
improvement program. 

Goal 12 Conclusion 
Woodburn anticipates designating additional industrial land to meet its economic development 
objectives. These land use changes would increase traffic and will .. significantly affect,. 
transportation facilities, especially at the Interstate 5 I Highway 214 interchange. The 
Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-012-060[1]) requires that Woodburn amend the TSP to 
provide adequate transportation facilities and design standards to reduce transportation impacts. 
Because of the relationship between land use and transportation, and the high costs of 
transportation facilities, TPR 060 review is an iterative process. 

Goal 13: Energy Conservation 
The most significant Goal 13 issue is energy use in the transportation sector, particularly 
automobile use. The thrust of Woodburn's economic development program is to increase local 
employment and to avoid becoming a long-commute bedroom community. Goal13 requirements 
can be met by using transportation facilities more efficiently, and minimizing vehicle miles 
traveled by placing housing near employment. 

Goal 14: Urbanization 18 

1
• ·' ' " · ' · '· '"' -- • • • ---

1ysis resulted from a collaborative process with land use attorney Corinne Sherton as part 
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al 14's purpose is: "To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land 
use." Goal 14 applies to amendments expanding the City's urban growth boundary (UGB) that, 
by definition, convert rural land to urban or urbanizable land. Goal 14 also applies to 
amendments to the City's comprehensive plan and land use regulations that affect the conversion 
ofurbanizable land within the UGB to urban uses . 

UGB Amendment Issues 

Under Goal 14, UGB amendments are governed by: 

• Seven UGB establishment factors set forth in Goal 14 itself; 
• Priorities for adding land to a UGB set forth inORS 197.298; and 
• Goal exception requirements of ORS 197. 732/Goal 2, Part ll and 

OAR 660-04-0lO(l)(c)(B) and 660-04-020. 

Due to the overlapping nature of these standards, they are addressed in integrated form in this 
section. The relevant issues are addressed under three topical sub-headings: 

• The need to expand the city's UGB to include additional land; 
• The choice of which land to add to the UGB; and 
• Whether the chosen areas are serviceable and compatible with adjacent uses- especially 

agricultural uses. 

Need to Add Additional Land to UGB 
Several applicable standards relate to this issue. Goal14 factors 1 and 2 require the 
demonstration of a "need" to add land to the UGB, based on long range population projections, 
housing needs, providing employment opportunities and/or promoting livability. 
ORS 197.232(1)(c)(A) and Goa12, Part ll(c)(l) requ,ire that "reasons justify why the state policy 
embodied in the applicable goals should not apply." However, OAR 660-04-0lO(l)(c)(B)(i) 
specifically provides that this requirement can be satisfied by compliance with the seven factors 
ofGoa114. Consequently, ORS 197.232(l)(c)(A) and Goal2, Part ll(c)(l) should be addressed 
together. 

ORS 197 .232(1)(c)(B) and Goal 2, Part Il(c)(2) require a demonstration that areas that do not 
require a new goal exception "cannot reasonably accommodate the use." In the context of a 
proposed UGB amendment, this requires a showing that the needs for urban uses cannot be 
satisfied on land already within the UGB.19 This issue is also relevant to Goall4 factor 4, which 
requires the consideration of "maximum efficiency of land uses" within the existing urban area. 

19 This is because placing needed urban uses on rural land outside a UGB would require exceptions to Goals 11 and 
14 and, in many instances also Goals 3 and 4. The only exception might be if the needed wban uses could be 
accommodated in an "urban unincorporated community," as that term is defined in OAR 660-22-010(8). There is 
one nearby unincorporated community in Marion County- Brooks. Fargo may also be a rural service center, 
although this designation is currently under dispute . 
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(1) Factors 1 and 2 

(1) Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban .population growth 
requirements consistent with LCDC goals. 

(2) Need for housing, employment opportunities, and livability. 

The baseline for all Goal 14 analysis is the coordinated population projection. It is possible that 
Woodburn may decide to revise this projection consistent with its economic development 
objectives. Any change in population projection must be justified based on sound demographic 
analysis, must consider the State Economist's projection for Marion County, and must be fully 
coordinated with both Marion County and the State of Oregon. 

The Economic Opportunities ~alysis provides analysis necessary for determining the quality 
and quantity of sites needed to comply with Goal 9 and Woodburn's economic development 
objectives. As indicated under the Goal 10 discussion, the housing needs analysis and buildable 
land inventory will also need to be revised in the light of Woodburn's economic development 
program. The need for public facilities (transportation, sewer, water, storm drainage, parks, 
schools) must also be considered in the land needs analysis. 

Based on recent case law, the City must clearly explain the assumptions used in projecting 
housing, employment and livability needs. 

(2) Factor4; ORS 197.232(1)(c)(B) and Goal 2, Part ll(c)(2) 

(4) Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the existing urban 
area. "Areas which do not require a new [goal] exception cannot-reasonably 
accommodate the use." 

OAR 660-04-020(2)(b), which implements ORS 197.232(l)(c)(B) and Goal2, Part IT(c)(2), 
further requires consideration of alternative areas considered that do not require a new goal 
exception, and that there be an explanation of why the needed uses cannot be reasonably 
accommodated on such land, and that this explanation consider increasing the density of use in 
such areas. In Woodburn's case, these standards require a demonstration that the projected needs 
for urban uses cannot be accommodated within the City's existing UGB, either by locating the 
needed uses on vacant buildable land within the UGB or by increasing the existing or future 
density of uses within the existing UGB. 

This means that Woodburn must consider the potential for using land already within the UGB 
more efficiently. This requires explicit consideration of whether changing plan designations 
within the UGB can be used to increase density, and whether individual vacant lots within the 
UGB can be assembled to produce larger areas of buildable land to provide for the proposed 
uses. The justification for the UGB expansion must explain the City's efforts to intensify land 
uses with in the existing UGB to meet a portion of the identified need. 
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1 ~election of Land to Add to UGB 

1be selection of land to add to the UGB is governed by several overlapping standards or sets of 
standards. ORS 197.298 establishes a system of priorities for selecting land to be added to a 
UGB. Both ORS 197 .298(2) and Goal 14 factor 6 require that land with lower agricultural 
capability be given higher priority for inclusion. In addition, ORS 197.732(1)(c)(C) and Goal 2, 
Part II(c)(3) require that the long-term environmental, economic, social and energy (ESEE) 
consequences resulting from adding the selected areas to the UGB are not significantly more 
adverse than would result from adding alternative areas to the UGB. 

Goall4 Factor 5 also requires consideration of the ESEE consequences of adding the selected 
areas to the UGB. Finally, pursuant to Goa114 factors 3 and 4, the consideration of alternative 
areas should include their relative serviceability and efficiency of location in relation to the 
existing urban area. Woodburn must also describe and justify its process for identifying study 
areas outside the UGB, and then describe and analyze the characteristics of each of the study 
areas. 

(1) Factor 6; ORS 197.298 

(6) Retention of agricultural land as defined; with Class I being the highest priority 
for retention and Class VI the lowest priority. 

ORS 197 .298(1) requires that the following priorities be used in selecting land for inclusion in a 
-") 1 TGB (in order of higher to lower priority for inclusion): 
I • 

( 1) Land designated as an urban reserve under ORS 197.298. 

(2) Exception areas or nonresource land adjacent to the UGB. 

(3) Land designated as marginal land under ORS 197.247. 

(4) Land designated for agriculture or forestry in an acknowledged comprehensive 
plan. 

ORS 197.298(2) requires that land of"lower capability as measured by the [U.S. Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) agricultural soil) capability classification system or by 
cubic foot site class, whichever is appropriate for the current use," be given higher priority for 
inclusion in a UGB. However, ORS 197 .298(3) allows land of lower priority to be included in a 
UGB in the following circumstances: 

(a) Specific types of identified land needs cannot be reasonably accommodated on 
higher priority lands; 

(b) Future urban services could not reasonably be provided to the higher priority 
[lands) due to topographical or other physical constraints; or 

(c) Maximum efficiency of land uses within a proposed [UGB) requires inclusion of 
lower priority lands in order to include or provide services to higher priority 
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lands. 

The UGB justification must explain how the priorities ofORS 197.298(1) are satisfied after 
considering acknowledged exception areas adjacent to the UGB and nearby unincorporated rural 
communities. In order to satisfy ORS 197.298.(2) and (3) and Goal 14, Factor 6, higher capability 
agricultural must be retained outside the UGB. High Value agricultural soils (as described in 
OAR Chapter 660, Division 33, Agricultural Lands), should not be included within the UGB if 
there are reasonable alternatives. Agricultural Class III and IV soils should be included before 
Agricultural Class I and II soils. 

(2) Factors 3 and 4 

(3) Orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services. 

(4) Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the existing urban 
area. 

In evaluating alternative areas for possible inclusion in the UGB, these factors require 
consideration of their relative serviceability, suitability for efficient urban land uses, and location 
in relation to the existing urban area.· The Goall2 iterative analysis process described above is 
directly applicable here, because transportation facilitie$ are also "public facilities" under Factor 
3. Detailed findings regarding the city's capacity to serve both the existing UGB and the 
expanded UGB must be provided with respect to. sanitary and storm sewer, water, and 
transportation services. 

(3) Factor 5; ORS 197.232(1 )(c)(C) and Goal 2, Part ll(c)(3) 

(5) Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences. 

The long-term [ESEE] consequences resulting from the use of the proposed site with 
measures designed to reduce adverse impacts are not significantly more adverse than 
would typically result from the same proposal being located in areas requiring a goal 
exception other than the proposed site. 

OAR 660-04-020(2)(c), which implements ORS 197.732(l)(c)(C) and Goal 2, Part Il(c)(3), 
requires a description of the characteristics of the alternative areas considered, a discussion of the 
"typical advantages and disadvantages" of including each area in the UGB, and identification of 
the "typical positive and negative consequences" resulting from including the selected areas in 
the UGB, "with measures designed to reduce adverse impacts." OAR 660-04-020(2)(c) also 
requires an explanation of why the ESEE consequences of adding the selected areas to the UGB, 
are not significantly more adverse than adding the alternative areas to the UGB. 

Therefore, the UGB analysis must describe the level of development projected for the areas 
added to the UGB. This analysis must also identify proposed measures designed to reduce 
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consider the relative ESEE consequences of designating specific areas for inclusion within the 
JGB, when compared with alternatives. 

Serviceability and Compatibility of Land Added to UGB 
Once a need to add land to the UGB has been demonstrated, and the requirements for selection 
of areas to be added satisfied, it is still necessary to demonstrate that the City has the capability 
to provide public facilities and services to the areas in an orderly and economic manner (Goal 
14, Factor 3) and that proposed urban uses of the areas will be compatible with other adjacent 
uses (Goall4 factor 7; ORS 197.732(l)(c)(D) and Goal 2, Part Il(c)(4)). 

(1) Factor 3 

(3) Orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services. 

Factor 3 requires a demonstration that public facilities and services can reasonably be provided 
to the areas added to the UGB over the planning period, without leaving areas already within the 
UGB with inadequate facilities and services. The City must show that water and sewerage 
services can reasonably be provided to the areas added to the UGB over the planning period, 
without leaving areas already within the UGB with inadequate facilities and services. Woodburn 
must make a similar showing for other public facilities and services (i.e. , police, fire protection, 
schools, stormwater and solid waste disposal. This can be accomplished by cross referencing 

) ; Goal 11 and Goal 12 findings. · 

,2) Factor 7~ ORS 197.232(1)(c)(D) and Goal2, Part ll(c)(4) 

(7) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural activities. 

The proposed uses are compatible with other adjacent uses or will be so rendered through 
measures designed to reduce adverse impacts. 

"Compatible" does not require that there be no interference with, or adverse impact of any kind 
on, adjacent uses, but rather that the uses be reasonably able to coexist. OAR 660-04-020(2)(d). 
To address this standard, the City must describe the adjacent rural land uses, and agricultural 
management and production practices on land adjacent to the areas added to the UGB. The City 
must also explain why the proposed urban uses will be compatible. If setbacks or other 
mitigation measures are necessary to ensure compatibility, they must be stated and provisions 
requiring compliance must be adopted. 

Conversion from Urbanizable Land to Urban Uses 

Goal 14 provides that conversion ofurbanizable land to urban uses shall be based on 
consideration of four factors. These factors shall be referred to as "conversion" factors, to 
distinguish them from the seven UGB establishment/amendment factors discussed above. The 
Goal 14 conversion factors apply to comprehensive plan and land use regulation amendments 
that affect regulations governing when urbanizable land within a UGB can be put to urban use, 
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or that redesignate and rezone urbanizable land so that it can be put to urban use. The 
conversion factors are also applicable to map amendments that add land to the UGB andre­
designate land for urban uses. 

a. Conversion Factor 1 

(1) Orderly, economic provision for public facilities and services. 

To adequately address this factor, the City must demonstrate that is has policies and regulations 
in place to ensure that adequate public facilities are provided to planned urban development. The 
City must also demonstrate that it has the capacity to provide such services in a timely fashion. 
(See also UGB amendment findings related to Goall4, Factor 3.) 

b. Conversion Factor 2 

(2) Availability of sufficient land for the various uses to insure choices in the market 
place. 

Generally, by providing sufficient land to meet 20-year need for each category of land use 
(industrial, commercial, residential, public), this standard is met. However, the Goal9 rule and 
ORS 197.712 both require that local governments provide "at least" an adequate number of 
suitable industrial and commercial sites to meet employment needs over the next 20 years. See 
discussion under Goal 9, above. 

c. Conversion Factor 3 

(3) LCDC goals or the acknowledged comprehensive plan. 

Woodburn must address each applicable Statewide Planning Goal as indicated in this 
memorandum. 

d. Conversion Factor 4 

(4) Encouragement of development within urban areas before conversion of 
urbanizable areas. 

Here, it is important that Woodburn identify measures it has adopted to Cite some of the to 
encourage development in urban areas before moving into urbanizable areas. Such measures 
typically include annexation policies, adequate public facilities policies, large-lot holding zones 
and the like. Findings addressing this factor should cross reference Goal 14 Locational Factor 4 
findings that explain why needed uses cannot be accommodated within the existing UGB/urban 
area. 
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If the City of Woodburn decides to make major plan amendments to meet its economic 
development objectives, it will take approximately two years t<;> complete the necessary planning 
studies, effectively involve citizens, and coordinate with affected agencies . 

Each of Oregon's applicable Statewide Planning Goals must be addressed. The plan amendment 
process is complicated by the fact that some goals are more important than others. Certain goals 
-Goals 2 (Land Use Planning), 9 (Economy of the State), 10 (Housing), 11 (Public Facilities and 
Services), 12 (Transportation) and 14 (Urbanization)- will be especially important for 
comprehensive plan and land use regulation amendments that propose to increase the supply of 
industrial land. Other goals - Goals 5, 6, 7, 8 and 13 - are relatively unimportant but still need to 
be addressed. Those goals that will be more important in the plan amendment process have 
administrative rules that are much more detailed - and demanding- than the goals themselves. 

The Economic Opportunities Analysis (BOA) is the critical flrst step in determining whether 
there is need to amend the Comprehensive Plan. The EOA must identify, with specificity, the 
types of firms and industrial development opportunities the city would like to attract. Goal 9 
(Economy of the State) and Goal 14 (Urbanization) each require that sufficient suitable land be 
planned within the urban growth boundary to meet the city's need for industrial and commercial 
land for the next 20 years. 

fhen, the siting needs of targeted industries (or industrial parks that accommodate targeted 
industries) must be identified - in terms site size, location, serviceability, topography and the 
like. The more specific the site suitability criteria, the less likely that .one industrial site can be 
substituted for another. Next, there must be a careful comparison of these site suitability criteria 
with suitable sites that are already within the UGB, appropriately planned and zoned. If there is a 
mismatch between the what is needed and what is available, then the base case for a plan 
amendment can be made. 

Both Goal9 (Economy of the State) and Goalll (Public Facilities and Services) require that the 
city demonstrate that it can provide services to needed industrial sites. This requires an 
examination of needed projects as well as the city's financial ability to provide these services. 
Unless it is feasible to provide needed services (stormwater drainage, sanitary sewer, water and 
transportation), then the sites are not considered "suitable" under Goal 9 or ORS 197.712. 

Still, this analysis is just the beginning. It is possible that existing industrial land could be re­
planned and re-zoned to achieve the required match. For example, ifthere is a shortage of light 
industrial land but a surplus of heavy industrial land that otherwise meets site suitability criteria, 
a re-zoning may solve the problem without a UGB amendment. If the shortage of suitable 
industrial sites persists, the next step is to carefully examine other land within the UGB that 
could be re-planned to meet the need - without resulting in a shortage. R esidential land is the 
most likely possibility. However, Goal 10 (Housing) does not allow the city to fall below 20-year 
land need for housing. So, there must be a careful analysis of needed housing by type, compared 
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with buildable land by zoning district, to determine whether residential land can be rezoned to · 
meet industrial needs. This is one of the reasons why we are also examining housing needs 
again, to make sure that there is a fit between anticipated household incomes and housing types 
in Woodburn. 

Goal 14 (Urbanization) comes into play after the need for land to accommodate public facilities, 
housing and employment has been detennined. This goal, and ORS 197 .196; requires fue City to 
examine whether residential land might be zoned more intensively, say, at 10 units per acre 
rather than eight. Increasing residential density might free up some of the residential land supply 
to meet industrial needs. The city .can seek land outside the UGB only if all other options for 
meeting the specific siting needs of targeted industries within the growth boundary have been 
thoroughly examined. 

If amendments to the urban growth boundary can still be justified, then these amendments are 
likely to face a higher level of scrutiny from state agencies and land use interest groups. Goals 2 
(Land Use Planning), 14 (Urbanization-Factors 3 through 7) and ORS 197.198 establish 
"priorities'' for bringing land into the UGB. High value farmland is dead last - and Woodburn is 
surrounded by high value farmland. So, if there are any available "exceptions areas" (i.e., land 
not zoned for exclusive farm use), then the city must look there first. Only if there are no 
reasonable alternatives to converting agricultural land to residential use can the city justify a 
"reasons exception'' to bring farmland into the UGB. 

If there is still an unmet need for a certain type of industrial land that cannot be met within the 
UGB, the city must bring in lower quality agricultural land first. Agricultural land with class I 
soils are the lowest priority for inclusion because it is the best quality farmland. If it happens 
that the most suitable site-the site with the best access and lowest cost of providing public 
facilities--is also the best farmland, the burden of proof rises. There must be a very good case 
for including this land in the UGB, or the LCDC is unlikely to support the amendment in the face 
of almost certain opposition from agricultural land conservationists. 

Finally, even if all of these standards are met, there is still the "060" issue. Increasingly, ODOT 
has enforced the Transportation Planning Rule requirement that plan amendments not 
"significantly affect" a state transportation facility. And, since UGB amendments necessarily 
mean increased traffic- and in Woodburn this means increased traffic to Interstate 5 or Highway 
99- ODOT involvement is assured. The Land Use Board of Appeals has held that (1) a plan 
amendment that reduces the volume to capacity ratio over ODOT's established maximum 
"significantly affects" a transportation facility~ and (2) OAR 660-12-0060 also applies where the 
amendment would "further degrade" an already failing (i.e., below standard) facility. In 
reaching this decision, LUBA relied on the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan, Policy 1F.6, which 
reads: 

" . .. for purposes of evaluating amendments to ... acknowledged comprehensive plans and 
land use regulations subject to OAR 660-012-0060, in situations where the [v/c ratio] for 
a highway segment, intersection or interchange is above the standards [established in the 
OHP) and transportation improvements are not planned within the planning horizon 
rusua\lv. the next 20 years) to bring performance to standard, the performance standard is 
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J to avoid further degradation. If an amendment. .. to an acknowledged comprehensive plan 

or land use regulation increases the [ v/c ratio) further, it will significantly affect a 
transportation facility." 

For these reasons, Goal12 is likely to be the deepest pitfall, because major improvements to 
Interstate 5, Highway 99, or both, will likely be necessary to serve increased traffic resulting 
from plan amendments necessary to meet identified site suitability needs. 

In summary, if the city amends its comprehensive plan and land use regulations to provide 
serviced sites that meet identified needs of targeted industries, these amendments must comply 
with the procedural and substantive requirements of each of the applicable Statewide Planning 
Goals and their accompanying administrative rules. Statewide Planning Goals 2, 9, 10, 11, 12 
and 14 must all be met, and each imposes demanding requirements that must be systematically 
and consistently addressed in any plan amendment process. 
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Eugene, Oregon 97401·3001 

Other Offices 
Portland • (503) 222·6060 

Seattle • (206) 622·2403 

TO: 
FROM: 

Greg Winterowd & Tom Armstrong, Winter brook Planning Services 
Bob Parker and Terry Moore 

SUBJECT: WOODBURN POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS, 
2000-2020 

BACKGROUND 
In June 2001, ECONorthwest completed a Goal 9 economic opportunities analysis (EOA) 
and economic develop strategy for the City of Woodburn. That project was the first step the 
City took to improve the chances that it will get the type and quality of economic 
development its citizens desire. It described (1) the City's vision for economic development, 
(2) issues related to achieving the economic development vision in Woodburn, and (3) 
recommended economic development policies and other changes to the City's 
Comprehensive Plan. 

The outcome orthat project was an economic development strategy that recognizes the 
·-' City's locational advantages and encourages economic development and growth in the City. 

The strategy states the City does not want to become a bedroom community and targets 
specific high-wage industries for future growth. 

The EOA and Economic Development Strategy concluded that the City would need 
additional land to implement the vision described above. The strategy described a number 
of s teps the City needed to accomplish to achieve its economic development vision including 
seven steps needed for an Urban Growth Boundary amendment. This memorandum 
addresses the first two steps: 

1. Review the City's coordinated population forecast. Actions the City takes to support 
economic development may lead to population and employment growth beyond that 
previously forecasted. 

2. Review the employment forecast used in the Transportation Systems Plan (TSP). A 
revised employment forecast has implications for the TSP and housing. 

This memorandum presents population and employment projections for the Woodburn UGB 
for the period 2000 through 2020. The projections a re predicated on the City's economic 
development s trategy and assume tha t land and infrastructure will be available to support 
development. Specifically, this memo addresses the following: 

1. Existing population and employment forecasts. This memo begins with an 
evaluation of the assumptions underlying current projections and comments on 
those assumptions given recen t population and employment trends. 
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2. Revised population and employment projections. This memorandum provides a 
range of population and employment based on data from the EOA and the City's 
economic development strategy. In summary, we developed new population and 
employment forecasts for the Woodburn UGB for the period 2000-2020 

3. Allocation of employment to sectors. The employment projection is then allocated by 
sector (i.e., industrial, services, government, etc.). Finally, the sectors are aggregated 
into four land use categories: commercial, office, industrial, and public. 

4. Implications of population/employment forecast on land need. The memo concludes 
with a brief review of the impact of revised population and employment on need for 
land. 

In summary, the population and employment forecasts presented in this memorandum are 
based on the assumption that the City is successful in implementing the economic 
development strategy adopted in 2001. 

METHODS 
This section describes the methods used for developing the population and employment 
projections. Before we describe our methods, it is useful to describe the limitations of small 
areas forecasts. The fact that PSU significantly underestimated the 2000 population 
underscores some of the key problems that emerge with small area population estimates 
and forecasts. Following is a discussion of why small area forecasts are highly uncertain: 

• Projections for population in most cities and counties are not based on deterministic 
models of growth; they are simple projections of past growth rates into the future. 
They have no quantitative connection to the underlying factors that explain why and 
how much growth will occur. 

• Even if planners had a sophisticated model that links all these important variables 
together (which they do not), they would still face the problem of having to forecast 
the future of the variables that they are using to forecast growth (in, say, .population 
or employment) . In the final analysis, all forecasting requires making assumptions 
about the future. 

• Comparisons of past population projections to subsequent population counts have 
revealed that even much more sophis ticated methods th an the ones used in the 
study "are often inaccurate even for relatively large populations and for short 
periods of time."1 The smaller the area and the longer the period of time covered, the 
worse the results for any statistical method. 

• Small areas start from a small base. A new subdivision of 200 homes inside the 
Portland Urban Growth Boundary has an effect on total population that is almost 
too small to measure. That same subdivision in Woodburn would increase the 

'Murdock, Steve H., et. al. 1991. "Evaluating Small-Area Popula tion Projections." Journal of the American 
Planning Association, Vol. 57, No. 4, page 432. 
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community's housing stock by more than 2%-and population by a similar 
percentage. 

Page 3 

• Especially for small cities in areas that can have high growth potential (e.g., because 
they are near to concentrations of demand in neighboring metropolitan areas, or 
because they have high amenity value for recreation or retirement), there is ample 
evidence of very high growth rates in short-term; there are also cases (fewer) of high 
growth rates sustained over 10 to 30 years. 

Because of the uncertainty associated with small area forecasts, this memorandum 
presents a range of potential growth rates. 

Population 

We began the process of forecasting population growth in Woodburn by establishing the 
range of likely annual average growth rates for total employment over the twenty-year 
period. We estimated the likely range of growth rates by looking at several indicators: 

• Historical population growth in Woodburn and larger areas. We used Census data to 
compare population growth in Woodburn, other incorporated cities in Marion 
County, all of Marion County, and Oregon over several decades. These data were 
used to calculate an annual average growth rate for population for several different 
periods. The annual average growth rate for population in Woodburn was compared 
to growth rates for population in Marion County, and the State of Oregon . 

• Forecasts ofpopulationgrowth. We used published population forecasts from the 
Oregon Office of Economic Analysis to establish the range of expected total 
employment growth rates for regions of Oregon. The Oregon Office of Economic 
Analysis (OEA) publishes long-term forecasts of population and total nonfarm 
employment for Oregon and each individual county. The latest OEA forecast was 
published in 1997 and covers the 2000-2040 period.2 

The first forecast we did was to apply the Citys growth rate implied by its county 
coordinated forecast using the 2000 Census as a base. As mentioned above, PSU 
significantly underestimated population in 2000. Thus, the 1997 population base figure of 
16,150 used in the coordinated forecast is also low. 

We used Woodburn's historical population growth relative to Marion County, and Oregon 
and the forecast employment growth rates in these larger areas to establish a reasonable 
range of average annual growth rate for total employment in Woodburn over the 2000-2020 
period. 

Once a range of average annual growth rates for employment was selected, we applied 
those growth rates to 2000 population in Woodburn to estimate 2020 population. 

2 The OEA expects to release a draft updated long-term forecast in March 2002. We will incorporate da ta from 
this revised forecas t if it is released in time to do so. 
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Employment 

We began the process of forecasting employment growth in Woodburn by establishing the 
range oflikely annual average growth rates for total employment over the twenty-year 
period. We estimated the likely range of growth rates by looking at several indicators: 

• Historical employment growth in Woodburn and larger areas. We used confidential 
ES-202 data provided by the Oregon Employment Department to identify the level of 
covered employment in the 97071 (Woodburn) zip code area in 1990 and 2000. These 
data were used to calculate an annual average growth rate for covered employment 
in Woodburn by sector over the 1990-2000 period. The annual average growth rate 
for total employment in Woodburn was compared to growth rates for total 
employment in Workforce Region 3 (Marion, Polk, and Yamhill counties), the . 
Portland PMSA (Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah, Washington, and Yamhill 
counties in Oregon and Clark County, Washington), and the State of Oregon in the 
1990-2000 period. The growth rates in these larger areas were calculated using 
published covered employment data from the Oregon Employment Department. 

• Forecasts of employment growth. We used published employment forecasts from the 
Oregon Employment Department and the Oregon Office of Economic Analysis to 
establish the range of expected total employment growth rates for regions of Oregon. 
The Oregon Employment Department publishes 10-year forecasts of employment 
growth for Workforce Analysis regions (groups of counties), the Portland PMSA, and 
Oregon. The latest Employment Department forecast was released in July 2001 and 
covers the 2000-2010 period. The Oregon Office ofEconomicAnalysis (OEA) 
publishes long-term forecasts of population and total nonfarm employment for 
Oregon and each individual county. The latest OEA forecast was published in 1997 
and covers the 2000-2040 period.3 

We used Woodburn's historical employment growth relative to Workforce Region 3, the 
Portland PMSA, and Oregon and the forecast employment growth r ates in these larger 
areas to establish a reasonable range of average annual growth rates for total employment 
in Woodburn over the 2000-2020 period. 

Once a range of average annual growth rates for employment was selected, we applied 
those growth rates to 2000 total employment in Woodburn to estimate 2020 total 
employment. To make this forecast we first adjusted 2000 covered employment in 
Woodburn to total employment in Woodburn. The 2000 employment data for the 97071 zip 
code area is covered employment-that is, it represents employees covered by 
unemployment insurance. People working in the area who are not covered by 
unemployment insurance are primarily proprietors and officers of corporations. We used 
data from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis to convert covered employment to total 
employment. Covered employment also does not include seasonal or some part-time 
farmworkers, but we do not adjust for this because we expect few farmworkers to work 

' The OEA expects to release a draft updated long-term forecast in March 2002. We will incorporate data from 
this revised forecast if it is released in time to do so. 
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within Woodburn's UGB, and these workers are unlikely to create demand for buildable 
nonresidential land. 

With an estimate of 2000 total employment in Woodburn's UGB, we applied the range of 
expected growth rates for total employment over the 2000-2020 period to estimate 2020 
total employment in the Woodburn UGB area. To estimate 2020 employment by sector we 
used assumptions about the distribution of 2020 employment in Woodburn based on 
historical growth trends by sector, the outlook for major industries and employers in 
Woodburn, and the likely effect of economic development policies and implementation 
strategies adopted by the City of Woodburn. The City's policies intend to attract high-wage 
manufacturing and distribution industries; the employment forecasts assume a higher 
growth rate in the manufacturing sector than would otherwise be expected. The forecasts 
also assume corresponding decreases in the growth rate of other employment sectors. We 
compared the resulting level of 2020 employment by sector to the 2000 level by sector to 
make sure the implied growth rate for each sector was in line with expected trends for that 
sector. 

ORGANIZATION 
The remainder of this memorandum is organized as follows: 

Population and Employment Trends describes historical population, employment 
a nd socioeconomic trends that are relevant to population projections. 

Review of City Population and Employment Forecasts comments on the City's 
c?ordinated population forecast and employment forecast in light of recent trends. 

Population and Employment Projections presents our projections of population and 
employment in the Woodburn UGB between 2000 and 2020. 

Implications of population/employment forecast on land need discusses the 
genera l impacts the revised population and employment forecasts will have on land 
need in Woodburn. 
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POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT TRENDS 
This section reviews historical population and employment trends in Woodburn. To provide 
context, we compare Woodburn with Marion County and Oregon. 

POPULATION 

Population growth in Oregon tends to follow economic cycles. Oregon's economy is generally 
more cyclical than the nation's, growing faster than the national economy during 
expansions and contracting more rapidly than the nation during recessions. This pattern is 
shown in Table 1, which presents data on population in the U.S., Oregon, and selected 
areas in Oregon over the 1970-2000 period. Table 1 shows Oregon grew more rapidly than 
the U.S. in the 1970s and 1990s (which were generally expansionary periods) but lagged 
behind the U.S. in the 1980s. Oregon's slow growth in the 1980s was primarily due to the 
nationwide recession early in the decade. Oregon's population growth regained momentum 
in 1987, growing at annual rates of 1.4%-2.9% between 1988 and 1996. The Willamette 
Valley received over 70% of the state's population growth during this period. 

Population growth for Oregon and its regions slowed in 1997, to 1.1% statewide, the slowest 
rate since 1987. Net migration into Oregon, which is the largest component of population 
growth, dropped from 35,000 in 1996 to 18,000 in 1999. The reasons most often cited for 
this slowing of population growth are the recovery of the California economy, the 
combination of a high cost of living (especially housing) and low wages in Oregon, and a 
perceived decline in the quality of Oregon's schools. 

The Willamette Valley has always been the center of growth in Oregon. The population 
growth rate in the Willamette Valley has exceeded that of the state in every decade except 
during the 1970s. Almost 70% of Oregon's population is located in the Willamette Valley, 
which contains only 14% of the state's land area. Most of the Willamette Valley's population 
is concentrated in the metropolitan areas ofPortland, Salem, and Eugene.4 

. 

Woodburn and Marion County have grown faster than other areas in Table 1 throughout 
the 1970-2000 period. Marion County's share of Oregon's population has increased from 
.7.2% in 1970 to 8.4% in 2000. Woodburn's share of Marion County's population has 
increased from 5.0% in 1970 to 6.3% in 2000. During the 1990s, Woodburn grew at a rate of 
4.1% annually-nearly twice than of Marion County, and more than twice as fast as 
Oregon. 

' The Willamette Valley is com posed of Benton, Clackamas, Lane, Linn, Marion, Multnomah, Polk, Washington, 
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Table 1. Population in the U.S., Oregon, Willamette Valley, Portland Area, Marion 
County, and Woodburn, 197G-2000 

Avg. Ann. Growth Rate 

Area 1970 1980 1990 2000 70-80 80-90 

u.s. 203,211,926 226,545,805 248,709,873 281,421,906 1.1% 0.9% 

Oregon 2,091,385 2,633,156 2,842,321 3,421,399 2.3% 0.8% 
Willamette Valley 1,446,594 1,788,577 1,962,816 2,380,606 2.1% 0.9% 

North Valley 1,107,546 1,355,645 1,517,866 1,876,425 2.0% 1.1 % 

Marion County 151,309 204,692 228,483 284,834 3.1% 1.1 % 

Woodburn 7 495 11 196 13 404 20100 4.1% 1.8% 
Sources: U.S. Census and Center for Population Research and Census, Portland State University. Average annual growth rates 
calculated by ECONorthwest. 
Notes: The Willamette Valley consists of Benton, Clackamas, Lane, Linn, Marion, Multnomah, Polk, Washington, and Marion 
Counties. The North Valley consists of Clackamas, Marion, Multnomah, Polk, Washington, and Marion Counties. 

90·00 
1.2% 

1.9% 
1.9% 
2.1% 
2.2% 
4.1 % 

Between 1990 and 1999, almost 70% of Oregon's total population growth was from net 
migration (in-migration minus out-migration), with the remaining 30% from natural 
increase (births minus deaths). Migrants to Oregon tend to have the same characteristics as 
existing residents, with some differences-recent in-migrants to Oregon are, on average, 
younger and more educated, and are more likely to hold professional or managerial jobs, 
compared to Oregon's existing population. The race and ethnicity of in-migrants generally 
mirrors Oregon's established pattern, with one exception: Hispanics make up more than 7% 
of in-migrants but only 3% of the state's population. The number-one reason cited by in­
migrants for coming to Oregon was family or friends, followed by quality oflife and 
employmene 

Of note is the difference between the 2000 Census count for Woodburn and the Portland 
State University Center for Population Research and Census 2000 population estimate. The 
Census indicated that the 2000 population was 20,100, while PSU estimated the 2000 
population was 17,840-a difference of 2,260 persons. Applying the Census data yields a 
4.1% average annual growth rate between 1990 and 2000; using the PSU estimate yields a 
2.9% growth rate. For 2000, the Census, which is a count, is more reliable than PSU, which 
is an estimate based on additions to the previous Census count (1990). 

EMPLOYMENT 

Table 2 shows employment growth in the 97071 zip code area (which includes Woodburn 
and the surrounding area) over the 1990-2000 period. The sectors used in Table 2 are those 
defined by ODOT for use in transportation p lanning. Table 2 shows that total employment 
in the Woodburn area has grown at a n average annual rate of 4.4% in the 1990s. 

Employment growth in the Woodburn area was led by the Retail sector, which added 1,504 
jobs or 51% of total growth in the 1990-2000 period. The Retail sector also led the 
Woodburn area in the rate of employment growth, with an 8.6% annual average that is over 
twice the annual average for total employment growth. The Other and Service sectors 
combined contributed 32% of tota l employment growth in the Woodburn area and grew at 
about the same rate as total employment. The Education sector contributed 10% of 

5 State of Oregon, Employment Department. 1999. 1999 Oregon fn·migration Study. 
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employment growth in the Woodburn area but had the second-fastest average annual 
employment growth rate, 6.1 %. 
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Table 2. Covered employment growth by sector in the 97071 zip code area, 1990-
2000 
Sector SICs 1990 2000 Growth AAGR 
Agriculture 00-09 949 1,122 173 1.7% 
Industrial 10-14, 22, 24-39 1,006 960 -46 -0.5% 
Retail 52-59 1,166 2,670 1,504 8.6% 
Service 48-49, 60-67, 70-81, 83-89 788 1,207 419 4.4% 
Education 82 352 638 286 6.1% 
Government 91-94 142 225 83 4.7% 
Other 15-171 19·201 231 40-47150-51195-99 11149 11696 547 4.0% 
Total 51552 8,518 21966 4.4% 

Source: ECONorthwest, from confidential ES-202 data provided by the Oregon Employment Department. 
Note: Employment in the 97071 zip code area identified by sorting Marion County data by addresses of record. Employers in 
Woodbum with addresses outside of the 97071 zip code area may not appear In this summary. 

Table 3 shows C<?vered employment growth in the Woodburn area, Workforce Region 3 
(Marion, Polk, and Yamhill counties), the Portland PMSA, and Oregon over the 1990-2000 
period. Table 3 shows that covered employment in the Woodburn area grew at a faster 
annual average rate than in other areas shown in Table 3. The annual average rate of 
covered employment in Woodburn was 1.4% to 1.8% faster than in Workforce Region 3, the 
Portland PMSA, or Oregon (in other words, Woodburn employment grew at a rate roughly 
50% greater than employment in those jurisdictions). 

Table 3. Covered employment growth in Woodburn, 
Workforce Region 3, the Portland PMSA, and Oregon, 
199Q-2000 

Area 1990 2000 AAGR 
Woodburn 5,552 8,518 4.4% 
Workforce Region 3 132,889 172,173 2.6% 
Portland PMSA 715,454 962,833 3.0% 
Oregon 112361243 116071911 2.7% 

Source: ECONorthwest, from Oregon Covered Employment and Payrolls by Industry 
and County and Employment and Payrolls in Washington State by County and Industry. 
Note: Workforce Region 3 consists of Marion, Polk, and Yamhill counties. The Portland 
PMSA consists of Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah, Washington, and Yamhill counties 
in Oregon and Clark County, Washington. 
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REVIEW OF CITY POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT FORECASTS 

Population (expressed as households) and employment forecasts are the key inputs in 
determining land need. Any forecast is, by definition, uncertain. That uncertainty increases 
as the geographic region for the forecast decreases and as the durat\on of the forecast 
increases. 

ORS 195.036 requires counties to "establish and maintain a population forecast for the 
entire area within its boundary for use in maintaining and updating comprehensive plans" 
and to "coordinate the forecast with local governments within its boundaries." The County 
facilitated a series of meetings during 1997 and 1998, informally called the "Growth 
Management Forum" where county, city and council of governments staff discussed 
appropriate projects for the cities in Marion County. Marion County completed this process 
in October 1998.6 

There is no statutory requirement for coordinated employment forecasts. Many cities, 
however, develop employment forecasts for transportation planning purposes. This is the 
case with Woodburn, which developed an employment forecast during the development of 
its Transportation System Plan (TSP). Woodburn's TSP was adopted in 1996, and revised 
again in 2001. 

Population 

The coordinated 2020 population forecast for Woodburn is 26,290. Table 4 shows the 
coordinated population forecasts for Marion County and incorporated cities within Marion 
County. The County adopted the forecasts in 1998; the forecasts use a 1997 base year and 
extend to 2020, a 23-year period. 

The Office of Economic Analysis forecast 2020 population in Marion County to be 350,952. 
This figure serves as the control total for the coordinated population forecasts - all of the 
population forecast for incorporated cities and rural areas needs to sum to this total. Given 
the control total, and the process used to coordinate the forecasts, the city-level forecasts 
are more of a n allocation than a forecast. 

6 Marion County Ordinance Number 1091, October 21, 1998. 
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Table 4. Marion County coordinated population forecasts, 
Marion County and incorporated cities, 1997-2020 · 

1997 (PSU 2000 AAGR 97-

Ci~ Est.~ ~Census~ 2020 2020 

Aumsville 2,820 3,003 5,010 2.5% 
Aurora 675 655 930 1.4% 
Detroit 380 262 535 1.5% 
Donald 630 608 1,050 2.2% 
Gates 489 471 800 2.2% 
Gervais 1,220 2,009 2,168 2.5% 
Hubbard 2,205 2,483 3,105 1.5% 
Idanha 200 232 230 0.6% 
Jefferson 2,300 2,487 2,895 1.0% 
Mill City 310 1,537 420 1.3% 
Mt Angel 3,020 3,121 4,365 1.6% 
St Paul 350 354 475 1.3% 
Salem/Keizer 152,530 169,127 255,338 2.3% 
Scotts Mills 31 5 31 2 420 1.3% 
Silverton 6,675 9,965 1.8% 
Stayton 6,290 9,250 1.7% 
Sublimity 2,1 45 3,590 2.3% 

1 2.5% 

Citv Totals 200,034 224,338 329,199 2.2% 
Unincorporated 67,666 60,496 21,753 -4.8% 
Marion Countl£ 2671700 2841834 350,952 1.2% 

Source: Marion County 

The forecast uses a 1997 base population of 16,150 persons. Given Woodburn's assumed 
year 2000 population of 17,840 the coordinated forecast translat es into an aver age a nnual 
growth rate of 2.0% over th e 2000-2020 period. This rate exceeds the forecast annual 
average population growth rate in Ma rion County (1.4%), the Nort h Valley region (1.3%) 
and Oregon (1.2%), but is less th an th e 4.1% a nnual aver age growth rate experienced in 
Woodburn in the 1990-2000 period. 

A letter data December 8, 1997 from Rob Hallyburton to Mayor Nancy Kirksey describes 
the process the County used t o develop the preliminary coordinated population forecasts for 
Marion County and its incorpora ted cities. An attachment to that letter describes th e 
m ethod used to develop the city population projections . The Cou nty used a meth od 
developed by the Oregon Office of Economic analysis. That process projected to a 2015 
coun ty control total of 354,561, is as follows: 

1. The historical growth rates for each city, in five-year increments back to 1960-65, 
wer e calculated . 

2. Weights were assign ed to the aver age ann ua l g1·owth rates giving the most recent 
growth rates the most emphasis. The weights were based on a calculation "last year 
of the five-year period minus 1960." Therefore the 1960-65 period was weighted 5 
(1965 minus) 1960 and 1990-95 was weigh ted 35 (1995 minus 1960). A weighted 
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average annual growth rate for each city for the period 1960 to 1995 was then 
calculated. 

3. The weighted city growth rate projections were finished by assuming the gap 
between the city weighted average growth rate and the county weighted average 
growth rate would be half closed by the end of the projection period. For example, 
the weighted average growth rate for the county is 3.18%, and the weighted average 
rate for Aumsville is 5.10%. The difference, 1.92, is halved (0.96) and added back to 
the lower figure (the county's 3.18% in this case), for a projected average growth rate 
of4.14%. 

4. The weighted average annual growth rate for each city was then applied, assuming 
linear growth. The sum of the city projections did not, however, agree with the OEA 
county totals for each year of the projection. An adjustment factor was then 
calculated by dividing the smaller of the two by the larger (in each case the OEA 
projection was smaller). 

5. The final step of the project employed by OEA included discussing the results with 
the affected jurisdictions, and making adjustments, as they found appropriate. 

The description should make it clear that the forecast method is logical but, ultimately, 
arbitrary7

: different year and different weights could have been used; there is not explicit 
consideration of factors that might cause growth rates to be different in the future. The 
method resulted in a 2015 population forecast of 30,319 persons for Woodburn after step 
three of the process described above. This equates to a 3.42% average annual growth r ate. 

, · Applying the adjustment factor described in step four resulted in a 2015 population forecast 
of23,769 persons, or a 1.3% average annual growth rate. The weighted average annual 
growth rate for Marion County (step 2) was 3.18%, but the OEA rate was a much lower r ate 
of about 1.6%.8 

It is important to note that step 4 of this method uses a somewhat arbitrary approach to 
adjusting local growth rates to get the city forecasts to sum to the county control total. In 
short, the adjusted average annual growth rate of 1.73% is inconsistent with historical 
population trends and results in figures that are likely to be systematically low. The 
County's numbers show the 2000 forecast for Woodburn was 17,653, a figure that fell far 
below the 2000 Census count of 20,100. Even the unadjusted forecast underestimated the 
2000 population, resulting in a 2000 forecast of 18,309 persons. 

The letter of December 8, 1997, also includes a set of population projections for the period 
1998-2020 based on three different growth rates and two base populations (16,150 and 
18,744). Table 5 summarizes those projections. 

7 By "arbitrary" we do not mean wrong, unsupporta ble, or capricious; we mean tha t many assu mptions were 
made where oth er ass umptions could be justified equa lly well. 

• There a re some discrepancies in the figures presented in the memo and the fin al forecasts that we cannot 
explain. The adopted average annual growth ra te for Marion County is 1.53%; the preliminary forecasts resul t 
in a slightly high er growth rate. 
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With the exception of the Marion County proposal of 2.2% annual growth for Woodburn, all 
of the projections result in 2020 populations that are higher than the adopted population 
forecast of 26,290 persons. The December 8 materials give no justification for why Marion 
County staff proposed a 2.2% average annual growth rate for Woodburn when the evidence 
clearly indicates the City has grown at much higher rates both in the short term (1990-95) 
and long term (1960-95). 

Part of the rationale probably lies in the OEA control rate of 1.53%. Because the County is 
forecast to growth at a slower rate, having city rates-particularly in larger cities-that 
greatly exceed that rate will require other cities to adopt lower rates . 

Table 5. Woodburn population projections, 1998~2020, 
Projections developed by Marion County staff 

Scenario 1998 2000 2005 2010 

Base population of 16,150 
Growth rate of 2.2% (Marion County Proposal) 

Base population 16,150 16,868 18,897 20,969 
Growth 718 2,029 2,072 

Growth rate of 2.92% (Averaqe for Period 1990-1995) 
Base population 16,150 17,107 19,755 22,812 
Growth 957 2,648 3,057 

Growth rate of 3.4% (Historical Average for Period 1960-1995 
Base population 16,150 17,267 20,409 24,122 
Growth 1,117 3,142 . 3,713 

Base Population of 18,774 
Growth rate of 2.2% (Marion County Proposal) 

Base population 18,774 19,609 21,863 24,376 
Growth 835 2,254 2,513 

Growth rate of 2.92% (Averaqe for Period 1990-1995) 
Base population 18,774 19,886 22,964 26,519 
Growth 1,112 3,078 3,555 

Growth rate of 3.4% (Historical Average for Period 1960-1995 
Base population 18,774 20,072 23,725 28,042 
Growth 1 298 3653 4 317 

Source: Marion County 

2015 2020 

23,380 26,067 
2,411 2,687 

26,343 30,421 
3,531 4,078 

28,512 33,700 
4,390 5,188 

27,718 30,302 
3,342 2,584 

30,623 35,363 
4,104 4,740 

33,144 39,175 
5 102 6 031 

In summary, the methods used by County to develop the coordinated population forecast for 
Woodburn do not recognize historical growth patterns or the City's economic development 
vision. They arrive at an average annual growth rate of about 2.2% without explaining the 
rationale for choosing that rate. Implicitly one of the reasons was to get all of the City 
forecasts to sum to the County control total. The 2020 forecast for Woodburn would be more 
accurately called an allocation based on a political process that has little to do with sound 
forecasting techniques. 

Employment 

To our knowledge a coordinated forecast of employment in Woodburn has not been 
developed. To estimate future travel demand, the Woodburn Transportation System Plan 
(June 1996) estimated employment growth of 3,221 over the 1991-2020 period. With a 1991 

Volume 3 
Page 178 

.. 



.. 

( 
•. 

Parker and Moore to Winterowd and Armstrong 29 April2002 Page 13 

employment level of 5,045 this translates into a 2020 employment level of 8,266 or an 
average annual growth rate of 1. 7%. This rate exceeds the forecast annual aver age 
employment growth rate in Marion County (1.2%), the North Valley region (1.0%) and 
Oregon (1.0%). 

If the historical trends implied by the data in Tables 2 and 3 were used for forecasting, the 
forecast of employment growth in Woodburn would be higher. 

REVISED POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS 

This section presents revised population employment projections for the Woodburn Urban 
Growth Boundary for the period from 2000 to 2020. The projections are based on the 
methods described earlier in this memorandum and result in a range of possible growth 
rates. 

Population 

Figure 1 shows that Woodburn has historically grown at rates faster than larger geographic 
areas. Despite the recession Oregon experienced during the 1980s, Woodburn continued to 
grow at rates more than twice that of the state. This suggests that Woodburn's location and 
other factors have provided the City with a comparative growth advantage. 

Figure 1. Historical population growth rates, by decade 1970-2000 

AAGR 

3.0% 

2.5% +-- - - 1 

2.0% 

1.5% 

1.0% 

0.5% 

70-80 80-90 90-00 

I o US • Oregon 0 tv'arion County o Woodburn I 

One common approach to projecting population is the ratio method. This method assumes 
that the ratio between the population of a smaller and larger geographic area will remain 
cons tant over t ime, and then forecasts the population of the sma ller are as a per centage of a 
forecast for a larger area. Table 6 shows historical and for ecas t population for Ma rion 
County and Woodburn a nd the percent of County population accounted for by Woodburn. 
The results show a trend where Woodburn accounts for increasing share of about 0.5% of 
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the County's population each decade. In summary, Woodburn's share of Marion County 
population increased from 5.0% in 1970 to 7.1% in 2000. The 2020 Coordinated forecast 
ignores this trend and actually assumes that Woodburn will account for a slightly smaller 
share of Marion County's population. · 

Table 6. Ratio of Woodburn to County population, 1970-2000 and 2020 

Historical Forecast 

Area 1970 1980 1990 2000 2020 
Marion County 151,309 204,692 228,483 284,834 378,208 

Woodburn 7,495 11 ,196 13,404 20,100 26,290 

5.0% 5.5% 5.9% 7.1% 7.0% 

Source: US. Census, Marion County Coordinated Population forecast; analysis by ECONorthwest 

Table 7 shows population projections for the Woodburn UGB using sever al different 
methods. The methods result in average annual growth rates from 1.43% to 4.13%. Of note 
is the second method that applies Woodburn's current coordinated growth rate of2.1% to 
the 2000 population base of 20,100. This increases the 2020 forecast from 26,290 to 30,459 
persons- an increase of over 4,000 persons. 

Table 7. Woodburn population projections using different methods, 2000-2020 

Method 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 AAGR 

Adopted 17,210 19,133 21,271 23,152 26,290 2.10% 

Adopted (2000 base pop) 20,100 22,301 24,743 27,453 30,459 2.10% 

2000 Ratio (2000 base pop) 20,1 00 21,576 23,161 24,863 26,689 1.43% 

2000 Increasing ratio (2000 base pop) 20,100 22,391 24,943 27,786 30,952 2.18% 

1990-2000 AAGR '20, 100 24,614 30,141 36,910 45,198 4.13% 

1970-2000 AAGR 20,100 23,692 27,926 32,916 38,798 3.34% 

Source: Marion County Coordinated Population forecast; ECONorthwest 

The "Adopted" projection is obviously flawed: not because it is conceptually flawed, but 
because its st arting population has been shown by the 2000 Census to be incorrect. All the 
other forecasts are more or less reasonable in concept. They probably bound the range of 
future growth, but the boundaries are wide (from 6,000 to 25,000 new people). Narrowing 
the range r equires more thinking, assumptions, and decisions. One must understand that 
the numbers in T able 7 are really jus t arithmetic m anipulations: assumptions about growth 
rates. The real issue is: what factors would cause a future growth r ate to be approximately 
equal to. higher, or lower than r ates observed in the past? 

From that perspective, most of the evidence we evaluated about growth and the economy n 
Woodburn (see the City's Economic Opportunity Analysis, 2001) suggests that it will 
continue to grow faster th an the average for Marion County. We think a reasonable range 
of annual population growth r ate assumptions for Woodburn is 2.2% to 3.2%. Figure 2 
shows the results of applying a 2.3% (low), 2.8% (medium), and 3.3% (high) average annual 
growth rate to the 2000 base population of 20,100. All of the scenarios use a compounding 
meth od. 
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The low growth scenario results in a 2020 population projection of 31,64, compared to the 
coordinated forecast of 26,290. The high rate assumption results in a 2020 population of 
38,477, while the medium rate assumption results in a 2020 population of34,674. 

Figure 2. Revised Woodburn UGB population forecast, 2000-2020, low (2.3% 
AAGR), medium (2.8%) AAGR, and high (3.3% AAGR) assumptions 

Population 

20,000 -="------r------r-------,---------i 

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 

1-+-High --- tvledium :*-Low I 
That wide range of forecasts is often disappointing to planners, elected officials, and 
citizens: should we be able to do a better job? The answer is "no," and the description of the 
problems with forecasting for small areas on page 2 of this memorandum explains why. The 
future is uncertainty; a range of forecasts reflects that uncertainty; a single point-estimate 
does not. 

Employment 

Table 3 does not show an employment forecast for Woodburn because the State of Oregon 
does not produce employment forecasts for areas smaller than counties or regions (groups of 
counties). Table 3 shows th at the annual average rate of covered employment growth in 
Woodburn was 1.4% to 1.8% faster than in Workforce Region 3, the Portland PMSA, or 
Oregon over the 1990-2000 period. If this pattern persists, then the forecasts shown in 
Table 3 s uggest that employment in Woodburn will grow at an average annual rate of 2.6% 
to 2.9% in the 2000-2010 period or 2.3% to 3.0% in the 2000 to 2020 period. 

We expect the pattern of fas ter employment growth in Woodburn than in Workforce Region 
3, the Portland PMSA, a nd Oregon to continue over the 20-year forecast period for several 
reasons: 

• Woodburn is a t the periphery of the Portla nd-Vancouver and Salem metropolitan 
areas, and it is typical for sma ll towns at the periphery of urban areas to grow faster 
than the urban area as a whole. 
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• Reluctance and inability to expand Portland's Urban Growth Boundary will limit the 
supply of greenfield commercial and industrial development sites in the Portland 
area. Woodburn is well-poised to attract a share of commercial and industrial 
deveiopment that might otherwise occur in the Portland area because of its location 
near Portland, access to I-5, and supportive policies that will create development 
sites and encourage development. 

In this context, given historical growth rates and forecast growth for Workforce Region 3 
and the Portland PMSA, we expect employment Woodburn to grow at an average annual 
rate of2.3% to 3.0% over the 20-year planning period. That range is similar to the one we 
recommend for population. The implication is that Woodburn will be adding jobs at about 
the same rate that it will be adding population, which is consistent with Woodburn's goals 
(it does not want to become a bedroom community, which would mean population would be 
growing at a significantly greater rate than employment). Since we can imagine 
combinations of economic factors and public policy (both state and local) that could cause 
the population growth rate to be either higher (bedroom community) or lower (siting of 
large industrial or commercial employers) than the employment growth rate, assuming 
them to be equal for the purposes of long-run planning seems reasonable. 

To apply this range of growth rates to Woodburn's employment in 2000, we must adjust 
data in Table 8 to reflect total rather than covered employment. Table 8 includes only 
covered employment, which consists of employees covered by unemployment insurance 
laws. Covered employment omits several categories of workers, most notably sole 
proprietors and corporate officers who are not covered by unemployment insurance laws. 
Analysis of employment data from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, which reports 

Jil both wage and salary employment (covered) and total employment, shows that nonfarm 
wage and salary employment was 82% of nonfarm total employment in 1998. We do not 
make any adjustments for farm employment on the assumption that there will be little 
growth in farm employment inside Woodburn' UGB. 

Table 8 uses this 82% ratio to convert Woodburn's covered employment in 2000 (8,518) to 
total employment in 2000 (10,388). With this baseline total employment, Table 8 uses 
average annual employment growth r ates at the low (2.3%), medium (2.65%), and high 
(3.0%) end of the range of expected employment growth rates to forecast Woodburn's total 
employment in 2020. This results in a forecast of total 2020 employment in the Woodburn 
UGB of 16,370 (low), 17,527 (medium), or 18.762 (high). 
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Table 8. Forecast total employment 
in Woodburn's UGB, 2000-2020 
Baseline .Employment 2000 
Covered Employment 
Covered/Total Employment 
Total Employment 
Forecast Employment 2020 
Low-2.3% 
Medium-2.65% 
High-3.0% 
Employment Growth 2000-2020 
Low 
Medium 
High 

Source: ECONorthwest. 

8,518 
0.82 

10,388 

16,370 
17,527 
18,762 

5,982 
7,139 
8,374 
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To allocate expected total employment growth in Woodburn to employment sectors, the 
trend in shares by sector over the 1990-2000 period and expected future trends in 
employment by sector were used to make assumptions about the distribution of 
employment by sector in 2020. The result of applying these assumptions to expected 
employment growth in Woodburn is shown in Table 9. 

Table 9. Employment by sector in Woodburn's UGB, 2000-2020 
Employment Share 2020 Employment 

Sector 1990 2000 2020 Low Medium Hish 
Agriculture 17% 13% 5% 819 876 938 
Industrial 18% 11% 16% 2,619 2,804 3,002 
Retail 21% 31% 34% 5,566 5,959 6,379 
Service 14% 14% 16% 2,619 2,804 3,002 
Education 6% 7% 8% 1,310 1,402 1,501 
Government 3% 3% 3% 490 527 563 
Other 21% 20% 18% 2 947 3 155 3 377 
Total 100% 100% 100% 16 370 17 527 18 762 
Source: 1990 and 2000 employment shares by ECONorthwest from confidential ES-202 data provided by the Oregon 

Employment Department. Year 2020 employment distribution provided by ECONorthwest. 

Table 10 takes th e forecast 2020 employment by sector in Table 9 and uses 2000 
employment by sector to calcula te employment growth by sector in Woodburn in the 2000-
2020 period. To m ake this calcula tion, covered 2000 employment by sector from Table 3 
must be converted to total 2000 employment by sector using th e 82% ratio applied in Table 
9. 
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Table 10. Employment growth by sector in Woodburn's UGB, 200Q-2020 
Covered Total Employment Growth 2000-2020 

Sector 2000 2000 Low Medium High 
Agriculture 1,122 1,368 -549 -492 -430 
Industrial 960 1,171 1,448 1,633 1,831 
Retail 2,670 3,256 2,310 2,703 3,123 
Service 1,207 1,472 1,147 1,332 1,530 
Education 638 778 532 624 723 
Government 225 275 215 252 288 
Other 1 696 2 068 879 1 087 1 309 
Total 81518 101388 51982 71139 81374 

Source: ECONorthwest. 

Employment growth by sector in Table 10 was allocated to four categories for use in 
projecting the demand for non-residential land in Woodburn: Commercial, Office, 
Industrial, and Public. The sectors included in each land use category are: 

• Commercial: Retail 

• Office: Service 

• Industrial: Agriculture, Industrial, and Other 

• Public: Education and Government 

The results of this allocation are shown in Table 11. 

Table 11. Employment growth in Woodburn's 
UGB by land use category, 200o-2020 
Land Use 
Category 
Commercial 
Office 
Industrial 
Public 
Total 

Source: ECONorthwest. 
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Employment Growth 200o-2020 
Low 

2,310 
1,147 
1,778 

747 
5,982 

Medium 
2,703 
1,332 
2,228 

876 
71139 

High 
3,123 
1,530 
2,710 
1 011 
81374 
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APPENDIX: HISTORICAL POPULATION DATA 

Table A-1. Historic population trends, Marion County and Marion County cities, 
1900-2000 

City 

Aumsville 

Aurora 

Detroit 

Donald 

Gates 

Gervais 

Hubbard 

Idanha 

Jefferson 

Keizer 

Mill City 

MtAngel 

St Paul 

Salem 

Scotts Mills 

Silverton 

Stayton 

Sublimity 

Turner 

Woodburn 

Marion County 

Oregon 

Percent Change 

Aumsville 

Aurora 
Detroit 

Donald 

Gates 
Gervais 

Hubbard 

Idanha 

Jefferson 

Keizer 

Mill City 

Mt Angel 

St Paul 

Salem 

Scotts Mills 

Silverton 

Stayton 

Sublimity 

Turner 

Woodburn 

Marion County 

Oregon 

1900 

122 

224 

213 

273 

537 

4,258 

1920 

171 

229 

126 

268 

320 

41 7 

936 

160 

17,679 

208 

1930 

153 

215 

114 

254 

330 

391 

823 

148 

26,266 

153 

1940 

174 

228 

164 

332 

387 

479 

1,032 

183 

30,908 

227 

1950 

281 

242 

187 

457 

493 

442 

636 

1,315 

226 

40,087 

217 

1960 

300 

274 

206 

201 

189 

438 

526 

295 

716 

1,289 

1,428 

254 

45,245 

155 

1970 

590 

306 

328 

231 

250 

746 

975 

280 

936 

1,451 

1,973 

346 

62,960 

208 

1980 

1,432 

523 

367 

267 

455 

799 

1,640 

319 

1,702 

1,565 

2,876 

312 

89,233 

249 

1990 

1,650 

567 

331 

316 

499 

992 

1,881 

289 

1,805 

21,884 

1,555 

2,778 

322 

107,793 

283 

2000 

3,003 

655 

262 

608 

471 

2,009 

2,483 

232 

2,487 

32,203 

1,537 

3,121 

354 

136,924 

312 

656 2,251 2,462 2,925 3,146 3,081 4,301 5,168 5,635 7,414 

324 649 797 1,085 1 ,507 2, 108 3,170 4,396 5,011 6,816 

172 214 280 367 490 634 1,077 1,491 2, 148 

289 283 414 610 770 846 1,116 1,218 1,199 

939 1,656 1,675 1,982 2,395 3, 120 7,495 11 ,196 13,404 20,100 

27,713 47,187 60,541 75,246 101,401 120,888 151,309 171,700 230,028 284,834 

413,536 783,389 953,786 1,089,684 1,521,341 1,768,687 2,091 ,533 2,633,105 2,842,321 3,421,399 

88% 

20% 

50% 

53% 

74% 

315% 

243% 

100% 

76% 

70% 

89% 

-11% 

-6% 

-1 0% 

-5% 

3% 

-6% 

-1 2% 

-8% 

49% 

-26% 

9% 

23% 

24% 

-2% 

1% 

28% 

22% 

14% 

6% 

44% 

31 % 

17% 

23% 

25% 

24% 

18% 

48% 

19% 

36% 

31 % 

46% 

18% 

24% 

14% 

61% 

6% 

14% 

38% 

27% 

33% 

27% 

23% 

30% 

-4% 

8% 

39% 

31% 

47% 

21% 

35% 

40% 

7% 

13% 

7% 

-4% 

7% 

-33% 

13% 

9% 

12% 

13% 

-29% 

-2% 

40% 

34% 

26% 

30% 

19% 

16% 

97% 

12% 

59% 

15% 

32% 

70% 

85% 

-5% 

31% 

13% 

38% 

36% 

39% 

34% 

40% 

50% 

29% 

10% 

140% 

25% 

18% 

143% 

71% 

12% 

16% 

82% 

7% 

68% 

14% 

82% 

8% 

46% 

-10% 

42% 

20% 

20% 

39% 

70% 

32% 

49% 

13% 

26% 

15% 

8% 

-10% 

18% 

10% 

24% 

15% 

-9% 

6% 

-1% 

-3% 

3% 

21% 

14% 

9% 

14% 

38% 

9% 

20% 

34% 

8% 

82% 

16% 

-21% 

92% 

-6% 

103% 

32% 

-20% 

38% 

47% 

-1% 

12% 

10% 

27% 

10% 

32% 

36% 

44% 

-2% 

50% 

24% 

20% 

Volume 3 
Page 185 



Volume 3 
Page 186 



ECONorthwest 
ECONOMICS • Fl NANCE • PLANNING 

Phone • (541) 697-0051 
FAX • (541) 344-0562 
info@ eugene.econw.com 

20 March 2003 

TO: Greg Winterowd 
FROM: Bob Parker 

Suite 400 
99 W. 10th Avenue 

Eugene, Oregon 97401-3001 

SUBJECT: WOODBURN OCCUPATION/WAGE FORECAST 

BACKGROUND 

Other Offices 
Portland • (503) 222-6060 

Seattle • (206) 622-2403 

In 2001, ECONorthwest and WPS completed an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) 
for the City of Woodburn. The EOA included a local economic development strategy tha:t 
was adopted by the Woodburn City Council. That strategy requires substantial 
amendments to the City's planning documents, including justification for an Urban Growth 
Boundary expansion. · · -

In early 2002, Winterbrook Planning (Winterbrook) began work with the City to prepare 
the necessary plan amendments and findings to justify the UGB expansion. As a part of 
Winterbrook's preliminary work, ECO developed revised population and employment 
forecasts. To supplement previous work conducted by ECO, Winterbrook requested 
ECONorthwest complete additional research on three issues: 

1. The impact the City's economic development strategies will have on household 
incomes; 

2. Demand for non-residential land implied by the revised employment forecast; and 

' 3. Site needs for industries targeted as part of the City's economic development 
strategy. 

This memorandum addresses the firs t task: the impact the City's economic development 
strategies will have on household incomes. The second and third tasks are addressed in 
separate memoranda. 

METHOD 

The Oregon Employment Department collects wage data for occupations. To match 
occupational wage data to the employment forecast for Woodburn, we had to convert 
employment by industry in the forecast to employment by occupation. To make this 
conversion, the Oregon Employment Department provided ECONorthwest with data 
est imating 2000 employment by occupation for each industry in Workforce Analysis Region 
3, which consists of Marion, Polk, and Yamhill County. (That is the smallest geography for 
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which the data is available.) The occupational employment data also includes a forecas t of 
occupational employment by industry for 2010. 

ECONorthwest grouped occupational employment by industry into occupational 
employment by the seven economic sectors used in our employment forecast for Woodburn: 
Agriculture, Industrial, Retail, Service, Education, Government, and Other. The industries 
included in these sectors (as defined by their Standard Industrial Classification at the two­
digit level) is shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Industries included in sectors 
used for Woodburn employment forecast 

Sector 
Agriculture 
Industrial 
Retail 
Service 
Education 
Government 
Other 
Total 

SICs 
00-09 
10-14,22,24-39 
52-59 
48-49, 60-67' 70-81 ' 83-89 
82 
91-94 
15-17, 19-20,23,40-47,50-51,95-99 

Source: ECONorthwest. 

Once we had occupational employment by sector, we calculated the percentage share of 
total employment in each sector by occupation. Woodburn's total employment by sector was 
then applied to 'the distribution of employment by occupation to estimate employment by 
occupation in Woodburn. Forecast 2020 employment in Woodburn by sector was applied to 
the forecasted 2010 distribution of employment by occupation. This method captures some 
of the expected shifts in occupational employment. ECONorthwest did not have enough 
information to reasonably project occupational employment to 2020. 

Estimated employment by occupation in Woodburn for 2000 and 2020 was then matched to 
occupational wage data provided by the Oregon Employment Department. That data 
includes an estimate ofthe annual income supported by the mean wage for each occupation 
based on full-time employment. That annual income estimate was used to show the 
distribution of Woodburn's employment by annual income range in 2000 and 2020. 

By matching current occupa tional wage da ta to forecast occupational employment in 2020, 
this method shows the projected future income distribution in constant year-2000 dollars. 
By using current occupational wage data, this method implicitly does not reflect any 
expected shifts in relative occupational wages (wages in some occupations will grow faster 
or slower than wages for all occupations). 

Figure 1-1 shows the steps in estimating the wage r anges. We note that uncertainty is 
compounded with every step in the process. The process begins with the County-level 
employment forecasts by the Office of Economic Analysis (OEA). ECO then used the OEA 
forecas t as a control total to estimate employment in Woodburn. An additional margin of 
error is introduced when the City total is disaggregated into industrial sectors. Each 
industry may include a range of occupations; each occupation has a range of wages. Our 
point is that the margin of error of the wage distributions could be as large as 100%. 
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Figure 1·1. Methods to develop wage distribution estimate 

DAS County· 
level Employment 
Forecast 

City of Woodburn 
Employment 
Forecast 

New jobs 
2000·2020: .__--1 7,139 
(medium 
estimate) 

City of Woodburn 
Sector-level 
Employment 
Forecast 

City of Woodburn 
Occupation Forecast 
for Each Sector 

City of Woodburn 
Wage Dist. By 
Occupation 

Page 3 

Error 
Margin 

The purpose of this analysis is to develop a better idea of the relationship between future 
jobs, incomes, and housing affordability in Woodburn. To our knowledge, Corvallis is the 
only other City that has a ttempted this level of analysis to estimate wages for each of its 
forecasted additional employees. 1 Our conclusion is tha t the data do not s upport being able 

• 
to do this kind of analysis with any greater confidence than what we have described. 

Moreover, the available data sets do not a llow a direct empirical linkage between job 
growth and housing affordability. The missing factor is the relationship between wages 
(earned by individuals) and total household income (many households include more than 
one wage earner). Thus, the best we can do with this analysis is to develop a forecast of the 
wage distribution implied by forecasted job growth in Woodburn. 

RESULTS 

ESTIMATED WAGE DISTRIBUTION 

T able 2 shows the estimated annual income distribution of occupational employment in 
Woodburn in 2000 and 2020. This table shows that occupations th at support an annual 

'That work was completed by ECONorthwest in 2000. 
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income of $20,000-$29,999 are expected to have the largest share of total employment 
growth (38%), followed by occupations supporting an income of $30,000 to $39,999 (17%). It 
also shows that the share of workers in occupations with incomes above $20,000 will 
increase, while the share of workers in occupations with incomes between $10,000 and 
$19,999 will decrease. 

Table 2. Annual income distribution of estimated occupational 
employment in Woodburn, 200o-2020 (2000 dollars) 
Annual Income 2000 2020 Change % Change 
< $10,000 0 0 0 0% 
$10,000-$19,999 3,112 3,993 881 28% 
$20,000- $29,999 3,539 6,328 2,789 79% 
$30,000 - $39,999 1,369 2,678 1,309 96% 
$40,000 - $49,999 1,062 1,982 920 87% 
$50,000 + 956 1,826 870 91 % 
Unknown 1,201 1,861 660 55% 
Total 11,239 17,528 7,140 100% 

Source: ECONorthwest. 

Table 2 shows that the annual income associated with about 10% of the occupations in 
Woodburn is unknown, because wage data for these occupations is not reported by the 
Oregon Employment Department. Table 3 shows the occupations estimated to have over 50 
employees in Woodburn for which we do not have wage data. Employment in these 
occupations represents about 60-70% of all employment in occupations for which we do not 
have wage data. Table 3 shows roughly 1/3 of employment in occupations that we do not 
have wage data for are in Nursery Workers and Student Workers, occupations that ar e 
likely to pay wages that support incomes of $10,000 to $19,999. 

Table 3. Woodburn employment in occupations with unknown wages 
Occupation Title 2000 2020 Likely Income Range 
Nursery Workers 359 241 $10,000 - $19,999 
Student Workers 154 292 $10,000-$19,999 
Other Hand Material Movers 68 115 $20,000 - $29,999 
Leased Workers 54 105 $20,000- $29,999 
Other Professional & Tech Wkrs 74 137 $30,000- $39,999 
Other Management Support Workers 62 107 $30,000- $39,999 
Other Managers & Administrators 79 143 $40,000 - $49,999 
Total 851 1,140 

Source: ECONorthwest. 
Note: Table 3 shows only occupations with 50 or more employees. 

The income distribution in Table 2 has indirect implications for the distribution of 
household income in Woodburn, for two reasons. First, Table 2 shows the distribution for 
individual occupations but many households will have more than one wage earner, so total 
household income will be affected by the earnings of a ll household members. Second, not 
everybody who works in Woodburn lives in Woodburn, and some residents of Woodburn 
work outside of the city. 

Volume 3 
Page 190 

• ' I 



( 

Parker to Winterowd 20 March 2003 Page 5 

Table 4 shows the estimated distribution of employment by income for Woodburn in 2000, 
2020, and for new employment added between 2000 and 2020. The results show that 
implementation of the City's economic development strategy will result in much faster 
growth in jobs paying more than $20,000 annually. Forty-three percent of new jobs are 
forecast to have annual incomes of more than $30,000. 

Table 4. Estimated distribution of employment by income, Woodburn 2000-2020 

Total Employment New Emp 

Annual Income 2000 2020 2000-2020 

< $20,000 28% 23% 12% 

$20,000- $29,999 31% 36% 39% 

$30,000 - $39,999 .12% 15% 18% 

$40,000 - $49,999 9% 11% 13% 

$50,000 + 9% 10% 12% 

Unknown 11% 11% 9% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Source: ECONorthwest. 

Another way to analyze future income shifts is by using hourly wages. Occupational wage 
data from the Oregon Employment Department were used to estimate the number of new 
jobs in Woodburn by wage level. Table 5 shows our forecast of new jobs by wage level in 
Woodburn between 2000 and 2020. The results indicate that more than half the jobs 
created will pay more than $12.00 per hour. 

Table 5. Forecast of new jobs by wage level in 
Woodburn, 2000-2020 

Average Hourly Wage 2000 2020 Change 
< $7.99 1,389 1,605 216 
$8- $11.99 3,525 5,731 2,206 
$12-$15.99 1,660 3,302 1,642 
$16-$19.99 943 1,829 886 · 
$20-$23.99 447 893 446 
$24 and over 884 1,693 809 
Unknown 1,540 2,475 935 
Total 10.,388 17,528 7,140 

Source: ECONorthwest 
Note: Table does not include occupations for which no wage data 
is available from the Oregon Employment Department. 

% Change 
3% 

31% 
23% 
12% 
6% 

11% 
13% 

100% 

Table 6 shows the estimated distribution of employment by income for Woodburn in 2000, 
2020, and for new employment added between 2000 and 2020. The results show that 
implementation of the City's economic development strategy wi ll result in much faster 
growth in jobs paying more than $12.00 per hour Fifty-two percent of new jobs are forecast 
to h ave annual incomes of more than $12.00 per hour. 
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Table 6. Estimated distribution of employment by income, Woodburn 2000-2020 

Total Em~lo~ment New Em~ 2000~2020 
Average Hourly Wage 2000 2020 Number Percent 
< $7.99 13% 9% 216 3% 
$8- $11.99 34% 33% 2,206 31% 
$12-$15.99 16% 19% 1,642 23% 
$16-$19.99 9% 10% 886 12% 
$20-$23.99 4% 5% 446 6% 
$24 and over 9% 10% 809 11% 
Unknown 15% 14% 935 13% 
Total 100% 100% 7,140 100% 

Source: ECONorthwest. 

COMPARISON TO OTHER CITIES 

Woodburn's economic development strategy is to increase high-wage employment. The 
previous section described why it is difficult to develop an accurate estimate of future wage 
levels. Moreover, ECO stopped short of using the wage estimates to develop a future 
distribution of household incomes. ECO identified a number of Or egon cities to compare 
with Woodburn to better understand the relationship between various socio-economic 
characteristics. 

Table 7 presents a set of Census variables for Woodburn and other selected Oregon cities.2 

ECO chose the compa rable cities primarily based on size, and secondarily based on recent 
growth a nd economic trends. While it is difficult to draw definitive conclusions from the 
data, ECO makes the following observations: 

• With the exception of Bend and McMinnville, more the 50% of the labor force in the 
comparable cities worked in a different place. Woodburn is closely comparable to the 
nearby cities of Tigard, Wilsonville, and Tualatin. 

• With the exception ofMcMinnville, Springfield, and Woodburn, the comparable 
cities have 33% to 40% of their households in incomes ranging between $50,000 and 
$100,000. 

• Springfield and Woodburn have the lowest median household incomes-about 
$33,000. Median household income in the comparable communities was much 
higher, ranging from $40,000 in Bend to $55,000 inTualatin. 

• Woodburn, Forest Grove, and Hillsboro had the highest percentage of residents in 
manufacturing industries. 
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• Woodburn has a lower percentage of residents employed in Education, Health and 
Social Services and Other Services than any of the comparable communities. It also 
has a relatively low percentage of residents employed in Professional Services. 

Table 7. Comparison of Census variables, Woodburn and selected cities, 2000 

Variable 

Population 
Labor Force 
Total 

Wor1<ed in place of residence 

Wor1<ed outside place of residence 
Household Income 

Total 

Less than $10,000 
$10.000 to $14,999 
$15,000 to $19,999 
$20,000 to $24,999 
$25,000 to $29,999 
$30,000 to $34,999 
$35,000 to $39,999 
$40,000 to $44,999 
$45,000 to $49,999 
$50,000 to $59,999 
$60,000 to $74,999 
$75,000 to $99,999 
$100,000 to $124,999 
$125,000 to $1 49,999 
$t50,000 to $199,999 
$200,000 or more 
Median Houshold Income 
Source of Income 

Percent Wage and Salary 
Employment 

Total omployees 
Manufacturing 
FIRE 
Professional Services 
Ed. Heal ill & Social SerAces 
Othor Se<Vicos 
Public Administration 

Source: 2000 Census 

Forest McMinnvlil Oregon Spring- wltaon- WoOd· 
bum Bend Grove Hillsboro e City field Tigard Tualatin ville 

51.808 17,524 69,883 26,552 25,533 52,729 41,261 22,587 13.905 20,076 

26,106 

82'Yo 
18'Yo 

7,854 35,797 11 ,244 12,647 24,458 21,619 12,419 7,371 7,364 

29% 

7 1% 

34% 43% 59% 28% 36% 27'l'o 25% 26% 
66% 57% 41% 74'Yo 62'Yo 73"/o 75% 72'/o 

2 1,050 6,3 10 25,028 9 ,358 9,493 20,423 16,499 6,617 5,927 6,250 
7% 10% 

7% 7% 

7% 5'l'o 
7% 8% 
8% 6'l'. 
8% 7% 
6'Yo so;. 
6% 6% 
6% 6% 

10% 11% 
11% 11% 
10% 10% 
4-fo 3% 

2% 1% 

2% 1% 
2% 1% 

40,657 40, 135 

76o/o 

26,565 
10% 

7% 
9% 

19% 
16% 
3% 

74% 

8,004 
24% 

4% 
9% 

24% 
9% 
2% 

5% 
4% 

s•to 
5% 

5% 
6% 
6% 
6% 

So/e 
12'l'o 

14% 
14o/. 
7% 
3% 
2% 
1% 

51,737 

9'.4 8% 12% 
7% 4% 8'Yo 

6% 6'Yo 10'Yo 
6% 5% 8% 

7% 6% 7% 
7,.. 8% 8% 
9% 6% 7% 
8% 7% 6'l'o 

7% 7% 6% 
10% 12'Yo 9'Yo 

9% 12%· 9% 
6% . q oy. 6'Yo 
3o/. 5% 2% 
1% 2% 1% 
1% 1 ~. Oo/eo 

1% 1% 1% 

38,953 45,531 33,031 

4% 4°/o 4% 9% 
5% 3-Jo 4% 8% 
6% 3% 6% a·;. 
6% 5% 5% 8% 
SYo 6% 6% 9% 
6,-o 8% 7'% 10°/o 
6 '1. 4% 5% 7% 
6% 5% 7"1. 7% 
S'Yo 6% 4% 5'/o 

10% 11 '/o· 8"4 9% 
11 % 11% 13% 9% 

15%. 15'Yo 15%· 6'l'o 
7% 9% 8% 3% 

3% 4°1. 3% 0% 
3.,.. 4% 3% 1% 
2% 3% 3% 0% 

51,561 55,762 52,515 33,722 

68% 73"1. 84% 80% 83% 69% 62% 64% 

36,427 11.437 12,830 24,855 21,893 12,523 
28'% 17% 13% 17% 15% 17% 

6% 6,-o 6o/o 6Yo 10,. 10,-. 
10% 6,.. 8% 8% 12% 13% 
15% 2 1o/o 19% 18% 15% 15% 
9% 12'Yo 11% 15'Yo 13"/o 9% 
3% 6% 6% 4% 3% 2'/o 

7,451 
16% 
9% 

t2o/. 
15% 
11% 
4% 

7,448 
22'ro 
3% 

10% 
11% 
11% 
2% 

Note: Census counts employment by place of residence not by place of work 

ESTIMATED 2020 INCOME DISTRIBUTION 

The final step in this analysis was to develop a 2020 income distribution. The previous 
sections discussed the difficulties and uncertainties of developing such a distribution. The 
reason for developing such a distribution is to provide input to the DLCD/HCS Housing 
Needs Model. In short, the City desires to model housing needs based on anticipated future 
mcomes. 

The distribution presented in Table 8 represents ECO's best estimate of what incomes in 
Woodburn will look like if the City is successful in implementing its economic development 
strategy. The 2020 distribution assumes a 2020 population of 34,919. At an average 
household size of 2. 7 persons, we estimate Woodburn will have 12,932 households in 2020. 
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Table 8. Estimated 2020 income distribution, Woodburn UGB 

2000 2020 
HH Income Number Percenl fJum6er Percenl 

<10k 538 8.6% 992 7.7% 
10k <20k 1,005 16.1% 1,810 14.0% 
20k <30k 1,088 17.4% 1,552 12.0% 
30k <40k 1,097 17.6% 1,833 14.2% 
40k <50k 744 11 .9% 2,134 16.5% 
50k <75k 1,152 18.4% 2,586 20.0% 
75k+ 626 10.0% 2,029 15.7% 

Total 6,250 100.0% 12,932 100.0% 

Source: Estimates by ECONorthwest 

CONCLUSION 
Our analysis of the relationship between employment forecasts and wage levels lead to 
several conclusions: 

• Woodburn will add 7,139 jobs between 2000 and 2020. This forecast accounts for 
20% of all job growth forecast for Marion County. 

• More than 50% of new jobs created between 2000 and 2020 are expected to pay less 
than $30,000 annually on a full-time equivalent basis.3 This is a range of $7.00 to 
$15.00 per hour expressed as an hourly wage. About 18% will pay between $30,000 
and $39,000 annually, and about 13% will pay more than $40,000 to $49,000 
annually. 

• The successful implementation of Woodburn's economic development strategy will 
have a significant impact on the city's wage distribution. The strategy will result in 
fewer low-paying retail and service jobs, and more high-wage manufacturing, 
construction, and skilled occupations. 

The analysis described in this section intended to make a linkage between new 
employment, wages, and hou!)eholds' ability to purchase housing. The data, unfortunately, 
did not allow us to make the leap from a wage distribution to housing affordability. 

The wage distribution analysis, however, suggests that a higher percentage of new jobs 
created in Woodburn between 2000 and 2020 will pay more than existing jobs. This res ult 
will impact household home purchase decisions, which will affect the City's housing need. 
The general impact will be to create more demand for single-family housing types and a · 
broader range of prices. This suggests that the City should plan for a range of housing types 
and designate lands consistent with that range. 
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SUBJECT: SITE REQUIREMENTS FOR WOODBURN TARGET INDUSTRIES 

BACKGROUND 

In 2001, ECONorthwest and WPS completed an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) 
for the City of Woodburn. The EOA included a local economic development strategy that 
was adopted by the Woodburn City Council. That strategy requires substantial 
amendments to the City's planning documents, including justification for an Urban Growth 
Boundary expansion. 

In early 2002, Winterbrook Planning (Winterbrook) began work with the City to prepare 
the necessary plan amendments and findings to justify the UGB expansion. As a part of 
Winterbrook's preliminary work, ECO developed revised population and employment 
forecasts. To supplement previous work conducted by ECO, Winterbrook requested 

· / ECONorthwest complete additional research on three issues: 

1. The impact the City's economic development strategies will have on household 
incomes; 

2. Dema nd for non-residential land implied by the revised employment forecast; and 

3. Site needs for industries targeted as part of the City's economic development 
strategy. 

This memorandum addresses the third task: site needs for target industries. It provides a 
summary of the results of the second task-the land need, combined with the City's 
economic development and targeted industries strategy drive demand for non-residential 
sites. 

PURPOSE AND METHODS 

The EOA described the genera l site needs of ta rget industries. To justify a UGB expansion, 
however, requires more detail. Consistent with Tasks 2 and 3 of our work program, the key 
objectives of this memorandum are to: 

• Ide ntify the s ite requ irements of target indus tries identified in the 2000 Woodburn 
Economic Opportunities Analysis; 

• Develop a matrix of target industries and site requ irements; and 
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We began this analysis by reviewing the 2000-2020 employment forecasts. The 2000-2020 
employment forecasts provide the basis for our provisional demand estimates for non­
residential land. The provisional estimates apply assumptions about employment density­
specifically employees per acre, and square footage of built space per employee. ECO used 
additional assumptions about vacancy rate, employment that requires no built space, and 
other variables. 

ECO initiated Task 3 with a series of interviews with realtors and developers to gather 
more information about site needs and preferences. We will also conduct a literature review 
to describe trends in industrial development, with a specific focus on business parks. 
Finally, we will use data from Task 2 and the EOA to estimate the number of sites, by size 
class and locational requirements, needed to accommodate forecast employment by target 
industry in Woodburn. 

FINDINGS 

DEMAND FOR COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL LAND 

Table 1 shows the amount of new land and built space needed for each land use type in 
Woodburn over the 2000-2020 period. The results assume the medium employment 
forecast of7,140 new jobs between 2000 and 2020. The amount ofland needed (in acres) is 
calculated by dividing employment growth that will require new space by the 
employees/acre assumption for each land use type, with an adjustment for vacancy. Square 
feet of building space needed is calculated by multiplying employment growth that will 
require new building space by the square feet per employee assumption for each land use 
type, with an adjustment for vacancy. 

Table 1. Woodburn vacant land and new built space need 
by land use type, medium employment forecast, 200Q-2020 

Tl£ee Acres of land Sg. Ft. of building seace 
Commercial 70.6 19% 847,174 22% 
Office 41.2 11% 577,391 15% 
Industrial 224.1 61% 2,039,728 54% 
Public 33.3 9% 332,800 9% 

Total 369.3 100% 3,797,093 100% 

Source: ECONorthwest. 

Table 1 shows that about 370 acres of new development and 3.80 million square feet of 
building space are needed to accommodate the 6,346 new employees forecasted for the next 
20 years to be accommodated in buildings that will be constructed on vacant land. 
Industrial uses are projected to need the most land and building space, almost 225 acres 
and 2.04 million square feet. 

SITE NEEDS OF TARGET INDUSTRIES 

This section describes general site requirements and considerations for relocating and 
expanding commercial and industrial firms, as well as specific site requirements for target 
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industries identified in the Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis (ECONorthwest, 
2000). To supplement the analysis, ECO interviewed Willamette Valley realtors and 
developers were with expertise on developments in target areas in the Willamette Valley. 

The required site and building characteristics for the target industries identified in the 
EOA range widely. As such, a variety of parcel sizes, building types and land use 
designations will be required to attract target industries. Overall, the most important 
factors echoed throughout the literature and interviews include appropriate parcel size and 
location, labor force quality, access to the Interstate highway system, and proximity to 
customers. 

The Woodburn EOA concluded that the site needs of target industries generally fall into 
one of four types of site classifications: large lot industrial sites ( 40-80+ acre parcels); 
campus research and development (R&D) and smaller manufacturing sites (20 to 40 acre 
parcels); smaller light industrial/office sites (4-20 acre parcels); and speculative space 
within office/flex and mixed-use developments. 

Large lot target industries include Electronic and Electric Equipment manufacturing (i.e., 
silicon chip fabrication plants). These users are generally more land intensive (typical site 
requirements exceed 100 acres) and have a r elatively high level of environmental and water 
system impacts. 

Industries with firms that may locate in campus research and development (R&D) and 
manufacturing sites include Electronic and Electric Equipment and the r est of the 

' ~::i manufacturing industries may fall into this category. 
J 

Smaller light industrial/office sites (4-20 acre parcels) and speculative space within 
office/flex and mixed-use developments could accommodate smaller manufacturing firms, 
firms in Wholesale Trade and all of the Non-Industrial target industries. 

Table 3 summarizes the lot sizes needed for firms in t arget industries for which data is 
available at this time. The acreage figures for some target industries are slightly different 
than those reported in the EOA. This reflects the additional research conducted on the site 
needs of target indus tries for this analysis. 
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Table 3. Typical lot size requirements for firms 
in target industries 
Industry Lot Size (acres) 

Printing & Publishing 5 -30 

Stone, Clay & Glass 10-65 

Fabricated Metals 5-20 

Industrial Machinery 10-20 

Electronics - Fab Plants 100-300 

Electronics - Other 5-30 

Transportation Equipment 10-20 

Trucking & Warehousing varies 

Wholesale Trade varies 

Non-Depository lnsitutions 1 - 5 

Business Services 1 - 5 
Health Services 1 - 10 

Engineering & Management 1 - 5 
Source: Woodbum Economic Opportunities Analysis, ECONorthwest, 2000~ 

Site Needs 

Flat 

Flat 

Flat 
Suitable Soil 

Flat 

There is a fair amount of variability between site requirements of different firms targeted 
in the Woodburn EOA. Parcel size varied from approximately 0.5 acres to 100+ acre sites. 
Placement of the firms ranged commercial to heavy industrial. Transporta tion, especially 
interstate access, was an important factor for almost all firms. While some firms needed to 
be close to customers, others site requirements included proximity to inputs. " 

The following sections describe the locational and site needs of typical firms in target 
industries. 

Industry 27: Printing and Publishing 

According to Steve Cody of the Printing Industries of America, approximately 75 percent of 
printing and publishing firms are small, family owned businesses with 15 or fewer 
employees. Site r equirements for smaller firms are subst antia lly different from the larger 
firms, which can employ 250 or more employees. The sm aller firms can operate on 
relatively small parcels (approximately .5 acre) in buildings that are about 2,000 square 
feet . They generally locate within 20 miles of their clients, so access, in the form of agood, 
local trans portation system, is key. 

Larger firms generally run web presses and may run up to three shifts per day. They need 
electric utilities that offer good r ates a t a ll times, including peak a nd off times. Water 
ut ilit ies will also be an issue as the web presses are partially cooled by water. The web 
presses also use natural gas. Interstate and airport transportation will be a larger concern 
for large printers a nd publishers as their clients may be located throughout the United 
States a nd they may have rush jobs that must be deliver ed over night. They may a lso want 
rail access as they may ship paper in by the boxcar. Land requirements for larger firms are 
20 to 30 acres minimum, not including buildings for administrative purposes. 

Envir onmental concerns will also be an issue. Volatile organic compound (VOC) emission 
permitting laws will be a consideration. A varie ty of ch emicals are used in the process and 
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the sewage process will become important as to how much processing printing waste must 
undergo. Septic systems are not able to handle the waste that the printing process 
produces. Sewage systems should be able to handle isopropyl alcohol. 

It is difficult to find a printing labor force that is pre-trained. Most training is only 
available on the job. Many employers are looking for 'smart workers that are willing to start 
in an entry-level position and work their way up the ladder. Computer skills will be 
important for workers that are involved in pre-press activities, as these are almost entirely 
computerized. 

Industry 32: Stone, Clay, Glass, and Concrete 

There are three different types of glass production-flow, insulating, and coated glass. 
Each has different site and utility needs according to J eff Petersen with Cardinal FG- a 
glass manufacturer in Michigan. Of these, flow glass has the most requirements. A 
significant and inexpensive supply of natural gas is critical to flow glass manufacturing as 
a typical firm can use up to 110,000 M BTUs per month. Additionally, a supply of good 
quality sand is essential to the manufacturing of flow glass. 

Sites for flow glass manufacturing tend to be rectangular and approximately 65 acres. Flow 
glass manufacturing releases some pollutants, so there are a number of environmental 
issues that must be addressed and permits that must be obtained before a plant can initiate 
production. The community must be willing to have an industry that has a smokestack 
(though smoke does not necessarily come out of the stack, it is necessary to scrub the 

-' :: pollutants). These firms operate 24 hours per day. 
'. "0 ... _ .. -

Insulating and coated glass manufacturers do not require the large sites required by flow 
glass manufacturers-they generally need 20 to 25 acre sites and proximity to customers. 
Moreover, prevailing wage rates and unemployment rates will compute heavily into 
whether or not a location is suitable for a plant. 

Freeway location and transportation issues are important to all types of glass 
manufacturing. Good access to the site is important for shipping reasons. Because of the 
fragile nature of glass, all roads must be paved. 

Stone and concrete products firms are looking for 10-acre or larger sites, according to Keith 
Peal at Baker Rock Resources. These firms locate in heavy industrial sites and need room 
for a plant, a shop, truck loading and parking. Electricity and power are important utilities 
for these firms. Transportation facilities are also very important. Firms often look to locate 
satellite operations in rural areas. It is important for the firms to be located close to 
customers and be a ble to easily access them. Because they generate heavy truck traffic, 
staying out of residential areas is a concern. 

Industry 34: Fabricated Metal Products, Except Machinery and Transportation 
Equipment 

According to Mary Mallow of the Fabricated Metal Products Association, energy 
r equirements will be one of the main criteria for selecting a location, especially for larger 
firms. Energy r equirements vary between those operating large welding shops, as opposed 
to those with automated machines. Roughly half of the metal products shops have 
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approximately 10 to 20 employees and operate in relatively small shops. Access to different 
kinds of gas will also be important for many shops (other than natural gas). 

David Hammerstein of the Oregon Precision Metal Fabricators Association commented on 
the negative effect the recession has had on this industry. Many metal fabricators make 
electronics and computer equipment and the downturn has affected the volume of work. 
Generally, these firms need sites that are five acres or less. Building sizes range from 
roughly 15,000 sq. ft. to 100,000 sq. ft. Basic utilities are needed for all shops, and 
manufacturers that paint their products need natural gas. Overall, fabricated metal 
products firms do not use an inordinate amount of electricity or natural gas. 

Hammerstein noted that most production is relatively clean and there facilities could easily 
blend into a business park. Interstate access is beneficial, but not as critical as it is for 
many other industries. 

Industry 35: Industrial and Commercial Machinery and Computer Equipment 

Representatives of the Association for Manufacturing Technology felt there was such 
variety within this industry that it is almost impossible to generalize regarding site 
requirements. Firms range from computer manufacturers, to machine's that make 
rollerblades to tractors. Acreage requirements cover a vast range, as would utilities, 
transportation issues and labor force, depending on the type of product being produced. 

Industry 36: Electronic and Other Electrical Equipment and Components, Except 
Computer Equipment 

This industry has a variety of site needs. Businesses tend to locate in business parks or 
light industrial areas and generally have site needs of 5 to 30 acres. Electricity is important 
to manufacturers in this industry, but is not as critical as other electicity-intensive 
industrials. Good access is also an issue, but the products manufactured by this industry 
tend to be smaller and sites will not generate heavy truck traffic. This industry requires a 
mix of skilled and semi-skilled workers. Many of the training needs can be met through 
local community colleges, or on the job training. 

Industry 37: Transportation Equipment 

Transportation equipment includes manufacturing for passenger and cargo by land, air, 
and water. The vast majority of automobile manufacturers are located in the Midwest. 
According to industry representatives, auto parts manufacturers often locate adjacent to 
the auto assembly plant in order to ship parts as quickly as possible to the plant. 

David Napier of the Aerospace Industries Association states that the most important 
factors for locating aerospace firms is access to a major airport or port. Shipment of large 
.parts for airplanes, missiles, and space ships require large containers. Most aerospace parts 
firms want to locate close to an airport or port, or close to their major customers. Some 
parts are shipped via truck and interstate access would be importa nt. While the workforce 
is fa irly mobile, it is a fairly small and specialized group. Most training occurs on the job. 
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Industry 42: Motor Freight Transportation and Warehousing 

One of the most important site location factors for motor freight transportation and 
warehousing is going to be the location of both customers and suppliers. Available labor, 
local taxes and overall business costs will then determine s ite determination. 
Transportation in the form of access to a major interstate is critical to all firms in this 
category. Rail service may also be an important transportation factor. 

A recent survey sited labor availability, costs, and quality as one of the main reasons for 
relocating or expanding into specific regions (this same survey placed the Northwest as the 
lowest' priority for expansion, 10 percent). 1 Additional factors identified in the article are 
access to large markets, excellent highway system, centrally located, and a large labor pool. 
Larger companies have greater sensitivity to labor issues, and smaller companies rated 
labor costs, ·building and space availability and access to third-party logistics providers as 
key site selection factors. 

According to Wally Weart, site selection consultant, motor freight transportation needs will 
vary depending on if the firm is a motor carrier, a less truckload (LTL), or a truck loader . A 
motor carrier needs the smallest amount ofland, primarily used to park trailers or a garage 
to service trucks. They don't store goods and primarily relay trailers and change drivers. An 
LTL would need a 25-acre site for loading goods, parking, and loading. Truckload 
distributors also need large sites for handling goods and loading. 

Industry 50: Wholesale Trade-Durable Goods and Industry 51: Wholesale Trade-Non­
Durable Goods 

These two industries are typified by extensive warehouse use. Buildings range from 10,000 
to over 100,000 square feet. Such industries tend to be land intensive and have low 
employee-per-acr e ratios. They require good transportation access, but water, sewer, and 
electricity demands tend to be low relative to other industries. 

Industry 73: Busines~ Services and Industry 61: Non-Depository Credit Institutions 

Business services and non-depository credit institutions are most likely to locate in 
commercial zoned land. This could be located in a business park or in a downtown or mixed­
use area. There is a wide range of site preferences, from very small (.5 acre sites) to large 
(20+ acres) for a corporate campus. Telecommunications are likely to be one of the most 
impo1tant utilities, as many businesses today require high speed Internet service. 

According to Gunkemeyer et. al. one of the trends in s ite selection for business parks is for 
increasingly stringent standards. High-tech or corporate clients are attracted to locations 
with strict standards, which benefit the community as well by higher assessed property 
values, lower depreciation, and employers that pay higher average wages.2 

' Mackay, John. "Getting the Goods on Distribution Sites." Area Development Online. Augus t 2001. 

2 Gunkemeyer, Moss and Thomas. htlp://www.rri .wvu.edu/WcbBook!I'homas/developmentl.h t rnlH;" h-nrl. ...• : __ 
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Back office and customer service call centers are increasingly located in suburban or rural 
areas and also rely on good telecommunications utilities. These companies tend to look for a 
specific labor pool, low-cost leaseable space, reliable telecommunications and low local 
taxes.3 Areas with a ]Jlild climate are favored because of reduced power outages and 
employee absenteeism. Call centers tend to operate 24 hours per day and have a large 
e mployee base with high turnover, so a transient workforce near such areas as a university, 
large retirement community, or unemployed homemakers is viewed as favorable. Employee 
amenities including public transportation, shops and restaurants are also beneficial. 

Industry 80: Health Services 

Health service sites will vary depending on the kinds of activities being conducted, from 
very small clinics and doctor's offices, to large hospitals or research facilities. Smaller 
clinics may be able locate in certain commercial areas. Professional health service offices 
tend to desire close proximity to hospitals and often locate in commercial zones. Site 
requirements range from 0.5 acre to 5 or more acres depending on the scale of the 
operation. Good access is essential for patients. 

Industry 87: Engineering, Accounting, Research, Management, and Related Services 

Many of the businesses listed in Industry 87 can locate in commercial areas or business, 
high-tech, or science parks. Many of these services benefit from locating close to a major 
research university and may require a large capital investment. These sites tend to be 
highly specialized, and are not suitable in many locations. By bringing together university 

, researchers and small entrepreneurs, many smaller companies can combine research and 
.'. ) 
-~ development facilities and costs. 

According to Arend, typical research park occupants have unpredictable growth rates and 
need flexible lease options. This is an inherently risky sector, especially when start-up 
firms are involved. New facilities tend to have larger floor areas and are one to three stories 
tall. Biotech firms tend to have the largest space requirements. High quality water is often 
important for ma ny of research companies. Building requirements for laboratories are 
different than office space and must be accommodated. 

Quality of life issues may be more important for this sector than other sectors. Many firms 
that employ "knowledge" employees find quality oflife factors as critical to recruiting an 
adequate labor force. Quality of life increases as a factor if a firm is relocating a large 
number of employees. 

SUMMARY 
Table 4 summarizes the number of s ites by size class Woodburn will need to implement its 
economic development strategy. The land needs analysis concluded that Woodburn will 
need about 370 acres to accommodate 7,140 new employees between 2000 and 2020. Table 4 
includes sites that total over 500 acres. Site needs can be conceived as a pyramid with few 
large sites at the top and many s maller sites at the bottom. Such a la nd inventory scheme is 
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consistent" with OAR 660-009 which requires cities to maintain an adequate inventory of 
sites. 

The table identifies a need for five sites of 25 acres or larger. While inclusion of such sites in 
its land inventory will exceed the identified land need based on the medium range 
employment forecast, an adequate supply of sites will provide Woodburn more flexibility in 
its economic development efforts and by accommodating the siting r equirements of 
industries targeted in the EOA. 

Table 4. Summary of estimated site needs by size, 
Woodburn 2000-2020 

Number of Average Estimated 
Site Size (acres) Sites Site Size Acres 

100 or more 125.0 125.0 

50-1 00 1 70.0 70.0 

25-50 3 35.0 105.0 

10-25 5 15.0 75.0 

5-10 7 8.0 56.0 

2-5 10 4.0 40.0 

Less than 2 15 1.0 15.0 

Total/Average 42 11 .6 486.0 

Source: ECONorthwest 

This hierarchy of need is consistent with the requirements of Goal 9 and OAR 660-009. 
Specifically, 660-009-0015(2) requires that "industrial and commercial uses with compatible 
site requirements should be grouped together into common site categories to simplify 
identification of site needs and subsequent planning." Moreover, 660-009-0025(1) requires 
plans to identify needed sites: 

The plan shall identify the approximate number and acreage of sites needed to 
accommodate industrial and commercial uses to implement plan policies. The need 
for sites should be specified in severa l broad "site categories," (e.g., light industrial, 
heavy industrial, commercial office, commercial retail, highway commercial, e tc.) 
combining compatible uses with similar site r equirements. It is not necessary to 
provide a different type of site for each industrial or commercial use which may 
locate in the planning area. Several broad site categories will provide for industrial 
and commercial uses likely to occur in most planning areas . 

Thus, the administrative rule that implements Goal 9 recognizes that sites designated for 
employment can accommodate different types of employment. This is made explicit in OAR 
660-009-0025(2): "Plans shall designate land suitable to meet the si te needs identified in 
section (1) of this rule. The total acreage of land designated in each site category sha ll at 
least equal the projected land needs for each category during the 20-year planning period." 

Table 4 assumes that most s ite needs will be for industrial uses. Commercial and office 
needs will be met largely through infill and redevelopment, and public uses will be largely 
met on res iden tial land. The analysis assumes that limited office and supporting 
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commercial uses will be met on industrial lands. This is consistent with OAR 660-009-
0025(2) which states '~urisdictions Iieed not designate sites for neighborhood commercial 
uses in urbanizing areas if they have adopted plan policies which provide clear standards 
for redesignation of residential land to provide for such uses." Discussions with City staff 
have identified a special need for a single commercial node the location of which has not 
been identified at this point. 

Table 4 provides a preliminary allocation of land needed for employment by site size. It does 
not, however, address many of the other key issues required by Goal 9 and OAR 660-009-
0025 (designation oflands for commercial and industrial sites). Good planning and state 
policy dictate that factors such as serviceability, access, proximity to markets, and other 
issues are considered when designating lands. Woodburn has already made many decisions 
that are reflected in its current comprehensive plan, comprehensive plan map, and zoning 
ordinance. Preliminary analysis, however, suggests that Woodburn will need to expand its 
UGB to accommodate future commercial and industrial uses. This provides both constraints 
and opportunities as the City reviews potential areas for inclusion in its UGB. 
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APPENDIX A: LITERATURE REVIEW 

One of the objectives of Task 3 was to develop a better understanding of development 
trends for comm~rcial and industrial lands. To accomplish this, ECO reviewed a number of 
Websites and articles to determine recent trends in site selection and factors cities should 
consider when developing business and industrial parks. We paid particular attention to 
sources that addressed specific site requirement concerns for the identified target 
industries. ECO identified two websites that pertain entirely to site selection: Site Selection 
Online (www.siteselection.com); and Area Development (www.areadevelopment.com). Many 
articles reviewed for this appendix were drawn from these two websites. The International 
Economic Development Council also has a wide range ofinformation that was quite helpful 
(www.iedconline.org). Finally, one of the most comprehensive articles regarding community 
preparedness for industry recruitment by Gunkemeyer, Moss and Thomas, titled, 
"Community Preparedness for Site Development." 

The literature suggests communities should address a number of issues when formulating a 
strategy to attract new industries. Competition for new and expanding businesses is fierce. 
Each year, over 15,000 U.S. communities compete for approximately 100 to 200 new major 
business construction projects.4 Most businesses locate in the same region and 
approximately 60% are due to expansion.5 Site selection criteria is driven primarily by site 
location, utilities, amenities, labor force, local taxes, and transportation factors . 

The International Economic Development Council identified the following trends in site 
selection. 6 

• Cities and regional organizations are marketing via the Internet to encourage firms 
to locate in their area. Web sites offer extensive information about the community 24 
hours a day, seven days a week and can be downloaded at any time from anywhere 
in the world. 

• Each site location firm requires data be reported differently. Communities with 
quick, flexible data presentation capabilities have an advantage in the site selection 
process. 

• One-stop permitting centers streamline the permitting process by issuing the 
necessary permits and licenses that a business needs to begin or expand operations. 

• Performance-based incentives are used to attract businesses and assure taxpayers 
that they will r ecoup public investments like tax abatements, land write-downs, etc. 

• In ter·nationa l Economic Development Council. "Economic Development Refe rence Guide," 
http://www.icdconline.org/hotl inks/SitcSel.html. 10/25/02. 

s Ibid. 

• rbid. 
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• States and cities are mapping their technology infrastructure, such as fiber optic 
networks, to help firms identify specific locations with access to needed technology 
resources. 

• The availability of skilled workers is a high priority, sometimes more so than 
financial incentives. High-tech firms are seeking to be near universities and 
community colleges with solid technology programs. 

• Buildings are being retrofitted with fiber optic cable to attract tenant firms, 
especially small technology firms that need fast, high-bandwidth connections to the 
Internet. 

• Utilities work closely with local and state governments to help companies choose 
new sites, with the added advantage of being privately held. 

• Attracting and retaining skilled workers requires that firms seek out places offering 
a high quality oflife that is vibrant and exciting for a wide range of people and 
lifestyles. 

• -Remediated brownfields can offer large tracts of open land in or near to center cities. 
Remediation usually occurs with the use of redevelopment incentives for 
manufacturing and some retail uses. 

• Geographical information systems (GIS) provide dynamic site selection information 
including available properties, demographics, and business analysis. 

• Site location professionals conduct 30% to 55% of all site selection searches, creating 
demand for new U.S. and international site location consulting firms. 

• Back office locations ar~ increasingly moving from urban areas into suburban and 
even rural areas, taking advantage of lower wage and office costs. 

The International Economic Development Council has created a site selections standard 
spreadsheet to help communities collect the information that industries are looking for 
during the site selection process. By having site data organized and readily available, 
communities can easily respond to industry requests for site criteria. They estimate the 
amount oftime firms take has decreased from six months to about 45 to 60 days. 
Communities have to be ready to respond to requests for information on very short notice, 
and different firms need different kinds of information. 

According to Gunkemeyer et. al. data preparation is key to responsible fiscal economic 
development policy, "the more a community considers site-selection criteria before it selects 
or develops a particular s ite for promotion, the lower the likelihood becomes that local 
leaders will need to explain why they spent so many public dollars on a site that is drawing 
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no interest."7 The authors provide a detailed module to help communities prepare for 
industrial and warehouse site development. 

Page 13 

They highlight a number of factors that must line up for a site to be considered ready for 
development.8 One of the most important factors is transportation and accessibility of the 
site. Whether shuttling employees to work, bringing in raw materials, or shipping final 
products, transportation facilities including easy freeway access to rail or airport facilities, 
are critical in firm site selection decision-making. 

Available labor force is another key factor, often quantified by commuting patterns. "An 
average of 30 minutes one way for production workers, 20 minutes one way for clerical 
workers, and 43 minutes one way for technical and professional workers is a normal 
standard.'r.~ Firms also review turnover rates, productivity levels, types and amount of 
skilled workers for their industry in the area, management recruitment, and other labor 
force issues in a potential site area. 

Adequate water, sewer, power, telecommunications and other key utilities are often 
threshold factors for many industrial manufacturers. The reliability and ability for growth 
are important for many industries. Not only should utilities be in place or planned for, the 
land should be zoned appropriately for the type of use being recruited. Project delays due to 
rezoning issues can be costly to the potential firm, something they are looking to avoid. 
Along with proper zoning, incompatible uses should be located in other areas or properly 
buffered. 

j Additional factors include clear ownership of appropriate parcels, appropriate topography, 
and soil conditions that are relatively flat with good drainage. Proper zoning as well as 
parcel size and shape are factors in site selection. Researchers note that many firms look at 
site requirements first, incentives second. Finally, additional studies that assess the 
environmental condition or archeological resources may save time for the firm being 
recruited and make the site more attractive. 

Site-seeking employers are interested in reducing their risks, which Gunkemeyer et. al. 
separate into four categories; profit, workforce, infrastructure, and timing. Firms are 
looking for a reasonable rate of return. A general rule of thumb is for a company to show a 
return on their investment within 6 to 10 years. Communities can make their sites more 
competitive by providing incentives such as tax inducements related to job creation or low­
or no-interest loans that help to reduce the company's profit risk and decrease the time 
before they see a return on their investment. 

Firms are also looking at reducing their workforce risk, that is, employers want to be 
assured of an adequate labor pool with the skills and qualities most attractive to that 

7 Gunkemeyer, William, Myra Moss and J erold R. Thomas, "Community Preparedness for Site Development,~ 

Ohio State University Extension. http://www.ITi.wvu.edu/'vVebBook!I'homas/developmentl. h tmlllintroduction. 
10/25/02. 

" Ibid. 

9 Ibid. 
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industry. Communities can address this concern with adequate education and training of 
its populace. 

Infrastructure risk is another factor that firms look into for current and future needs. They 
may not risk a location if utilities, such as water or electricity, are not deemed reliable or 
excess capacity is unavailable for possible expansion. Additionally, fire, police, and waste 
management services must meet minimum requirements for many firms. Communities 
that invest in these services show prospective employers a track record that should project 
into the future. 

Timing is everything-especially in today's fast-paced environment, where firms are 
looking to break ground within 90 to 120 days of making a location decision. It is beneficial 
for the firm to begin revenue-producing activities as soon as possible, to counterbalance 
start-up and construction costs. Firms are looking to take advantage of market 
opportunities and fulfill promises to clients. · 

In a recent survey, 127 firms ranked the top factors in order of importance for choosing a 
site and a community:10 

• Availability and skill level of labor force 

• Pro-business government 

• Corporate income tax rates 

• Good roads and transportation 

• Real estate prices and property taxes 

• Educational system 

• Proximity to customers 

• Personal income tax 

• Colleges and universities 

• Proximity to suppliers 

• Healthy "downtown" 

• Proximity to competition 

Investments in education and infrastructure are two incentives that a community can offer 
a firm looking to relocate or expand, that h ave long lasting benefits for the community. The 
local high school nr college can offer classes that are specific to skills needed for the local 
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business, or offer facilities . Infrastructure improvements such as roads, sewer, and water 
may be more beneficial to potential firms. 

Business, Research , and Industrial Parks 

Gunkemeyer et. al. notes the importance of business and industrial parks as preparation 
for attracting new business and not trying to "sell from an empty wagon." The authors state 
that communities must establish clear goals and objectives for their proposed development 
parks. 

"Parks and sites should have, at a minimum, preliminary engineering plans for the location 
of utilities and infrastructure, a site plan showing the size and configuration of individual 
parcels within the property (which can be modified to suit an individual company's needs), 
preliminary environmental and historical assessments, and stated general conditions 
related to the sale or lease and use of the property."11 

Arend notes that many business parks are capitalizing on smart growth principles th~t 
include minimizing the impact of the park on the local environment and community. Some 
parks incorporate naturally wooded areas into their developments. Employment centers 
built around a transit node benefit employers and employees in reducing commuting costs 
and releasing land from parking requirements. 

The minimum size of a park is generally about 25 acres, however, depending on the 
industries being courted, a much larger park may be needed. As well, a larger site may be 
needed to justify preliminary engineering, environmental reports, and utility and 
infrastructure construction. The trend is for firms to locate in parks with stricter 
development standards, which are seen as safeguards to protect the company's investment 
by ensuring that the neighbors in the park will be kept to the same standards. 

Heavy industrial and contractor uses will be looking for sites with no performance 
standards that often have unpaved roads, very basic utilities and outdoor storage is often 
uncovered or fenced. Basic performance standards are attractive for parks targeting heavy 
and medium industrial uses. Roads are normally paved and utilities are provided. It is 
allowable, in general , to build metal buildings. Moderate performance standards are 
conducive to medium to light industry and allow mixed-uses with buffers and some 
landscaping requirements. Off-street parking and loading docks are common. Ther e are 
gener ally some architectural criteria for buildings. 

The most restrictive business or industrial park has advanced performance standards with 
an emphasis on aesthetics. Grounds tend to resemble a "park" with low density, requir ed 
landscaping, no outdoor storage, and offices with light versions of manufacturing, 
warehousing, or distribution operations permitted. Corporate campuses often have 
advanced performance standards. 
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Memo 
Woodburn Recreation and Parks Department • 270 Montgomery Street • W oodburn, OR 97071 

(503) 982-5264 • Fax (503) 982-5244 

To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Jim Mulder, Community Development Director _) 

D. Randall Westrick, Recreation and Parks Director~\ 
July 21 , 2003 

Park Acreage Need Analysis 

In anticipation of the Council's March 3, 3002 facilities workshop I have prepared some 
information regarding Community/Municipal park needs through 2020. 

The City's Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan classifies larger parks in Woodburn as 
community and municipal parks. Community parks are five to 20 acres in size and municipal 
parks are over 20 acres. Both park types are defined to serve broad, citywide needs. 

The Plan sets forth a combined community/municipal population standard at two acres per 
1,000 residents. Below is an analysis of parkland need based on the Plan's current 
population projection and a revised projection of 35,000 residents. The analysis applies the 
current standards as outlined in the 1999 Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan 
Update. 

2020 
Acreage 2020 Acreage 

Need Based Need Based on Surplus/deficit Acreage 
Acreage on Current Revised based on Surplus/deficit 

·- Standard Population Population 26,290 35,000 
Current Per 1,000 Projection Projection Population Population 
Acres Population 26,290 35,000 Projection Projection 

Municipal Par1<s . Centennial 24.96 
Community Parks 

• Settlemier 
• Legion 23.13 

Total 
Community/Municipal 
Park 48.09 2.0 52.58 70.00 -4.49 -21.91 
Neighborhood Park . Burlingham 

• Senior Esl . Nelson . Mini par1<s . Schools 150.75 5.5 144.6 192.5 6.15 -41 .75 
Projected Need for Pari< Land -63.66 
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Other Issues that Affect Parkland Need 

Neighborhood Parks are supplied through the application of two standards. The first is a 
population standard set at 5.5 acres per 1,000 persons. The second standard is a "regional" 
standard that says they are "within safe and easy walking for every residenf'. Therefore, the 
City might need to exceed the population standard to provide a facility that meets walking 
distance characteristic. 

Senior Estates Park does not include use characteristics for a neighborhood park. It does not 
include a playground, playfields or hard court surfaces. Because of the nature of surrounding 
residents, including these facilities within Senior Estates Park may not be feasible. 

Woodburn High School also lacks use characteristics for a neighborhood park. This school 
does not include a playground or outdoor basketball facilities. 

The Recreation and Parks Department is currently preparing to update the 1999 Parks and 
Recreation Comprehensive Plan. Issues that need analysis as a part of that process include: 

• Should schools and parks that do not meet and are not likely to ever meet minimum 
use criteria be considered a part of neighborhood park inventories (e.g. Woodburn 
High School, mini parks, Senior Estates Park)? 

• Should schools continue to be considered a part of Woodburn's neighborhood park 
inventory? While they serve neighborhood recreation needs, most do not include 
many recreation amenities such as picnic facilities, walking paths, landscaped areas 
and similar park amenities. 

• Will park acreage standards for neighborhood and community parks continue to meet 
community needs for recreation facilities? 

• The plan should outline specific measures that the School District and City might take 
to jointly acquire and develop facilities to meet growing demands for municipal, 
com~~llity and neighborhood needs. 

This memo applies new the population allocation to the City's current municipal/community 
and neighborhood park standards. Also outlined are issues regarding parkland inventory that 
need to be considered as the Park and Recreation Comprehensive Plan is updated. Please 
contact me to further discuss at extension 265 these matters or if you need additional 
information. 
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May 9, 2002 

Mark Radabaugh 
Dept. of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 200 
Salem, Oregon 97301 

tr REC'D tf 

MAY 1 0 2002 

WOODBURN COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 

Re: Woodburn Population Coordination - Periodic Review Grant Planning 
Activities 

Dear Mark: 

On May 3, 2002, Marion County met with Jolm Brown, Jim Mulder, and Greg 
· Winterowd representing th~ City of Woodburn, and Terry Cole of ODOT, to 

discuss using an interim population projection higher than the coordinated Marion 
County 2020 forecast for the City in carrying out various planning activities under 
the City's Periodic Review Work Program. The April 29, 2002 ECONorthwest 
memorandum from Bob Parkex: and Terry Moore on Woodburn Population and 
Employment Projections, 2000-2020 was utilized in this discussion. 

In reviewing the ECONorthwest methodology and projections for the City of 
Woodburn, Marion County finds the analysis to be acceptable and is in agreement 
with the City and ODOT that the coordinated 2020 County forecast of 26,290 for 
the City of Woodburn is low. 

The ECONorthwest population and employment analysis provides a revised,~range 
(low, medium, high) of W.oodburn population forecasts, based on dif rent 
Average Annual Growth Rate (AAGR) assumptions using the City's 2000 Cen us 
as the base population to which the growth rate applies. Marion County finds th, ~ 
the medium range population forecast of 34,919 based on a 2.8% AAGR is a ", 
reasonable interim forecast for use by the City of Woodburn in its Periodic 
Review work tasks. 

Marion County's coordination and consensus with the City and ODOT on the 
higher, medium-range forecast from the ECONorthwest study for intetim use at 
this time comes with several caveats. First, the forecast is an interim planning 
tool and is not an adopted projection by the County. The County intends to revisit 
the adopted 2020 coordinated forecasts for the County and cities fo llowing the 
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release by the State Department of Administrative Services/Office of Economic Analysis of new 
state and county population projection information this spring/summer based on the 2000 Census 
data. Once this information is released for review and use, it is anticipated that it will take at least 
another six months after that before any revisions to the currently adopted 2020 forecasts for the 
cities would be under consideration and undergo countywide coordination with the cities. 
Second, the interim 2020 population projection of 34,919 to be used by the City in its Periodic 
Review planning activities will be considered when the County looks at possible revisions to the 
current adopted 2020 forecasts. The interim number however, may not be the revised adopted 
forecast number since the City's allocation will need to be considered and coordinated with all 
the other cities forecasts within the county. Third, the County's review of changes to the City's 
comprehensive plan, growth boundary, and growth alternatives/strategies will be based on an 
approved coordinated 2020 population forecast for the City of Woodburn pursuant to the 
provi$ions ofORS 195.036. 

If you have any questions about the items in this letter, please contact me. 

cc: Sterling Anderson, Planning Manager 
John Brown, Woodburn City Administrator 
Jim Mulder, W oodbum Planning Administrator 
Greg Winterowd, Woodburn Planning Consultant 
Terry Cole, ODOT 
Bob Parker, ECONorthwest 
Lisa Nell, ODOT 
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0 R E G 0 N 
Incorporated 1889 

September 2, 2004 

The Honorable Marion County Board of Commissioners 
555 Court Street, NE 
Salem, OR 97309-5036 

RE: Population Coordination Work Session 

Honorable Commissioners: 

*· REC'D * 
SEP 0 3 200~ 

W00~DI3URN COMMUNITY 
cVELOPMENf P~f?T. 

On September 7, 2004, you will conduct a work session regarding population 
coordination. This is a matter of critical importance to the City of Woodburn, as we 
move forward with our periodic review work program and proposed urban growth 
boundary expansion. This work is substantially complete, and will soon be before your 
Commission for consideration. 

Woodburn's future planning is based on a 2020 population projection of34,919; a 
projection 8,629 greater than the one the County allocated to Woodburn in 1998. Our 
projection is based on estimates prepared by demography experts with the consulting firm 
ECONorthwest, and take into account Woodburn's unique demographics and growth 
patterns. This projection was used in our periodic review planning with the approval of 
Marion County Planning Staff and the DLCD. It was also used to develop the City's 
draft transportation system plan (TSP), and by ODOT in modeling improvements to the 
W oodburn!I-5 interchange. 

To complete our periodic review program and draft TSP, and to move the I-5/Woodburn 
interchange project forward, it is necessary that you formalize Woodburn's interim 
population projection. Delays in adopting a new projection will delay both Woodburn 's 
planning process and the ODOT's delivery of over-due interchange improvements. 
Adoption of a coordinated number lower than our interim estimate will result in the same 
delays, and may require W oodbum and the State to redo several years worth of costly 
planning work. For these reasons, we request that you direct staff at your September 7, 
2004 workshop to set a public hearing, at your earliest possible convenience, to consider 
formalizing Woodburn's interim projection. 

Office of the City Administrator 

270 Mo111gomery Street • Woodburn, Oregon 9707·1 

Ph.503-982-5228 • Fax 503-982-5143 
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Honorable Marion County Board of Commissioners 
September 2, 2004 
Page Two 

The attached chronology provides additional background infonnation on Woodburn's 
planning coordination with the County on this matter. City and ODOT representatives 
will attend your work session, and be available to answer any questions you may have at 
that time. If you have any questions in the meanwhile, please feel free to contact Jim 
Mulder, Community Development Director, at (503) 982-5246, or Terry Cole, ODOT 
Project Manager at (503) 986-2674. 

JCB 
cc: Mayor and Each City Councilor 

v Community Development Director 
Terry Cole, ODOT 
Greg Winterowd, Winterbrook Planning 
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City of Woodburn 1997 Periodic Review 
Chronology of Population Projection Coordination 

July 30, 1997- Woodburn's Periodic Review Work Program is approved by DLCD. 
Work program includes tasks requiring coordination with Marion County to develop a 
20-year population projection. These tasks include preparing a buildable lands inventory, 
growth management ordinance, commercial and industrial lands inventory and needs 
analysis, updating public facilities plan, revising Transportation System Plan, preparing 
wetlands, riparian and natural resources study, preparing Recreation, Parks and Open 
Spaces Plan, preparing Historic District and Downtown Plan, and updating the 
comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance. 

October 21, 1998 - Marion County Board of Commissioners approves new coordinated 
2020 population projections for Marion County cities. Woodburn's population projection 
is 26,290. 

January 2002 - City Council accepts Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis that 
identifies a major shortage of suitable industrial sites within the Woodburn UGB. EOA 
notes that recent population growth substantially outpaced 1998 projection. 

April29, 2002- ECONorthwest prepares revised Year 2000-2020 population and 
employment projections for Woodburn consistent with Woodburn Economic 
Opportunities Analysis (June 2001). Page 14 of the ECONorthwest Memorandum notes 
the following: 

"Table 7 shows population projections for the Woodburn UGB using several different 
methods. The methods result in average annual growth rates from 1.43% to 4.13%. Of 
note is the second method that applies Woodburn's current coordinated growth rate of 
2.1% to the 2000 population base of 20,100. This increases the 2020 forecast from 26,290 
to 30,459 persons- an increase of over 4,000 persons. 

Table 7. Woodburn population projections using different methods, 
2000-2020 
Method 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 

Adopted 17,210 19,133 21 ,271 23,1 52 26,290 

Adopted (2000 base pop) 20,100 22,301 24,743 27,453 30,459 

2000 Ratio (2000 base pop) 20,100 21,576 23,161 24,863 26,689 

2000 Increasing ratio {2000 base pop) 20,100 22,391 24,943 27,786 30,952 

1990-2000 MGR 20,100 24,614 30,141 36,910 45,198 

1970-2000 MGR 20,100 23,692 27,926 32,916 38,798 

Source: Marion County Coordinated Population forecast; ECONorthwest 

The "Adopted" projection is obviously flawed: not because it is conceptually flawed, but 
because its starting population has been shown by the 2000 Census to be incorrect. All 
the other forecasts are more or less reasonable in concept. They probably bound the range 
of future growth, but the boundaries are wide (from 6,000 to 25,000 new peop le). 
Narrowing the range requires more thinking, assumptions, and decisions. One must 

AAGR 

2.1 0% 

2.10% 

1.43% 

2.18% 

4.13% 

3.34% 
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understand that the numbers in Table 7 are really just arithmetic manipulations: 
assumptions about growth rates. The real issue is: what factors would cause a future 
growth rate to be approximately equal to, higher, or lower than rates observed in the past? 

From that perspective, most of the evidence we evaluated about growth and the economy 
in Woodburn (see the Cityts Economic Opportunity Analysis, 2001) suggests that it will 
continue to grow faster than the average for Marion County. We think a reasonable range 
of annual population growth rate assumptions for Woodburn is 2 .2% to 3.2%. Figure 2 
shows the results of applying a 2 .3% (low), 2.8% (medium), and 3.3% (high) average 
annual growth rate to the 2000 base population of20,100. All of the scenarios use a 
compounding method. 

The low growth scenario results in a 2020 population projection of 31,674 compared to 
the coordinated forecast of26,290. The high rate assumption results in a 2020 population 
of 38,477, while the medium rate assumption results in a 2020 population of34,919. 

Figure 2. Revised Woodburn UGB population forecast, 2000-2020, 
low (2.3% AAGR), medium (2.8%) AAGR, and high (3.3% AAGR) 
assumptions 

Population 

20,000 w::;;__---~-----,-------,----------l 

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 

J-+- High -Medium _.,._Low J 
That wide range of forecasts is often disappointing to planners, elected officials, and 
citizens: should we be able to do a better job? The answer is "no," and the description of 
the problems with forecasting for small areas on page 2 of this memorandum explains 
why. The future is uncertainty; a range of forecasts reflects that uncertainty; a single 
point-estimate does not." 

Based on this memorandum, Woodburn selected the medium population growth 
projection of 34,919. All of Woodburn's Periodic Review work has been based on 
this number. To date, Woodburn has spent approximately $1.7 million on all 
Periodic Review tasks. 
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May 9, 2002- Letter submitted to DLCD by Les Sasaki, Marion County Principal 
Planner. This letter discusses a meeting between City of Woodburn representatives, 
ODOT, and Marion County staff to coordinate a revised population projection. Pages 1-2 
of the letter state: 

"In reviewing the ECONorthwest methodology and projections for the City of 
Woodburn, Marion County finds the analysis to be acceptable and is in agreement 
with the City and ODOT that the coordinated 2020 County forecast of 26,290 for 
the City of Woodburn is low ... Marion County finds that the medium range 
population forecast of34,919 based on a 2.8% AAGR is a reasonable interim 
forecast for use by the City of Woodburn in its Periodic Review work tasks ... The 
County intends to revisit the adopted 2020 coordinated forecasts for the County and cities 
following the release by the State Department of Administrative Services/Office of 
Economic Analysis of new state and county population projection information this 
spring/summer based on the 2000 Census data. Once this information is released for 
review and use, it is anticipated that it will take at least another six months after that 
before any revisions to the currently adopted 2020 forecasts for the cities would be under 
consideration and undergo countywide coordination with the cities." (Emphasis added.) 

July 2, 2002- Periodic review grant agreement between Woodburn and DLCD is 
executed to provide planning services to complete periodic review tasks. Grant 
agreement requires coordination with Marion County on updating the 1997 coordinated 
population projection of26,290. The agreement acknowledges that this projection 
appears low and that the County will consider this projection when considering possible 
revisions to its year 2020 projections. The agreement anticipated this would likely take 
six months or more for the County to coordinate. The agreement states, "To allow 
Woodburn to proceed with its land needs assessment in a timely manner , ECONorthwest 
will prepare an interim population projection. The interim projection will serve as the 
basis for work undertaken in this study, with the explicit understanding that the adopted 
growth alternative which results as a completed periodic review task must be based on a 
coordinated population projection adopted by Marion County." (Page 1) 

November 2003 - Winterbrook Planning completes draft of comprehensive plan and 
development code amendment package, including proposed UGB amendments. These 
amendments include policies to ensure consistency with Marion County Growth 
Management Framework Plan. 

January 30, 2004 - Letter sent to Sterling Anderson, Marion County Planning by Jim 
Mulder, Woodburn Director of Community Development. Letter includes copy of 
Woodburn's draft periodic review amendment package. Letter requests comments as 
soon as possible to allow public hearings to begin by April 2004. Public hearings on 
this package postponed due primarily to lack of coordinated population projection. 

February 5, 2004 - Meeting between Marion County and City of Woodburn staff to 
coordinate revising Woodburn's population projection. 
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February 2004- Draft Woodburn Transportation System Plan is completed. The draft 
TSP is based on proposed land use plans to accommodate population projection of 
34,919. Public hearings to adopt the draft TSP are postponed until revised 
population projection is approved by Marion County. 

April21, 2004 - DLCD submits comments on Woodburn's draft periodic review tasks. 
Page 3 of the DLCD letter includes this statement: 

"Woodbum.has been working with Marion County to develop a revised population 
projection for 2020. A tentative population projection of34,919 (2020) has been used for 
planning purposes until a new projection is developed and adopted by Marion County. 
The Department anticipates another review of the population projection subject to the 
release of new projections by the Oregon Office of Economic Analysis for each county in 
the next few months, or Marion County adopts a new coordinated projection, which ever 
comes first. Whatever final projection Marion County adopts, the city and county must 
agree to in order to address the mandated coordination requirement. With the above 
reservations stated, the foregoing analysis will assume a 2020 population of34,919." 
(Page 3) 

April 2004 - State of Oregon releases revised population forecasts for counties. 

June 16, 2004- Meeting between Marion County staff, Commissioner Milne, Woodburn 
staff, and Terry Cole ofODOT. Coordination of Woodburn' s population projection was 
discussed, with apparent agreement that the County would expedite consideration of 
Woodburn's increased population projection. It was recognized that Woodburn has 
completed its periodic review tasks and cannot proceed with public hearings without a 
revised coordinated population projection. 

June 23, 2004- Preliminary comments on draft periodic review amendment package 
submitted to City of Woodburn by Les Sasaki, Marion County Planning. 

August 2004 - Draft Environmental Assessment for the Woodburn I-5 Interchange is 
completed. This document must be adopted before funding and construction of the 
interchange upgrades can occur. The draft Environmental Assessment is based on the 
land use plans and traffic projections contained in the draft Woodburn Transportation 
System Plan. Public hearings to adopt the draft Environmental Assessment are 
postponed until draft TSP is adopted by City Council, which cannot be adopted 
until revised population projection is approved by Marion County. 

September 7, 2004 - Board of Commissioners and County staff schedule work session to 
discuss process of coordinating revised population projections. 
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• a 

MtMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Marion County Board of Commissioners 

Greg Winterowd 

COMMUNITY 
RESOURCE 
PLANNING 

Date: 

Re: 

November 10,2004 

Marion County Comprehensive Plan Amendn:tents to Update the 
Coordinated 2020 Population Projections for the City of W oodbum 
and for Marion County 

This memorandum responds to 1000 Friends' objections to the Board's adoption of 
W oodbum' s revised Year 2020 population projection. As the Board knows, this projection 
has served as the foundation for planning efforts in Woodburn since April of 2002. The 
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD), the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) and Marion County planning staff all have agreed that this projection 
represents a reasonable, if not conservative, estimate of population growth. 

In its November 3, 2004letter, 1000 Friends argues that "the County should take a 
conservative approach to population projections because aggressive projections will lead to an 
over-sized Urban Growth Boundary expansion, the loss of great fan:illand, and the loss of the 
jobs and dollars that agricultural land supports." 1000 Friends suggests that Woodburn should 
adopt the low range year 2020 population projection of 31,67 4, rather than the midrange 
projection of34,919. The underlying reason for 1000 Friends projection is transparent: a 
smaller population projection means that less land will be need for housing, parks and schools. 

Marion County Growth Management Framework Plan 
The Marion County Growth Management Framework Plan recognizes that Woodburn will be 
a focal point of growth in Marion County through the year 2040: 

uThe Growth Management Framework Preferred Alternative focuses the majority 
of growth in the County to the larger communities of Salem, Keizer, Woodburn, 
Stayton and Silverton. The klrger communities contain the essential components 
needed to accommodate growth such as infrastructure, services, developed 
employment klnds, and a variety of housing options that are not all avaiklble in the 
smaller communities within the county. These klrger communities serve as urban 
centers within several defined areas of the County around which several smaller 
communities are located and which are dependent upon the klrger communities for 
various services." 
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The population projection of 34,919 recommended by your staff is consistent with the 
Framework Plan's policy determination that Woodburn, as a full-service city, contains the 
essential components needed to accommodate growth. 

ECONorthwest 2002 P rojection 
The primary basis for Woodburn's Year 2020 population projection is found in 
ECONorthwest's April29, 2002 memorandum entitled "Woodburn Population and 
Employment Projections, 2002-2020." 

From 1970, Woodburn's population grew.at an average annual rate (AAGR) of over 3.3% 
from 1970-2000 (see Table 1 below). In its April2002 memorandum, ECONorthwest 
suggests a growth rate range of2.2- 3.3%. In Woodburn's case, the high end of this range is 
equal to the actual AAGR experienced by Woodburn from 1970-2000. Rather than selecting 
the high end of the range suggested by ECONorthwest, W oodbum, Marion County and state 
planners recommended the mid-range projection. In other words, the projection now under 
consideration by the Marion County Board is conservative. 

T bl 1 W db a e 00 urn p I . G opu at1on rowt h R t aes, 1970 2000 -
Year Woodburn Population• Average Annual Growth Rate 
1970 7,495 --
1980 11 ,196 1970-1980: 4.09% 
1990 13,404 1980-1990: 1 .82% 
2000 . 20,100 1990-2000: 4.13% 
Overall 1970·2000: 3.34% 
*Source: Oregon Blue Book 

1000 Friends argues further that the population projection prepared by ECONorthwest in 2002 
is too high, because the year 2000 population projection adopted by Woodburn and Marion 
County in 1980 (23,000) is lower than the actual2000 population (20,100). While the 
accuracy of the Woodburn's 1980-2000 population projection has little if any relevance to 
ECONorthwest's 2002 projection, it is at least interesting to note that Woodburn's average 
annual growth rate during this period, including a major recession in the 1980s, was 3.0% ­
slightly above ~he 2.8% growth rate projected by ECONorthwest. 

Contrary to 1000 Friends implications, ECONorthwest did not base Woodburn's population 
. projection on unrealistic economic development conclusions. Although job creation is related 

to population growth, it is not the only factor. For example, on pages 15-16 of the 
memorandum, ECONorthwest notes that "Woodburn is at the periphery of the Portland­
Vancouver and Salem metropolitan areas, and it is typical for small towns at the peiiphery of 
urban areas to grow faster than the urban area as a whole." ECONorthwest also notes that 
Woodburn grew at an average rate of 4. 1% from 1990-2000. 

1000 Friends' underlying concern is that, "if the consultant's assumptions are overly 
optimistic the UGB will be overly large, prime farmland will be needlessly committed to 
urbanization, and the oversupply of land in the UGB will encourage inefficient development 
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within the UGB." 1000 Friends concern is unfounded. Woodburn is planning for a lower 
population growth rate over the next 20 years than it has experienced for the last 30 years and 
considerably higher densities. 

Of equal importance, we fundamentally disagree with 1000 Friends that the quality of 
agricultural land surrounding Woodburn should be used as the basis for long-term population 
projections. Goal14 and ORS 197.298 requirements for agricultural land preservation must 
be addressed when urban growth boundary amendments are proposed. However, the 
population projections should be realistic and objective, so that communities can plan for the 
growth that is likely to occur during the 20-year planning period. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
MARION COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

LEGISLATIVE AMENDMENT (LA) 04-3: 
AMENDMENTS TO THE MARION COUNTY 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TO UPDATE 
THE 2020 POPULATION PROJECTIONS 

FOR THE CITY OF WOODBURN 
AND FOR MARION COUNTY 

-"- Rt::-c" ['; }...{ 1!: ..• .1' j 

OCT 0 5 2004 

WOODGUI1N CUMMUN:TY 
GEVELOPt·iB~r DEPT. 

PURPOSE OF THE HEARING: To receive testimony on amendments to the Marion County 
Comprehensive Plan "Background and Inventory Report" by updating the text of the Population 
History and Projections section, including updated 2020 population projections for the City of 
Woodburn and for Marion County. These amendments are · the first part of a two-part population 
coordination process with local governments. This first part of the process addresses the need of 
the City of Woodburn to update their current, adopted 2020 projection as part of the City's 
Periodic Review of its comprehensive plan. The second part of the process will address the 
population projection needs for all the cities in the county and the unincorporated area through 
the coordinated participation, review and adoption of new population projections for use in 
maintaining and updating the comprehensive plans of cities within the county. 

DATE AND TIME OF HEARING: November 10, 2004; 10:00 a.m. 

LOCATION OF HEARING: Senator Hearing Room 1233, First Floor 
Marion County Courthouse Square 
555 Court Street NE, Salem, Oregon 

HOW TO PARTICIPATE: Anyone desiring to speak either for or against the proposed 
amendments may do so in person or by representative at the public hearing. Written comments 
may be filed with the Marion County Planning Division prior to the public hearing. The 
amendment request, documents and evidence relied upon by the County and applicable criteria 
are available for inspection at no cost and copies are available at cost from the Marion County 
Planning Division, 555 Court Street NE, Room 2 130, Salem, Oregon. A complete copy of file 
information, including staff report and recommendations will be available seven (7) days prior to 
the hearing. All testimony and evidence shall be directed to the applicable criteria or the person 
providing testimony shall state which other criteria is believed to app ly to this proposal. Mail 
written statements to: Marion County Planning Division, PO Box 14500, Salem OR 97309. 

LAND USE DECISION CRITERIA: Criteria upon which the decision will be based include: 
l. · Oregon Revised Statutes 195.025, 195.036 and Chapters 197,203 and 2 15 
2. Marion County Comprehensive Land Use Plan Urbanization Section and Background 

and Inventory Report (Population His tory and Projections) 
3. ~ Oregon Statewide Land Use Planning Goals (Goals 1, 2 and 14) 

For information regarding this request, contact: Les Sasaki, Planner, Marion County Planning 
Div is ion , 555 Court Street NE, Room 2130, PO Box 14500, Sa lem OR 97309. Phone: 503-588-
5038 E-mail: 1sasa ki@co.marion.or. us Website: www .publicworks.co.marion.or. us/ planning 

ACCOMMODATION OF PHYSICAL IMP AIRlvlENTS: [n order to accommodate persons with 
physical impainnents, please noli fy the Planning Divis ion of any specia l physical or language 
accommodations you may need as far in advance of the hearing as possible. 
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DRAFT DRAF'T 
BEFORE TilE BOARD OF COl\11\II SS IONERS 

FOR i\JARION COUNT\' , OREGON 

In the l\·1atter of an Ordinance Amending ) 
the Marion County Comprehensive Plan ) 
" Background and Inventory Report" by ) 
updating the text ofthe Population History ) 
and Proj ections section, including updated ) 
2020 population projections for the City o f ) 
Woodburn and for Marion County, and ) 
declaring an emergency. ) 

ORDINANCE NO. 1201 

DRAFT 

THE MARION COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS HEREBY ORDAINS 
AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. PURPOSE 

This ordinance is enacted pursuant to the authority granted to general law counties in the 
State of Oregon by Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) Chapter 197 to amend the Marion 
County Comprehensive Plan to conform \Vith the provisions under ORS Chapter 195 .025 
and 195.036 fo r comprehensive land use planning and population forecast coordination 
with local governments wi thin the county. 

SECTION 2. AUTHORJZATION 

The Marion County Board of Commissioners initiated consideration of legislati ve 
amendments to the Marion County Comprehensive Plan to update the coord inated 
population projections in the Plan for incorporated and unincorporated areas by 
Resolution No. 04-3 lR on June 30, 2004. The Board o f Commissioners held a work 
session on September 7, 2004 on population coordination and decided on a coordination 
process wi th local gove rnments involving a two-part approach. The first part of the 
process addresses the need of the City of Woodburn to update the current , adopted 2020 
population proj ection based on an April 2002 population and employment projecti on 
study prepared as part of the City's Periodic Rev iew work program to update their 
comprehensive plan, along with the May 2004 release by the State Offi ce of Economic 
Analysis of updated long-range population forecasts for the state and count.ies. The 
second pari of the coordi nation process will address the population projec tion needs for 
all the cit ies in the county and the un incorporated area through the coordinated 
part icipa tion, rev iew and adoption of new 2025 or 2030 population projec tions for usc in 
mai nt aining and update the comprehens ive plans of the cit ies within the count y. 

On Seplcmber 2 (). 2004, the Board of Commissioners SCI a public heari ng ror No\'c!llbcr 
I 0. 200-l , to consi der amendi ng the ( 'omprchcnsivc Plan " Background and lrn 'Cnlorv 
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DRAFT DRAFT 
Rcpor1" by updating the adopted 2020 population projections for the City or \\'oodbum 
and Marion County consistent wi th the coordination provisions of ORS 19 5.0Jo. 

The Board of Commissioners held a public hearing on NoH:mber I 0, 2004 fo r which 
proper public notice, ath·ertiscment and re,·ie\\. was given. All persons present during the 
public hearing and those IHO\·ided no ti ce of the hearing, were given the opportun ity to 
speak or present \Vritten statements on the amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. 

~ECTION 3. EVIDENCE AND FINDfNGS 

The Board of Commissioners reviewed the evidence and find ings in the record and gave 
due consideration to the testimony provided in the hearing record. The amenJments to 
the Marion County Comprehensive Plan by adopting the tex t amendments to the 
Population History and Projections section of the "Background and Inventory Report" are 
based on consideration and analysis of information on population growth forecasts for 
Marion County and the City of Woodburn through the year 2020. The Board makes the 
following findings on the amendments: 

3.1 ORS 195.036 requires the County to "establish and maintain a population forecast 
for the entire area within its boundary for use in maintaining and updating 
comprehensive plans" and to ''coordinate the forecast with local governments 
within its boundary." The current 2020 population proj ections in the Marion 
County Comprehensiv_e Plan were coordinated and adopted in October 1998 
(Ordinance No. I 09 1) and there is a need to periodically review and update these 
projec tions based on recen t growth rates and trends, availabi lity of new 
infom1ation such as the 2000 Census data, and new population studies and 
forecasts invo lving the county and local governments. 
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Marion County has and continues to meet and coordinate with the City of 
Woodburn on the current periodic review work program tasks to update the City 's 
comprehensive plan. In May 2002, Marion County, the City of Woodburn, the 
State Department of Land Conservation and Development , and the Oregon 
Depar1ment of Transportation agreed that the coordinated 2020 County forecast of 
26,290 for the City was too low given recent population trends and agreed on an 
interim 2020 population projection o f 34,919 for the City for use in its periodic 
review work tasks. Agreement and coordination on the interim project ion was 
based on County review of the City's Apri l 2002 population and employment 
projec tion study and came with severa l caveats: 1) the forecast was an interim 
pla1ming tool and not an adopted projection by the Count y; 2) the County 
intended to review the adopted 2020 forecasts follo\\' ing the re lease by the Office 
o f Economic Ana lys is (OEA) of new long-range forecasts fo r the state and 
counties; J) the in terim 2020 projecti on \\·ould be considered by the Cou nty when 
it rc,· iewcd and coordinated rc\·ised 2020 or new projections \\· ith all the cities 
and 111 ~1y not be the revised projcc tion; and 4) that County review or the updated 
Cit y comprehensive plan and any Urban Ci rowth Boundary <1 111 endment would he 
h : ISt:d llll ;111 adop icd ;111 d coordin ated 2020 projection rl)r thL' Cit :-· jl lli"Slllll1t to 
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ORS 195.03(>. The Board llnds that the coordinati on requirement or ORS 
195 .036 \v ith regn rd to the Cit y of Woodbum has been satis fi ed. 

3.2 The Office of Economic Analys is (OEA) within the Oregon Departme nt of 
Administrati ve Services released updated long-rnnge population forecas ts through 
the year 2040 at fi ve-year increments for the slate and counties on May I, 2004. 
The OEA forecast incorporates the 2000 Census data and uses the year 2000 as 
the base year for these forecasts. 

Marion County, through its participation in the Sa lem-Keizer Area Transportat ion 
Study (SKATS) planning process, reviewed the draft 2003 and final 2004 OEA 
population fo recasts for Marion and Polk Counties in coordination with the Salem 
area jurisdictions (City of Salem, City of Keizer, City of Turner, Polk County, 
Salem-Keizer School District, Salem Area Mass Transit, Oregon Department of 
Transportation, Department of Land Conservation and Development and Mid 
Willamette Council of Governments). The SKATS Technical Advisory 
Committee Population and Land Use Subcommittee agreed on the two-county 
forecast totals for Marion and Polk Counties throughout the forecast years and 
recommended changes to the individual county forecasts within the forecast 
years. The final 2004 OEA forecast report did not precisely incorporate the 
recommended changes for Marion and Pol~ Counties but were very close in line 
to the adjustments suggested to the draft 2003 OEA forecasts that were reviewed. 

The current 2020 population projec tions in the Marion County Comprehensive 
Plan utili zed the 1997 OEA long-range population forecasts for Marion and Polk 
Counties with adjustments to the individual county 2020 forecasts to reflect the 
planning studies within each jurisdi ction. The adopted two-county forecast of 
452,540 was within one-percent of the two-county OEA forecast of 456,7 10. The 
adopted 2020 forecast for Marion County was 350,952 and for Polk County the 
forecast was I 0 I ,588. 

The 2004 OEA long-range forecasts provide for a two-county 2020 forecast of 
462,6 12 and a 2020 Marion County forecast of 367,018. In applying the 2004 
OEA Marion County forecast to the current adopted 2020 forecast numbers and 
adjusting for the currently adopted 2020 Polk County forecast of I 0 I ,588 to the 
2004 OEA two-county total of 462,6 12 the adjusted Marion Count y 2020 fo recast 
is 36 1,024. This adjusted Marion County forecast using the 2004 OEA fo recast 
numbers for the year 2020 and app lying the forecast to the currentl y adopteJ 2020 
Mari on County forecast in the Comprehensive Plan, provides for a eli fference or 
I 0,432 a hove the currently adopted Marion County 2020 forecast of 350,952 . 

The Roan! finds that OEA used de lc nsih lc, accepted procedures and methodology 
in tlc\·clnping the long-range stat e and county forecasts. cons idered the input ul' 
the Salem area juri sdictions in formul ati ng the Marion and Polk Count y lo rcc;tsts. 
and that the ('vlari on County 2ll20 forecast ilS adjusted based on curren tly adop ted 
~02() lim.:-c ;tst nu rn hcrs, is rcasn t1:1hk based on c.\is till !,! inl'onnatinn. Volume 3 

Page 235 



DRAF1' DRAFT DH.AFT 

3.3 The City or Woodburn, as part o r their Periodic Review \\·ork program to update 
the City's comprchcnsi\'e plan, prepared a popu lation and employment proj ection 
study thnt was pu t together by ECONonhwest and dated Apri l 21). 2002. The 
study presents population and employment projections for the Woodburn Urban 
Growth Boundary for the peri od 2000 through 2020. The analys is rcvic\\' cd: the 
City's coordinated 2020 population forecast and methodology used by the County 
to develop the adopted 2020 projec ti ons; the curren t employment forecas t in the 
City' s Transportation System Plan; hi storical population and employment growth 
in Woodburn , other citi es, Marion County and the sta te over several decades; and 
forecasts of populati on and employment growth for vario us regions in the stat e. 

The current adopted 2020 population projec tion for the Cit y o f Woodburn is 
26,290 based on a 2.13 percent average mmual growth rate applied to the 1997 
Portland State University city estimate of 16, !50 through the year 2020. 
Historical population data and growth patterns including the 2000 Census data 
population for the City of 20,100 indicate the current adopted growth rate is too 
low for the 2000 through 2020 forecast period. The ECONorthwest 2002 study 
proposes a range (low, medium and high) of annual population growth rate 
assumptions for Woodburn that are applied to the 2000 base population of 20, I 00 
which is the 2000 Census population number for the City. The low range (a 2.3 
percent annual growth rate) results in a 2020 population projection of 31,674. 
The medium range (a 2.8 percent annual growth rate) results in a projecti on of 
34,919. The hi gh range (a 3.3 percent annual growth rate) results in a proj ection 
of 38,477. 

The Board finds that the methodology, analysis and projections for the C ity of 
Woodburn within the ECONorthwest population and employment projections 
study for the period 2000 through 2020 to be acceptable and that the current 
adopted 2020 projection of 26,290 using a 2.13 percent average am1ual growth 
rate for the period 1997-2020 for the City of Woodburn in the Marion County 
Comprehensive Plan is low. The Board further finds that based on the 
ECONorthwes t study for the City of Woodburn, that the medium range 
population projection of 34,919 for the year 2020 based on a 2.8 percent average 
aruma! growth applied to the City's 2000 Census population of 20, I 00 for the 
2000 through 2020 period is a reasonable proj ection. 

3.4 The medium range City of Woodbum 2020 population projec ti on of 34,919 in the 
ECONorthwest s tudy is an increase o f 8,629 over the currentl y adopted 2020 
proj ec ti on contained within the Marion Count y Comprehensive Plan. The 2004 
OEA long-range 2020 popu lati on forecas t for Marion County adjusted for the 
adopted 2020 Polk Count y forecast provides fo r an increased difTc rcnc(: or I O,-U 2 
over the CliJTently adopted 2020 Mari on Coun ty tota l of 350,<)52. 
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provided for in the 2004 OEA long-range popu la tion forecast lll r the state and 
cou nties . The Board further finJ s that the amendments to upd ;1tc coordi nated 
populati on projec tions \\'i th local go,·emmcnts to address changes in grow th 
pattems based on new popula tion studies and information is in compliance wi th 
the S tatewide Planning Goals. 

SECTION 4. AMENDMENTS TO THE COM PREH ENS IVE PLAN 

The Marion County Comprehensi\'e Plan is amended to include the adoption of revised 
tex t to the Population History and Proj ections sec ti on o f the "Background and Invento ry 
Report" as set forth in Exhibit A. The tex t amendments al so update the population tables 
to include data from the 2000 Census. 

SECTION 5. SEVERABILITY 

Should any sec tion, subsecti on, paragraph, sentence, c lause or phrase o f this ordinance or 
any policy, provision, finding, s tatement, conclusion or designation of a parti cu lar land 
use or area of land, or any other portion , segment or e lement of this ordinance or of any 
amendments thereto and adopted hereunder, be declared invalid for any reason, such 
declaration shall not affect the validity or continued application of any other portion or 
element of thi s ord inance or amendments to Marion County Ordinance No. 5 16 as 
amended hereunder; and ifthis ordinance or any portion thereof should be invn lid on one 
ground, but vnfid on another, it sha ll be constmed that the va lid ground is the one upon 
which thi s ordinance or any portion thereof, wns enacted. 

SECTION 6. EMERGENCY CLAUSE 

This ordinance amending the Mnrion County Comprehensive Plan, being necessary to 
protect the pub lic health , sa fet y and welfare, an emergency is declared to exist and this 
Ordinance shall become effecti ve upon its passage. 

SIGNED and FINA LIZED at Salem, Oregon thi s _ _ day of ______ , 2004. 

MAR ION COUNTY BOARD OF COMM ISS IONERS 

------ ---- - --·------·---
Chair 

Recordi ng Secretary 

.J UDICIAL NOTICE 

Oregon Rc\·ised Statutes (ORS) Chapter I l)7.830 pro,·idcs that land usc dec is ions 111ay he 
rcv ic\\'ed by th e: Land l ise Board n l' :\ppcal s ( l.lJ I3 1\) by fil ing lll)licc () r int Cill In appc<ll 
\\' ithin 21 lLr;. s rrolll til e lLi tc thi s lHd in <lll L'C is rna ilcd Volume 3 
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EXHIBIT A 
MARION COUNTY 

COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN 

BACKGROUND AND INVENTORY REPORT 
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POPULATION HISTORY AND PROJECTIONS 

The fi rst U.S. Census ofPopulation, in 1850, reported Marion County's population as 2,749. At that 
time, other Oregon counties reporting population were: Benton, 814, Clackamas, I ,859; Clatsop, 
462; Linn, 994, Polk, I ,051 ; Washington, 2,652; and Yamhill , 1,5 12. 

Historical population from 1900 for the State of Oregon, Marion County and the incorporated areas 
within the county is shown by Table No. 19. Figure 2 graphically shows the population growth trend 
of the county and the incorporated areas in the county and also the relationship between the two. In 
1900, population within incorporated areas accounted for just 26.8 percent of total county 
population. By 1910, a major change had taken place in the amount of population residing within 
incorporated areas, with the figure at 50.6 percent. The incorporated population comprised 50 to 60 
percent of the county' s population into the 1970's, but by 1980 the incorporated area supported over 
70 percent of the 

TA BLE NO. 19 (*UPDA TED TO i NCLUDE 2000 CENSUS JNFORMA TIO(j) *uedated 
POPU LATION HISTORY 1929 1995 1900-2000 column 

Oregon, Marion County, and Incorporated Areas Within Marion County 

1900 1920 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 

Oregon 413 ,536 783,389 1,089,684 1,521 ,3 41 I ,768,687 2,091,533 2,633, 105 2,842,321 3,421,399 

Ma rion Count~ 27.7 13 47,187 75,246 101 ,401 120,888 151,309 171.700 230,028 28~,838 

Aumsvi lk 171 174 28 1 JOO 590 1.432 l.b50 3,003 

Aurora 122 229 228 242 274 }06 523 567 655 

Detroit 20b J28 367 33 1 261 

Donald l2b 164 187 20 1 131 267 316 612 

Gates 189 250 455 499 471 

Gervais 224 268 332 457 438 746 799 992 1,009 

Hubbard 21J J20 387 493 526 975 1,640 1.88 1 2,483 

Idanha 442 295 280 319 289 232 

Jefferson 273 4 17 479 636 716 936 1,702 1,805 2,487 

Keizer 21,884 31,203 

Mill City 1.289 1,451 1,565 I ,555 /,537 

Mt. t\ ngcl 537 936 1.032 I ,3 15 1,428 1,97_1 2.876 2,778 3, 111 

St. Paul too 183 226 25~ J .J6 312 322 3.5./ 

Sa lem .J.2S8 17,679 30.908 -10,087 .J5,2.J5 bl,960 89.233 107.7R6 I 36,914 

S(otts Mills 208 227 2 17 155 208 l·I<J 2lD 311 

Si lverlon (·56 2.251 2.925 J, I.J() 3.081 .JJOI 5, I C>R 5.635 i ,.J /4 

Stayton .ll.J ().1') 1.085 1.507 2. 108 3.17() .J.J<)(l 5.0 11 6,816 

Subl111111~ 172 2KO 367 .j<)() (>_1-1 1.077 I .4'>1 Z,l./8 

Turn l'r 2gl) .JI.J (>1 0 7711 X.J r, l . ll h 1.2 1 R I ,199 

Wouuhurn S2~ 1,65(! 1.9R2 2 . .\'15 _1,120 7 .·1'1.' 11,1% IJ,.J().( 10,1 0() 

S<>llfl'C ' l! S t 'cllSllS fl urCJII 
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residents. The nuctuation in the percentages is a fun ction of the manner in \vhich incorporations and 
annex ations have taken place. Concentrations of population adjacent to incorporated areas may exist 
for a number o f years before the area is either incorporated or annexed. By t9-9B 2000, with the 
incorporation of Keizer, incorporated areas accounted for nearly T4 79 percent of Marion County's 
population. This demonstrates that the percentages of incorporated population do not always reflect 
the tme amount of urban population. The trend of tota l urban population growth would most likely 
be a constant ly increas ing percentage and would always be a higher percentage than incorporated 
popu lation. 
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The history of population growth in the State of Oregon reveals a steady increase in total population 
every decade from 1900 to t99e 2000. Historic and proj ected state population is displayed in Table 
No. 20 and is shown graphically in Figure 3. The projections were made by the Oregon Offi ce of 
Economic Analysis in +997 2004. 

The significance of the state population is its magnitude and distri bution. The present growth rate 
( 1990-1995) of approximately two percent per year is nearly doub le the national average.' In 
addition, approximately 70 percent o f the state population is located in the Willamette Valley where 
most of the increase in population is occurring. Seventy percent of the state population increase 
between 1990 and 1995 occurred in the Wil lamette Valley with about 65 percent of th is total 
increase bei ng due to in-migration. The valley is ex pectcu to continue to receive the major share of 
the state's populati on increnses, putting a great dea l of pressure on Marion County and its cities to 
prov ide for these new residents. 
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County Population 

TAI3LE NO. 20 (*Updated) 
OREGON HISTO RJC & PROJECTED POPULATION 

Year Popul3tion 

1940 I ,089,684 

1950 1,521,341 

1960 I, 768,687 

1970 2,091 ,533 

1980 2,633,156 

1990 2,842,32 1 

1995 3, 132 ,000 

2000 3,486,888 
3,421,399 

20 10 3,8571,886 
3,843,900 

2020 4,3'26,686 
4,359,258 

2030 4.71=t6,88EI 
4,891,225 

2040 5,193,888 
5,425,408 

Average Annual 
Growth Rate(% ) 

3.39 

1.52 

1.69 

2.33 

0.77 

1.96 

K9 
1.79 

H-5 
1.03 

t+5 
1.26 

&:99 
l.l5 

&.-&4 
1.04 

Sources: 1940-96 2000, U.S. Census; 1995, Portland State 
University; 2000-40 Oregon Office of Economic Analysis 

The trend of continuous increase of total state population has been accompanied by continuous 
increases in total Marion County population, usually at a higher rate than ach ieved by total state 
growth. 

Table No. 21 indicates that, like the state, Marion County is experiencing a large percentage of its 
population increase from in-migration. Marion County has experienced a population ~owth average 
per decade this century of approximately 25 percent up through 1990. The 1997 estimate of267, 700 
people in Marion County indicates growth in the 1990s may closely resemble, the long-term average. 

The Oregon Offi ce of Economic Analys is (OEA) prepared stale and county-level population 
projections in 1997 at five-year increments through the year 2040. Marion County participated in 
a series of discussions with representat ives o f the citi es to detenn inc how the OEA estimate for 
Marion County should be distributed . The population projec tions fo r Marion County and all its 
incorporated cities are shown in Table No. 22 . The methodology used to uevclop th e pre liminary 
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projec lions was a com bi nat ion of consi cleri ng growth policies oft he \" arious j urisdictions, includi ng 
the county. 

TABLE NO. 21 
COMPONENTS OF MARION COUNTY AND STATE POPULATION CHANG E 

1990- 1997 

Natural 
Births Deaths Increase Net Migration Total Increase 

Marion County 29,476 16,266 13,210 26,007 39,21 7 

Oregon 308,272 194,974 11 3,298 26 1,38 1 374,679 

Source: PSU Center for Population Research and Census 

Percent 
Increase 

17.2 

13.2 

These projections must be viewed as guesses about the future population in Marion County. These 
numbers may or may not be achieved at specified points in time. It is important, however, that as 
accurate as possible projections be made for each jurisdiction's plmming area to form a database for 
long and short-range plans and implementing programs. These projections provide target dates for 
planners and decision-makers to develop and implement the necessary programs to balance the 
various goals of the community. By programming community services and facilities according to 
levels of need at appropriate points in time, cost effective use of public and private funds can be 
improved. 

The establishment and maintenance o{20-vear projections (or Marion County and the cities as 
shown ill Table No. 22 are used bv the County to coordinate comprehensive plans and need to be 
reviewed and updated p eriodically. As actual growth rates change or new population studies are 
conducted and adopted, it is expected that these projections will be updated and new projections 
t!eveloped in coordination with the cities. 

Tire omce o{Economic Analvsis (OEA) prepared updated long-term state and countypopulation 
forecasts in 2004 at five-year increments through 2040 that incorporated the 2000 Census data. 
The 2004 OEA forecasts will be used as a tool ill reviewing current adopted projections and (or 
developing new coordinated projections with the cities and (or the county. 

The City of Woodbum, as part o{ their Periodic Review work program to update tlreir 
comprehensive plan, prepared a population and employm ent projection study in 2002 (or the 
planning p eriod o(2000-2020. The study is tir e basis (or a revision to the 2020 projection (or the 
City o(Woodbum contained in Table No. 22 ami similar revision to tir e countv popu/atioll total. 

Urban Population 

Proj ections ofurban area population are maue based upon the urban growth programs of each city 
in Mari on County and the overall land use goals and po licies of the state and county. Each 
community's growth potential was analyzed using past growth trenus and expec ted growth pressures 
·n the future. Each community was consulteu in developing these project ions to coordinate city­
county gro\\'th plans. These projec tions will help gi,·c pcrs pec ti \'\~ to the dcvelopmcn' ·· · " -- ~" " 1-
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Marion County by indicating the relationships among population centers. They will also prov.ide 
guidance in the updating of urban growth boundaries for each city. 

Volume 
Page 

TABLE NO. 22 ( *ue.dated to show revisionsl 
POPULATION - ACTUAL & PROJECTED 

Marion County and Incorporated Areas Within Marion County 

Jurisdiction 19901 1997 1 2000 20202 

Marion County 230,028 267,700 284,838 350,952 
359,581 

Aumsville 1,650 2,820 3,003 4,695 

Aurora 567 675 655 930 

Detroit 331 380 262 535 

Donald 316 630 612 1,050 

Gates3 458 489 429 800 

Gervais 992 1,220 2,009 2, 168 

Hubbard 1,88 1 2,205 2,483 3, 105 

Idanha3 177 200 147 230 

Jefferson I ,805 2,300 2,487 2,895 

Mill City' 308 3 10 312 420 

Mt. Angel 2,778 3,020 3,121 4,365 

St. Paul 322 350 354 475 

Salem/Keizer 129,677 152,530 169,127 255,338 

Scotts Mills 283 3 15 312 420 

Silverton 5,635 6,675 7,414 9,965 

Stayton 5,01 1 6,290 6,816 9,250 

. Sublimity 1,49 1 2 ,145 2,148 3,590 

3 

Turner I ,2 18 1,330 1,199 2, 145 

Woodburn 13,404 16,150 20,100 %79B 
34,919 

1 City only 
' UrbJn area- ci ty and unincorporJted 
) Marion County portion only 

Sources: 1990 and 2000, U.S. Census Dureau; 1997, Portland State University 
Center for Population Research and Census; 2020 Marion County, Oregon Office 
of Economic Analys is; 2020 cities, Marion County 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
FOR MARION COUNTY, OREGON 

In the Matter of an Ordinance Amending ) 
the Marion County Comprehensive Plan ) 
"Background and Inventory Report" by ) 
updating the text of the Population History ) 
and Projections section, including updated ) 
2020 population projections for the City of ) 
Woodburn and for Marion County, and ) 
declaring an emergency. ) 

ORDINANCE NO. 1201 

THE MARION COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS HEREBY ORDAINS 
AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. PURPOSE 

This ordinance is enacted pursuant to the authority granted to general law counties in the 
State of Oregon by Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) Chapter 197 to amend the Marion 
County Comprehensive Plan to conform with the provisions under ORS Chapter 195.025 
and 195.036 for comprehensive land use planning and population forecast coordination 
with loca l governments within the county. 

SECTION 2. AUTHORJZATION 

The Marion County Board of Commissioners initiated consideration of legislative 
amendments to the Marion County Comprehensive Plan to update the coordinated 
population projections in the Plan for incorporated and unincorporated areas by 
Resolution No. 04-31R on June 30, 2004. The Board of Commissioners held a work 
session on September 7, 2004 on population coordination and decided on a coordination 
process with local governments involving a two-part approach. The first part of the 
process addresses the need of the Ci ty of Woodburn to update the current, adopted 2020 
population projection based on an April 2002 population and. employment projection 
study prepared as part of the City's Periodic Review work program to update their 
compr.ehensive plan, along with the May 2004 release by the State Office of Economic 
Analysis of updated long-range population forecasts for the state and counti es. The 
second part of the coord ination process will address the population projection needs for 
all the cities in the county and the unincorpo rated area through the coordi nated 
participation, review and adoption of new 2025 or 2030 population projections for usc in 
maintaining and updating the comprehensive plans of the cities within the coun ty. 

On September 29, 2004, the Board of Commissioners se t a public hearing for November 
I 0, 2004, to consider amending the Comprehensive Plan " Background and f,..,. , , nt()rv 
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Report" by updating the adopted 2020 population projections for the C ity of Woodburn 
and Marion County consistent with the coordination provisions of ORS 195.036. 

The Board of Commissioners held a public hearing on November I 0, 2004 for which 
proper public notice, advertisement and review was given. All persons present during the 
public hearing and those provided notice of the hearing, were given the opportunity to 
speak or present written statements on the proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments. 

SECTION 3. EVIDENCE AND FINDINGS 

The Board of Commissioners reviewed the evidence and find ings in the record and gave 
due consideration to the testimony provided in the public hearing record. The 
amendments to the Marion County Comprehensive Plan by adopting the text 
amendments to the Population History and Projections section of the "Background and 
Inventory Report", are based on consideration and analysis of information on population 
growth forecasts for Marion County and the City of Woodburn through the year 2020. 
The Board makes the following findings on the amendments: 

3.1 ORS 195.036 requires the County to "establish and maintain a population forecast 
for the entire area within its boundary for use in maintaining and updating 
comprehensive plans" and to "coordinate the forecast with local governments 
within its boundary." The current 2020 population projections in the Marion 
County Comprehensive Plan were coordinated and adopted in October 1998 
(Ordinance No~ 1091) and there is a need to periodically review and update these 
projections based on recent growth rates and trends, avai lability of new 
information such as the 2000 Census data, and new population studies and 
forecasts involving the county and local governments. 

3 
250 

Marion County has and continues to meet and coordinate with the City of 
Woodburn on the current periodic review work program tasks to update the City's 
comprehensive plan. In May 2002, Marion County, the City of Woodburn, the 
State Department of Land Conservation and Development, and the Oregon 
Department ofTransportation agreed that the coordinated 2020 County forecast of 
26,290 for the City was too low given recent population trends and agreed on an 
interim 2020 population projection of 34,919 for the City for use in its periodic 
review work tasks. Agreement and coord ination on the interim projection was 
based on County review of the City's Apri l 2002 population and employment 
projection study and came with several caveats: 1) the forecas t was an interim 
planning too l and not an adopted projection by the County; 2) the County 
intended to revi ew the adopted 2020 forecasts following the release by the Office 
of Economic Analysis (OEA) of new long-range forecasts fo r the state and 
counties; 3) the interim 2020 projection wou ld be considered by the County when 
it reviewed and coordinated revised 2020 or new projections wi th all the cities 
and may not be the revised projection ; and 4) that County review of the updated 

ty comprehensive plan and any Urban Growth Boundary amendment would be 
sed on an adopted and coord inated 2020 projection for the City pursuant to 



ORS 195 .036. All ~0 cit ies within Marion County, the adjoining counties of 
Polk, Linn and Clackamas, DLCD, ODOT, MWVCOG, Salem Area Transi t, 
Marion County Farm Bureau, lOOO Friends of Oregon and other interested parties 
were provided information on the population coordination process, noti ce of the 
hearing, and copies of the proposed amendments. The Board finds that the 
coordination requirement of ORS 195.036 with regard to the City of Woodburn 
and Marion County 2020 population projection amendments has been sati sfied. 

3.2 The Office of Economic Analysis (OEA) within the Oregon Department of 
Administrative Services released updated long-range population forecas ts through 
the year 2040 at fi ve-year increments for the state and counties on May I, 2004. 
The OEA forecast incorporates the 2000 Census data, uses the year 2000 as the 
base year for these fong-range forecasts, and utilizes the cohort-component 
projection procedure as the forecasting method. 

Marion County, through its participation in the Salem-Keizer Area Transportation 
Study (SKATS) planning process, reviewed the draft 2003 and final 2004 OEA 
population forecasts for Marion and Polk Counties in coordination with the Salem 
area jurisdictions (City of Salem, City of Keizer, City of Turner, Polk County, 
Salem-Keizer School District, Salem Area Mass Transit, Oregon Department of 
Transportation, Department of Land Conservation and Development and Mid 
Willamette Council of Governments). The SKATS Technical Advisory 
Committee Population and Land Use Subcommittee agreed on the two-county 
forecast totals for Marion and Polk Counties throughout the forecast years and 
recommended changes to the individual county forecasts within the forecast 
years. The final 2004 OEA forecast report did not precisely incorporate the 
reconunended changes for Marion and Polk Counties but were very close in line 
to the adjustments suggested to the draft 2003 OEA forecasts that were reviewed. 

The current 2020 population projections in the Marion County Comprehensive 
Plan utilized the 1997 OEA long-range population forecasts for Marion and Polk 
Counties with adjustments to the individual county 2020 forecasts to reflect the 
planning studies within each jurisdiction. The adopted two-county forecas t of 
452,540 was within one-percent of the two-county OEA forecast of 456,710. The 
adopted 2020 forecast for Marion County was 350,952 and for Polk County the 
forecast was I 0 1,588. 

The 2004 OEA long-range forecasts provide for a two-county 2020 forecas t of 
462,6 12 and a 2020 Marion County fo recas t of 367,0 18. In applying the 2004 
OEA Marion County forecast to the current adopted 2020 forecast numbers and 
adjusting for the cunently adopted 2020 Polk County forecast of I 0 I ,588 to the 
2004 OEA two-county total of 462,6 12 the adjusted Marion County 2020 fo recast 
is 36 1,024. This adjusted Marion County forecast using the 2004 OEA forecast 
numbers for the year 2020 and applying the forecast to the currentl y ado pted 2020 
Marion County forecast in the Comprehensive Plan, provides for a di fference of 
I 0,432 above the current ly adopted Marion County 2020 forecast of 350,952 Volume 
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The Board finds that OEA used defensible, accepted procedures and methodology 
in developing the long-range state and county forecasts, considered the input o f 
the Salem area jurisdictions in formulating the Marion and Polk County forecasts , 

· and that the Marion County 2020 forecast as adjusted based on currently adop ted 
2020 forecast numbers, is reasonable based on ex isting information. 

3.3 ' The City of Woodburn, as part of their Periodic Review wo rk program to update 
the City's comprehensive plan, prepared a population and employment projection 
study that was put together by ECONorthwest and dated April 29, 2002. The 
study presents population and employment projections for the Woodburn Urban 
Growth Boundary for the period 2000 through 2020. The analysis reviewed: the 
City's coordinated 2020 population forecast and methodology used by the County 
to develop the adopted 2020 projections; the current employment forecast in the 
City's Transportation System Plan; historical population and employment growth 
in Woodburn, other cities, Marion County and the state over several decades; and 
forecasts of population and employment growth for various regions in the state. 

Volume 3 

The current adopted 2020 population projection for the City of Woodburn is 
26,290 based on a 2.13 percent average annual growth rate applied to the 1997 
Portland State University city estimate of 16,150 through the year 2020. 
Historical population data and growth patterns including the 2000 Census data 
population for the City of 20,100 indicate the current adopted growth rate is too 
low for the 2000 through 2020 forecast period. The ECONorthwest 2002 study 
proposes a range (low, medium and high) of annual population growth rate 
assumptions for Woodburn that are applied to the 2000 base population of 20,100 
which is the 2000 Census population number for the City. The low range (a 2.3 
percent annual growth rate) results in a 2020 population projection of 31,674. 
The medium range (a 2.8 percent annual growth rate) results in a projection of 
34,919. The high range (a 3.3 percent annual gr9wth rate) results in a projection 
of38,477. 

The Board finds that the methodology, analysis and projections for the City of 
Woodburn within the ECONorthwest population and employment projections 
study for .the period 2000 through 2020 to be acceptable and that the current 
adopted 2020 projection of 26,290 using a 2.13 percent average annual growth 
rate for the period 1997-2020 for the City of Woodburn in the Marion County 
Comprehensive Plan is low. The Board further finds that based on the 
ECONorthwest s tudy for the Ci ty of Woodburn and the City's past growth trends 
as evidenced by the Portland State Univers ity Population Research Center annual 
population estimates, that the medium range population projecti on o f 34,919 for 
the year 2020 based on a 2.8 percent average annual growth appl ied to the C ity's 
2000 Census population of 20, I 00 for the 2000 through 2020 period is a 
reasonable projec ti on. 
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3.4 The medium range City of Woodburn 2020 population projection of 34,9 19 in the 
ECONorthwes t study is an increase of 8,629 over the currently adopted 2020 
projection contained within the Marion County Comprehensive Plan. The 2004 
OEA long- range 2020 population forecast for Marion County adjusted for the 
adopted 2020 Polk County forecast currently in the Comprehensive Plan provides 
for an increased difference of 10,432 over the currently adopted 2020 Marion 
County total of350,952. 

The Board finds that the amendments to the City of Woodburn 2020 population 
projection and a similar numerical increase to the Marion County 2020 population 
projection can be accommodated within the year 2020 forecast for Marion County 
provided for in the 2004 OEA long-range population forecast for the state and 
counties. The Board further finds that the amendments to update coordinated 
population projections with local governments to address changes in growth 
patterns based on new population studies and information is in compliance with 
the Statewide Planning Goals and Oregon Administrative Rules. 

SECTION 4. AMENDMENTS TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

The Marion County Comprehensive Plan is amended to include the adoption of revised 
text to the Population History and Projections section of the "Background and Inventory 
Report" as set forth in Exhibit A. The text amendments also update the population tables 
to include data from the 2000 Census along with language recognizing the need to review 
population proj ections as new information becomes avai lable. 

SECTION 5. SEVERABILITY 

Should any section , subsection, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance or 
any policy, provision, finding, statement, conclusion or designation of a particular land 
use or area of land, or any other portion, segment or element of this ordinance or of any 
amendments thereto and adopted hereunder, be declared invalid for any reason, such 
declaration shall not affect the validity or cont inued application of any other portion or 
element of thi s ordinance or amendments to Marion County Ordinance No. 516 as 
amended hereunder; and if this ordinance or any portion thereof should be invalid on one 
ground, but valid on another, it shall be construed that the val id ground is the one upon 
which this ordinance or any portion thereof, was enacted. 

SECTION 6. EMERGENCY CLAUSE 

This ordinance amending the Marion County Comprehensive Plan "Background and 
In ventory Report", being necessary to address a current population projec tion matter and 
to protec t the public health, safety and welfare, an emergency is dec lared to exist and this 
Ordinance shall become effective upon its passage. 
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SIGNED and FiNALIZED at Salem, Oregon this d~ day of f\XJVtm~ , 2004. 

JUDICIAL NOTICE 

Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) Chapter 197.830 provides that land use decisions may be 
reviewed by the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) by filing notice of intent to appeal 
within 2 1 days from the date this ordinance is mailed. 
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Revisions: Additions- bold, italicized ami/or underlined; Deletions- ~t1 ike tb1 ough 

POPULATION HISTORY AND PROJECTIONS 

The first U.S. Census of Population, in 1850, reported Marion County's population as 2, 749. At that 
time, other Oregon counties reporting population were: Benton, 814, Clackamas, 1 ,859; Clatsop, 
462; Lirm, 994, Polk, 1,05 1; Washington, 2,652; and Yamhi ll, 1,512. 

Historical population from 1900 for the State of Oregon, Marion County and the incorporated areas 
within the county is shown by Table No. 19. Figure 2 graphically shows the population growth trend 
of the county and the incorporated areas in the county and also the relationship between the two. In 
1900, population within incorporated areas accounted for just 26.8 percent of total county 
population. By 1910, a major change had taken place in the amount of population residing within 
incorporated areas, with the fi gure at 50.6 percent. The incorporated population comprised 50 to 60 
percent of the county's population into the 1970's, but by 1980 the incorporated area supported over 
70 percent of the 

TAB LE NO. 19 (*UPDATE[) TO IN CLUI)E 2000 CENSUS /NFORMA T/0/Y.) *updated 
POPULATION HISTORY 1920 1995 /900- 1000 colum11 

Oregon, Mario n County, and Incorporated Areas Within Marion County 

1900 1920 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 1000 

Ore11on 41 3,536 783 ,389 1,089,684 1,52 1,341 I ,768,687 2,091 ,533 2,633, 105 2,842,3 21 3,421,3 99 

Marion Count~ 27,7 13 47, 187 75,246 10 1,401 120,888 15 1,309 17 1,700 230,028 184,838 

Aumsville 17 1 174 28 1 300 590 1,432 1,650 3,003 

Aurora 122 229 228 242 274 306 523 567 655 

De troit 206 328 367 33 1 261 

Donald 126 164 187 20 1 23 1 267 3 16 611 

Gates 189 250 455 499 471 

Gervais 224 268 332 457 438 746 799 992 1,009 

Hubbard 2 13 320 387 493 526 975 1,640 1,88 1 2,483 

Idanha 442 295 280 3 19 289 231 

Je fferson 273 41 7 479 636 7 16 936 I ,702 1,805 2,487 

Keizer 2 1,884 32,203 

Mill City 1.289 1,45 1 1,565 1,555 1,537 

MI. Angel 5J7 936 1,032 1,3 15 1,428 1,973 2,876 2,778 3,111 

St. Pau l 160 183 226 254 346 3 12 322 354 

Sa le m 4,258 17,679 30,908 40.087 45,245 62,960 89,233 107,786 136,914 

Scol!s Mills 208 227 217 155 208 249 283 312 

Silverton 656 2,25 1 2,925 3. 146 J ,OM I 4,301 5, 168 5,635 7, 414 

Stayton 324 649 1,085 1,307 2.108 3, 170 -1,)96 5.0 11 6,816 

Sublimity 172 280 367 490 634 1,077 I ,49 1 1, / 48 

Turner 289 414 6 10 770 846 1,116 I ,218 1,199 

Wood bum 828 I ,656 I ,982 2.3?5 ), 120 7,495 11. 1?6 I 3,404 20,100 

Source: US. Census Oureau 
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residents. The fluctuation in the percentages is a function of the manner in which incorporations and 
armexations have taken place. Concentrat ions of population adjacent to incorporated areas may exist 
for a number of years before the area is either incorporated or annexed. By +99B 2000, with the 
incorporation of Keizer, incorporated areas accounted for nearly 74 79 percent of Marion County's 
population. This demonstrates that the percentages of incorporated population do not always reflect 
the tme amount of urban population. The trend of total urban population growth would most likely 
be a constantly increasing percentage and would always be a higher percentage than incorporated 
population. 

POPULATION HISTORY 
Marion County and Incorporated Areas 
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Figure 2 (Updated) 

State Population Projections 

The history of population growth in the State of Oregon reveals a steady increase in total population 
every decade from 1900 to +99B 2000. Historic and projected state population is displayed in Table 
No. 20 and--is sltow11 gtaphically in Figute 3. The projections were made by the Oregon Office of 
Economic Analysis in -1-991 2004. 

The significance of the state population is its magnitude and distribution. The present growth rate 
(1990-1995) of approximately two percen t per year is nearly double the national average. 1 In 
addition, approximately 70 percent of the state population is located in the Wi llamette Valley where 
most of the increase in population is occurring. Seventy percent of the state population increase 
between 1990 and 1995 occurred in the Wil larnette Va lley with about 65 percent of thi s total 
increase being due to in-migration. The va lley is expected to cont inue to receive the major share of 
the state's population increases, putting a great deal of pressure on Mari on County and its cities to 
provide for these new residents. 
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TABLE NO. 20 (* Updated) 
OREGON HISTORJC & PROJECTED PO PU LATION 

Average Annual 
Year Population Growth Rate(%) 

1940 1,089,684 

1950 1,521,341 3.39 

1960 I ,768,68 7 1.52 

1970 2,091 ,533 1.69 

1980 2,633, 156 2.33 

1990 2,842,32 1 0.77 

1995 3,132,000 1.96 

2000 3,406,000 +:69 
3,421,399 1.79 

2010 3,857,000 -H-5 
3,843,900 1.03 

2020 4,326,000 ++5 
4,359,258 1.26 

2030 4,776,000 &.-99 
4,891,225 1.15 

2040 5,!93,000 &.-84 
5,425,408 1.04 

Sources: 1940-90 2000, U.S. Census; 1995, Portland State 
Univers ity; 2000-40 Oregon Office of Economic Analysis 

County Pogulation 

The trend of continuous increase of total state population has been accompanied by continuous 
increases in total Marion County population, usually at a higher rate than achieved by total state 
growth. 

Table No. 21 indicates that, like the state, Marion County is experiencing a large percentage of its 
population increase from in-migration. Marion County has experienced a population growth average 
per decade this century of approximately 25 percent up through 1990. The 1997 estimate of 267,700 
people in Marion County indicates growth in the 1990s may closely resemble, the long-term average. 

The Oregon Office of Economic Analysis (OEA) prepared state and county-level population 
projec tions in 1997 at five-year increments through the year 2040. Marion County participated in 
a series of di scussions with representatives of the ci ti es to determine how the OEA es timate for 
Marion County should be di stributed. The populati on projections [or Marion County and all its 
incorporated ci ties are shown in Tab le No. 22. The methodology used to develop the preliminary 
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projections was a combinati on of considering growth policies ofthe various jurisdic t ions, including 
the county. 

TABLE NO. 21 
COMPONENTS OF MARlON COUNTY AND STATE POPULATION CHANGE 

1990- 1997 

Natural 
Births Deaths Increase Net Migration Total Increase 

Marion County 29,476 16,266 13,210 26,007 39,21 7 

Oregon 308,272 194,974 i 13,298 26 !,38 ! 374,679 

Source: PSU Center for Population Researc h and Census 

Percent 
Increase 

17.2 

13.2 

These projections must be viewed as guesses about the future population in Marion County_ These 
numbers may or may not be achieved at specified points in time. It is important, however, that as 
accurate as possible projections be made for each jurisdiction's planning area to form a database for 
long and short-range plans and implementing programs. These projections provide target dates for 
planners and decision-makers to develop and implement the necessary programs to balance the 
various goals of the community. By programming community services and facilities according to 
levels of need at appropriate points in time, cost effective use of public and private funds can be 
improved. 

The establishment and maintenance o(20-vear projections (or Marion County and the cities as 
shown in Table No. 22 are used bvthe County to coordinate comprehensive plans and need to be 
reviewed and updated periodically. As actual growth rates change or new population studies are 
conducted and adopted, it is expected that these projections will be updated and new projections 
developed in coordination with the cities. 

The 0(/ice o{Economic Analysis (OEA) prepared updated long-term state and countypopulation 
forecasts in 2004 at five-vear increments through 2040 that incorporated the 2000 Census data. 
The 2004 OEA forecasts will be used as a tool in revie~ving current adopted projections and (or 
developing new coordinated projections with the cities and {or the county. 

The City of Woodburn, as part of their Periodic Review work program to update their 
comprehensive plan, prepared a population and employment projection study in 2002 (or the 
planning period o{2000-2020. The study is the basis {or a revision to the 2020 projection (or the 
City of Woodburn contained in Table No. 22 and similar revision to the county population total. 

Urban Population 

Projec tions of urban area popul at ion are made based upon the urban growth programs of each city 
in Marion County and the overall land use goa ls and policies of the state and county. Each 
community's growth potential was analyzed us ing past grow th trends and expected growth pressures 
in the future . Each community was consu lted in developing these projections to coordinate city­
county growth plans. These projections w ill he lp give perspect ive to the development pattem of 
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Marion County by indicating the relationships among popul::ltion centers. They will al so provide 
guidance in the updating of urban growth boundaries for each city. 

TABLE NO. 22 ( *ue_dated to show revisions). 
POPULATION- ACTUAL & PROJECTED 

Marion County and Incorporated Areas Within Marion County 

Jurisdiction 19901 1997 1 2000 20202 

Marion County 230,028 267 ,700 284,838 350,952 
359,581 

Aumsville 1,650 2,820 3,003 5,0 10 

Aurora 567 675 655 930 

Detroit 33 1 380 262 535 

Donald 3 16 630 612 1,050 

Gates3 458 489 429 800 

Gervais 992 1,220 2,009 2, 168 

Hubbard 1,881 2,205 2,483 3, 105 

Idanha1 177 200 147 230 

Je fferson I ,805 2,300 2,487 2,895 

Mill CitY 308 3·10 312 420 

Mt. Angel 2,778 3,020 3,121 4,365 

St. Paul 322 350 354 475 

Salern!K.eizer 129,677 152,530 169,12 7 255,338 

Scotts Mills 283 315 312 420 

Silverton 5,635 6,675 7,414 9,965 

Stayton 5,01 1 6,290 6,816 9,250 

Sublimity 1,49 1 2, 145 2,148 3,590 

Turner I ,2 18 1,330 1,199 2,363 

WooJbum 13 ;404 16, 150 20,100 M79B 
34,919 

1 City only 
2 Urban area - city and unincorporated 
3 Mari on County portion only 

Sources: 1990 and 2000, U.S. Census Burea u; 1997 , Portland State Uni versity 
Center for Population Research and Census; 2020 Marion County. Oregon Office 
of Economic Ana lysis; 2020 ci ties , Marion Co unty (Ordinrwce N o. 1091). 

CP popul3lion S<ction fin31.wpd 
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CITY COUNCIL/ PLANNING COMMISSION 
JOINT WORK SESSION ·. -. . 

'-···· 
CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

270 MONTGOMERY STREET 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

MONDAY, NOVEMBER 17, 2003 
7:00-9:00 P.M. 

AGENDA 

1. Call to Order and Flag Salute 

2. Roll Call 

3. Periodic Review Amendment Package - Proposed Changes 
to the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan, Urban Growth 
Boundary, and the Woodburn Development Ordinance 
Recommendation: Receive presentation, discuss 
amendment package( and provide guidance. as 
appropriate. 

4. Adjourn 

... 
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CITY OF WOODBURN 
Community Development 

MEMORANDUM 
270 Montgomery Street Woodburn, Oregon 97071 (503) 982-5246 

Date: November 13, 2003 

To: Honorable Mayor and City Council and Planning Commission 

From: 

Subject: 

Jim Mulder, Director of Community Development fJlr7 
Joint City Council/Planning Commission Wortt·~ession 
Periodic Review Amendment Package 

Regarding 

A joint work session of the Woodburn City Council and Planning Commission has been 
scheduled on November 17, 2003 at 7:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers to 
introduce proposed changes to the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan, Woodburn . 
Development Ordinance, Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Maps, and the 
Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary resulting from completion of various periodic review 
tasks. Other interested parties have also been invited to attend, including the 
Woodburn School District, Woodburn Fire District, Marion County, and other City of 
Woodburn boards and commissions. 

The attached memo from the City's planning consultant provides a summary of what is 
to be presented at the work session. 

Attachment: 
Memo from Greg Winterowd, dated 11-11-03 
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November 24, 2003 

TO: Mayor and City Council through City Administrator 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Jim Mulder, Director of Community Development r 
Resolution Initiating Consideration of Amendments Resulting from 
Completion of Periodic Review Tasks 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Approve the attached resolution initiating consideration of legislative 
amendments to the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan text and map, Woodburn 
Development Ordinance and Woodburn zoning map resulting from completion 
of Periodic Review Tasks 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. 

BACKGROUND: 

') On November 17, 2003, the City Council held a joint work session with the 
Planning Commission to hear a presentation regarding comprehensive plan and 
zoning amendments proposed as a result of completion of various periodic 
review tasks. The Council and Commission were provided with a proposed 
schedule for considering the proposed amendments which establishes January 
8, 2004 as the first public hearing before the Planning Commission and February 
23, 2004 as the first public hearing before the City Council. The Woodburn 
Development Ordinance requires that the City Council initiate a legislative land 
use amendment by resolution. 

DISCUSSION: 

Staff has prepared the attached resolution to initiate proposed amendments to 
the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan text and map, Woodburn Development 
Ordinance and Woodburn zoning map resulting from completion of Periodic 
Review Tasks 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. The resolution also refers the proposed 
amendments to the Planning Commission for recommendation to the City 
Council. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: 
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Mayor and City Council 
-£epter 1 1ber 8, 2003-
Page2 

The financial impact associated with the recommended action has previously 
been addressed by budgeting the anticipated funds necessary to complete 
periodic review tasks. However, if the Council makes significant changes to the 
proposed amendments, or if there is an appeal or remand of the Council's 
decision, additional funding may be necessary to complete the proposed 
amendments. 

Attachment: 
Resolution Initiating Proposed Amendments 
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COUNCIL BILL NO. 

RESOLUTION NO. 

A RESOLUTION INITIATING CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
TO THE WOODBURN COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TEXT AND MAP, WOODBURN 
DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE AND WOODBURN ZONING MAP RESULTING 
FROM COMPLETION OF PERIODIC REVIEW TASKS 1, 2, 4, S, 6, 7, and 8. 

WHEREAS, the City of Woodburn has completed Periodic Review Tasks 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 
and 8; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to consider legislative amendments to the Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan text and map, Woodburn Development Ordinance and Woodburn zoning ' 
map resulting from completion of said periodic review tasks; and 

WHEREAS, Section 4.101.17 of the Woodburn Development Ordinance requires the City 
Council to initiate a legislative amendment by resolution; NOW THEREFORE: · 

THE CITY OF WOODBURN RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Pursuant to Woodburn Development Ordinance Section 4.101.17, 
consideration of legislative amendments to the W oodbum Comprehensive Plan text and map, 
Woodburn Development Ordinance and Woodburn zoning map resulting from completion of 
Periodic Review Tasks 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 is initiated and referred to the Planning Commission 
for recommendation to the City Council. 

Approved as to Form: ____________ ----------
City Attorney Date 

APPROVED ___________________ ___ 

KATHRYN FIGLEY, MAYOR 

Passed by the Council 

Submitted to the Mayor 

Approved by the Mayor 

Filed in the Office of the Recorder 

ATTEST ______________________ __ 

Mary Tennant, City Recorder 
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MEMORANDUM 

~ A 
COMMUNITY 
RE OURCE 
PLANNING 

To: 

From: 

Date: 

Re: 

Jim Mulder, Community Development Director 

Greg Winterowd and Jesse Winterowd 

Tuesday, November 11, 2003 

Joint Planning Commission I City Council Work Session 

Periodic Review Amendment Package - Proposed Changes to 
the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan, Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB), and the Woodburn Development Ordinance (WDO) 

Purpose of Work Session 
The purpose of the joint work session is to acquaint the Planning Commission and 
City Council with the proposed W oodbum Comprehensive Plan and Development 
Ordinance amendment package. 

At the next regular Council meeting, the Council will be asked to adopt a resolution 
initiating the public and agency review process that is scheduled over the next three 
months. 

We would need to touch base with Planning Commissioners and City Councilors to 
make sure that Winterbrook and City staff are headed in the right direction. 

Background and Objectives of the Plan Amendment Package 
In June of 2001, Winterbrook prepared a "preliminary analysis" of the tasks that 
would need to be completed to establish a successful economic development program. 
The Council committed to the work program encompassed in this memorandum, and 
received grants from the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) 
and the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) to help fund these tasks. 

Over the last two years, Winterbrook Plarming has worked closely with City staff, 
Marion County and affected state agencies in preparing amendments to the Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan and Development Ordinance. 

The primary purpose of the amendment package is to provide opportunities for basic 

Winterbrook Planning 

~10 5W Four th Ave. Suite 11 00 • Portland, Oregon 9720+-2)05 
50).827.1-421 • 50) . 827.1-)50 (~dX) 
<Yr<:e@wintcrbrookplannin~:>;.com 
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industrial employment. In 2001, the Council accepted the Economic Opportunities 
Analysis (EOA) prepared by ECONorthwest. The EOA identified the types of 
industries that are likely to locate in the Woodburn area as well as their site 
suitability needs. Based on Council direction, the EOA reconunends that City 
capitalize on its comparative advantages: a motivated labor force, educational 
infrastructure, affordable housing, and strategic 1-5 corridor location. Approximately 
400 acres of industrial land would be added to the Woodburn UGB, and protected 
exclusively for industrial uses with a Southwest Industrial Reserve (SWIR) designation. 

Other important objectives of the amendment package include: 
• Completion of the City's Periodic Review process; 
• Coordination with Marion County's Framework Plan; 
• Providing adequate transportation connections; 
• Providing an adequate buildable lands for a range of housing types and densities; 
• Increasing land use efficiency within the UGB to minimize impacts on agricultural 

land; and 
• Protecting Woodburn's stream corridors and wetlands. 

Results of the Proposed Amendment Package 
Although most land within the existing UGB would retain existing plan designations 
and zoning, the amendment package: 

• Adopts a new coordinated population projection of approximately 35,000 and 
provides opportunities for as many as 8,347 new jobs through the year 2025; 

• Restructures and simplifies the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan to make it a more 
useable policy document; 

• Provides for a new Nodal Development Overlay that will use land more efficiently 
within the existing UGB; 

• Adopts a Wetland and Riparian Area Overlay (WRA) to protect significant water 
resources within the new and expanded UGB; 

• Adds approximately 1,000 acres to the existing UGB, to accommodate needed 
employment, housing, parks and schools; 

• Provides for an expanded and connected transportation system to minimize vehicle 
miles traveled and additional east-west connections between Highway 99W and 
Interstate 5; 

• Corrects comprehensive plan and zoning map conflicts; and 
• Amends the Woodburn Development Ordinance (WDO) to implement the EOA and 

amended Comprehensive Plan. 

Revisions to the Woodburn Transportation Systems Plan (TSP) are tmderway and are 
scheduled for adoption next year. Modeling work for the TSP had confirmed that 
the "preferred land use scenario" that underlies the proposed amendment package can 
be served adequately by the existing and planned transportation system. Winterbrook 
is working with ODOT in preparing an innovative "ttip budget" implementation 
strategy to ensure that planned improvements to the 1-5 interchange continue to 
operate efficiently during the life of the plan, and that adequate transportation capacity 
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exists to acconunodate planned industrial growth. 

Documents Under Review 
The following docwnents are included in the amendment package and are organized 
as follows: 

UGB Justification Report (Winterbrook July 2003, Revised November 2003) 

• Buildable Lands Inventory (Winterbrook July 2003, Revised November 2003) 
o Buildable Lands Map 
o Presentation Maps for BLI and Expansion Process 

• Land Needs Analysis (Winterbrook July 2003, Revised November 2003) 
o Woodburn Population and Employment Projections (ECONorthwest, April 

2002) 
o The Housing I Land Needs Model M (HCDC, July 2003) 
o Economic Opportunities Analysis (ECONorthwest, May 2001) 
o Woodburn Occupation I Wage Forecast (ECONorthwest, March 2003} 
o Site Requirements for Woodburn Targeted Industries (ECONorthwest, 

October 2003) 
• Transportation Alternatives 

o Urban Growth Scenarios (Winterbrook, May 2003) 
o Transportation Scenario Results I Maps 

• Natural Resources Report (Winterbrook, November 2002) 
o Natural Resources Map (Gorge GIS, November 2002) 

Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and Development Ordinance. Amendments 

• Revised Woodburn Comprehensive Plan (Winterbrook, October 2003) 
• Revised Woodburn Development Ordinance (Winterbrook, August 2003) 
• Revised Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map (Ecotrust, November 2003) 

Review and Adoption Schedule 
The following review and adoption schedule is proposed: 

Requested Action Date 
Joint Planning Commission and Council Work Session November 17, 2003 
Council Initiation of Periodic Review Amendment November 24, 2003 
PackaQe 
Planning Commission Public Hearing and January 8, 2004 
Recommendation 
Continued Planning Commission Public Hearing (if January 22, 2004 
needed) 
City Council Public Hearing and Tentative Decision February 23 2004 
City CounCil Decision and Adoption of Findings March 8, 2004 

Marion C ounty Coordination 

Marion County is an active partner in this plan amendment process. 
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Population Coordination. Under ORS 195, Marion County is responsible for 
coordinating (allocating) population projections among its constituent cities. In April 
of2002, DLCD and Marion County staff review the 2020 population projection 
prepared by ECONorthwest, detennined that it was reasonable, and confirmed that 
this projection could be used for planning purposes. In order for the projection to be 
coordinated, however, it must be adopted by the Marion County Board of 
Commissioners. 
Coordination with Marion County Growth Management Framework Plan. The 
revised Woodburn Comprehensive Plan includes a new policy section that 
demonstrates consistency with the goals and guidelines found in the Framework Plan. 
Overall, the revised Woodburn Comprehensive Plan provides the opportunity for 
housing to be developed at 10 units per gross acre, as suggested by the Framework 
Plan's urban land use "efficiency" guideline. However, because existing County's 
rural exceptions areas have been highly parcelized and are largely developed, new 
development in these areas is projected to occur at approximately three units per net 
acre. County staff have been invited to participate in the November 17, 2003 
workshop and will be notified of all public hearings. Both staff and consultants are 
available to discuss and resolve issues with County staff that may arise during this 
process. 

• County Board Review and Adoption. Because the proposed amendments include land 
outside the incorporated city limits, the Marion County Board of Commissioners has 
the responsibility to review and (if acceptable) adopt the plan amendment package. 
The Board will be notified of the' Council's decision and provided copies of the full 
amendment text and findings. It is anticipated that the Board hearing may be 
scheduled in March or April of 2004. 

Conclusion and Requested Action 
The proposed plan and code amendment package is the culmination of three years 
work, beginning in 2000 with the Economic Opportunities Analysis. Winterbrook and 
City staff have coordinated our planning activities closely with Marion County, DLCD 
and ODOT staff. We believe that the amendment package complies with the Marion 
County Growth Management Framework Plan and the Statewide Planning Goals. 

No action is requested at this time. However, we would appreciate confirmation 
from the Planning Commission and City Council that we are on the right track, and 
that we have sufficient basis for the Council to initiate the public review process. 
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Woodburn 2004 Periodic Review 
Amendment Package 

Joint Planning Commission and City Council Work 
Session 

November 17, 2003 
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Package 

UGB Justification Report 
• Buildable Lands Inventory 
• Land Needs Analysis 
• Transporlation Alternatives 
• Natural Resources Reporl 

Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and Development 
Ordinance Amendments 
• Revised Woodburn Comprehensive Plan (Winterbrook, 

October 2003) 
• Revised Woodburn Development Ordinance (Winterbrook, 

August 2003) 
• Revised Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map 

(Ecotrust, November 2003) 
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~ "' The existing UGB lacks capacity to 
accommodate projected population and 
employment growth. 
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Woodburn Lacks an Adequate Land Base 

The existing UGB 
has about 3,400 
acres, about 2, 160 
acres are fully 
developed and 
about 7 40 acres 
are buildable. 

The remainder is 
consumed by 
Open Space and 
Roads. 
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Just looking at past trends ... 

Overall, if Woodburn's growth mirrored past trends, the City 
would need to add 850 gross acres to its UGB to meet 
planned growth needs over the next 20 years: 

• 253 Low Density Net Residential Acres 
• 19 Medium Density Net Residential Acres 
• 218 Net Residential for Public I Semi-Public Acres 
• 33 Net Commercial Acres 
• 160 Net Industrial Acres 

The problem is that past trends do not adequately address 
future economic opportunities, housing needs or applicable 
Statewide Planning Goals. 
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Key Local Objectives 

• Implement the Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA); 

• Provide choice among suitable industrial sites; 

• Provide buildable land for housing, parks and schools; 

• Increase land use efficiency within the UGB; 

• Complete of the City's Periodic Review process; 

• Coordinate with Marion County's Framework Plan; 

• Provide adequate transportation connections - 1-5 Interchange; 

• Minimize impacts on agricultural land; and 

• Protect Woodburn's stream corridors and wetlands. 
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1) Population and Employment Projections 

2) Buildable Lands Inventory 

3) Land Needs Analysis 

4) Intensify Land Use within the Existing UGB 

5) Alternatives Analysis- ORS 197.298 Priorities 
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Population and Employment Projections 

Year Population Employment 
2000 20,100 10,388 
2020 34,919 18,762 

Percent Growth 2000-2020 74°/o 81°/o 



~ 
s c 
G) 

> c -
0 

"'C 
c 
ca _. 
C1) -.c 
ca 
"C -·-:s 
m 

Volume 3 

Page 286 

·-- ·-- -·---

+J 
c: 

c: ~ 
«Sij: 
'§ ·~ "C 
c.·- c: . ·c cn ro C/) 

CJ) en en .~ 
IDL--crn -oOc:­
:J -o ro c. 

- ·- "C ut::':t=io 
X 0 Q) 0 
LUu3:e+= 

• • 

- ---·---··--, ··-··----·-··-

···---····- ··-··---'-- - ·--··- ·····- -··-------------- ---



·,· 

Volume 
3 

Page ---=-==--
• . 287 
... . .. ~ 



. . . "d < 

~ \ --+1-M_e_t-ho-. d-fo_r_D_e_t_e-rm-in-in-g-Lo_n_g_--T-er-m-(2-0--y-e_a_r_) -

Land Needs 
\~\~ 

Economic Opportunities Analysis 
• Employment Projection 
• Targeted Industries 
• Suitable Industrial Sites 
• Compare with Existing Industrial Land Supply 

Housing Needs Analysis 
• Population Projection 
• Determine Housing Needs by Type and Density (HCDC Model) 
• Match Housing Needs with Buildable Lands 

School and Park Analysis 
• Parks Master Plan (7 acres per 1,000 population) 
• Extrapolate from Existing Population : School Ratio 
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Woodburn Residential Land Supply 

• Existing UGB 4 70 buildable land acres 
• 375 acres LDR in 401 parcels 
• 79 acres MDR in 62 parcels 
• Average Density 1988-2002: 6.83 dulnet acre + cd"- (o.J:~ -:1-- 0 .-ao .:srf.~ t '"·.., /,.,·') 
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Comparison of Industrial Land Need & Supply 
within Existing UGB 

Goal 9 Requires provision of "at least adequate supply 
of suitable sites" 

2to5 
Total Acres 
6 to 10 

Total 
26 to 50 
Total Acres 

I 
105 

51 to 100 1 
70 

Over100 1 
Total Acres 125 

Total Sites 421 36 
Total Acres 4861 133 

What's the unmet need? 353 acres in 11 sites from 6-1 00+ acres ... 
Large sites with 1-5 access. 
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Comparison of Commercial Land Need 
and Supply within Existing UGB N 

I.OI!..J.l 
~ 

Commercial Land Commercial Land Commercial Land 
Need Supply Surplus (Deficit) 

141 108 

Commercial land needs met through a combination of 
• · Vacant Land in existing commercial areas 
• New nodal (neighborhood) commercial centers 
• Expansion into Commercial Exception Area 
• Redevelopment in existing of commercial sites 

(33) 
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Comparison of Residential Land 
Need and Supply within Existing UGB 

Plan Designation Supply Need 
Low Density 
Residential 375 
Nodal Low Density 
Residential 0 
Medium Density 
Residential 79 
Nodal Medium 
Density Residential 0 
Totals 454 

' 

Surplus (Deficit) 

278 97 

204 (204) 

71 8 

55 (55) 

607 (153) 
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; 'f~f~ Parks and School Needs Met on 
Residential Land 

Parks Acres 
Institutional Net Acres 

Net Acres 
Natural Areas Acres* 
Government Net Acres* 

Total Net Buildable 
Residential Deficit for 
PuHic I Semi-PuHic Uses 

205 
0 
0 

129 
5 

262 

*These acreages are not counted toward total residential deficit. 

-218 
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Use Lan~ More Efficiently 

The first place to look is inside the existing UGB. 
What "measures" can the City take to use the 
remaining land within the UGB more efficiently? 

• Plan for higher density - 8.3-8.5 dwelling units I gross 
acre (about 10.4 dwelling units I net acre). 

• Multi-Family Mix - 65135 Single Family I Multi-Family. 

• Increase Nodal Development Densities - New Overlay 
Zones. 

• Increase Density in Exceptions Areas Adjacent to UGB. 

• Master Planning Requirement- SWIR and Nodal Areas. 

• Allow Housing over Retail -Downtown and Nodal. 

• Minimum Density Standards - 80°/o of allowable density. 

• Plan for Development of lnfill, Partially Vacant, and 
Potential Redevelopment Land. 
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Effect of Efficiency Measures 

With growth management efficiency measures, 
Woodburn will still need to expand the UGB by about 
1000 gross acres - around 30%: 

• 308 Net Buildable Low Density Residential Acres 
(including Exceptions areas) 

• 52 Net Buildable Medium Density Residential Acres 
• 32 Net Buildable Commercial Acres 
• 377 Net Buildable Industrial Acres 

Efficiency measures have reduced the need to expand 
on to rural land by 170 net buildable acres. 

• Usage of lnfill, and Potential Redevelopment reduce 
need by 50 net buildable acres. 

• Increased Nodal densities reduce need by 120 net 
buildable acres. 
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Nodal Development Policies 

Neighborhood Commercial Center 

Surrounded by Higher Density Residential 

Then Small Lot Single-Family Option Supported by: 
• Integrated Park System 
• Multi-Modal and Connected Transportation. System 

Master Planning Required 

Design Standards 
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Southwest hidustrial Area (SWI.R) Policies 

I • Reserve Land for Targeted Industries 

• Maintain Large Lot Sizes 

• Commercial Rezoning Prohibited 

• Provide Direct Access to Interstate 5 

• Master Planning Required 
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Factors to Consider When Deci.ding 
Where to Grow 

f 
l 

A. Ability to meet 
• Special needs (industrial) and 
• General and livability needs (residential, commercial, parks and 

schools) 

B. Goal 14 and ORS 197.298 "Priorities": 
• Rural Residential Exceptions Areas 
• Then Low quality (Class III-IV) agricultural soils 
• Then High Quality (Class 1-11) agricultural soils 

C. Also consider: 
• Transportation imitations {1-5 Interchange) 
• Relative efficiency of service 
• Environmental impacts 
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With UGB Amendments, Woodburn can 
meet Population, Employment, and 
Livability Needs for the next 20 years.· 

Plan Designation Preferred Scenario Acres 
Smplus (Deficit) 

LDR L~w-' D~,;.;~ ~>',.t_c...-:h(J 95 
NodalSF 49 
:tviDR ~J ;._,_.,.... ~s:1,"r:: r..;,J~----~·; [.i (Ol 
NodalMDR 17 
VMU - v~r+i v...£ f"\\x11J us(! 01 
Public - StJc., Is.. ;.. f><:A.r{<...s (218)/ 
All Residential (58) 
Connnercial (3) 

Industrial 41 
All Employment 38 
Totals (20) 
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The 2004 Periodic Review Amendment 
Package 

UGB Justification Report 
• Buildable Lands Inventory 
• Land Needs Analysis 
• Transportation Alternatives 
• Natural Resources Report 

Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and Development 
Ordinance Amendments 
• Revised Woodburn Comprehensive Plan (Winterbrook, 

October 2003) 
• Revised Woodburn Development Ordinance (Winterbrook, 

August 2003) 
• Revised Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map 

(Ecotrust, November 2003) 
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~~~"' I Next Steps 

If authorized to proceed tonight, the following review 
and adoption schedule is proposed: 

Requested Action Date 

Joint Planning Commission and Council Work Session November 17, 2003 

Council Initiation of Periodic Review Amendment Package November 24, 2003 

Planning Commission Public Hearing and Recommendation January 8, 2004 

Continued Planning Commission Public Hearing (if needed) January 22, 2004 

City Council Public Hearing and Tentative Decision February 23 2004 

City Council Decision and Adoption of Findings March 8, 2004 

Referral to Marion County March 2004 

Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD} May-June 2004 
Review 

LCDC (Commission} Review, if Necessary Summer-Fall2004 

I Transportation System Plan Adoption Fall-Winter 2004-05 
! ------ --

I 

' 
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On behalf of Winterbrook Planning and 
Your Staff: 

Thank you for your consideration tonight and we 
welcome your comments. 

I· 
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I 
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COUNCIL WORK SESSION MINUTES 
NOVEMBER 17,2003 

m_ DATE. COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL, CITY OF WOODBURN, 
COUNTY OF MARION, STATE OF OREGON, NOVEMBER 24, 2003 

CONVENED. Mayor Figley convened the work session at 7:00 p .m. for the purpose of 
meeting with the Planning Commission to hear a presentation on the Periodic Review 
Amendment Package. 

ROLLCALL. 
Mayor Figley Present 
Councilor Bjelland Present 
Councilor Cox Present 
Councilor McCallum Present 
Councilor Nichols Present 
Councilor Sifuentez Present 
Councilor Veliz Present 

Planning Commission Members Present: Claudio Lima, Royce Young, Patty 
Grigorieff, Rob Mill 

Staff Present: City Administrator Brown, City Attorney Shields, Community 
Development Director Mulder, Asst. City Attorney Won, Senior Planner Zwerdling, 
Associate Planner Rodriguez, Public Works Manager Rohman, City Recorder Tennant 
Consultant: Greg Winterowd, Jesse Winterowd, WinterBrook Planning 
Also present: Larry Ksionzyk, Mid-Willamette Valley Field Representative for LCDC; 
Les Sasaki , Marion County Planner 

5.7 WOODBURN 2004 PERIODIC REVIEW AMENDMENT PACKAGE. 
Greg Winterowd stated that the City has conducted several studies over the last two years 
data of which is being used to develop amendments for the City to consider as part of the 
2004 Periodic Review. He has been working closely with City staff and Marion County 
regarding a new population projection and a new employment projection both of which 
have a ripple effect to the City. The Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) justification report 
involves data from the Buildable Lands Inventory, Land Needs Analysis, Housing Needs 
Analysis, Transportation Alternatives, and Natural Resources report. In regards to UGB 
expansion, the areas to expand to are located to the south and west of the existing 
boundary for industrial sites and to the north around the golf course for residential areas . 
Consideration is also being given to form a new Nodal Development south of Wal-Mart 
and the existing city limits. He stated that those are the two biggest changes other than 
transportation. The City is working with Marion County and the State with WinterBrook 
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as an intermediary, in an effort to come up with a plan that will work with the state-wide 
planning goals, the existing Marion County framework plan, and meet the City's local 
needs. Proposed amendments are being made to the Comprehensive plan to separate 
background documents from policy so that a comprehensive plan amendment is not 
required if a change is made to a background study such as the Buildable Lands 
Inventory. These proposed amendments then affect the Woodburn Development 
Ordinance and a package of amendments to this plan. The package before the Council 
and Planning Commission also includes a revised Comprehensive Plan Map and a zoning 
map is currently being worked on that will implement the amendments. The current 
Urban Growth Boundary is about 25 years old and it needs updating to accommodate 
projected population and employment growth within the City. He stated that past growth 
trends do not adequately address future economic opportunities, housing needs or 
applicable statewide planning goals. Key objectives include (1) implementation of 
Economic Opportunities Analysis, (2) provide choice of suitable industrial sites to attract 
certain types of industries, (3) provide buildable land for housing, parks, and schools, (4) 
increase land use efficiency within UGB, (5) complete the periodic review process which 
began about 7 years ago, (6) coordinate with the Marion County Framework Plan, (7) 
provide adequate transportation connections not only east/west connection but 
interchange improvement, (8) minimize impacts on agricultural land, and (9) protect 
stream corridors and wetlands. 
He reviewed the UGB amendment process which includes the basic steps of identifying 
population and employment projections, buildable lands inventory, land needs analysis, 
intensify land use within the existing UGB, and alternative analysis which is to bring land 
in under ORS 197.298 priorities. He stated that those priorit ies say that the first areas to 
be added would be the exception areas of a rural residential land in which a house or 
small business could be located that abuts the current UGB boundary, then lower class 
agricultural soil (Class ill-IV) areas can be considered, and prime agricultural soil (Class 
I-ll) land is to be avoided if possible. Population projection for the City over the next 20 
years indicates a 74% growth and employment projection indicates an 81% growth. The 
population projection has been coordinated with the staff of Marion County and LCDC, 
and, as part of this process, the City will be asking the Marion County Commissioners to 
adopt the population projection of34,919 for year 2020 as the coordinated population 
projection. He suggested that the plan year be changed to 2023, 2024, or 2025 since this 
process wi ll still take some time to complete. In regards to employment, the Council has 
expressed a desire to recruit businesses that will provide employment to the residents of 
Woodburn rather than the residents having to go elsewhere for employment. The 
Buildable Lands Inventory did impose some restrictions on development and he referred 
to a map that displayed the locations of buildable land by category. He reviewed the 
method used to determine 20-year land needs for the City which included taking into 
consideration the Economic Opportunities Analysis, Housing Needs Analysis, and the 
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School and Park Analysis. The City's industrial land supply within the existing UGB is 
126 buildable acres with an average lot size of 3.5 acres. The residential land supply is 
470 buildable acres of which 375 acres is low density residential and 79 acres in medium 
density residential. Based on lot size between 1988-2002, the average lot size is 7,000 
square feet or 6.83 dwelling units per acre. He reviewed Goal 9 provision regarding need 
to provide adequate supply of suitable sites and the acreage and site requirements for 
industrial, commercial, and residential acreage to meet the need within the current UGB. 
Since there is a deficit within the existing UGB, this information will be used within the 
UGB expansion justification report. In regards to the large stores that are currently vacant, 
these parcels have already been developed and are part of the existing inventory even 
though they are currently not occupied by a business. He explained the concept of a 
nodal residential plan designation which is an area with a commercial center surrounded 
by a hi~er density residential area with design standards to make up the density and 
provide affordable housing opportunities. 

Mr. Winterowd stated that the park and school needs are, for the most part, in the 
residential areas but are not met in commercial areas. Therefore, the amount of 
residential land needs to be increased to meet the parks, schools, and open space needs. 

2.4 Under state Jaw, local government must use land more efficiently within the UGB before 
they can expand their UGB. The plan before the City would be to allow 1) as much as 
10.5 dwelling units per net acre, 2) a residential mix of 65% single family and 35% multi­
family, 3) new overlay zones by increasing densities in nodal development, 4) increasing 
density in exception areas adjacent to the existing UGB, 5) master planning requirement 
in southwest industrial reserve area and nodal areas to maintain large parcel sizes, 6) 
housing over retail businesses in the downtown and nodal development areas, 7) 
minimum density standards be set at 80%, and 8) planning for development of infill, 
partially vacant, and potential redevelopment land. It was noted that growth efficiency 
measures to be implemented will still require the expansion of the UGB by approximately 
1,000 gross acres or 30% increase. Mr. Winterowd provided more in depth information 
on proposed nodal development policies that are incorporated into this package. He 
expressed his opinion that the southwest industrial reserve is the key to implementing 
Woodburn's economic strategy since it has good access to I-5, Butteville Road and Parr 
Road. To make transportation work to this area, the long range plan needs to include a 
connection from Butteville to Highway 99E utilizing area south of the current city limits. 
He also reviewed policies that for this area which would include reserving land for 
targeted industries, maintaining large lot sizes, prohibit commercial rezoning, provide 
direct access to I-5, and require master planning. He provided information on the factors 
that need to be considered when deciding where to grow in the outlying areas. Eight 
study areas were decided upon and, after applying the factors, proposed areas of 
expansion developed. He outlined those areas on the map and briefly reviewed the 
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reasons as to why those parcels could be in the proposed area of expansion. 
In regards to lot size, the proposed maximum allowable density is 6,000 sq. feet, 
however, a developer would need to stay within that density level overall so it would be 
possible to have some lots larger in size and others smaller so long as the average is met. 
He also provided a chart on projected timelines to complete the review and adoption 
process. Public hearings would be held before the Planning Commission and Council 
during the spring of2004 with reviews by other governmental agencies to be completed 
by the fall of2004. 

Mayor Figley expressed a concern on ( 1) how certain housing types can be detrimental to 
a community as it relates to the number of persons per household and not just units per 
acre. 
Mr. Winterowd stated that concerns surface on the quality of life with small house and 
small lot sizes with multiple family. The amendments before the Council and 
Commission are a compromise that many would like to see in a community versus the 
mandate from the State that land be used efficiency and affordable housing be available. 
He does not feel that row houses will be built within the next 1 0 years and design 
standards, for instance, would dictate as to where a garage is located in a row house 
design. The population per household size is projected between 2.7 and 3.1 since factors 
such as better education and more money will result in a lower household size over the 
next 20 years. 
Commissioner Lima expressed his concern that the trend will continue to increase versus 
decrease since it takes many years to change the cultural factors that affect the household 
size. 
Following some discussion on this issue, Mr. Winterowd urged the Council and 
Commissioners to consider a set of numbers that they feel comfortable with so that the 
household size directly relates to land consumption areas and the types of house being 
demanded. 
Conunissioner Young questioned how close the City is to the density target of 8.3 to 8.5 
homes per acre. 
Mr. Winterowd stated that the actual density is 6.83 whereas the proposed plan would 
increase the density by 25%. In the buildable lands inventory, a parcel by parcel analysis 
was completed and that did include a developer's ability to partition land for flag lots in 
order to make use of a ll available land and remnant pieces of land were taken out of the 
calculations. It was noted that 6.83 density was calculated from the period of 1988-2002 
and, for the period of 1998-2002, the overall density was 7 .1. 
Discussion was also held on design standards and the impact smaller lot sizes may have 
on the housing quality and affordability. 
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Councilor Veliz commented on how the interchange improvement is a high priority but it 
is still unknown as to its status and the proposed plan calls for the building of the east­
west connection which is even more unknown than the interchange improvement. 
Mr. Winterowd stated that once the UGB expansion is granted and the Transportation 
System Plan is updated, the goal would be to make the connection over the next 20 years 
as development on the southerly portion of the UGB occurs. 

4.0 Mayor Figley stated that the work on this issue will continue and public hearings will 
give the citizens an opportunity to comment on the proposed amendments. 

The work session ended at 9:20p.m .. 

---

ATTEST MC!-tJJ:~ 
City ofWoodbum, Oregon 
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Volume I Goals and Policies 
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Prepared by: 
The City of Woodburn Planning Department 
with Assistance from Winterbrook Planning 

Originally Adopted on December 1978 

Amended: 
March 1981, February 1989, March 1996, April 1997 (Transportation Goals Policy), 

August 1997 (Downtown Design Conservation District), October 1999 (Annexation and 
Parks Goals and Policies), July 2003 
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Introduction 

How to Use This Plan 

The Woodburn Comprehensive Plan is the controlling land use document for the 
City and its Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). From a land use perspective, the · 
comprehensive plan is like a state or federal constitution: it provides the legal 
framework and long-term vision for implementing plans and land use regulations. 
The Woodburn Comprehensive Plan has been found by the Land Conservation & 
Development Commission (LCDC) to comply with the 14 applicable "Statewide 
Planning Goals, " which are, in effect, state planning requirements that must be 
met by each city and county in Oregon. 

The Woodburn Comprehensive Plan includes two volumes: Volume I includes 
goals and policies that provide specific direction in making "quasi-judicial" land 
use decisions; i.e., decisions that require judgment in the application of general 
policies to specific situations, such as zone changes, annexations, conditional use 
permits and major variances. Goals set a general direction and are not intended 
to be decision criteria. Policies that are written in mandatory language (e.g., 
"shall, " "must, " "will 'j are mandatory in character: they must be followed when 
Woodburn makes a "quasi-judicial" land use decision. In cases where 
mandatory policies conflict, the City Council may balance these policies in 
making a decision. Policies that are written in permissive language (e.g., 
"should," "may," "encourage'} indicate the preferred direction of the City, but 
are not binding on the Council. 

Volume I also includes the comprehensive plan map, which indicates on a parcel­
specific basis, what land uses will be allowed in the long-term. Where Volume I 
plan policies conflict with the comprehensive plan map, the specific text of these 
policies shall control. 

Legislative land use decisions (e.g., changes in the text of Volume I or to the 
comprehensive plan map that apply generally to the City, and not to a specific 
property or small group of properties) adopted by the City Council must also 
conform with Volume I goals, policies and maps; or affected goals, policies and 
maps must be amended by the City Council to be consistent with the Statewide 
Planning Goals. · 

Volume II of the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan includes background 
infonnation that served as the basis for Volume I goals and policies. For example, 
the basis for Woodburn's population and employment projections, the land needs 
analysis, maps of environmentally-significant stream corridors and the 
justification for the Woodburn UGB is included in Volume ll Thus, Volume II 
forms a part the "legislative history" that supports the goals, p olicies and plan 
map. 
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Planning History 
This Plan first was developed during the period from December 1976 through 
March 1981. It was revised through the Periodic Review process in 1988-1989 
and was amended again in 1996. It is intended to guide the development and 
redevelopment of Woodburn for the next 20 years- until approximately the Year 
2025. Hopefully, through following the Plan the City will maintain and enhance 
the present quality of life enjoyed by the approximately M,20, 000 people who 
call Woodburn their home. The Plan is also intended to comply with the 
requirements of state law, the Land Conservation and Development Commission 
Goals and Administrative Rules Guidelines. The Plan has been coordinated with 
the Goals and Guidelines expressed in the Marion County Growth Management 
Framework Plan, adopted in 2003. Volume II of the Plan is also intended as an 
infonnational and data source to persons unfamiliar with Woodburn or who wish 
to find out more about the City, and to act as an educational document for City 
Council members, Planning Commission members, staff and other interested 
parties. 

The Plllfl was developed through a series of public workshops. The first 
·;r,rorkshops were held in December of 1976 •;r,rhere past patterns of City g row .. .h 
·;r,rere 6*amined and •,sarious alternatives for future growth were also considered. 
Out of these three public ·.vorkshops, the 1977 "Sketch Plan" was developed. This 
was to be the general guideline for the consultants Vlhich would be 'Norking on 
't'arinus aspects of the City's Plan. Over the next 1 g months se•,seral consultants 
were hired to de•,selop the more tech.-lical aspects of the Comprehensive Plan. 
Each of the consultants held 'Norkshops with the Planning Commission and 
general public to obtain input during the deYelopment of the elements and also 
after the elements were finished. After the Yarious elements of the Plan were 
completed, the Plan:ling Commission reexamined the 'liability of the Sketch Plan. 
Se,·eral changes v,sere deemed necessary due to the new data VJrbioh had been 
gathered by the consultants dur.dlg the plar .... Ying period. After three public 
workshops by the City Cooocil. However, additional time was taken to obtain 
approval from Yarious Local, Regional, and State agencies prior to 
acknowledgment of compliance from the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission in March 198 1. 

The plan was extensively amended during the Periodic Review process, which 
extended from 1992 through 2004, and culminated in the Woodburn 2025 
Comprehensive Plan. The primary focus of the periodic review process was 
economic development and the Council's determination to provide a sufficient 
industrial land base to p rovide for family-wage jobs and a sound fiscal basis f or 
the community. As part of this process, the City undertook an Economic 
Opportunities Analysis, which identified Woodburn's comparative advantages, 
targeted industries that would likely be attracted to the Woodburn area, and 
recommended expansion of the UGB to provide suitable industrial sites near 
Interstate 5 to meet the needs of targeted industrial firms. 
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Other important objectives of the 2004 amendment package include: 
• Completion of the City's Periodic Review process; 
• Coordination with Marion County's Framework Plan; 
• Providing adequate transportation connections; 
• Providing an adequate buildable lands for a range of housing types and 

densities; 
• Increasing land use efficiency within the UGB to minimize impacts on 

agricultural land,· and 
• Protecting Woodburn's stream corridors and wetlands. 

Natural Setting 
Woodburn is a town of approximately -t-920,000 persons located midway between 
Portland and Salem in Oregon's Willamette Valley. Woodburn is 17 miles north 
of Salem and is 30 miles south of Portland. Its location is central with respect to 
transportation corridors running north and south in the Mid Willarnette Valley. 
Interstate 5, the major north-south freeway through Oregon, runs through 
Woodburn's City limits on the west side of the City. Highway 99E, a secondary 
major north-south transportation route, runs through the east end ofWoodbum. 
State Highway 214, a primary state road, runs east and west bisecting the town. In 
addition, there are two railroad tracks that run either through, or in close 
proximity to it; Southern Pacific Railroad which runs through the center of town 
and around which Woodburn was originally built, and the Burlington Northern 
Railroad which runs north and south just west of the present City limits. Due to 
the location of these major transportation routes, Woodburn has extremely good 
location with respect to commerce. 

The physical setting ofthe City is on an extremely flat area of the Willamette 
Valley. The highest point in Woodburn is approximately 187 feet above sea level, 
located in west Woodburn. The lowest point in the present City limits is 
approximately 148 feet above sea level, located on the point where Mill Creek 
drainage channel leaves the City limits. While this gives a relief in the City of 40 
feet, most ofthe area is still extremely flat; averaging about 177 to 182 feet above 
sea level. This flat plain is divided by two drainage systems; Mill Creek which 
runs through the center of town, and Senecal Creek which runs through the 
western city limits. Other than the two drainage channels there are no physical 
formations of any significance in Woodburn. 

The climate of Woodburn is typified by mild, wet winters and warm, dry 
summers. The daily maximum and minimum mean temperature is 45° F and 32° 
Fin January and 82° F and 51 ° Fin July. Precipitation varies from an average of 
6.9 inches January to .03 inches in July. Another indication of the marked 
difference in precipitation rates between seasons is the number of days with a 
cloud cover. January averages 24 cloudy and 4 partly cloudy days as compared to 
7 cloudy days and 9 partly cloudy days for the month of July. Winds are generally 
from the south for 10 months of the year except for July and August when 
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northerly winds are the rule. Wind velocities range between 6.2 and 8.7 miles per 
hour. 

The soils which have developed in this climate are of two associations, Amity silt 
loam and Woodburn silt loam. Both of these formations are found throughout the 
City in all areas except drainage channels. These soils are capability unit Class 11 
established by the Soil Conservation Service. The drainage channels contain 
several different types of associations, most commonly Bashaw clay, Dayton silt 
loam and Concord silt loam. These soils are extremely wet and boggy and are 
generally Class III and Class N soils (See Appendix A). 

Because of the flatness of the terrain around Woodburn and also because of the 
basically stable physical environment there are very few limiting factors relating 
to urban development. The only two of any significance are floodplain areas 
which occur around the Mill Creek drainage area and unstable soils. Fortunately, 
for the most part these unstable soils occur in the floodplain areas. They are 
mostly of the clay type soils which occur in the low drainage areas and 
insufficient to provide foundations for normal structures. 

Woodburn's Historical Context 
Prior to human settlement, the arriYal of man, the site upon which Woodburn is 
located would have appeared quite different from today. Several areas in the 
immediate v icinity of Woodburn, most notably the S enior Estates areas, would 
have been swampy, boggy lands typified by water tolerant species and created a 
bountiful habitat for water foul and other species associated with marshes. The 
main break to this landscape would have been the river canyon areas of Senecal 
Creek and Mill Creek. This area was generally an active floodplain and was 
seasonally flooded. The channels at that time were probably very ill:-defmed, very 
similar to Senecal Creek today. Vegetation would have been dense, typically there 
was a thick, shrubby growth in the floodplain areas dominated by water tolerant 
deciduous trees and an occasional fir tree. However, the composition of 
vegetation quickly changes as soon as the rise in elevation would allow drainage 
of the soggy soil. On the slopes of the stream gullies and extending out into the 
flat areas, one would have found thick growth of firs and oaks, occasionally 
broken by large grassy plains with scattered oak trees. This change is evident 
today in the undeveloped areas of Senecal Creek drainage which flows through 
west Woodburn. 

Native Americans After arriYal of Indians in the area the open grasslands '.Vould 
hal,re increased in expanse. It is commonly b elie,'ed that the Indians set annual 
fires to increase the supply of foods which they gathered from the grassland 
habitat, and in so doing increased the area of open grasslands. When Europeans 
arrived in the Willamette Valley in 1805 to 1830, they encountered numerous 
small bands of Native Americans which collectively became known as the 
Calapooians. This Native American tribe inhabited the French Prairie region. 
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There are no known Indian villages or campsites along the Pudding River 
drainage in the Woodburn area. However, as this area is one of the first settled by 
Europeans in Oregon, the early contact with Euro-Americans may have driven the 
Native Americans Indians to other locations. It would be difficult to imagine 
Indians not establishing campsites in or near the areas around Woodburn as-it 
would have provided a great deal of habitat for wildlife and was likely the site of 
Native American settlements. whioh was their staple. Treaties signed in 1854 and 
1855 officially terminated the Native American occupation of the Willamette 
Valley. The surviving Calapooians were ordered into the Grand Ronde 
Reservation west of the Coast Mountains. 

The earliest settlers in the Willamette Valley were mostly confined to the region 
known as French Prairie, a portion of the northern valley comprising 200 square 
miles on the east side oft he W illamette River. Champoeg became the seat for 
OregonOs provisional government in 1843. The area soon became crowded and 
diffused growth up the Willamette River. Woodburn, in the southern reaches of 
the French Prairie, was one of the recipients of early settlers from the northern 
valley and the fertile adjacent soils allowed it to become known as the trade center 
of the region. Under the influence of industrial development in the form of 
steamboat and later the railroads, W oodbum realized growth and prosperity that 
was not true of many of the earliest settlements in the Valley which became 
bypassed by these new developments in technology. 

The founding of Woodburn is said to have been due to the efforts of Jesse 
Settlemier who purchased the portion of land where the town is now presently 
located. The land was purchased during the foreclosure sale which had originally 
been part of the Jean Dubois homestead in the 1840's. Settlernier apparently saw 
promise for Woodburn. After founding a nursery in 1863 he focused his energy 
and resources to attract people in commerce to the area. At this time the existing 
social and promising economic center of the east French Prairie was Belle Passe, 
located some 2 1f2 miles from Woodburn. Woodburn eventually absorbed the 
attention previously paid to' Belle Passe, and it was thought that Woodburn was 
coming into the position to capitalize on trade and shipping activities because of 
its proximity to fast growing Portland and Salem. This in conjunction with its 
agricultural and commercial potential gave it a key position for subsequent 
growth and development. 

Although Jesse Settlemier was instrumental in designing the physical town site, 
many claim its real founder was Ben Holladay. If Holladay did not actually found 
the town site he at least gave it a major stimulus for growth through his building 
of the railroad. In 1871 his Oregon and California Railroad established a line by 
way of Woodburn and some ten years later a narrow gauge railroad also made its 
appearance in Woodburn. 1871 also saw the first platting of the town site of 
Woodburn with the eastern boundary the Oregon and California Railroad 
established by Ben Holladay. 
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Jesse Settlemier's efforts to encourage growth continued during this period. A 
strong agricultural base, railroad and geographic centrality were its strongest 
features. In addition, Settlemier was at this time successful in subsidizing the 
railroad to construct a flag station at Woodburn, giving the town major status. 
Local sentiment has it that by 1880 Woodburn was on the way to becoming the 
most prominent city in the Willamette Valley (according to the Woodburn 
Independent). By 1889 Woodburn was incorporated as a City with a home rule 
charter. Its first mayor was Jesse Settlemier. A school had already been 
established in 1885 and in its first year was attended by 65 students. Also, in 1888 
the Woodburn Independent, the town newspaper, was established. 

During the 1890's, Woodburn was realizing some of the commercial and 
industrial growth which it had boasted it could achieve. A flour mill, p Ianning 
mills, lumber yards and a marble works were developed. 

During the 1890's and the early 1900's Woodburn hoped to attract other industries 
and commercial enterprises. Woodburn advertised that its desirable features were 
less expensive land and fewer labor problems than other areas. It was noted, for 
example, that Woodburn did not suffer from Portland's rise in land prices as well 
as its racial clashes between laborers. By 1900 Woodburn had 46 businesses, 
including 3 hotels, a telephone system, a cannery, a grain works, 1 0 nurseries, 3 
lumber yards and other assorted enterprises such as banks and retail outlets. It also 
possessed several churches and distinctive social groups. 

In the early 1900's Woodburn was introduced to the electric railroad or 
interurbans, as they were called. This particular line was known as the 0 regon 
Electric. The main line originally bypassed the City by some two miles to the 
west. Its owner at that time favored west Woodburn for their terminus. By 1910, 
however, a spur was connected to Woodburn. Oddly enough, a town served by 
two railroads and having sufficient economy to sustain population in commerce 
was brought partially to its knees by another form of mechanized technology; the 
automobile. While the town continued to grow and attract some industry of a 
specific nature, once highway traffic developed it did so at a much slower rate. 
Woodburn's growth began to slow as it gave way to a changing economy. 

Between 1910 and 1940 Woodburn grew in its population by only some 40 
persons. Industry, however, continued to expand in the form of a loganberry juice 
factory and a cannery. In 1925 came the construction of the Woodburn training 
school for boys, now MacLaren School. In 1929 the Portland Gas and Coke 
Company installed service facilities. In subsequent years, Bonneville Power 
provided electricity to both residents and industry. In 1944 the Birds Eye 
Division of General Foods built a large cannery facility in Woodburn, attracted by 
the agricultural productivity of the area. Woodburn promoters at this time 
maintained that the City still had all the machinery for economic success. It was 
said by local developers to be a sleeping giant. 
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While the automobile had retarded its growth as a regional shipping center, the 
same technology brought suburbia ever closer to the City so that a different type 
of growth began to occur in Woodburn. During the 1960's Woodburn underwent 
some interesting demographic changes. In the decade from 1960 to 1970 there 
were three separate migrations into Woodburn. The first was the immigration of 
retired people into the Woodburn area mostly through the Senior Estates 
development. This development, which was conceived in the 1950's and first 
platted in 1960 continued its development until 1980 when the last lots in Senior 
Estates were platted. This brought in approximately 2,500 retired persons into the 
Woodburn area. The same period also saw immigration of Mexican-Americans 
into W oodbum, initially attracted by the agricultural labor in the area and then 
settling down to become residents, and the Old Believer Russian migration to 
Woodburn. Woodburn's growthfrom 1970-2000 through the 1970's exceeded that 
of the State, the Willamette Valley, and other selected locations in the immediate 
area. Historically, Woodburn has been able to support its population with a full 
range of City services a.Ild has maintained its identity as a community in the area. 
It is W oodbum's desire to remain as redistribution center for outlying areas of the 
Valley. Public polls taken in Woodburn have confirmed this goal. Expansion of 
the City in an orderly and efficient manner will aid in giving the population the 
commerce and industry it has always historically desired. 

A. Comprehensive Plan Designations and Implementation 

The Land Use Plan 
The Land Use Plan is based on the recent land use inventories, updated land 
needs analyses, and the revised goals and policies in this Comprehensive Plan. 
The Land Use Plan represents the most practical arrangement of land uses that 
considers existing development patterns and the future vision for Woodburn, as 
embodied in the revised goals and policies. 

The Plan can best he described by discussing where eaeh of the follF major land 
uses ba·1e been located. 

Volume 3 
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Woodburn has six principal comprehensive plan map designations, and 
two overlay designations, with corresponding zoning districts: 
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pI' ~ bl 1 c h Pl D ' d I. l t' z D' 0 Icy a e . om pre ens1ve an eszgnattons an mp_1 em en m (! onzng zstrzcts . 
Comprehensive Plan Implementing Zoning Density Range Minimum Lot Sizes 
Designation District(s) (Units Per Net or Unit Area in 

Buildable Acre) Square Feet 
Low Density Residential RS Single Family 5-7 6,000 Interior Lot 

Residential 8,000 Corner Lot 
10,000 Duplex Lot 

RS1 Retirement 9-12 3,600 interior Lot 

Community SFR 3, 600 Corner Lot 
4,000 Interior Lot 

Nodal Development RSN Nodal Development 8-11 4,500 Corner Lot 
Overlay SFR 
Medium Density RM Medium Density 10-16 2, 720 Per M-F Unit 
Residential Residential 10,000 Duplex Lot 

Nodal Development RMN Nodal Residential 10-22 1,980 Per M-F Unit 

Overlay (NDO) 8, 000 Duplex Lot 
3, 000 Interior Row house 
3,600 Corner Rowhouse 

Commercial CG General Commercial 
DDC Downtown Not applicable 
Development and 
Conservation 

Nodal Development CO Commercial Office 
Overlay (NDO) NCN Nodal 

Neighborhood 
Commercial 

Industrial IP Industrial Park 
LI Light Industrial Not applicable 

Southwest Industrial SWIR Southwest 
Reserve Overlay (SW/0) Industrial Reserve 
Open Space and Parks RCOD Riparian Corridor 

Overlay District Not applicable 
PISP Public Semi-Public 

Public Use PISP Public Semi-Public Not applicable 
Note: The net buildable area of a parcel excludes land dedicated for public rights-of-way or 
storm water easements, common open space, and unbuildable natural areas. For example, if a 
parcel has 10 acres, and 2 acres are removed for streets and 2 acres are within the floodplain I 
riparian area, then 6 net buildable acres would remain. The range of allowable densities is 
calculated based on net buildable acres. An acre has 43,560 square feet. Allowable densities mav 
be increased through the discretiona_!J'_p_lanned unit development review process. 

Plan Implementation 
Any comprehensive plan depends on implementation to accomplish the goals and 
policies established in the plan. Cities have amassed a battery of ordinances to 
accomplish this purpose. Some ordinances have been more successful than others 
and in time, no doubt, new methods and techniques will be developed. 
Implementation should be a continual review of existing ordinances to ensure that 
they are accomplishing the purposes for which they were originally designed. The 
City recognizes that over time many of the ordinances which are suggested in this 
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plan will be amended and perhaps entirely replaced by new concepts. As long as 
the ordinance which is developed implements the goals and policies of the plan, a 
change should not be necessary. However, at a minimwn, the City should have 
basically the following ordinances ~o implement the plan. 

Zoning 
The keystone of plan implementation is the Woodburn Development 
Ordinance (WDO). This WDO long used tool of zoniag. Zoning code 
should ensures that the location and design o f various 1 and uses and in 
some cases, the timing of those land uses, is in compliance with the 
Comprehensive Plan. The WDO Zoning ordinances should ensures that 
incompatible uses do not occur, while allowing flexibility consistent with 
on the other hand they · should remain as flexible as possible while still 
accomplishing the purpose of the plan. The Zoning Map need not be a 
reflection of the Comprehensive Plan Map. In geaeral, it will be more 
specific than the Comprehensive Plan Map, and may have eontainiag 
maay more designations than the Comprehensive Plan Map. In addition, 
there will be many cases where the zoning ordinance will be more 
restrictive than the map. This is because there are areas which must be 
retained in a more restrictive zone until public facilities are developed or 
public need is established for a zone change to a less restrictive zone. 
However, in no case should the Zoning Map allow a use which is less 
restrictive than that called for in the Land Use Plan. 

Subdivision and Planned Unit Development Ordinances 
The second mainstay of plan implementation are subdivision codes and 
planned unit development ordinances, which are also found in the WDO. 
These ordinances are designed to regulate tlie division of large lots of land 
into smaller parcels, mostly for residential developments. They are the 
main control the City has over neighborhood developments, rights-of-way 
acquisition, and minimum lot sizes. The City should carefully review 
subdivision and PUD ordinances to ensure that they are consistent with 
present trends of the housing market and do not require more land than is 
reasonably required for public use. However, conversely, the PUD and 
subdivision ordinances should be so designed to ensure that 
neighborhoods are well served by streets, parks, and in some cases, school 
sites. 

Site Plan Review 
Site Plan Review has been established for Multi-Family (3+ Units), 
Industrial and Commercial land uses. The objective of Site Plan Review 
is to ensure that the proper and adequate facilities, and infrastructure are 
provided. Site Plan Review is a way of creating uniformity in 
development, limiting conflicts in design and bringing about the overall 
attractiveness of the community. 
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Sign Ordinance 
The City has had a sign ordinance since 1973. It has been successful in 
controlling proliferation of signs, mostly along main arterials. The Sign 
Ordinance implements both policies relating to public health, safety and 
welfare, basically for transportation safety as well as aesthetic goals. This 
type of ordinance should be continued and a more effective and equitable 
means of controlling signs should be investigated. This has led to finding 
alternative types of signs such as monument signs. The objective of 
monument signs is to reduce the skyscape clutter. 

Transportation Plan 
The Transportation System Plan (2004) is now being revised to reflect 
changes in population, employment and land use adopted in the 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan ( 2003). The 2004 TSP was (Ordinance 
Ne. 1915) has been repealed and replaced with Ordinance }le. 2170. It 
defines the includes goals and objectives, of the transportatien plan, 
forecasts popalation and traffic growth in the City, and identifies 
transportation improvements needed to satisfy the forecasted growth. The 
plan: 

• Establishes the functional classification of roads and streets 
• Evaluates interchange alternatives 
• Establishes alternative modes of transportation 
• Meets the basic g~:~idelines ... established in Oregon Transportation 

Planning Rule 

Capital Improvement Plans 
The City is striving toward its goal of orderly growth through adoption of 
a six year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), which is the City's financial 
commitment to construct needed public facilities projects. Related to 
capital improvement plans for public facilities are system development 
charges which implement the City's goal of charging new development for 
the additional services that it requires. The Capital hnprovements Plan can 
be utilized as an information tool to assist in the annual budgeting process 
and guide the expansion and maintenance of the City's streets, water, 
sewer, storm drains, etc. 

-
The CIP can be broken do't\'fl into h\'0 general categories: has both short 
term and long-term projects; and long term Projects. Short term projects 
are those planned for construction within six years. These projects indicate 
detailed descriptions of the location of the projects; the work required; a 
time line for construction and an estimate of the cost with a breakdown of 
various funding sources. 

Long term projects are those intended to meet the needs of the City 
through the full twenty year planning period. Recently revised population 
projections and recent land inventories have revealed hundreds of 
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available undeveloped acres within the UGB that will require main public 
services line extensions in the future. A careful study of the long term 
projects contained in the CIP will reveal that they are generally projects 
that extend main public facility lines in strategic areas of the undeveloped 
Urban Growth Boundary. All of the long term projects as outlined in the 
CIP have been shown to be necessary to maximize the future development 
potential for the entire urbanizing area. 

The CIP is designed so that both short term projects and long term projects 
are subject to annual review. This way, the City can add, delete, and 
reprioritize projects as needs change. 

Downtown and Urban Renewal 
The Urban Renewal Plan is a primary vehicle for revitalizing the 
Downtown area. One of the main problems with land use and economy 
in the City has been the stagnated downtown area. In response, the City 
adopted a downtown development plan. The Urban Renewal Plan 
includes goals and policies addressing financial assistance programs, 
citizen involvement, and physical improvements. The Plan has been 
adopted as an element of the Comprehensive Plan and has a 20-year 
planning horizon. 

Housing Codes 
As many of the structures in the City grow older, run down, deteriorated 
structures can begin to detract and blight a neighborhood. While this is not 
a serious problem at present, the potential exists in \Voodbum for this to 
beeome a problem in the futlli'e, as approximately 800 homes will be in 
excess of 50 years old by the year 2000. One means of ensuring +e 
ensure that the housing stock is kept in good shape, is through city­
sponsored the City has implemented a housing rehabilitation programs. 

This housing Housing rehabilitation programs is currently in operation 
offering-low interest, deferred loans to low/moderate income homeowners 
in Woodb-urn for repair maintenance, and rehabilitation of housing within 
certain target areas. Areas identified as having the highest percentage of 
homes in need of basic repair, roofs, foundations, paint, sidewalks, etc., 
h~Pt•e been may be targeted for rehabilitation. The City is considering 
implementation of a housing rehabilitation program in FY 2003-04. 
At present the City is administering approximately $ 1,000,000 in a 
re>~olving loan fund. As these monies are paid back to the City, they will 
be recycled to do additional housing rehabilitation 'Nark. 

Flood Hazard Zone 
The only identified natural hazard in Woodburn is the flood area. As this 
area contains the most unstable soils for development, the City requires 
flood hazard area regulations to ensure that building does not occur. The 
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City has already adopted a Flood Plain Management Ordinance which 
meets the requirements of the Federal Flood Insurance Program. This 
ordinance should be monitored for its effectiveness and kept up to date. 

Historical Site Zone 
As historical sites often require special attention and special regulation, 
the City has adopted policies to recognize historical sites and to encourage 
preservation and protection. Policy L 12 of the Plan requires re,.'iew of 
de·,relopment applications fur historic properties by the Plan:ring 
Commission. Any of these above ordinances would ee useless if not 
vigorously enfureed by the City. The recent addition of a codes 
enforeement officer to the Department of Community De·,relopmeHt will 
ensure that City ordinances are enforced and obeyed. 

Review, Revision and Update 
The planning process is continuous. There is no plan which can foresee all of the 
problems which the future will bring. Inmost cases ford ecision the P Ianning 
Commission and Council will be petitioned by private citizens to change the Land 
Use Plan designation of a particular parcel of property. This is a quasi judicial 
activity and should follow the procedures set out for quasi judicial rulings. 
However, the Planning Commission should ensure that whatever changes it 
makes in the Land Use Plan, they are consistent with other goals and policies 
established in this Plan. These changes, in general, should be justified by a solid 
body of evidence presented by the petitioner showing the following: 

1. Compliance with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan; 
2. Compliance with the various elements ofthe Comprehensive Plan; 
3. Compliance with Statewide Goals and guidelines; 
4. That there is a public need for the change; 
5. That this land best suites that public need; and 
6. That the land cannot be suitably used as it is presently designated. 

Enforcement Policy 

A-1 . Land use ordinances adopted by the City shall be strictly enforced. While 
the Comprehensive Plan and zoning ordinances are important phases of 
the land use planning process, without strict enforcement of the code, 
what actually occurs in the City will not have a direct relationship to the 
plans and ordinances adopted by the Council. Therefore, strict 
enforcement must be practiced by the City to ensure that the policies of 
the City are actually being implemented. 

B. Citizen Involvement and Agency Coordination 

The success of the Woodburn Plan is directly related to establishing a method of 
receiving citizen input. While complex organizations, such as are required in larger cities, 

Volume 
Proposed Woodburn Comprehensive Plan -Volume 1- Goal and Poliq Page 

Winterbrook Planning • November 21, 2003 • Page 16 



are not necessary in a City the size of Woodburn, clear lines of communication should be 
maintained by the Boards, Commissions, Council and staff of the City to the general 
public. It is essential that a two way flow of communication be maintained for proper 
City government to occur, especially in land use matters. 
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Policies 

B-1. It is the policy of the City of Woodburn to solicit and encourage citizen 
input at all phases of the land use planning process. Since the City is 
essentially trying to plan the conununity in accordance with the 
community's desires, it is essential that the community be consulted at 
all stages of the planning program to ensure decisions are in accordance 
with the community's benefit. 

B-2. Woodburn will coordinate with affected state agencies regarding 
proposed comprehensive plan and land use regulation amendments, as 
required by state law. 
(a) The state agency most interested in land use is the Oregon 

Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD ). 
Woodburn will notify DLCD 45 days in advance of the first hearing 
before the Planning Commission of proposed comprehensive plan 
or development ordinance amendments. 

(b) The state agencies most interested in environmental issues are the 
Oregon Division of State Lands (DSL), the Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQJ and DLCD. These agencies will be 
notified and asked to comment on changes to City policies and 
standards regarding Goal 5 (Natural Resources) and Goal 6 (Air, 
Land and Water Quality) issues. 

(c) The state agencies most interested in natural hazards are DLCD 
(which administers Federal Emergency Management Act flood 
control programs) and the 0 regan D epartment of Aggregate and 
Mineral Industries (DOGAMI). These agencies will be notified 
regarding changes to flood management programs. 

(d) The state agencies most interested in parks and recreational 
facilities and historic preservation are the Oregon Parks 
Department and the State Office of Historic Preservation. These 
agencies will be n oti.fied and asked to comment when c hanges to 
park or historic programs are proposed. 

(e) The state agencies most interested in transportation programs and 
projects are the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) 
and DLCD. These agencies will be notified and asked to 
participate in amendments to the Transportation Systems Plan, or 
regarding plan amendments or zone changes that could adversely 
affect a state transportation facility. 
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C. Marion County Coordination 
In 2003, Marion County adopted the "Urban Growth Management Framework" as part of 
its comprehensive plan. The Framework states its purpose on pages 2-3: 

"The purpose of the Growth Management Framework is to: 
1. Identify common goals, principles, and tools that will lead to more coordinated 

planning and promote a co/lab.orative approach to developing solutions to growth 
issues. 

2. Be consistent with City plans for growth by modifying the growth projections in 
response to City feedback. 

3. Protect fann, forest, and resource lands throughout the County by considering the 
existing growth capacity of each community, fostering the efficient use of land, and 
evaluating urban growth boundary expansion needs. 

4. Maintain physical separation of communities by limiting urbanization of farm and 
forest lands between cities. 

5. Maintain community identity by encouraging each community to decide how it should 
grow and by promoting City decision-making control. 

6. Support a balance of jobs and housing opportunities for communities and areas 
throughout the county that contribute to the needs of regional and City economies. 

7. Provide transportation corridors and options that connect and improve accessibility 
and mobility for residents along with the movement of goods and services throughout 
the county. 

The Urban Growth Management Framework is a coordination planning strategy that 
provides a guide cities may follow when considering urban expansion needs and decisions in 
response to growth issues. The Framework identifies the areas of interest for the County 
regarding urbanization and possible measures in the fonn of coordination guidelines, that 
cities may choose to pursue to accommodate efficient growth. Within the context of the 
Framework, coordination guidelines are defined as being 'flexible directions or measures 
that may be utilized to address specific policy statements. ' 

The Framework is intended to provide direction and assistance for the cities through a 
checklist of factors for consideration in making decisions regarding the impacts of growth. 
The decision as to how to use the Framework and which guidelines may be important and 
applicable, is up to the cities. The County recognizes there may be several ways to approach 
and resolve an issue and the Framework provides flexibility for the c ities in coordinating 
planning efforts with the County. " 
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Marion County Coordination Goals and Policies 

C1. To coordinate with Marion County regarding planning issues that 
extend beyond the boundaries of the City of Woodburn, including 
population allocations, amendments to acknowledged comprehensive 
plans and transportation system plans, and achievement of a compact 
urban growth form, as required by Statewide Planning Goals 1 (Land 
Use Planning and Coordination), 11 (Transportation) and 14 
(Urbanization.) 

Policies 

Cl.l Marion County Framework Plan goals, policies and guidelines will be 
considered when the City considers plan amendments that require 
Marion County concurrence. 

Cl.2 The City of Woodburn shall have primary responsibility to p lan for 
community growth within its Urban Growth Boundary, and recognizes 
its responsibility to coordinate with Marion County to ensure the 
efficient use of urbanizable land within the Woodburn UGB. 

D. Residential Land Development and Housing 
The 2003 Woodburn Housing Needs Analysis forecasted future housing need by 
type and density. The City is committed to maintaining a 20-year supply of 
buildable land to meet identified housing needs. 

Residential Plan Designations 

High Density Residential Lands("?. 12 Units per aore} 
High density residential lands present a conflict in two 'Nays. First of all, 
as they are residential they must be protected from . encroaching 
commereial and industrial uses or other uses which would be detrimental 
to any residential use. Also, because they generate more traffic per acre 
than low density residential uses, they must be located closer to collector 
and arterial streets. Most ef-High Density Residential areas thes&-are 
located adjacent to an arterial or collector street or at the intersection of 
major streets. Care should be taken in developing these areas to ensure 
that good transportation flow is accommodated and that on-site 
recreational uses are provided to some extent to alleviate some of the 
problems caused by living in high density areas. High Density Residential 
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lands are also appropriate in designated Nodal Development areas and 
near employment centers. 

Low Density Residential Lands (< 12 units per acre} 
Low density residential areas are the most sensitive land use and must be 
intensively protected. In general they are not compatible with commercial 
and industrial uses and some type of buffering technique must be used to 
protect them. Also, arterials and other transportation corridors can 
severely affect the usefulness of low density residential areas. In general, 
low density residential areas have been located according to existing 
patterns of development and in areas which are protected from high traffic 
flows and commercial and industrial uses. When greenways are used as 
buffers between other land uses and low density residential areas it is 
extremely important to maintain the visual and physical separation that the 
greenway provides. Small lot single family residential development is 
appropriate in Nodal Development areas and may be allowed in Medium 
Density Residential areas. Small lot senior housing is encouraged 
adjacent to existing senior housing areas. 

Public Use 
In addition to the four major types of land uses, lands for public use are 
shown. These are lands which are used or intended for govenunental units 
including lands which are currently owned by the City or School District. 
Future acquisition sites are not indicated, however, as this may tend to 
affect the price the public would have to pay. In most cases, residential 
land is acquired for park and school use; for this reason, the Public Use 
category is considered as a "Residential Land Use". As the location of 
these sites depends a great deal on price and availability, the City and 
School District will have to make the decisions at the time the acquisition · 
is needed as to the best location. 

Residential Land Use Goals and Policies 

Policies 

D-1. Residential areas should be designed around a neighborhood concept. 

D-2. 

Neighborhoods should be an identifiable unit bounded by arterials, 
non-residential uses, or natural features of the terrain. The 
neighborhood should provide a focus and identity within the 
community and should have a community facility, such as a school, 
park, or privately owned community facility to allow for interaction 
within the neighborhood. 

Living Environment - Developments in residential area be constructed 
in such a way that they will not seriously deteriorate over time. Zoning 
ordinances should be strictly enforced to prevent encroachment of 
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D-3. 

D-4. 

D-5. 

D-6. 

D-7. 

D-8. 

D-9. 

D-10. 

degrading non-residential uses. Construction standards in the State 
Building Code shall be vigorously enforced. Woodburn is committed 
to adopting a housing code to improve the housing stock in the 
community. , and if necessary, additional City determines shmild be 
imposed to ensure non degrading housing llnits, shollld be encourage 
by the City. 

Development should promote, through the use of moderate density 
standards and creative design, a feeling of openness and spaciousness 
with sufficient landscaped area and open space to create a pleasant 
living environment. Higher density areas sfwuld be located near jobs, 
shopping and/or potential transit services. 

Streets in residential areas should be used by residents for access to 
collectors and arterials. Residential streets should be designed to 
minimize their use for through traffic, however, whenever possible 
dead-end streets and cui-de-sacs should be avoided. 

Residential developments should strive for creative design which will 
maximize the inherent values of the land being developed and 
encourage slow moving traffic. Each residential development should 
provide for landscaping and tree planting to enhance the livability and 
aesthetics of the neighborhood. 

Except in areas intended for mixed use, non-residential uses should be 
prevented from locating in residential neighborhoods. Existing 
non-conforming uses should be phased out as soon as possible. 

Horne occupations and combination business and horne should be 
allowed only if the residential character is unaffected by the use. In the 
case of home occupations, these can be allowed through the zoning 
ordinances. 

High traffic generating non-residential uses should not be located in 
such a manner as to increase traffic flows on residential streets or 
residential collectors. However, designated neighborhood commercial 
centers in Nodal Development areas are exempt from this policy. 

Industrial and commercial uses which locate adjacent to residential 
areas should buffer their use by screening and design control, and 
should be controlled with sufficient setback so as their location will not 
adversely affect the residential areas. 

High density residential areas should be located so as to minimize the 
possible deleterious effects on adjacent low density residential 
developments. When high density and low density areas abut, density 
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D-11. 

should decrease in those areas immediately adjacent to low density 
residential land. Whenever possible, buffering should be practiced by 
such means as landscaping, sight-obscuring fences and hedges, and 
increased setbacks. This policy does not apply in Nodal Development 
areas. 

Traffic from high density residential areas should have direct access to 
collector or arterial streets without having to utilize local residential 
streets to reach shopping and job centers. going through other 
residential areas. 

Housing Goals and Policies 

D2. The housing goal of the City is to ensure that adequate housing for 
all sectors of the community is provided. 

Policies 

D2-l . 

02-2. 

Volume 3 
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The City will ensure that sufficient land is made available to 
accommodate the growth of the City, consistent with the 2003 Housing 
Needs Analysis. This requires that sufficient land for both high density 
and low density residential developments is provided within the 
confines of the growth and development goals of the City. It is the 
policy of the City to assist and encourage property owners, whenever 
possible, to rehabilitate and renew the older housing in the City. 

It is the policy of the City to encourage a variety of housing types to 
accommodate the demands of the local housing market. In Woodburn, 
the following needed housing types shall be allowed, subject to clear 
and objective design standards, in the following zoning districts: 
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P I' ~ bl 2 N d d JI, 0 tcy a e . ee e ousmg 11pes an mpJementmg onmg 1st nets . T dl I z D' 
Needed Housing Type Implementing Zoning District(s) 
Single Family RS Single Family Residential 
Detached RSJ Retirement Community SFR 
Residential RSN Nodal Development SFR 
Manufactured Dwellings RS Single Family Residential 
On Individual Lots RSJ Retirement Community SFR 
In Parks RM Medium Density Residential 
Attached Single Family Residential RMN Nodal Residential 
(Row Houses) 
Duplexes On Corner Lots RS Single Family Residential 
Generally RM Medium Density Residential 
Multi-Family RM Medium Density Residential 
Generally RMN Nodal Residential 
Above DDC Downtown Development and Conservation 
Commercial NNC Nodal Neighborhood Commercial 

These "housing types" are based on financing or 
Government Assisted Housing* tenure, and are not regulated by the City. If the 

housing type (e.g., single family, manufactured 
Farm Worker Housing* dwelling, attached single family, duplex, or multi-

family) is allowed in the underlying zoning district, 
Rental Housing* these "housing types" are allowed subject to 

applicable design standards. 
* Note that the City regulates housing development to ensure quality 
construction and design, but does not regulate based on tenure. 

D2-3. 

D2-4. 

D2-5. 

To ensure the new concepts in housing are not restricted unduly by 
ordinances, the City shall periodically review its ordinances for 
applicability to the current trends in the housing market. The Rl S 
District is an example of Woodburn's efforts to providing affordable 
housing for seniors, by allowing single-family homes on lots as small 
as 3, 600 square feet. 

To provide for the persons living in the community of a lower income, 
the City will accept its regional share of low income housing. This 
policy is not intended to provide an overabundance of low income 
housing which would encourage undue migration of low income 
persons. 

To provide for needed housing close to neighborhood shopping with a 
pedestrian orientation, Woodburn shall adopt a new Nodal 
Development Overlay. This overlay designation shall apply in 
Southwest Woodburn as shown on the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan 
Map. Special design standards shall ensure a pedestrian orientation 
and compatibility between the residential and commercial uses. 
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D2-6. 

D2-7. 

Woodburn is committed to providing affordable homeownership 
opportunities to its citizens. For this reason, Woodburn zoning 
regulations will allow rowhouses (attached single-family homes) and 
detached single{amily homes on smaller lots (4,000 sq. ft. minimums) 
within Nodal Development areas. 

Woodburn shall amend existing zoning districts to implement the Nodal 
Development concept to allow: 
(a) Increased density in the RM Medium Density Residential District; 
(b) Rowhouses with alley access and front porches in the RM Medium 

Density Residential District; and 
(c) Small-lot single family homes with alley access and front porches in 

the RS Single Family District. 

E. Industrial Land Development and Employment 
The 2002 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and Economic 
Development Strategy provide the basis and policy direction for Woodburn's economic 
development efforts. Generally, Woodburn is committed to providing the infrastructure 
and land base necessary to attract higher-paying, non-polluting jobs. This change is 
necessary to reverse recent trends that saw Woodburn becoming a bedroom community, 
with residents commuting to the Portland and Salem areas for employment. For 
Woodburn to be competitive, it must make the most of its key comparative advantage­
location along the Interstate 5 Corridor. Woodburn is surrounded by agricultural 
resource land, therefore the City cannot avoid using agricultural land to provide suitable 
industrial sites. Therefore, in order to meet the City's economic development objectives, 
several large parcels along the I-5 corridor have been reserved exclusively for industrial 
use. To ensure that these industrial sites along I-5 are used solely for targeted industrial 
uses, Woodburn has adopted stringent policies to prevent there-designation of industrial 
sites in the Southwest Industrial Overlay (SWIO) to commercial or residential uses. In 
addition, large minimum parcel sizes will ensure needed large industrial sites are 
preserved. 
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Industrial Land Designations 
Location of industrial lands poses more of a problem than any other use in urban 
areas. They are essential for the City, and in Woodburn's case, must be expanded 
to accommodate future needs. In general, this type of land use requires good 
transportation access, served preferably, but not necessarily, by both railroad and 
highway. Reserving industrial sites with direct access to Interstate 5 is critical to 
the City's economic development efforts. Generally, industrial land It-should not 
be located adjacent to residential areas without some type of buffering use in 
between the industrial use and the residential areas; either green space or a major 
road or other similar buffer. There are five areas which have been established for 
industrial use in Woodburn. They meet all of the above criteria. They are: 

1. In the southeast quadrant of the City; 
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2. In the northeast quadrant of the City; the Woodburn Industrial Park and 
surrounding development; 

3. The area between North Front Street and Mill Creek, north of the 
Woodburn High School; 

4. The southwest quadrant of the Interstate-S interchange area, which shall 
be expanded as a result of the 2003 plan amendment process. 

5. The Downtown area. 

Each of these areas serve a different purpose in the City's long-range industrial 
development plans. The majority of the development in the Southeast Industrial 
area is either in the City limits or closely adjacent to it. The majority of land in 
this Southeast area is being used for spray irrigation of industrial wastes from the 
food processing plant. As it has been zoned industrial in the County for some 
time, the City proposed, and the County agreed, that it would be best to have this 
area in the Urban Growth Boundary so future expansion of the food processing 
facility on the industrial land would be controlled and regulated by the City. This 
industrial area could realize additional development. 

The Industrial Park ~ea was really the beginning of Woodburn's industrial 
expansion in the 1970s. It has been very successful and now covers a large 
amount efland between the Southern Pacific Railroad and Highway 99-E north of 
State Highway 214. However, as of the writing of this Plan almost all of the 
developable land has either been sold to industries which intend to locate in 
Woodburn or is under development. The remaining vacant land in the ·woodburn 
Industrial Park is committed to development. It is expected that full build-out will 
be realized within the next several years. the years 2000 2003. 

The industrial area on North Front Street north of the Woodburn High School was 
selected because of several reasons. First of all, it is close to State Highway 214 
and therefore has good highway access. Secondly, a spur line from the Southern 
Pacific Railroad could be developed to serve industries locating in this area. 
Thirdly, an excellent buffer exists in the Mill Creek area to buffer the industrial 
uses from the adjacent residential uses. I t should be pointed out, however, that 
industrial uses should not be located in or near the floodplain and extensive 
screening must be employed by industrial uses. 

The fourth industrial area, the southwest quadrant of the interchange was selected 
because it is an excellent site for target industries identified in the Economic 
Opportunities Analysis. such as electronic industries. It should be noted that n 
Not all industries desire to locate on railroads. Indeed some cannot because 
vibration from the railroad upsets sensitive instruments used in some industrial 
processes. The key locational factor desired by targeted industries identified in 
the EOA is access to, and visibility from, Interstate 5. Therefore, the industrial 
area a long Interstate-S provides the primary I ocation fort argeted industries a-a 
altematiYe for those industries to locate in Woodburn. It also affords excellent 
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visibility for industries which wish to maintain good visibility and high corporate 
1mage. 

The fifth Industrial area is the Downtown area. This area is the old downtown 
industrial center. It is the first and the original Industrial area in Woodburn. This 
Industrial area is located along the S.P.R.R. in Downtown Woodburn. The 
railroad was utilized for transportation. This sector has historical significance 
when considering the path Woodburn has taken. This Industrial area can realize 
additional development and possible redevelopment. 

It should be noted that oft he five industrial areas in Woodburn, only two, the 
North FrontS treet area and the Interstate 5 area are available for future 1 arge­
scale industrial expansion. 

Industrial Development Goals and Policies 

Dl. Woodburn shall provide and maintain an adequate supply of suitable 
industrial sites to attract targeted firms consistent with Statewide 
Planning Goal 9 (Economy of the State), the recommendations of the 
2002 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis and the Woodburn 
Economic Development Strategy. 

Policies 

Dl-1 

Dl-2. 

Dl-3. 

It is the policy of the City to provide for developments that, whenever 
possible, will allow residents of the City of Woodburn to work in 
Woodburn and not have to seek employment in other areas. To 
accomplish this the City should encourage that there be a healthy job 
market within the City and enough industrial land is available for 
industrial growth to accommodate the residential growth expected in 
the City. 

Industrial land should be located s& to take advantage of as to ensure 
t'aat:--Jnterstate 5 access or road transportation and secondarily, rail 
transportation that is available to the industrial areas. 

To minimize impacts on Marion County's agricultural land base, Class 
I agricultural soils shall be preserved outside the UGB. At the same 
time, it is important It is essential that industrial lands be located in 
relatively flat areas, which have suitable g-eed-soils and that are free 
from flooding dangers. 
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D1-4. Industrial areas which are located adjacent to arterial streets or to 
residential areas should be controlled through site plan review and 
buffer zones so as to minimize the impact of industrial uses. 

D 1-5. Industries which, through their operating nature, would contribute 
significantly to a deterioration of the envirorunental quality of air, land, 
or water resources of the City should be forbidden to locate within the 
City limits. 

D 1-6. The industrial park concept is one which the City deems is the most 
desirable form of industrial development. Whenever possible the 
industrial park concept will be encouraged in an attractive and 
functional design. Master planning of industrial areas sha// be 
required prior to annexation of industrial land to the City. Master 
plans shall reserve parcels of sufficient size to meet the needs of 
targeted industries identified in the EOA. 

D 1-7. Industries located in areas which are presently non-conforming shall be 
encouraged to find other areas to locate. 

Dl-8. Industrial lands shmlld shall be protected from encroachment by 
commercial or other uses which will either increase the price of 
industrial land or cause traffic generation which will interfere with the 
normal industrial practices. 

Dl-9. The industries attracted and encouraged by the City to locate in 
Woodburn should generate jobs that would upgrade the skills of the 
local labor pool. 

Goal 

D2. Woodburn shall reserve suitable sites in the Southwest Industrial Area 
for targeted industrial firms, as directed by the 2002 Woodburn 
Economic Opportunities Analysis. 

Policies 

D2-1. Woodburn shall designate industrial/and near Interstate 5 with a SWIO 
(Southwest Industrial Overlay) designation. Land within this 
designation shall be reserved exclusively for industrial uses identified in 
the EOA, and shall not be converted to another commercial or 
residential plan designation. 

D2-2. A master development plan shall be approved by the City Council prior 
to annexation to the City. The master plan shall show how streets, 
sanitary sewer, water and stormwater services will be sized and located 
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D2-3. 

Volume 3 

Page 352 

to serve the entire SWIO area. The master plan shall show how arterial, 
collector and local street access will be provided to each lot if land 
division is proposed. The proposed master plan shall be referred to 
Marion County for comment prior to consideration by the City Council. 

This S WIO master pIan shall demonstrate h ow sites with the size and 
access characteristics identified in the EOA will be maintained, 
consistent with Policy Table 3, below: 

Policy Table 3: Site Sizes That Must be Maintained on Specific 
R l Th h h M, Pl P arce s rougJ t e aster annmg rocess 

Tax Lot Buildable Retained Site Land Division 
Number(s) Site Acres Size Permitted? 
West of Interstate 5 
52WII Tax Lot 300 9I I @ 25 Yes, with Master 

I@IO Plan approval 
2@5 

Eastern portions of 70 I@ 70 acres* No 
52WI4 Tax Lots Reserved for Firm 
400 and 500 > 200 employees 

19 I @ I9 No (Access from 
TL 300 required) 

52WI4 Tax Lot 200 9 I @ 9 No 
52WI4 Tax Lot 600 I3 I~_l3 No 
West of I-5 Tax Lots 204 See above S ee above 
East of Interstate 5 
52WJ3 Tax Lot 1100, 100 1 @ IOO acrd No, ROW 
52W14 TaxLots 1500 Reserved for Firm dedication 
and 160rl > 300 employees 
52W14 Tax Lot 800 44 1 @ I5 Yes, with Master 

1 @10 Plan approval; 
ROW dedication 
required 

52W14 Tax Lot 900 36 1 @ 10 Yes, with Master 
I @25 Plan approval; 

ROW dedication 
required 

52W14 Tax Lot 1000 9 1!§,_9 No 
52W14 Tax Lot JIOO 20 1 @20 No 
East of I-5 Tax Lots 209 See above No 
Note: Southern portwns of Tax Lots 400 and 500 are considered one 70-acre s1te; 

neither parcel may be developed as a separate unit. The entire 70-acre site must be 
reserved for a single industrial user. 
2 Note: Tax Lots 1100, 1500 and I 600 are considered one 1 00-acre site; none of these 
parcels may be developed individually. ROW dedication will be required from Tax Lot 
1500 to allow adequate spacing between intersection of Parr Road and Butteville 
Road, near 1-5 Overpass. 
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Marion County Economic Coordination Goals and Policies 

Marion County's economic development goals address the importance of 
maintaining a diverse employment base with living wage jobs. The goals include: 

D3. Encourage diversity and balance ofjob types (e.g., service and industry 
jobs); promote economic opportunity for all segments of society; 
encourage a sustainable local and regional economy; and tailor 
economic development to the unique assets and needs of the county 
and the City of Woodburn. 

Policies 

D3-J. Consistent with Marion County Framework Plan policies, the City of 
Woodburn has conducted an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) 
consistent with the Goal 9 Rule (OAR Chapter 660, Division 9) that: 
(a) Inventories lands suitable for employment use by parcel size; 
(b) Calculates the capacity for j obs in existing Commercial and 

Industrial plan designations; 
(c) Forecasts future employment by sector; 
(d) Identifies industries that are likely to locate in Woodburn; 
(e) Determines the siting needs of targeted industries; 
(f) Determines whether there are existing sites within the UGB that 

meet site suitability criteria and are not needed for other land uses; 
and 

(g) Identify sites outside the UGB that meet site suitability criteria of 
there are inadequate sites within the UGB. 

D3-2 Expand the Woodburn UGB to meet identified industrial siting needs in 
the 2002 Woodburn EOA, consistent with the Statewide Planning Goals 
and other County guidelines adopted as part of this section. 

D3-3 Review plans and implementing ordinances to ensure an adequate 
supply of suitable sites to meet the needs of targeted industries, as 
required by ORS 197.212 et. seq. 

D3-4. Work with Marion County, economic development agencies, area 
economic development groups, and major institutions to provide 
information to support development of a region-wide strategy promoting 
a sustainable economy. 

Volume 
Page 
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F. Commercial Land Development and Employment 
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Commercial Land Designations 
Commercial lands also pose difficulty in deciding their proper location because of 
the high traffic which is generated by commercial uses and the necessity for good 
transportation facilities improvements. They also can impact quite severely on 
adjacent residential uses and this must be considered in their location, and 
especially in their zoning. The commercial areas of the City should be aimed to 
develop at higher densities instead of a sprawling type development. There are 
basically five fum: major commercial areas in Woodburn, and they should serve 
the City for the foreseeable future. 

The first commercial area which the City developed was the downtown. It is 
located on both sides of a railroad track and despite problems in the recent past, it 
has remained an essential part of the City's economy. It is in a transitional stage at 
present as it no longer serves as the center of retailing for Woodburn. However, 
Downtown Woodburn has experienced a renaissance of new investment from the 
Latino community. Downtown Woodburn is becoming known throughout the 
state for its authentic Mexican cultural amenities, shops and restaurants. 
Although some buildings suffer It presently suffers from a lack of maintenance 
and outmoded buildings, some have been . These need to be remodeled and 
updated to so it oan provide a greater share ofWoodburn's services in the future. 

The second large commercial area which has developed in the City is the 
commercial strip a long Highway 9 9E. T he s trip z oning a long 9 9E has c aused 
many problems in the City of Woodburn. This is because this type of 
development is the least efficient use of commercial land and highway frontage. 
Woodburn will work with property owners towards \Vhile there is little v1hioh oan 
be done with the areas \Yhioh ha:Ye already been de .. •eloped, some of this will be 
redeveloping this area in the future. By limiting the supply of vacant "green 
field" commercial land within the UGB, redevelopment of underutilized strip 
commercial lands is more likely to occur. , espeoially north ofLineoln Street. 
Access control policies shall be observed when street improvements occur. 

The third large area of commercial development in the City is the Interstate-S 
Interchange. This contains one small shopping center, a large retail use (Wal­
Mart), a developing outlet mall, already and a other large amount of highway 
related uses. In general, commercial uses on the west side of the freeway should 
be limited to highway related interchange type uses, while on the east side, a more 
general commercial nature should be encouraged. There are approximately 60 
acres available for development located southwest of Evergreen Road. This land 
should be developed as a large integrated shopping center when Woodburn's 
population j usti.fies it. Access control in the I -5 interchange a rea is extremely 
important, because traffic congestion is the limiting fa ctor for growth west of the 
freeway. This issue is addressed extensively in the 2004 Woodburn 
Transportation Systems Plan. 
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The fourth commercial area is the Highway 214/211/99E "Four Comers" 
intersection. This area has become an important commercial district within the 
City. This "Four Comers" area serves as a more local retail service center. This 
commercial district could realize more development in the future. In this a rea 
development should be intensified so as to not create another commercial strip 
development. 

The fifth .commercial center serves the Nodal Development Overlay area near 
Parr Road, east of 1-5. A 1 0-acre site has been reserved for neighborhood 
commercial uses that will serve the higher density, nodal residential development 
within walking distance (generally one-half mile or less) of the center. The center 
will be designed with a pedestrian focus, with limited parking. The City shall 
adopt a new NNC (Nodal Neighborhood Commercial) District to implement this 
concept. 

In addition to these five fem:-major areas there are three twErother minor 
commercial areas, two beth-of which are set aside for office uses. One at the 
S-Curve near Cascade Drive and State Highway 214 and one at the northwest 
quadrant of the intersection of Settlemier Avenue and State Highway 214. To 
minimize the impact along State Highway 214 only low traffic generating uses 
such as offices and other service centers should be located. Large retail uses are 
not consistent with the overall plan concept for these two areas, although 
neighborhood-serving retail uses such as delicatessens and coffee shops are 
allowed. The third small commercial area will be located along Boones Ferry 
Road, just north of a tributary to Mill Creek, near the northern edge of the UGB. 
This 2-acre area will serve the day-to-day retail and service needs of recent and 
planned residential development in the North Boones Ferry Road area. 

Commercial Lands Goals and Policies 
During the 1990s, Woodburn experienced large-scale commercial growth near 
Interstate 5. Although commercial development has provided jobs for many 
Woodburn residents, this growth has contributed to congestion at the 1-
5/Highway 214 Interchange, which has constrained the City's ability to attract 
basic industrial employment that requires I-5 access. Therefore, Woodburn 
should discourage additional land for "big box" or large-scale auto-dependent 
commercial development. Woodburn will encourage infill and redevelopment of 
existing commercial sites, and will encourage neighborhood-serving commercial 
developments in Nodal Development areas. 

Fl Encourage infill and redevelopment of existing commercial areas 
within the community, as well as nodal neighborhood centers, to meet 
future commercial development needs. 

3 Volume 
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Policies 

Fl-1. The City should at all times have sufficient land to accommodate the 
retail needs of the City and the surrounding market area while 
encouraging commercial infill and redevelopment. The City presently 
has five ~major commercial areas: 99E, 1-5 Interchange, the 
downtown area. the Parr Road Nodal Commercial area, and the 
214/211/99E four comers intersection area. No new areas should be 
established. 

Fl-2. 

Fl-3. 

Fl-4. 

Fl-5. 

Fl-6. 
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Lands for high traffic generating uses (shopping centers, malls, 
restaurants, etc.) should be located on well improved arterials. The 
uses should provide the necessary traffic control devices needed to 
ameliorate their impact on the arterial streets. 

Strip zoning should be discouraged as a most Wlproductive form of 
commercial land development. Strip zoning is characterized by the use 
of small parcels of less than one acre, with lot depths of less than 150 
feet and parcels containing multiple driveway access points. Whenever 
possible, the City should encourage or require commercial 
developments which are designed to allow pedestrians to shop without 
relying on the private automobile to go from shop to shop. Therefore, 
acreage site lots should be encouraged to develop "mall type" 
developments that allow a one stop and shop opportWlity. Commercial 
developments or commercial development patterns which require the 
use ofthe private automobile shall be discouraged. 

Architectural design of commercial areas should be attractive with a 
spacious feeling and enough landscaping to reduce the visual impact of 
large expanses of asphalt parking areas. Nodal commercial areas 
should be neighborhood and pedestrian oriented, with parking to the 
rear or side of commercial buildings, and with pedestrian connections 
to neighboring residential areas. 

It would be ofbenefit to the entire City to have Woodburn's Downtown 
Design and Conservation District an active, healthy commercial area. 
Downtown redevelopment should be emphasized and the City should 
encourage property owners to form a local improvement district to help 
finance downtown improvements. Urban renewal funds may also be 
used to fund planned improvements. 

Commercial office and other low traffic generating commercial retail 
uses can be 1 ocated on collectors orin close proximity to residential 
areas if care in architecture and site planning is exercised. The City 
should ensure by proper regulations that any commercial uses located 
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close to residential areas have the proper architectural and landscaping 
buffer zones. 

Fl-7. The Downtown Goals and Policies are included in Section K of the Plan 
and are intended as general guidelines to help the City and its residents 
reshape the downtown into a vital part of the community. Generally, 
development goals are broken into four categories, short term goals, 
intermediate term goals, long term goals, and continual goals. 
Whenever development is proposed within the CBD these goals should 
be reviewed and applied as necessary so as to maintain balance and 
uniformity over time. Although not part of the Downtown Plan or 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan, Urban Renewal funding can help to 
realize the goals and policies embodied in these land use plans. 

F 1-8. Ensure that existing commercial sites are used efficiently. Consider the 
potential for redevelopment of existing commercial sites and 
modifications to zoning regulations that intensify development to attract 
new investment. 

F 1-9. Adopt a new NNC (Nodal Neighborhood Commercial) District, to be 
applied in two Nodal Development Overlays: 
(a) Near the intersection of Parr Road and the Evergreen Road 

extension (approximately 10 acres); and 
(b) At the north boundary of the UGB along Boones Ferry Road, north 

of the Mill Creek tributary (2-5 acres). 

G. Growth Management and Annexation 

Volume 
Page 

Growth Management 
The proceeding chapter has dealt extensively 'Nith gro'tvth management. For the 
City to accomplish its goals it is essential that an ordinance be developed 'Nhich 
will act as a standby to give the City a legal basis for stimulating or slowing down 
gTO't1lth in accordance to its plans. The City's past experience with the Petaluma 
t;'Pe ordinance which establishes a quality point system in allocating a limited 
number of building permits has been satisfactory, howe•1er, as this is an 
eYer changing field, there is no doubt that many new techniques 'Nill be 
developed in the future. The City should continue to im'estigate any alternath•e 
courses of action for growth management. In addition to the three mainstays of 
implementation, there are several t;'Pes of implementation which should be 
reviev,red and implemented by the City at a future date. 

Woodburn has learned from both its successes and mistakes during the last 20 
years since the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan was first acknowledged in 1982. 
Woodburn has used the annexation process effectively to ensure that new 
development has adequate levels of public facilities and services. Woodburn has 
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provided relatively affordable housing during a period of rapid growth. Most 
importantly, Woodburn is proud of its ability to accommodate new residents from 
diverse economic, social and ethnic backgrounds. 

As part of its 2002-03 planning process, Woodburn has incorporated growth 
management measures to increase efficiency of land use and improved livability, 
Woodburn is committed to: 

3 
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• Reserving land near Interstate 5 for basic employment, rather than 
freeway oriented commercial development. Woodburn has adopted 
stringent master planning standards for Industrial development, that 
ensure efficient land use and retention of scarce industrial sites in the 
Southwest Woodburn Industrial Overlay (SWIO) area. 

• Integrating its stream corridors and wetlands into the design of 
neighborhoods and commercial developments. Accordingly, Woodburn 
has inventoried its locally significant wetlands and riparian corridors, and 
protected them from conflicting use by applying the "safe harbor 
provisions " of the Goal 5 rule. 

• Using the master planning process as a pre-condition to annexation or 
development in Nodal Overlay and SWIO areas, to ensure that land is 
used more wisely and more efficiently. 

Finally, Woodburn is committed to working closely with Marion County in 
joint efforts to manage growth within and immediately adjacent to the 
Woodburn U GB. T awards this end, Woodburn has incorporated important 
goals, policies and guidelines found in the Marion County Urban Growth 
Management Framework. In particular, Woodburn (as part of the 2003 code 
update process) has: 

• Zoned land to provide the opportunity for housing to develop at over 
I 0 units per net buildable acre (8 units per gross acre) under clear 
and objective standards; 

• Made substantial amendments to the Woodburn Development 
Ordinance, as discussed in Section D, Housing; and 

• Adopted minimum density standards that ensure that actual 
development occurs at 80% or more of the allowable density in each 
of its residential zoning districts. 

Growth Management Goals and Policies 

Gl. The City's goal is to manage growth in a balanced, orderly and 
efficient manner, consistent with the City's coordinated 
population projection. ta grew ta a pepulatieu ef approximately 
26,00() 35,000 by the year 2Q2Q. This growth shall be orderly 
and aeeompaoied by the neeessary publie sen·iees. The growth 
should be balaneed in residential, industrial, and retail seetors 
ef the City. The growth shall not add any additional burdens 
on the City's taxpayers. 
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Policies 

G 1-1 . Woodburn will The goal is to assure that all expansion areas of the 
City are served by public facilities and services with adequate 
capacity. '.Voedbum is a City that stri·res to proYide a consistent 
leYel of quality public services and facilities to all parts of the City. 
As the City grows, new deYelopment must support and maintain 
the services and facilities that equal or exceed those in the 
remainder of the community. Consideration of proposals that are 
in variance with City capacity standards and facility master plans 
shall require findings of appropriate mitigating measures by the 
Public Works Department. Other public service providers such as 
the School District and Fire District also address capacity 
considerations. 

G 2. The goal is to achie¥e and maintain City boundaries that support 
the efficient deli•lery of public services. The urban growth 
boundary of the City defiaes the limits of urban de•t'elopmeat and 
urban services. In defining the urban service are, the City limits 
shape the pattern of police patrols, park ser¥ice areas and the 
neighborhood residents identify with. The Urban Growth 
Boundary identifies the ultimate area and shape of the City in the 
foreseeable future. In order to achieve the efficieat deli ... •ery of 
facilities and services, the City must not sprawl as it grows. Rather 
the City wants to take a pro active approach and manage grmvth so 
that the benefits of a well desigaed community are achieYed. 

G4 . The goal is to limit the amount of Yacant land within the City in 
order to enjoy the benefits of an orderly development pattern, that 
reduces the rate that farm land is cowterted to urban use and the 
optimum use of public service and utility capacity. There are 
multiple benefits to the community from managing the amount and 
location of land a>lailable for residential use. 
(a) Quantitative adYantages include more efficient utilization of 

existing facilities and services that accrue because the amount 
ofby passed, undeveloped land is reduced. The result includes 
a more orderly transition in the conYersion of farmland to 
urban uses, coaserving agricultural resources in the Urban 
Growth B oundary to the m ost p rae tical extent. Furthermore, 
not only is the i nyestmeat in unused and u nderused faci lities 
a•loided, but also the operation and maintenance costs are 
reduced due to a more compact de\•elopment pattern. 

(b) Based on principles of supply and demand, reducing the 
a•,•ailable supply of residential land slows the rate of 
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development 'Nhich makes it more manageable. With fev.·er 
properties available to deYelop, the Yalue of existing 
development and property ayailable to development will 
increase. With an estimated 16 20 year iiwentory of Yacant 
single family residential land within the City the immediate 
prospect of increased land costs does not materially detract 
from the potential benefits of the goal. The land resources 
within the Urban G rov.'ili B oundary define the land a •;ail able 
for urbanization. It is prudent fur the City to manage the 
com'ersion of this area to Hrban use in a step wise fashion that 
recognizes benefits of efficient service and facility delivery and 
a cohesi'le pattern ofeofl11lRl:IHty de•;elopment and identity. 

(c) EqHally important is the sense of identity and bonding that 
oecurs as a City grov;s that malce a commllflity. A City that is 
bHilt up in a cohesive p attem as i t grows a Yoids the a d'lerse 
affects of sprawl and leap from dEWelopment. 

Gl-2. Woodburn will encourage The goal is to achieye the optimum use 
of the residential land inventory by . Managing the geographic 
expansion of the City providing etJ an opportunities to initiate the 
objeetive of encouraging the inclHsion of residential enclaves and 
the de•;elopment of for infilllots, as a higher priority than land on 
the fringes of the City limits. Annexation pro•lides a point to 
introduce this concept to the City by applying it to new territory 
added to the City. 
(a) .Another concept is to intensifying development along transit 

corridors, and dHe to enhanced . accessibility. Increased 
density may be considered along transit corridors th£ough 
application of clHstering density in PUDs and from more 
intensive zoning classifications., 

(b)Annexation pro'lides an opportllflity to introduce these eoneepts 
into the area by starting with consideration of the requirement 
in newly rumexed areas. The application of mmrmum 
densities. will be based on target densities that consider 
transit sef'lice, need and community scale. Target density 
standards will be established based on specifie proposals. In 
so doing, the City 'Nill promote a wider range of li';ing 
enYironments and better serve the needs of a diYerse 
popHlation. 

Gl-3. The City shall provide goal is to further the incremental extension 
ef-an interconnected street system to . .An interemmeoted street 
system improve the efficiency of movement by providing direct 
linkages between origins and destinations. It also creates 
alternative routes. Such a system creates stronger ties among 
activity centers and makes the development of passed over land 
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more attractiYe. It is common in most communities that streets in 
new de•t'elopment are "stubbed." This means a dead end street 
until the shlb is potentially connected by a future phase of 
de•1elopment. A .. ~.nexations provide opportunities to emphasize the 
ultimate extension and completion of streets. The potential benefit 
is improved connectivity in the street pattern as the City develops. 

G1-4. The City shall It is the goal to assure the provision of major streets 
as shown in the Transportation Systems Plan. The T8P lays out 
the arterial and collector street extensions and improvements 
necessary to support approximately a d alibiing oft he population 
within the City. Due to limitations on the responsibility that 
developers must exercise regarding offsite transportation impacts, 
The City shall hold development accountable for major streets 
within and abutting the development. In addition, the policy of the 
City is to emphasize development outward in successive steps and 
phases that avoid unnecessary gaps in the development and 
improvement of the major streets. 

G8. The goal is to provide opportunities to fulfill community needs 
identified by the Council. From time to time the site for a facility 
to service the community is identified at the edge the City. The 
City Council sball hold a public bearing on such proposals prior to 
accepting an annexation application to determine tbat such 
facilities are of a community wide scope and that a perimeter 
location is appropriate. 

G 1-5. The goal is to reflect tbe City's policy is to consider the 
de•t'elopment objectives included in the CIP. The Capital 
hnprovement Program (CIP) when investing is tbe City's process 
of guiding public investment. 8ucb in'lestment of public funds or 
also sen•e to leveraging private investment. that coincide with the 
City's priorities. In order to le•;erage the greatest benefit from 
public projects, special consideration will be considered for 
compatible and mutually supporti,•e priYate projects. 

G 1-6. The City shall goal is to encourage the-high standards of design 
and flexibility that are enabled by the PUD zone. The Plar.ned 
Unit Development (PUD) is a plar.ning and design technique that 
provides greater flexibility in design than is allowed in the 
application of other tech.-liques, such as the standard subdiYision 
process. The benefits of the PUD techniques include allowing 
development with mixed uses, housing tbat is sited based on 
density witb compensating open space, and contro l of architectural 
rev1ew and common land ownership and management. 
Consequently, it pro't'ides greater opportunities for creative 
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solutions and diversity than the application of traditional ordinance 
requirements. 

G 1-7. The City's policy goal is to accommodate industrial and 
commercial growth consistent with the 2001 Woodburn Economic 
Opportunties Analysis (EOA). that provides local employment but 
does not require special community financial incentives. It is clear 
that local industrial and commercial development will provide 
local employment. Such local jobs provide opportunities for local 
residents and for employees attracted to the \Voodbum area. To 
benefit the community, not only must the de•lelopment create jobs 
but is must also operate within the capacity of the City's 
infrastructure. The City is \:lfl¥lilling to absorb the costs of 
accommodating new employment that require special financial 
ift'lolvement from the City. 

G1-8. Woodburn's policy The goal is to diversify the local economy. 
Woodburn seeks to diversify the local economy so that the 
community will prosper and can weather swings in the business 
cycle, seasonal fluctuations, and other economic variables. The 
intent is to provide a broad spectrum of commercial and industrial 
enterprises. The variety of enterprises will not only provide 
insulation from negative business factors but a choice in 
employment opportunities that in tum allows for the diversification 
in income types. 

Urbanization and Coordination Policies 
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G 1-9. To ensure the growth is orderly and efficient, the City shall phase 
the needed public services in accordance with the expected rate of 
growth. The extensions of the existing public services should be in 
accordance with the master plans in this Comprehensive Plan. 

G 1-10. To ensure that the City's growth does not exceed its ability to 
proYide public services, the City shall adopt a growth control 
ordinance, similar to the Limited GrO'tvth Ordinance now in effect. 
When and if the grovlth control is used, the City shall reexamine 
the public facilities plan and determine at that time if it is in the 
public interest to expand facilities to accommodate the additional 
growth. 

Woodburn will ensure that land is efficiently used within the UGB 
by requiring master development plans for land within Nodal 
Overlay or Industrial Overlay designations. Master plans shall 
address street connectivity and access, efficient provision of public 
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facilities, and retention of large parcels for their intended 
purpose(s). 

01-11. The City shall pay for !a-public facilities now being built are to be 
paid for by the with system development charges from the 
anticipated growth. To ensure that the City's growth does not fall 
short of the expected growth rate, the City would only take 
neoessary measures to stimulate gro'Nth under extreme 
circumstances. 

G 1-12. The County shall retain responsibility for regulating 1 and use on 
lands within the urban growth area until such lands are annexed by 
the City. The urban growth area has been identified by the City as 
urbanizable and is considered to be available, over time, for urban 
development. 

Gl-13. The City and County shall maintain a process providing for an 
exchange of information and recommendations relating to land use 
proposals in the urban growth area and other land use activities 
being considered within the urban growth area by the County shall 
be forwarded by the County to the City for comments and 
recommendations. The City shall respond within twenty days, 
unless the City requests and the County grants an extension. 

G 1 14. Upon receipt of an annexation request or the initiation of 
annexation proceedings by the City, the City shall foiVlard 
information regarding the request (iBeluding any proposed zone 
change) to the Coooty for comments and reeommendations. The 
Coooty shall ha·re twenty days to respond unless they request and 
the City allows additional time to submit comments before the City 
malEes a decision on the annexation proposal. 

G1-14. All land use actions within the urban growth area and outside the 
City limits shall be consistent with the City's Comprehensive Plan 
and the County's land use regulations. 

Gl-15. In order to promote consistency and coordination between the City 
and County, both the City and County shall review and approve 
amendments of the City's Comprehensive Plan which apply to the 
portion of the urban growth area outside the City limits. Such 
changes shall be considered first by the City and referred to the 
County prior to final adoption. If the County approves a proposed 
amendment to the City's plan, the change shall be adopted by 
ordinance, and made a part of the County's plan. 
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G 1-16. The area outside the urban growth boundary shall be maintained in 
rural and resource uses consistent with the Statewide Land Use 
Planning Goals. 

G 1-17. . The City and County shall strive to enhance the livability of the 
urban growth area and to promote logical and orderly development 
therein in a cost effective manner. The County shall not allow 
urban density uses within the Urban Growth Boundary prior to 
annexation to the City unless agreed to in writing by the City. City 
sewer and water facilities shall not be extended beyond the City 
limits, except as may be agreed to in writing by the City and 
County. The City shall be responsible for preparing the public 
facilities plan. 

G1-18. Conversion of land within the boundary to urban uses shall be 
based on a consideration of: 
a. Orderly, economic provision for public facilities and services; 
b. Availability of sufficient land for the various uses to ensure 

choices in the market place; 
c. LCDC Goals; 
d. Further development ofv acant and under utilized residential 

land within the City's buildable land inventory before 
annexing additional territory for conversion to residential use 
at urban densities; and 

e. Applicable provisions of the Marion County and City 
Comprehensive Plans. 

01-19. Woodburn is committed to working with Marion County to 
minimize conversion of rural farm and forest lands, by achieving a 
compact urban growth form. The City shall zone buildable land 
such that the private sector can achieve 8 units per gross acre, 
consistent with the City's housing needs analysis. The efficiency 
standard represents the average density for new housing that will 
be zoned and allowed under clear and objective standards by the 
City. Through a combination of infill, redevelopment, vertical 
mixed use development and provision for smaller lot sizes and a 
greater variety of housing types, Woodburn provides the 
opportunity for the private sector to achieve at least 8 dwelling 
units per gross buildable acre (after removing protected natural 
areas and land needed for parks, schools and religious 
institutions). Housing through infill and redevelopment counts as 
new units, but no new land consumption, effectively increasing the 
density measurement. 

Gl-20. Woodburn shall apply mzmmum density standard for new 
subdivisions and planned unit developments of approximately 80% 
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of the allowed density in each residential zone, as shown on Policy 
Table 4, below: 

Policy Table 4: Minimum Density Standards for Woodburn's Residential 
Z D . ·a omnl[ IStrl s 
Zoning District(s) Minimum Density Standard 

In Dwelling Units Per Net Buildable Acre 
1 

RS Single Family Residential 5.8 DU/ Net Buildable Acre 
RSJ Retirement Community SFR 9.6 DUI Net Buildable Acre 
RSN Nodal Development SFR 8. 7 DUI Net Buildable Acre 
RM Medium Density Residential 
(Multi-Family) 12.8 DUI Net Buildable Acre 
(MD Park, Duplexes, Small Lot SF) 10 DU I Net Buildable Acre 
RMN Nodal Residential 
(Multi-Family) 17.6 DU I Net Buildable Acre 
(Row Houses, Duplexes or Small 10 DU I Net Buildable Acre 
Lot SF) 

1 .. . Applzes to developments approved through the subdzvzswn and planned development process, 
and does not include protected natural areas, common open space, public rights-of-way or non­
residential uses. 

GJ-21. As specified in the Marion County Framework Plan, the County's 
preliminary employment land use needs for Woodburn will be replaced 
by the more detailed employment forecasts and site suitability analysis 
found in the 2001 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA). 

Gl-22 Woodburn will consider residential and commercial redevelopment and 
infi/1 potential for purposes of calculating UGB capacity, prior to 
expanding the UGB. Woodburn will also constrain the supply of 
commercial/and to encourage redevelopment along Highway 214 west 
of Interstate 5, and along Highway 99W 

01-23. Woodburn has identified two areas for mixed-use development 
Downtown Woodburn and the Nodal Development District along Parr 
Road. The Woodburn Land Needs Assessment includes specific 
estimates of the number of new housing units and commercial jobs that 
can be accommodated in these overlay districts. 

Annexation Goals and Policies 

G2 The goal is to guide the shape and geographic area 
within the urban growth boundary so the City limits: 

of the City 

(a) Define a compact service area for the City; 
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Volume 
Page 

(b) Reflect a cohesive land area that is all contained within the 
City; and 

(c) Provide the opportunity for growth in keeping with the City's 
goals and capacity to serve urban development. 

Policies 

3 

G2-1. 

G2-2. 

G2-3. 

The goals is to Woodburn will clearly establish the intent of 
each proposed expansion oft he City; to assess the proposal's 
conformance with the City's plans and facility capacity and to 
assess its impact on the community prior to deeming an 
annexation application complete. 

The goal is Woodburn will achieve more efficient greater 
utilization of land within the City by: 
(a) Incorporating all of the territory within the City limits that 

will be ofbenefit to the City into the City. 
(b) Providing the opportunity for the urban in-fill of vacant and 

under utilized property that is currently unincorporated and 
surrounded by the City. 

(c) Fostering an efficient pattern o furban development in the 
City, maximizing the use of existing City facilities and 
services, and balancing the costs of City services among all 
benefited residents and development by incorporating all 
territory into the City limits that will be of benefit. 

(d) Requiring master development plans for land within Nodal 
Overlay or Industrial Overlay designations prior to 
annexation. Master plans shall address street connectivity 
and access, efficient provision of public facilities, and 
retention of large parcels for their intended purpose(s). 

The goal is to Woodburn will use annexation as a tool to guide: 
(a) The direction, shape and pattern of urban development; 
(b) Smooth transitions in the physical identity and the 

development pattern of the community; and 
(c) The efficient use and extension of City facilities and 

services. 

Gl7. The goals is to balance residential de:~,relopment with public 
facilities and services and with other types of land use in order 
to allow the community to maintain its equilibrium as it 
assimilates growth. 

G2 1 A'lliexation policies are extremely important fur the City. While it is 
important that enough land is a\'ailable to allow for choice in the 
market place it is also essential to prevent too much land being 
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included in the City limits as this leads to ineffieient, sprawling 
de\•elopment. 

02-4. 

G2-5. 

Until the 2004 TSP update is adopted by the City, a detailed 
Transportation Impact Study with Oregon Department of 
Transportation involvement will be required prior to the 
approval of Site Plan, Subdivision or Planned Unit 
Developments for land annexed to the City west of Interstate 5. 
(a) A notification period of 45 days will be provided the 

Department of Transportation to respond to the before 
mentioned proposal prior to final City action. 

(b) The City shall ensure that any necessary improvements to 1-
5 or State Highway 219 required by the development of 
such lands are provided for prior to the issuance of building 
permits. It is recognized that the Department of 
Transportation and City will work with developers in 
transportation issues. Further, the Department of 
Transportation may not be able to fund such improvements. 

(c) It is also understood by the affected parties that the 
proposed 100 acre Light Industrial site south of Highway 
219 will be issued no more than two access permits to 
Highway 219. One of these will be at M.P. 36.2396 
(Between Woodland Avenue and M.P. 36.46689). 

The City of Woodburn shall actively manage the location, 
timing, type and amount of land added to the City. 

G4 4 Prior to deeming an annexation application complete, the applicant for 
an ar.nexation shall partieipate in a mandatory pre application meeting 
with City staff. The purpose of the meeting is to assess conformance 
with the City's goals, policies, standards and criteria regarding 
annexation. 

G5 5 A complete annexation petition/application shall be required to include: 
(a) All the territory that will be encla...•ed by the petition, or 
(b) Document the laek of consent by the encla...•ed property owners or 

by the resident electors necessary to inelude the enelaYe(s) as part 
of the consent ar.nexation application. 

G6 6 :Annexation applications that do not conform v1ith the annexation criteria 
and standards may be considered b)' the Plarming Commission, after a 
publie hearing, for an exception. The Commission may grant an 
exception based on findings of special circumstances and of substantial 
conformance with the criteria and standards based on mitigating 
measures . The City Council may re,•iew the Commission'Fl nAtion. 
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H. Transportation 

Volume 3 

Transportation Goals and Policies 

Woodburn is in the process of updating its Transportation System Plan (TSP) in 
coordination with Marion County, the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (DLCD) and the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT). 
The TSP update is based on the "preferred development scenario" adopted as the 
basis for the 2003 UGB expansion. The goals and policies listed below may 
require amendment consistent with the 2004 TSP. A new "Marion County 
Coordination " subsection is added to ensure coordination with the Goals and 
Policies of the Marion County Growth Management Framework Plan. 

Hl. Adopt the Woodburn Transportation Systems Plan (TSP) to establish 
a framework for the development of facilities to move persons and 
goods in as safe, effective and efficient a manner as possible under 
prajeeted year 20:10 traffie eaaditiaos, as required by Statewide 
Planning Goal 12 (Transportation) and OAR Chapter 660, Division 
12 (Transportation). 

Policies 

Hl-1. 

Hl-2. 

Hl -3. 

Hl-4. 

Hl-5. 

Develop a transportation system that interconnects residential areas 
with employment centers, commercial areas, schools, parks, churches 
and regional transportation networks. 

Develop a street system wherein arterial streets are of sufficient width 
to accommodate traffic flows without interruption. Collector streets 
should ftmction to conduct traffic between arterial streets, which serve 
to accommodate movement within neighborhoods. 

Ensure that state and federal highways with routes through the City are 
improved in accordance with projected traffic volumes and the 
elements contained within this plan. 

Develop a public transit system which will provide service and 
facilities to improve the mobility and accessibility of the transportation 
disadvantaged, consistent with ADA requirements and the Woodburn 
Transportation Systems Plan. 

The City shall encourage pedestrian safety and foster pedestrian 
activity. Sidewalks shall be provided on all arterial, service collector, 
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Hl-6. 

Hl-7. 

Hl-8. 

Hl 9. 

and access streets. Where possible, sidewalks should be detached from 
the curb, separated by a minimum 4-foot wide parkway strip. 

The City shall encourage large businesses in Woodburn to set up 
carpool and vanpool matching programs, based on employees' 
residential location and work shift. 

Access to a development site shall be consistent with access 
management policies in the TSP. an adopted access management plan 
for specific streets. New development shall meet Oregon Highway Plan 
access requirements. (between the west City limits and Settlemier 
Avenue/Boones Ferry Road) and High>.vay 99E between Lincoln Street 
and the South City limits. The 1991 Oregon Higrnvay Plan classifies 
the following as Category 5 Highways: 
-Public roads shall be spaced a minimum of one quarter mile apart; 
-Private drive¥lays shall be full aeoess sp.aced at least 300 feet apart 

('.vhioh equates to 18 driveways per mile on eaeh side of the 
roadway); and · 

• Traffic signals shall be spaced at least one quarter mile apart. 

Consistent with the TSP, Where possible, driveway access along 
Highway 214 and Highway 99E shall be consolidated. to meet the 
driveway density guidelines outlined in the Access Management Plan. 
Where possible, dri·1eway access along the following sections of 
High·.vay 214 shall be coHSolidated: 
-I 5 I Evergreen Road; 
- E·lergreen Road I Oregon V/ay; 
• Oregon Way l Broughtoa V/ay; and 
-Broughton 1Nay I Settlemier Avenue. 

'Nhere possible, dri·le'.vay access along the follo'•'ring sections of 
Highway 99B shall be eonsolidated: 
-Lincoln Street I Aztec Dri'.•e; 
-Aztec Drive I Laurel A•,renue; 
-Laurel Avenue I Highv.·ay 214; and 
-Highway 214 I End of Curb. 

In order to bring Highway 214 and Highway 99E into compliance with 
the Access Management Polio~· guidelines, the City of Woodburn shall 
coordinate with ODOT to: 
(a) De,,•elop a parallel road system to pro,t'ide local access to 

businesses adj aeent to Highways 214 and 99E and reduce the 
traffic volumes on Highway 99E; 

(b) De'Yelop B ",,.iflg reed" syB!em that connects BM.'tC'Yi/le Road to 
Highway 99W, 'i>'iB CroBh)' and Parr Roads; and 
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Goal 

(c) Install two way left turn lanes along the sections of Highways 214 
and 99E. 

H2. Develop a transportation system that avoids or reduces a reliance 
upon any one form of transportation. 

Policies 

H2-l. 

H2-2. 

H2-3. 

H2-4. 

H2-5. 

Goal 

Encourage the development of transit services by route expansion, 
increasing levels of service and appropriate street design to facilitate 
movement of transit vehicles. 

Develop a bikeway and pedestrian system which will provide routes 
connecting residential areas to schools, parks, places of employment 
and commercial areas. 

Promote optimum efficiency within the transportation system by the 
use of traffic management techniques including access controls on 
major arterials. and the utilization of cwailable transit system capacity 
prior to the construction of major new transportation faeilities 

Encourage the design and development of transportation facilities that 
can be readily modified to accommodate future demands. 

The City shall encourage a reduction in parking for single-occupancy 
vehicle travel. Where carpoollvanpool, or shared parking is provided, 
minimum parking requirements may be reduced by 10%. 

H3. To provide adequate levels of mobility with a minimum of energy 
consumption and environmental, social, aesthetic and economic 
impacts. 

Policies 

H3-l. 

H3-2. 
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Encourage the use and development of transportation modes which are 
the least energy consuming for the movement of people and goods. 

Provide a level of transportation services to the urban area that are 
compatible with the environmental, economic and social objectives of 
the community. 
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H4. To develop an area-wide bicycle and pedestrian plan. 

Policies 

H4-l. 

H4-2. 

H4-3. 

H4-4. 

H4-5. 

H4-6. 

H4-7. 

Goal 

To make implementation of the area-wide bicycle and pedestrian plan a 
cooperative effort between the City of Woodburn and all other 
governmental jurisdictions within the area. 

To develop a comprehensive bicycle and pedestrian system including 
both on-street and off-street routes, which make pedestrian activity and 
bicycle riding feasible, safe and enjoyable as alternative modes of 
transportation in the area. 

To provide bicycle and pedestrian routes that connect residential areas 
with the major commercial, employment, recreational and institutional 
network of the area. 

To provide connections between local bicycle and pedestrian routes and 
other bicycle and pedestrian routes of a regional, state and national 
nature. 

To finance the bicycle and pedestrian system as much as possible with 
non-local funds. Where local funds are required, expenditures will be 
carefully programmed through the respective capital improvement 
programs of the various governmental jurisdictions associated with the 
plan. 

To ensure that all new commercial, industrial, institutional, residential 
and recreational developments consider the elements contained within 
the bicycle and pedestrian plan, the City will incorporate standards into 
its development code. 

To establish the administrative capability necessary to implement the 
area wide bicycle and pedestrian plan. 

H5. Increase safety and improve security for pedestrians, bicyclists and 
bicycle equipment. 

Policies 

H5-l. Provide bicycle and pedestrian routes along arterial and collector streets 
as these streets are improved, or as programmed into jurisdictional 
capital improvement plans. Volume 3 
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H5-2. 

H5-3. 

H5-4. 

H5-5. 

Goal 

Establish design standards for all new bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
that are consistent with state and federal design standards. 

Establish well-signed bicycle and pedestrian routes throughout the area 
by installing bike route signs, curb ramps and in some cases safety 
striping on streets and roads designated by bicycle and pedestrian use in 
the plan. 

Establish a bicycle and pedestrian safety plan by implementing an area 
wide educational and recreational program oriented toward teaching 
bicycle and pedestrian safety. 

Amend subdivision and zoning codes to require provisions of bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities. 

H6. Increase the acceptability for bicycle and pedestrian use. 

Policies 

H6-l. 

H6-2. 

H6-3. 

H6-4. 

Provide bicycle and pedestrian routes within all state, regional and local 
parks and recreation areas by applying for grant assistance to support 
the development of bicycle and pedestrian systems in parks and open 
space areas. 

Plan off-street routes along creeks and establish routes which lead to 
local and regional open space areas. Establish local loop routes which 
take advantage of local amenities and historical areas. 

Construct pedestrian facilities, rest stops, exercise loops and bicycle 
courses in selected areas. 

Encourage existing developments to install and construct bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities whenever improvements are planned. 

H7. Coordinate with Marion County in planning for a safe and efficient 
county-wide transportation system by: 
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(a) Encouraging use of alternative modes of transportation including 
mass transit, bicycling, walking and carpooling; and 

(b) Addressing transportation needs appropriate to both urban and rural 
areas throughout tire county. 
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Policies 

H7-1. Woodburn shall jointly plan with the county to meet the transportation 
needs in the future. 
(a) The Marion County Transportation System Plan (TSP) will be 

designed to accommodate the forecast population, housing, and 
employment identified in the Framework Plan, except where modified 
by the Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and the 
acknowledged 2003 Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. 

(b) Woodburn supports Marion County efforts to investigate countywide 
alternative transportation, such as inter-City transit, vanpooling, and 
passenger rail service serving the county and the Willamette Valley 
region. 

H7-2. Woodburn will implement street connectivity standards and street plans as 
provided in the Woodburn TSP. 
(a) Except where topographical conditions or existing development make 

this standard impractical, new subdivisions and planned developments 
should have internal connectivity of at least 8 through streets p~r mile 
(roughly every 660 feet) for new development, and sufficient collector 
and arterial systems for local access. 

(b) The TSP shall include a map depicting future street connections for 
areas to be urbanized. ·This is especially important in Nodal and 
Industrial Overlay areas. The County will coordinate and adopt 
similar standards for urban areas within its planning j urisdiction. · 

(c) When feasible, the County will utilize local standards such as those in 
the Woodburn TSP and Woodburn Development Ordinance for 
development that occurs on unincorporated lands within UGBs. 

H7-3. Woodburn will support Marion County efforts to provide transit 
connections within and between cities. The Woodburn TSP shall include 
transportation plans for the Woodburn Transit System that is consistent 
with the population and employment projections in the Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan and coordinated with the "preferred alternative" 
found in the County Framework Plan. 

H7-4. Woodburn should provide for a complementary mix of land uses and 
transportation systems by providing for mixed use development in the 
Downtown Development and Conservation (DDC) and the Nodal 
Development Overlay (NDO) districts. 

H7-5. Woodburn shall consider traffic calming of through traffic in 
neighborhoods. Woodburn will coordinate with Marion County in making 
recommendations for methods and procedures for traffic calming that 
directly affects a county road, developing recommended best practices for 
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methods, locations, and processes for traffic calming in both existing and 
new developments. 

H7-6. Woodburn will coordinate with Marion County in planning for freight 
movement by both rail and truck. 

H7-7. The Woodburn T SP shall include measures to i mprove thew a/king a nd 
biking environment by providing sidewalks in all new developments and 
by providing an interconnecting system of pedestrian connections. 
Designing for a comfortable and practical pedestrian environment is 
especially important in Downtown Woodburn and within the Nodal 
Overlay District. 

H8. Coordinate with the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) to 
maintain highway and intersection capacity, safety and functionality by: 
(a) Developing and adopting performance standards; and 

Policies 

HB-1. 
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(b) Prohibiting comprehensive plan amendments that do not meet 
adopted performance standards. 

The Woodburn TSP shall determine sub-areas within the UGB based on 
potential and substantial adverse impacts to state highway facilities. 
(a) Peak hour trip generation estimates and numerical ceilings based on 

land uses permitted by the 2003 Woodburn Comprehensive Plan shall 
be determined for each designated sub-area. 

(b) The City will coordinate with ODOT in monitoring trip generation 
impacts for each designated sub-area, considering the cumulative 
impacts of existing and new development. 

(c) Transportation impact studies shall be required for subdivisions and 
planned developments, and for new commercial, industrial, public and 
multi-family residential development within designated sub-areas. 

(d) Comprehensive Plan amendments that exceed the trip generation 
ceiling for a designated sub-area shall be prohibited. 

(e) Comprehensive Plan amendments from Industrial to Commercial shall 
be prohibited, regardless of impact, within the SWIR Overlay. 

(f) Woodburn shall provide ODOT with copies of transportation impact 
studies upon request, and as part of the Periodic Review process. 

(g) Woodburn shall coordinate with ODOT, DLCD and Marion County to 
address potential service deficiencies affecting state highway facilities 
through the Periodic Review process. 
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HB-2. The City shall implement medium term conservation measures to limit 
access to Highways 214 and 2 I 9. Such measures shall include, but shall 
not be limited to: 
(a) Limitations or prohibition on private access within a quarter of mile 

east and west of interchange ramp terminals; 
(b) Access controls on, public road approaches; and 
(c) Raised medians from Woodland to Oregon Way along Highways 219 

and 214. 

I. Public Facilities 

Public Facilities Goals and Policies 

II. Public facilities and services shall be provided at levels necessary 
and suitable for existing uses. The provision for future public 
facilities and services in th~se areas shall be based upon approved 
master plans that consider: (1) the time required to provide the 
service, (2) reliability of service, (3) financial cost, and (4) levels of 
service needed and desired. 

Policies 

Il-l. Public Facilities and services shall be appropriate to support sufficient 
amounts of land to maintain an adequate housing market m areas 
undergoing development or redevelopment. 

Il-2. The level of key facilities that can be provided should be considered as 
a principal factor in planning for various densities and types of urban 
land uses. 

Wastewater Goals and Policies 

12. Develop a system that will comply with regulatory treatment 
requirements of the Clean Water Act for anticipated wastewater 
flows and reduce the amount of pollutants that are released to the 
environment. 
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12-1. Develop a plan to treat the CityOs wastewater flows that ensures desired 
efficient quality is maintained under all flow conditions. 

12-2. Develop a plan for a collection system that has the capacity to convey 
the wastewater flows generated. 

12-3. Develop a maintenance plan that ensures the wastewater treatment 
system maintains a high degree of reliability throughout its design 
lifetime. 

12-4. Develop an active Inflow/Infiltration (III) program that will reduce the 
levels of III flows to the treatment facility. 

12-5. Develop a system to monitor and regulate the flows from industrial 
customers whose wastewater is treated by the City. 

13. Develop a plan that will economically provide for the treatment of 
wastewater generated by the City's sewer customers accounting for 
projected growth through the year 2020. 

Policies 

13-1. Project the wastewater treatment needs of the City through 2020 and 
provide the land, financial resources and infrastructure to meet those 
projected demands. 

13-2. Develop a Capital Improvement Plan to meet the requirements of the 
Clean Water Act and any other regulatory requirements for the 
projected system demands. 

13-3. Regularly update the plan to guide the City efficiently through 
anticipated growth to comply with any changed regulatory 
requirements and evaluate if existing plans are satisfactory. 

13-4. Evaluate the feasibility of the full range of funding options for 
wastewater system improvements to fairly distribute costs and regularly 
evaluate the adequacy of established fees and charges. 

13-5. Evaluate the potential impacts of water conservation programs that 
mitigate some of the increased demands associated with projected 
future growth. 
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13.-6. The City shall acquire additional land for a poplar tree plantation for 
tertiary treatment of waste s fudge, as n eeded to accommodate future 
growth. 

Domestic Water Goals and Policies 

14. Develop a system that will provide the water systemOs customers 
with safe drinking water that meets quality expectations in 
sufficient quantity to meet the demand. 

Policies 

14-1 . Develop a plan to treat the CityDs water supply to reduce elevated 
levels of iron and manganese which provide undesirable aesthetic 
effects. 

14-2. Develop a plan to monitor and react to changing regulatory 
requirements to ensure that the City is able to supply water that 
complies with all provisions of the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

14-3. Develop a supply and distribution system that provides for· reliable fire 
protection. 

14-4. Develop a Wellhead Protection Program for the City which will serve 
to provide the greatest practical protection for the groundwater 
resources that provide the CityDs drinking water supply. 

15. De't·elop a plan that will To economically provide safe, plentiful 
drinking water to t be C ityDs water system customers accounting 
for projected growth through the year 2020 in accordance with the 
City of Woodburn Water Master Plan. 

Policies 

15-1. Project the water needs of the system through 2020 and provide the 
resources and infrastructure to meet these projected demands. Monitor 
the status of water rights granted the Ci ty to utilize groundwater 
resources from the Troutdale aquifer. 
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15-2. Develop a Capital Improvement Plan to meet the water quality goals 
and requirements, water system distribution needs, desired water 
storage capacities and future water supply projections. 

15-3. Regularly update the plan to guide the City efficiently through 
anticipated growth to comply with regulatory requirements, identify 
additional sources, determine treatment options and evaluate service 
quality. 

15-4. Evaluate the feasibility of the full range of funding options for water 
system improvements to fairly distribute costs and regularly evaluate 
the adequacy of established fees and charges. 

15-5. Evaluate and monitor alternative sources that may need to be utilized if 
contamination or other situations make the existing source unusable 
and explore opportunities for regional cooperation in water supply. 

15-6. Evaluate potential impacts of water conservation programs to mitigate 
some of the increased demands associated with projected future 
growth. 

J. Natural and Cultural Resources 
The streams and watersheds within and outside the Woodburn UGB Oow without 
regard to political boundaries, and their health depends on a consistent and 
coordinated conilict-management approach, involving the City, Marion County, and 
state agencies such as the Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Water Resources 
Department, the Division of State Lands, the Environmental Quality Commission, 
and the Land Conservation and Development Commission. Woodburn is committed 
to working with the County and these agencies to protect streams, wedands, riparian 
corridors, floodplains, and associated wildlife areas from the negative effects of 
development in accordance with Statewide Planning Goals 5 (Natural Resources), 6 
(W'ater Resources Quality), and 7 (Natural Hazards). 

Woodburn's urban natural resources are found within the MiD Creek and Seneca 
Creek Ooodplains, riparian areas and JocaUy significant wedands. Woodburn has 
adopted a ~~safe harbor' approach to protecting these riparian corridors and 
wedands, in accordance with the Goal 5 administrative rule. 

Volume 
Page 

Natural and Cultural Resources Goals and Policies 

Jl. It is the City's goal to preserve the Mill Creek and Senecal Creek 
riparian system, including floodplains, riparian areas and locally 
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significant wetlands. Woodburn is also committed to protecting fish 
and wildlife habitat and natural vegetation associated with this 
riparian system, as shown on the Buildable Lands Map. natural 
resourees in the City ineluding the unique stands of trees, the 
seenie areas within the City, and the floodway and floodplain. 

J2. It is the City's goal to preserve its unique and historically 
significant cultural and historical resources. 

J3. It is the City's goal to preserve its air, water and land resources in 
such a way that the clean air the citizens now enjoy will continue in 
the future, the good quality and sufficient quantity of water which 
is now obtained from underground supplies will continue, and that 
the land resources within the City will be used in such a manner as 
to ensure that they will remain useful to future generations. 

J4. Encourage and work with Marion County, affected state agencies and 
private landowners to protect water resources in and around the 
Woodburn UGB by requiring buffer zones to protect streams, 
floodplains, and significant wildlife areas from the negative effects of 
development. 

Policies 

J-1. The City should establish a tree ordinance with measures requiring an 
inventory of significant tree stands, as well as a means to preserve such 
stands. A tree planting program to replace lost stands with comparable 
.species should be established.-Trees within designated floodplains and 
riparian corridors shall be preserved. Outside of designated 
floodplains and riparian corridors, c/f)evelopers should be required to 
be enco&aged te--leave standing trees in developments where feasible. 
it is possible rather than remo•re them and replant young trees. 

J-2. New development within the 1 00-year }Floodplain shall be prohibited 
unless no reasonable economic use can be made of a particular parcel 
of land. Floodplains should be set aside for City green ways and left in 
a natural state as much as possible. This would prevent building in the 
floodplain and provide a natural green way throughout the City. In 
cases where limited development is allowed within a floodplain, the 
flood storage capacity of land within the floodplain shall be maintained 
through balanced cuts and fills. 

J-3 . Woodburn will work with Marion County, watershed groups, affected 
agencies to protect environmentally sensitive areas critical to 
watershed health as mapped on the Woodburn Buildable Lands 
Inventory. Natural and scenic areas associated with Woodburn's 
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riparian systems shall remammg in the City should be preserved 
through the City's Riparian Corridor and Wetland Overlay (RCWO) 
District. 

J-4 Woodburn has used the Division of State Lands (DSL) stan.dards to 
identify locally significant wetlands. · Locally-significant wetlands and 
buffers are protected by RCWO District standards. 

J-5 The RCWO District is based on the "safe harbor" provisions of the 
Goal 5 administrative rule (OAR Chapter 660, Division 23) and shall 
allow for planned public facilities necessary to support urban 
development on nearby builc/able lands. The basic provisions oft he 
RCWO District are as follows: 
(a) Except for planned public facilities and streets and riparian 

restoration and enhancement projects, new · development is 
prohibited within designated floodplains and riparian corridors. 

(b) The riparian corridor width shall be 50 feet from the top-of-bank or 
edge of associated wetland. These standards require preservation 
of native vegetation within the 50-foot buffer area. 

(c) The riparian corridor width may be reduced by as much as 50% in 
areas where (1) the riparian vegetation along the stream or 
wetland is no longer functional, and (2) restoration and 
enhancement within the remaining riparian area compensates for 
any lost benefits of a wider buffer based on an approved riparian 
restoration and enhancement plan. Only native plant species may 
be used. 

(d) In cases where no reasonable use of a parcel within the RCWO 
District is allowed by strict application of district standards, 
variances may be approved with mitigation. 

J-6. The City shall adhere to the standards set forth by the department of 
Environmental Quality and the Environmental Protection Agency for 
air quality and emissions control. In addition, the City should adopt and 
enforce its own standards above and beyond DEQ's, if it is deemed 
necessary to protect its citizens from local polluters. 

J-7. The primary noise sources within the community are generated by 
traffic flows on Interstate 5 , Pacific Highway 9 9E, the Railroad, and 
two industrial sources: North Valley Seeds and Woodburn Fertilizer 
Company. Noise generated by these sources fall under the jurisdictional 
responsibilities of the Department of Environmental Quality. Also, any 
noise pollution sources associated with manufacturing or food 
processing in the community again are regulated by DEQ. The City 
shall assist DEQ in the review of development permits to assure that 
State noise standards are met. 
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J-8. The City of Woodburn shall coordinate its efforts in resolving solid 
waste disposal problems with Marion County. 

J-9. It is the policy of the City to protect the aquifers by all available means 
which supply Woodburn's domestic water. The City will work with 
Marion County to promote and target restoration efforts to critical 
groundwater areas and develop water management approaches such as 
monitoring and evaluation programs based on collaborative actions. 

J-10. For surface water regulations, it is City policy to support the 
Department of Environmental Quality in enforcement of water quality 
standards on Mill Creek, Senecal Creek and Pudding River. 

J-11 . The policy for land use in the City is to use land in such a manner that 
the particular qualities of riparian systems and wetlands each area are 
enhanced by the development that occurs there. Land use in buildable 
areas should be maximized so that valuable riparian areas and 
wetlands are not wasted. At the same time, land sho'Hld not ae 'Hsed in 
S'Hch a mwmer that irre'lersiale damage is done ·.vhich prohiaits further 
'HSe of the land. 

J -12. Such uses as landfills, junk yards or industrial burial grounds should 
not be allowed within the City limits as such uses are wasteful of urban 
land and are not compatible with urban uses. 

J-13. The City should encourage the preservation and restoration of 
historically or architecturally significant buildings within the City. 
This could be done by giving assistance in seeking government funds 
and historic recognition, and by adopting development regulations that 
encourage preservation of historically or architecturally significant 
buildings .. An iwlentory of historic lmildings sho'Hld ae completed and 
analyzed for priorities. 

J 14. An application for a de¥elopment inYol¥ing a strucrure inventoried as a 
potential historic site shall be r e'l'ie',ved by the Planning C omrnission 
which shall make findings and recommendations concerning the 
historical stat'Hs of the strucrure. The Plar.ning Commission may 
impose conditions on the strucrure to satisfy the req'Hirements of 
Section 35 of the Woodburn Zoning Ordinance. 

K. Downtown Design 

Volume .2 --,::---
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Vision Statements 
During 1997, City officials, downtown business and property owners, Downtown 
Woodburn Association and interested citizens developed vision statements 
describing character and future revitalization of the Downtown. These vision 
statements shall be recognized by the City as the overall expression of 
Downtown's future. 

1. IMAGE OF DOWNTOWN: Downtown projects a positive image, one of 
progress and prosperity. Downtown improvements have been visible and well 
publicized. Downtown's image consists of a combination of elements- physical 
appearance, and a look, and feel that it is thriving, safe, and vital. 

2. SAFETY: Downtown is a safe, secure place for customers, employees, and the 
general public. Safety and security are assured by volunteer efforts, and by 
physical improvements such as lighting which provides a sense of security. 

3. SOCIAL: Downtown is a place where a diverse community comes together to 
work, shop, and play. It is a mirror of the community, the community's "living 
room". All persons in the community feel welcome, and a part of, their 
downtown. 

4. BUSINESS ENVIRONMENT: Downtown is a thriving environment for a variety 
of businesses. The area contains a good mix of types of businesses, a good 
overall marketing program is in place, and businesses provide friendly, reliable 
customers ervice and convenient hours o foperation. Individual businesses are 
clean, attractive and present a good physical appearance. 

5. ATTRACTORS: downtown is the center of community life, and serves as a focus 
to define the community's historic and cultural heritage. A community market 
brings all of the City's diverse communities together every week. Downtown's 
architecture, the aquatic center and unique businesses serve as a regional attractor. 
In addition, downtown offers events and opportunities that draw people together 
to mingle, learn, and enjoy. 

6. NEIGHBORHOOD: Downtown is a part of the City's oldest neighborhood. 
Businesses, government and employment uses are linked to residential 
neighborhoods, educational facilities, recreation opportunities and good 
transportation s ervices. Throughout this central neighborhood, b oth renovation 
and new development respect the history and traditions of the community. 

7. TRANSPORTATION: Downtown is easily accessible via the local street system, 
public transportation, and other alternate modes of transportation. Special 
transportation facilities improve circulation patterns within the downtown, and 
provide links between downtown and key events and places. 

3 
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8. PARKING: Dovmtov.'H contains an ample an convenient supply of parking for 
customers and employees. While it is not possible appropriate to provide 
downtown parking at the same level as found in shopping centers, good utilization 
and management of the existing supply of downtown parking has been 
accomplished. 

9. IMPLEMENTATION: Implementing the vision for downtown has involved both 
private and public investments. Investments are made in the management 
structure for downtown, and in capital improvements to improve the physical 
elements of downtown. Planning for these investments, and examining options 
to pay for them is an on-going process involving the City, Woodburn Downtown 
Association, property and business owners. 

Short Term Goals and Policies 

Kl. Rehabilitation and Financing of the DDCD. 

Policies 

Kl-1. 

Kl-2. 

----

Because of the decline in both business and industry downtown, many 
buildings have been abandoned and stand in a state of serious disrepair. 
It is important in the short term that these undesirable, unsafe structures 
be condemned and demolished if repair and maintenance is not 
practical. 

Many buildings have been altered without regard to their surroundings, 
succumbing to short term fads, leaving the buildings quickly looking 
out of date and incongruent. It is recommended that a system for 
removing selective building elements, cleaning, maintaining, painting, 
and adding selective elements be initiated by property ov,rners with 
O"e~·ie"' from the moodbumDo"'flto"'n Association ('V])A) r ~ Tt vr n w l.l: ~ r a:. 

Encourage a balanced financing plan to assist property owners in the 
repair and rehabilitation of structures. The Plan may include 
establishment ofthe following: 
(a) Support and encourage an effective urban renewal district. 
(b) Provide on-going investments in downtown improvements. 
(c) Economic Improvement District- a designated area, within which 

all properties are taxed at a set rate applied to the value of the 
property with the tax monies used in a revolving loan fund for 
building maintenance, and improvement. 
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(d) Local, State, & National Historic District - a designated district 
within which resources, and properties are inventoried and 
identified for historic preservation. 

(e) Establish a "501 C-3" tax exempt organization for the purpose of 
qualifying for grants. 

(f) Analyze the feasibility of establishing an urban renewal district as a 
long-term funding source for Downtown improvements. 

(g) Adopt a capital improvement program and funding strategy for 
Downtown improvements. Capital improvements shall be designed 
and constructed to be in harmony with the concepts portrayed in the 
Woodburn Downtown Development Plan, 1997. 

(h) Update the Downtown improvement capital program at least every 
five years, and involve the Woodburn Downtown Association, 
property and business owners in the update process. 

K2. Improve Citizen Involvement in the DDCD. 

Policies 

K2-l. 

K2-2. 

K2-3 

Maintain and support Encourage the organization of a downtown 
business watch group, where property owners can assist police in 
eliminating undesirable, illegal behavior in the DDCD. 

Business owners should encourage the involvement and education of 
their employees in downtown activities., such as the 'Noodbum 
Chamber of Commerce and the \¥DA 

Encourage The City shall and the 1.Voodburn Downtovm Association to 
oversee all development and ensure general conformance with this 
document. 

K3. Improve Open Space Within the DDCD. 

Policies 

K3-l. Introduce new plant materials to the Downtown Design and 
Conservation District, including: ground cover; shrubs; and trees. A 
program to introduce new plant materials would enhance the 
appearance of the entire downtown. Participation on the part of both the 
City and the downtown merchants will be needed to see these projects 
through to a reasonable conclusion. 
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K3-2. 

KJ-3. 

Design a set of uniform sign graphics for the DDCD. Using control in 
developing street graphics provides balance and facilitates easy, 
pleasant communication between people and their environment. Points 
of consideration would include: Area of sign, placement, symbols used, 
extent of illumination, colors, etc. 

Construct a central downtown plaza or square to serve as a public 
meeting place and center for cultural activities. 

Intermediate Term Goals and Policies 

K4. Improve Pattern of Circulation Within the DDCD. 

Policies 

K4-l. 

K4-2. 

K4-3. 

K4-4. 

Evaluate a ltemative circulation p attems for traffic flow. P attems of 
pedestrian circulation improved through the repair and/or replacement 
of sidewalks. A means of providing a sense of place within the 
downtown accomplished by replacing damaged sections of sidewalk 
with a decorative brick like pattern of surfacing. Pedestrian safety 
increased by carrying this surfacing pattern across the streets at each 
intersection thereby creating a different color and texture over which 
the automobiles travel. 

Improve vehicular and safety access into and out of Downtown by 
improving North and South Front Streets. 

Curb ramps should be encouraged at all intersections. Improved 
wheelchair facilities throughout the CBD will provide access to a more 
diverse cross section ofthe City's population. 

Efforts should continue to evaluate the feasibility of bicycle paths 
linking the CBD with City schools and parks. 

K5. Improve Utilities and Landscaping Within the DDCD. 

Policies 

K5-1. Plans for capital improvement should include a schedule for 
replacement of overhead power and telephone lines with underground 
utilities. Volume 3 
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KS-2. 

KS-3 . 

KS-4. 

Without an adequate system of underground irrigation within the 
DDCD, plans for landscaping not be as successful. It is therefore 
recommended that The City will include in its Capital Improvement 
Programs plans to improve underground irrigation systems along 
streets and at intersections throughout the DDCD. 

Street lighting can be both ornamental and useful in making the 
downtown safe and attractive. Cooperation from both private and 
public interests can result in a street lighting plan that both serves a 
utility and attracts people to shop in and enjoy the downtown. 

Because of the costs involved in utility and landscaping improvements 
and the need to maintain general uniformity in designing improvements 
such as landscaping and street lighting, the W oodbum Urban Renewal 
Agency Downtm¥R: AssoeiatioH: (WDA) in cooperation with the City 
should d eve lop a s chedule for improvement that phases development 
and utilizes annual doH:atioH:s from downto¥lfl property O'i'lH:ers to assist 
ill the purchase and installation costs. 

Long Range and Continuous Goals 

K6. Attract Business to the DDCD. 

Policies 

K6-1 . 

K6-2. 

To succeed, the DDCD should function in four ways: 
(a) As a center for small cottage industry, where goods are produced 

on a small scale for sale on both a local retail and a regional 
wholesale level; 

(b) As a neighborhood shopping center with retail· stores, restaurants, 
offices and services; 

(c) As a City-wide hub with government and public buildings, arts and 
entertainment centers; and 

(d) As a regional and state-wide center that celebrates cultural 
diversity and offers opportunities f or education and tourism. 

Complete alley improvements and implement Urban Renewal Plan. 
Encourage improYement of the alley between First Street and Front 
Street with better pedestrian access, lighting, business access, painting, 
and landscaping. 
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Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District Goals and 
Policies 

K7. Preserve, to the greatest extent practical, the architectural integrity 
of Woodburn's "older" (1890-1940) neighborhoods. 

Policies 

K7 -1. Identify residential neighborhoods that contain dwellings built between 
1890-1940 which represents that period of time the DDCD was 
developing. 

K?-2. Encourage those areas that are determined to be the City's older 
neighborhoods ( 1890-1940) to implement the neighborhood 
conservation overlay district. 

K?-3. Seek funding sources to assist homeowners in rehabilitation efforts that 
implement overlay conservation districts standards. 

L. Parks and Recreation 

Open Space I Parks 
Open space lands a:re indicated fur three new 3 5 acre neighborhood parks. The 
vicinities fur these parks include east of I 5, north of Parr Road and south of 
Hayes; another south of Cleveland, east of Union Pacific mainline/Boones Ferry, 
and west of Hwy. 99E; and another east of Hv.•y. 99E, south of Blaine and north 
of Hwy. 211. Additionally, the floodplain areas of the City a:re indicated fur open 
space. This does not mean that the City will necessarily own these lands, 
howeTler, any de,·eloprnent scheme should leave these floodplain lands as open 
and undeveloped with structures. 

In 1998, the City annexed the 25 acre Centen.'lial Park site located south of Pan= 
Road. In 1999, the City completed Phase 1 of the park's de,'elopment including 
two soccer fields, a softball/baseball field and two playgrounds. Future phases, 
projected for completion in 2006, '"'ill construct three additional softball/baseball 
fields, picnic and concession facilities, athletic field lighting and hard court play 
surfaces. 

The other open space uses such as floodplain areas could serYe as transportation 
routes for pedestrian traffic, golf carts and bioyole paths. There would have to be 
a concerted effort by the City to acquire R.O.W. easements through private 
oronerti~s to establish these routes. Volume 3 
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Goals and Policies 

Goals 

Rl. 

R2. 

Policies 

Rl-1. 

Rl-2. 

Rl-3. 

Rl-4. 

The Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan shall 
establish a framework for land acquisition and future park 
improvements within the community. It is the goal of the City to 
provide adequate parks, recreation facilities, and open space to 
maintain Woodburn's livability and managed growth, and to 
provide social, economic and environmental benefits to 
individuals, families and the community. 

Downtown Woodburn should remain a centerpiece of activity, 
culture, and commerce within the City. Library Park, the 
Downtown Plaza, Woodburn Aquatic Center, Settlemier Park, 
the Woodburn World's Berry Center Museum, and 
Locomotive Park should be used as catalysts for downtown 
revitalization. 

The City will ensure that sufficient land is made available for parks 
and open spaces by adopting the system of facility types and 
standards in the 1 999 P arks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan 
including: Mini-Parks; Neighborhood/School Parks; Community 
Parks; Municipal Parks; Greenways, Open Space, Trails and 
Pathways; and Cultural Resources and/or Special Use 
Parks/Facilities. 

The City will ensure the most efficient and effective means of 
providing sufficient land for neighborhood parks by adopting a 
neighborhood/school park concept including joint land acquisition 
and development, thereby strengthening the existing partnership 
between the City and the Woodburn School District. 

Where neighborhood/school parks are not feasible, it is the policy 
of the City to acquire neighborhood parks, when practicable, 
through the development review process. 

As a supplement to the City's neighborhood parks, required nodal 
master plans shall include provision for adequate park and 
recreational facilities. it is the policy of the City to encourage new 
subdivisions to proYide mini parks, meeting City appro'led 
standards. T he City shall ensure that the excessive maintenance 
impacts of mini parlcs are avoided by requiring O\'l'llership to be 
retained by the deYeloper or a homeowner association, with 
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Rl-5. 

Rl-6. 

Rl-7. 

Rl-8. 

Rl-9. 

maintenance provided by the de•1eloper, the homeowner 
association, or by the City through a maintenance LID. These 
facilities may not be used to reduce the requirements for System 
De•1elopment Charge payments. 

It is the policy of the City to manage Mill Creek, Goose Creek and 
Senecal Creek corridors as public greenways and pathways; 
multiple functions will include open space and habitat 
preservation, flood control, cycling and walking on all-weather 
pathways, nature recreation and education, and limited playground 
activities where there is a deficiency of neighborhood parks. 

To provide for a continuous public greenway and pathway system, 
it is the policy of the City to acquire privately-owned segments 
along Mill Creek, Goose Creek, and Senecal Creek and other 
stream corridors including the west tributary from Settlemier Park 
to Parr Road. It is the policy of the City to seek dedication of 
floodplains and creek corridors for natural areas, neighborhood 
recreation areas, open space and transportation. 

To ensure adequate maintenance of the City's parks, recreation, 
and open space facilities, the City will prepare comprehensive 
management plans including maintenance management standards 
for each facility. 

It is the policy of the City to require multi-family housing projects 
which exceed four ( 4) units to provide basic neighborhood park 
and playground facilities, based on development standards of the 
Recreation and Parks Department. 

Because recreation participation preferences and interests vary 
among employment preferences and interests vary among 
employment ethnic, social, and cultural groups, it is the policy of 
the City to exercise special sensitivity in selecting the types of 
recreation programs it offers, and in the design and management of 
parks, recreation and open space. 

M. Energy Conservation (Largely unchanged.) 

Energy Conservation Goals and Policies 
Volume 
Page 300 ( 

1. The goal of the City is to encourage conservation of energy in all 
forms, and to conserve energy itself in the City's operations, 
buildings, and vehicular use. 
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Policies 

1-1. The City shall review its subdivision and construction codes 
periodically to ensure that the construction types which most conserve 
energy are encouraged in this City, but not at the expense of health and 
safety. The City shall encourage new construction types, within the 
limits of what can be permitted due to health and safety requirements, 
to permit further use of the solar energy which is available in the 
Woodburn area. 

1-2. The City shall increase its commitment to energy conservation, 
including alternative energy vehicles, increased recycling, and 
reduction in out-of-direction travel. The City shall encourage its 
citizens and visitors to conserve energy. Where f easible, the City 
should attempt to retrofit, v,rhen it becomes cost effectiYe, City 
buildings and structures so that they may be more energy efficient. 

1-3. In all new construction for the City energy systems which rely less on 
fossil fuels shall be investigated, and if cost effective at a long term, 
shall be utilized. 

1-4. Encourage a minimum energy conservation standard for existing 
residential buildings. 

1-5. Revise land development standards to provide solar access. 

1-6. Encourage investments in solar energy by protecting solar access. 

1-7. Offer developers a density bonus for development utilizing energy 
conservation and solar energy measures. 
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Introduction 

Volume II, Supporting Documents, of the 2004 Woodburn Comprehensive plan 
provides background data, mapping and analysis in support of the Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan Volume I, Goals & Policies. Unlike Volume I, Volume II is not 
a policy document and includes no standards for review of legislative or quasi­
judicial land use decision. However, Volume II does help explain the reasons for 
Volume I goals and policies, and may provide some guidance as to how these goals 
and policies were intended to be applied. In addition, any changes to Volume I must 
be consistent with the data, maps and analysis found in Volume II, or Volume II must 
also be changed based on new information or changing circumstances. In this 
manner, Volume II includes the factual basis and is a part of the " legislative history'' 
that supports Volume I goals, policies and maps. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The Woodburn Land Needs Report, projects the land area needed for residential and public­
semi-public uses for the 18-year planning period, from 2003 to 2020. This analysis is based on 
the tentative coordinated population projection of 34,919, which represents an increase of 14,059 
persons from Portland State University' s 2002 population estimate for Woodbum.1 

BUILDABLE LANDS INVENTORY 
In Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory, we determined the buildable land area, on a 
parcel-by-parcel basis, within the existing (2002) Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). 
The Buildable Lands Inventory was used to inform Periodic Review Task 2 (Coordination with 
ODOT), and by association Statewide Planning Goal 12 (Transportation), by determining the 
type and amount of development potential that exists within the current UGB. This information 
was used by ODOT to model impacts of development on the transportation system from each 
Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ). 

The Buildable Lands Inventory is of critical importance to determination of need to maintain, 
expand, or contract Woodburn 's UGB, as described in ORS 197.296. If need for UGB 
expansion is shown for housing or employment needs, the Buildable Lands Inventory and 
associated Buildable Lands Map will be used, along with Technical Report 2-A (Potential UGB 
Expansion Area Analysis) to determine which direction to expand to accommodate the needed 
land . 

The Buildable Lands Inventory addresses Task 4 of the City of Woodburn's revised Periodic 
Review Work Program by revising methodology used in the 2000 Buildable Lands Inventory 
performed by McKeever/Morris and creating a new Buildable Lands Inventory based on 
Woodburn' s new zoning code, the revised methodology consistent with ORS 197, and site­
specific review of actual development. 

This inventory consists of a GIS database that contains area per tax lot by comprehensive plan 
designation and by existing zoning, less constraints such as natural resources and infrastructure 
(streets/easements). 

The Buildable Lands Inventory and associated Buildable Lands Map shows a) how much 
aggregate vacant or redevelopable commercial and industrial land is available to meet future 
needs; b) where these parcels are; and c) the size characteristics of each parcel. 

The Buildab le Lands Inventory and associated Buildable Lands Map describes a) the aggregate 
buildable area of parcels within each residential comprehensive plan designation; b) the size and 

1 ECONorth wcst prepared Woodburn 's Year 2020 popul ation projection for review by Marion County in March, 
2002. Via letter, Marion County Senior Planner Les Sasaki agreed that this projection was reasonable for planning 
purposes. The Marion County Board of Commissioners has not formall y agreed to this population projection, which 
is why it is "tentative". 
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locational characteristics of each parcel; and c) the capacity of each parcel to accommodate 
households. 

Buildable Lands Inventory Findings Overview 

Table 1 (Buildable Lands Summary) provides the net buildable area, in acres, of land in each 
comprehensive plan designation inside Woodburn's UGB. Table 2 (Lots by Size) describes lot 
sizes of buildable lands by plan designation. 

Table 1: Buildable Lands Summary 
Plan Designation Total Acres Net Buildable Unit Capacity (RES) or 

Acres Employee Capacity (IND, 
COM) 

Commercial 599 108 2,135 
Industrial 685 127 1,755 
Residential <12 1,478 403 2,190 
Residential> 12 385 108 1,256 
Public (open 94 (583) 6 NA 
space) 

Table 2: Lots by Size 
Plan Lots< 1 Lots 1-5 Lots 6-10 Lots 11-20 Lots 20- Lots> 
Designation Acre Acres Acres Acres 50 Acres 50 Acres 
LOR 3 13 24 2 4 3 1 
MDR 40 10 2 3 0 0 
Commercial 49 13 2 1 1 0 
Industrial 13 17 3 3 0 0 

RESIDENTIAL LAND NEEDS 
In Technical Report 3- Residential Land Needs Analysis, we determined Woodburn's 
residential land needs based on the requirements of HB 2709 (ORS 197 .196) and Statewide 
Planning Goals 10 (Housing) and 14 (Urbanization). We determined "actual housing mix and 
density" from 1988-2002, to arrive at a "base case" scenario. We then conducted a detai led 
housing needs analysis, wherein we examined demographic relationships and compared housing 
costs with household incomes in Woodburn. From this, we determined buildable land needs for 
specific housing types (detached single-family, attached single-family, manufactured homes on 
individual lots, manufactured dwelling parks, duplexes, and multi-family) and densities. Finally, 

~ V 
1 
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typically are met on residential land. The result is the total residential land need to accommodate 
the 14,059 population increase over approximately the next 18 years. 

Coordinated Population Projection 
Winterbrook and ECONorthwest worked with the City, the County, and TOM administrators to 
determine a coordinated population projection for the purposes of this study. The Interim -
approved by County Planning Staff for planning purposes- Woodburn 2020 population 
projection is 34,919. This is an increase of 14,819 from the 2000 U.S. Census population of 
20,100 (Average Annual Growth Rate of 2.8%). This projection is the basis for projecting 
residential and public semi/public land needs. 

Housing Need Conclusions 

Woodburn has two major cohorts: a rapidly growing young population that will continue to grow 
and mature over the next 20 years, and an elder population that should remain fairly stable. 
Currently, Woodburn is doing fairly well, but can improve in providing opportunities for 
affordable housing. Part of the affordable housing "problem" is that the new, young population 
lacks the financial resources of established families. 

A major part of Woodburn's economic opportunities analysis is to take advantage of its growing 
workforce by offering the opportunity for jobs to locate in the area. If W oodbum is successful in 
attracting these jobs, the buying power of residents will improve in relation to housing needs. 
So, while Woodburn can benefit from a wider range of housing types, and should allow the 
opportunity for multi-family and small lot single-family residences to develop, it is important to 
continue to supply traditional single-family housing as well. 

Currently, Woodburn has two residential plan designations: Low Density Residential and High 
Density Residential. These designations are implemented by three zones: Residential Single 
Family, Retirement Community Single Family, Residential, and Medium Density Residential. 

In order to better represent and implement the housing types indicated as needed by the Land 
Needs Model and by our demographic analysis, we created two new plan designation overlays: a 
Nodal overlay and Vertical Mixed Use overlay. The nodal overlay would be applied to Single 
Family Residential, producing Nodal Single Family (NodalSF) or Medium Density Residential, 
producing Nodal Medium Density Residential (NodalMDR). The Vertical Mixed Use overlay 
would be applied to downtown commercial areas. The two original plan designations, plus the 
overlays produce five distinct plan areas: 

• Low Density Residential : This plan designation allows stick-built single-family homes, 
manufactured dwellings (not parks), and some duplexes. Approximately 30% of new 
dwelling units would fall into this designation. 

• Nodal Single Family: This overlay would allow smaller lot single family homes, zero lot 
line single family dwellings , and manufactured homes in Low Density Residential areas. 
Approximately 30% of new dwelling units would fall into this designation. 
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• Medium Density Residential: This plan designation allows duplexes, manufactured 
dwelling parks, and medium density multi-family dwellings. Approximately 20% of new 
dwelling units would fall into this designation. 

• Nodal Medium Density Residential: This overlay would allow slightly higher densities 
than MDR, and would allow condominiums, townhouses, and rowhouses . 
Approximately 20% of new dwelling units would fall into this designation. 

• Vertical Mixed Use: This overlay would allow housing above retail and would be 
generally confined to the downtown area. Approximately 1% of new dwelling units 
would fall into this designation? 

As shown in Table 33 below, our proposed implementation of the new Nodal overlays 
results in a residential land need of 555 net acres through 2020- about 100 net acres less 
than would be needed if actual development trends were extended without measures (as 
shown in Table 8 of the Residential Land Needs Analysis), and about 160 net acres less 
than the Housing Needs Model indicated (as shown in Table 35 of the Residential Land 
Needs Analysis). 

Table 3: Residential Land Needs 

· .. ;l~~~~~{~~(;~/i'J:{~ tD.t(.~~.f\ N~ft:Jilt Mt>i ;Ji~i~" N6aaa 'M'J)'R:\; :. ;:. YM~X~~~;g;: rt9~1'~t~'.::~rr·:¥~: 
Net Density 5.5 8 14 18 1!) 
Percent 30.0~ 30.0~ 19.5% 19.5% 1% 100% 
J)U 142§ 142€ 927 927 48 4752 
Net Acre Need 259 17~ 66 51 0 555 

Source: Winterl>rook 

Measures 
Table 4 provides more detail on the proposed distribution of housing by type and comprehensive 
plan designation, with projected net density. In order to achieve the densities projected for each 
housing type, amendments to the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and Development Code are 
required. Thus, Woodburn will need to adopt "measures" to increase density and provide for 
more affordable housing, as proscribed by ORS 197.296. These measures are addressed in detail 
in Technical Report 4, Plan and Code Amendments, and briefly outlined as follows: 

• Plan for higher density - Woodburn planned for new development through 2020 to 
come in at an overall density of 8.3-8.5 dwelling units per net buildable acre. This is 
significantly higher than the actual density of about 6.8 dwelling units per net buildable 
acre developed between 1988 and 2002. 

• Multi-Family Mix- Woodburn planned for a ratio of 65 % single-family, manufactured 
home, or attached single family (with nearly 50% of the single-family as "small lot" 
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single-family) and 35% duplex or multifamily for new development in Woodburn 
through 2020. 

• Modify Plan and Zones - Woodburn created two new overlay designations, Nodal and 
Vertical Mixed Use, in order to better fit housing type needs and allow for higher density 
in mixed-use node areas. We also modified the small lot single-family zone to apply to 
more than just the "Retirement Community" and created a new high density residential 
zone. 

• Mixed-Use Node- Woodburn has designated a nodal development area, in the southwest 
portion of Woodburn near Parr Road. This area will have a mix of multi-family, small lot 
single-family, and rowhouses, as well as a small neighborhood commercial center and a 
location fairly near new industrial jobs. 

• Minimum Density Standards- Woodburn has incorporated minimum density standards 
for new subdivisions and planned developments in each of its residential zones. This 
standard is designed to achieve approximately 80% of maximum permitted densities. 

Table 4: Housing Need by Type and Density Table and Explanation 

30~ SFR Nodal* 

· ~ 
1~ RM* 

4% 

2~ 

17% 

1 3~ 

0.50~ 

0.50~ 

100% 

• Indicates measures needed. 

Public and Semi-Public Residential Land Needs 
Public and semi-public facilities such as schools, hospitals, churches, government buildings, and 
parks will expand as population increases. Such lands are necessary to address Goal 14, Factor 2 
"livability" requirements.3 Such uses typ ically locate on land designated for residential use. We 
have analyzed such need in conformance with ORS l97.296(4)(a). 

3 3 Goal 14, Factors I and 2 read as follo ws: Volume 
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Public and semi-public land needs are shown on Table 5 below. Park standards described in the 
1999 Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update were used to determine the 
need for buildable and unbuildable (natural area parks) land to accommodate parks and schools. 

To create a land needs projection table for public and semi-public lands, we separated land types 
by categories of: schools, parks, institutional, religious, natural areas, and government. We 
approached each type slightly differently: 

• Schools- We used the ratio of developed school land to population in the 1999 
Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Pl~n Update, about 5 acres per 1,000 
residents, and extended that ratio to the year 2020 Woodburn population to determine 
land needed for schools. Woodburn currently has about 115 acres of land for schools, 
and needs approximately 237 acres by 2020. This leaves an unmet need of 122 acres for 
schools. 

• Parks- We used the 1999 Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update 
to project park needs through 2020. The 1999 Update recommended a ratio of 7 acres 
per 1000 population to project need for neighborhood and community parks. We took a 
2020 population of 34,919, applied the ratio, and then subtracted existing park lands to 
determine needed park acreage. The Parks Plan indicates that some of Woodburn's park 
needs will be met on school lands. We assumed 50% of all needed 2020 school lands 
would also serve to meet park needs, and added that to the parks supply. Woodburn 

·:·:'·~.) currently has about 87 acres of parks and recreational land in use (plus about an 
_ additional 120 acres of 2020 school lands), and needs about 262 acres total to meet the 

recommended ratio. This leaves an unmet need for about 57 acres of park lands. 
• Institutional- Woodburn currently has 500 residents who live in "institutions", according 

to the 2000 US Census. We applied the existing ratio to a projected 2020 population of 
34,919, to determine an institutional population growth of approximately 337 during the 
next 20 years. We applied a ratio of 30 residents per net acre (the maximum allowed 
under current zoning), which translated to an 11-acre need in this category. 

• Religious- We applied a ratio of 3 acres per 1,000 population growth for religious uses. 
The 20-year population growth forecast of 14,059 translated to a need for approximately 
28 acres for religious use. 

• Natural Areas- We put protected greenways and wildlife corridors into this category. 
The 1999 Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update did not project a 
need for natural areas. Since these uses most often occur on constrained (unbuildable) 
land, we did not identify a separate buildable land need for natural areas. 

• Government- We assumed that public and government employment growth would be 
accommodated through intensification of existing government employment areas. 
Projected government employment growth through 2020 is 252 employees. Using similar 
employee/acre ratio as commercial employment would yield a land need of slightly under 
13 acres. 

I) Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth requirements consistent with LCDC 
Goals; 

\ 
) 2) Need for housing, employment opportunities, and li vability. 
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Supply of public land was determined in Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory. Since 
public/semi-public uses typically locate on residential land, Woodburn needs approximately 218 
additional net buildable acres of residential land to meet its 2020 Public and Semi-Public Land 
Needs. 

Table 5: Year 2020, Public and Semi-Public Land Needs 

Schools Net Acres 
Parks Acres 
Institutional Net Acres 
Religious Net Acres 
Natural Areas Acres* 
~overnment Net 
Acres* 
Total Net Buildable 
Residential Deficit 

115 237 

205 262 
0 11 

0 28 

129 

5 

Source: Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update; 2000 US Census; Winterbrook Planning 

• These acreages are not counted toward total residential deficit. 

-122 

-57 
-11 

-28 

-218 

Based on Woodburn's plans, and actual ratios compared to population growth, Woodburn will 
need about 122 net buildable acres for schools, about 57 acres for parks, 11 acres for 
institutional uses, and about 28 acres for religious uses between 2000 and 2020. Since parks, 
schools, institutional uses, churches, fire stations and similar public/semi-public uses typically 
require a location in a residential zoning district, such public and semi-public needs add to the 
demand for vacant buildable residential land within Woodburn's Year 2020 UGB. 

Residential Land Needs Conclusions 

Table 6 shows a comparison of residential supply (dwelling unit capacity) versus dwelling unit 
demand through 2020. Public/Semi-Public lands are included in the residential need totals as 
described in the Public/Semi-Public section in this document. Dwelling unit capacity was 
determined in Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory. Woodburn requires a total of 
approximately 305 additional acres of Residential land to meet its 2020 housing and public/semi­
public land needs for "housing and livability". 
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Table 6: 2020 Residential Land Needs with Measures 
J ~-. ~ ~ ·'~ t·:.-:'> .. _ · ... ~ :.::· 

Pt~n ),<;:. :--.. ·. · . . '' 
LOR 
Nodal LOR 
MDR 
Nodal MDR 
r-.tMU 
Public 
~otals 

2,065 I ,42~ 639 116 

0 i,42~ (1426 (178 
I ,299 927 372 27 

c 927 (927 (51 

48 48 0 c 
NA NA NA (218 

3,412 4 75 (1,342 (305 

EMPLOYMENT LAND NEEDS 
ECONorthwest prepared an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) in May 2001 that 
considered Woodburn's comparative advantages and identified the types of employment and 
industries that Woodburn can reasonably attract during the planning period. To address ORS 
197.212 (Economic Development) and Goal 9 (Economy of the State) requirements, 
ECONorthwest also determined the types of sites that will be needed to attract targeted 
industries, in a subsequent document entitled Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries 
(February 2003). These documents recognize the City's locational advantages and outline a 
strategy for the City to target specific high-wage industries for future growth. Both documents 
conclude the City will need additional land with specific size and access characteristics to 
achieve the City's economic development goals. These two ECONorthwest documents serve to 
determine Woodburn's employment land needs through 2020. 

In March of 2003, ECONorthwest also analyzed the effects of a successful economic 
development strategy on household incomes, and therefore on housing needs, in a document 
called Woodburn Occupation I Wage Forecast (Attachment B). This analysis concluded that: 

• Woodburn will add 7,139 jobs between 2000 and 2020. This forecast accounts for 20% of 
all job growth forecast for Marion County. 

• More than 50% of new jobs created between 2000 and 2020 are expected to pay less than 
$30,000 annually on a full-time equivalent basis. 4 This is a range of $7.00 to $15.00 per 
hour expressed as an hourly wage. About 18% will pay between $30,000 and $39,000 
annually, and about 13% will pay more than $40,000 to $49,000 annually. 

• The successful implementation of Woodburn's economic development strategy will have a 
significant impact on the city's wage distribution. The strategy will result in fewer low­
paying retail and service jobs, and more high-wage manufacturing, construction, and 
skilled occupations. 

4 A full-time equivalent assumes 1980 hours an nually. We recognize that many new jobs in Woodburn are likely to 
be part-time jobs that will not equate to the annual salary estimates. The base data, however, do not make a 
distinction between fu ll-time and part-time employment. 
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In ECONorthwest's Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries, employment needs are 
described by acreage, as well as by the need for viable sites to attract firms targeted by the 
Economic Opportunities Analysis. Table 7 summarizes the number of sites by size class 
Woodburn will need to implement its economic development strategy. The employment needs 
analysis in this document concluded that Woodburn will need about 370 acres to accommodate 
7,140 new employees between 2000 and 2020. Table 7 includes sites that total over 500 acres. 
Site needs can be conceived as a pyramid with few large sites at the top and many smaller sites at 
the bottom. Such a land inventory scheme is consistent with OAR 660-009 which requires cities 
to maintain an adequate inventory of sites. 

Table 7 identifies a need for one very large site of 100 acres or more. While inclusion of such a 
site in its land inventory will exceed the identified land need based on the medium range 
employment forecast, a large site will provide Woodburn more flexibility in its economic 
development efforts. 

Table 7. Summary of estimated site needs by size, 
Woodburn 2000·2020 

Number of Average Estimated 
Site Size (acres) Sites Site Size Acres 

100 or more 125.0 125.0 

50-100 1 70.0 70.0 

25-50 3 35.0 105.0 

10-25 5 15.0 75.0 

5-10 7 8.0 56.0 

2-5 10 4.0 40.0 

Less than 2 15 1.0 15.0 

TotaVAverage 42 11.6 486.0 
Source: ECONorthwest 

Employment Land Needs Conclusions 
Table 8 below shows a comparison between the supply of industrial sites within the existing 
UGB and the 2020 industrial site needs determined by the EOA and Site Requirements Analysis. 
Woodburn has a severe shortage of industrial sites available to meet the listed site requirements­
there is a deficit in every category. Some of the smaller industrial site needs can be consolidated 
on larger parcels outside the existing UGB through a master planning process, but the total 
acreage needed would remain the same. In total, Woodburn has a deficit of 11 large (6+ acre) 
industrial sites that comprise about 350 acres. 
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Table 8: Site Needs vs Existing Supply 

Under2 1e 1e 3 
If otal Acres 15 8 (7 

12 to 5 10 12 2 
IT otal Acres 40 57 17 
6 to 10 7 3 (4 
Total Acres 5€ 21 {35 
11 to 25 ~ 2 (2 
IT otal Acres 75 47 (28' 
26 to 50 3 0 (3' 
Total Acres 105 c (105 
51 to 100 1 c (1 
Total Acres 70 0 (70 
Pver 100 1 0 (1 
IT otal Acres 125 0 (125' 

Total Sites 42 36 (6' 

:Total Acres 486 133 (353' 

STUDY AREAS 
Technical Report 2.A addresses Task 5 of the City of Woodburn's revised Periodic Review 
Work Program 'and evaluates natural resource areas within the potential urban growth boundary 
study area. 

This inventory considers the area (acreage) and distribution (by subarea) of: 
• Goal 3 agricultural soils (Class I-IV soils, including high value farm land), 
• Goal 5 natural resource areas (wetlands, stream corridors and wildlife habitat), 
• Goal 7 hazard areas (floodplains), and 
• Goal 2 exception areas (built and committed to non-resource uses). 

This information will be useful in address Statewide Planning Goal 14 "locational factors" 
(Factors 5 - ESEE consequences, 6 - agricultural land preservation, and 7 - agricultural land 
compatibility) in assessing the relative values of each of eight subareas at the edge of the 
existing UGB. The inventory also is directly relevant to the Goal 2, Part II exceptions process 
(OAR Chapter 660, Division 04) and in establishing priorities for UGB expansion as set forth in 
ORS 197.298. 

To address Statewide Planning Goal 2 (exceptions process), 3 (Agricultural Lands) and 14 
(Locational Factors 6 and 7), Winterbrook focused on agricultural soil classifications. 
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To address Statewide Planning Goal 5 (Natural Resources), Goal 7 (Natural Hazards) and Goal 
14 (Factor 5, economic, social, environmental and energy consequences), Winterbrook 
inventoried wetlands, stream corridors, floodplains, and wildlife habitat (for special status 
species) within the study area. This inventory determines the location, quantity and quality of 
Goal 5 resources (wetlands, streams, and habitats) and Goal 7 resources (floodplains) within 
each subarea, to provide a factual basis for the evaluation of Urban Growth Alternatives. 

Finally, to determine the area of buildable land for each subarea outside the UGB, Winterbrook 
applied the same methods used within the Woodburn growth boundary. (See Technical 
Memorandum l- Buildable Lands Inventory (2002).) Goal 5 and 7 resources are considered 
constrained lands and are removed from the mapping of Goal 3 agricultural land resources. A 
fifth of an acre is removed for each single-family residence in rural residential areas. For 
partially developed land, industrial and commercial acreage is removed based on actual 
development area. 

Study Area and Subareas 
The study area covers 3,886 acres and is comprised entirely of Class I through Class IV soils. 
Approximately 97 percent of non-exception area lands are classified as high value farmland. 
Exception areas total 296 acres and are located primarily in Subareas 1 and 3. Constrained Goal 
5 and 7 resource lands total 248 acres and are located primarily along the Senecal and Mill Creek 
corridors, in Subareas l and 2, primarily on Class III and IV agricultural soils. Thus, the 
subareas with the lower quality agricultural soils tend to have the highest quality Goal 5 and 7 
resource sites. 

The study area is approximately one-half mile wide located outside of the existing UGB. It was 
extended in certain locations to include clear boundaries (e.g., roads), contiguous exception 
areas, and whole tax lots (where practical). 

The study area is divided into eight subareas based on transportation considerations (subareas 
usually comprise multiple transportation analysis zones or T AZs) and drainage basins. Major 
roads and railways form the primary divisions between the planning subareas. The subareas 
range in size from 191 to 7 55 acres, and have a combined size of 3,886 acres - or about six 
square miles. The subareas are ordered in a clockwise manner, beginning in the northwest 
portion of the study area with Subarea l (SA-l) and ending with Subarea 8 (SA-8) in the 
southwest portion. The location and size of each subarea is summarized in Table 9. 
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Table 9. Study Subarea Location and Size 

Subarea 
SA-l. Northwest 

SA-2. North 

SA-3. Northeast 

SA-4. East 

SA-5. Southeast 

SA-6. South 

SA-7. Southwest 

SA-8. West 

Volume 
Page 

3 

Location/boundaries 
Bounded to the east by, Interstate 5 and the UGB, west by Oregon Electric 
Railway, south by Highway 214 (Newberg Hwy.), and north by a line approx. 
1,000 feet north of and parallel to Crosby Road. 
Bounded to the west by Interstate 5, east by Union Pacific Railway and N. Front 
Street, south by the UGB, and north by a line approx. 1,000 feet north of and 
parallel to Crosby Road. 
Bounded to the west by Union Pacific Railway and the UGB, east by the 
MacLaren School for Boys, north by Dimmick Road NE, and south by Highway 
211 (Estacada Hwy). 
Bounded to the west by the UGB and Cooley Road, east by properties within Y2 
mile of the UGB (Pudding River plateau, reservoir), north by Dimmick Road NE, 
and south by Highway 214. 
Bounded to the west by Highway 99E (Pacific Hwy) and the UGB, east by 
properties within ~mile of the UGB (Pudding River plateau), north by Highway 
214, and south by Geschwill Lane NE. 
Bounded to the east by Highway 99E (Pacific Hwy), west by Southern Pacific 
Railroad, north by the UGB, and south by Belle Passe Road. 
Bounded to the east by Southern Pacific Railroad, west by Interstate 5, north by 
the UGB, and south by Belle Passe Road (extension). 
Bounded to the east by Interstate 5 and the UGB, west by Oregon Electric 
Railway, north by Highway 214 (Newberg Hwy.), and south by property south of 
Parr Road NE. 

TOTAL 
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655 

675 

330 

343 

431 

191 

506 

755 
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Table 10. Goal 3, 5 and 7- Constrained Land Summary 

Size Goal 5 (Natural Resources Goal 7 Total Goal3 (Agricultural Lands) 2 Developed3 Buildable 
Subarea (acres) Vetlaods Streams Speci~, Floodplains ~onstraioed Class I n · m IV Exception Areas Laods4 

1. Northwest 655 54.37 96.24 W/in 16.89 107.32 4 320 73 30 54.92 394.21 
streams 

2. North 675 34.44 62.47 W/in 40.62 68.31 29 432 83 62 0 485.35 
streams 

3. Northeast 330 6.93 14.95 W/in 0 15.12 135 27 10 57.84 205 .63 
streams 

4. East 343 3.20 18.49 W/in 0 19.22 296 14 12 0 259.02 
streams 

5. Southeast 43 1 0 6.15 W/in 0 6.15 355 46 24 0 339.88 
srreams 

6. South 19 1 15.30 15.34 W/in 11.38 16.14 147 2 12 5.69 135.34 
srreams 

7. Southwest 506 0.87 0 0 0 0.87 361 124 19 0 404.18 

8. West 755 4.43 14.09 W/in 0.26 14.41 40 567 52 81 0 592.47 
srreams 

Total Area 3886 11 9.54 227.73 227.73· - 69.15 247.54- -- 73 2613 421 - 250 118.45 2816.08 
-· 

% of Study 100% 3.1% 5.9% 5.9% 1.8% 6.4% 1.9% 67.29 10.8% 6.4% 3% 72.5% 
Area 
~-- ---·--- -- - --

I . Adjusted for overlapping resource coverages. 
2. Excludes Goal 5 and 7 constrained lands and exception areas. 
3. Approximately 40% of exception areas are developed. 
4. 

'"o" ~ 
Land area less consrrained and developed exception lands, Jess 20% (for roads and infrastructure); rights-of-way not excluded (data not yet available). 
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EXPANSION SITE SELECTION 
Woodburn examined each of the Study Areas and evaluated them for consistency with Goal 14 
(Urbanization) factors 1-7. Goal 14 applies to amendments expanding the City's UGB which, by 
definition, convert rural land to urban or urbanizable land. Goal 14 also applies to amendments 
to the City's co_mprehensive plan and land use regulations that affect the conversion of 
urbanizable land within the UGB to urban uses. 

UGB amendments are governed not only by the seven UGB establishment factors set out in 
Goal 14, but also by the priorities for adding land to a UGB set out in ORS 197.298, and by the 
goal exception requirements of ORS 197.732/Goal2, Part II and OAR 660-04-0lO(l)(c) and 
660-04-020. Due to the overlapping nature of these standards, they are addressed in integrated 
form in this section, and in order of the 7 factors of Goal 14. 

Factors 1 and 2 
" ( 1) Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban population growth 
requirements consistent with LCDC goalsr. I" 
"(2) Needfor housing, employment opportunities, and livabilityr./' 

Need for housing, employment opportunities, and livability over the next 20 years is summarized 
in this document under sections titled "Residential Land Needs" and "Employment Land Needs". 

Factor 3 
(3) Orderly and economic provision for public facilities and servicesr. I 

In evaluating alternative areas for possible inclusion in the UGB, this factor requires 
consideration of their relative serviceability. Winterbrook met with the City of Woodburn and 
ODOT to determine which study areas would provide the best serviceability. As described in 
Technical Report 2.A (Natural Resources), the buildable portions of all of the study areas contain 
flat, well-drained soils. This means that none of the study areas would be more difficult to 
provide public facilities such as sewer and water. 

The major difference between the study areas in terms of public facilities is in transportation. 
Study areas on the east side of Woodburn were determined by ODOT, County, and City 
engineers to cause more traffic load on City streets and County roads than if study areas near 1-5 
(on the south, west, and north sides) were developed. 

Factor 4; ORS 197.232(1)(c)(B) and Goal 2, Part Il(c)(2) 
"(4) Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the existing urban 
area1.( 
"Areas which do not require a new [goal] exception cannot reasonably accommodate 
the use." 

) OAR 660-04-020(2)(b), which implements ORS 197.232( l)(c)(B) and Goal 2, Part Il(c)(2), 
"-- -~ '- - - --~ .. :ro~ tl-. ., t the location of possible alternative areas considered that do not require a 
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new goal exception be described, and that there be an explanation of why the needed uses cannot 
be reasonably accommodated on such land, including by increasing the density of use in such 
areas. As explained above, in this case, these standards require a demonstration that the 
projected needs for urban uses cannot be accommodated within the City's existing UGB, either 
by locating the needed uses on vacant buildable land within the UGB or by increasing the 
existing or future density and efficiency of uses within the existing UGB. 

Woodburn and Winterbrook considered several alternatives and analyzed several measures to 
increase the intensity and efficiency of land use in Woodburn, prior to determining the need for 
UGB expansion. These land use intensification measures are described in Proposed 
Comprehensive Plan and Policy Amendments and in Proposed Code Amendments, and in 
Technical Report 3 (Residential Needs Analysis). 

Factor 5; ORS 197.232(1)(c)(C) and Goal2, Part Il(c)(3) 
(5) Environmental, energy, economic and social consequencesH 
The long-tenn [ESEE] consequences resulting from the use of the proposed site with 
measures designed to reduce adverse impacts are not significantly more adverse than 
would typically result from the same proposal being located in areas requiring a goal 
exception other than the proposed site. 

OAR 660-04-020(2)(c), which implements ORS 197.732(l)(c)(C) and Goal 2, Part Il(c)(3), 
requires a d~scription of the characteristics of the alternative areas considered and the advantages 
and disadvantages of including each "Study Area," or a portion of a Study Area, in the UGB. 
Impacts on agricultural and forest land are considered in Technical Report 2.A (Potential UGB 
Expansion Area Analysis). From a social and economic perspective, avoidance of high value 
farmland and productive forest land generally should be encouraged, because the lands support 
Marion County's resource-based economy. From an environmental perspective, development of 
steeply-sloped areas, floodplains and riparian corridors should be discouraged, to minimize 
adverse impacts on ·these sensitive lands. From an energy conservation standpoint, tourist 
commercial development should be encouraged near an I-5 interchange, to minimize vehicle 
miles traveled; and residential development should be encouraged in areas that abut the existing 
UGB and which rely on gravity-flow sewer collection rather than energy-consumptive sanitary 
sewer pump stations). 

The long-term economic, social, environmental and energy (ESEE) consequences of including 
(or not including) the alternative Study Areas in the UGB are described below. 

Economic Consequences: 
The Industrial siting needs described under Employment Needs in this document specify location 
near and with ready access to 1-5 . They also specify large parcel sizes. Only study areas 7, and 8 
(Southwest, and West) contained appropriately-sized parcels with good access to I-5. 

As noted in the Residential Needs section, Woodburn needs additional residential land to meet 
Year 2020 housing needs . The critical economic factors in determining which direction to 

\ expand were (a) agricultural soil capability, (b) the private cost of development, and (c) the 
public cost of providing public facilities and serv ices. Woodburn did not consider including 
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large concentrations of Class I soils, in part because of the economic value associated with such 
"high value farmland" in Marion County. Since Woodburn desires to provide affordable 
housing opportunities, it was essential, from an economic perspective, to provide land ~pon 
which affordable housing can be constructed: i.e., relatively flat land with direct access to public 
facilities and services. Another economic concern for Residential lands is location near other 
residential lands- a residential area adjacent only to industrial is not as desirable due to 
noise/smell impacts as well as lack of a community, for example. Study Areas 2, 4, 6, and 7 
contained land that satisfied these residential criteria. 

Social Consequences: 
In providing needed Industrial, Commercial, and Residential land, it is important to designate 
land use types in a compatible fashion, as well as to create a compact urban form, and to provide 
employment I shopping opportunities close to residences. Woodburn felt that needed Industrial 
sites would be preferable near existing industrial at the edge of town, to lessen the impacts on 
residential dwellers. Low density residential land was desired to be next to existing 
neighborhoods, and higher density residential land can serve as a buffer between Industrial I 
Commercial lands and the Low Density Residential. A small amount of commercial was desired 
near residential expansion areas to serve local shopping needs. 

There are three substantial industrial areas in Woodburn - in the northeast, southeast, and west­
near study areas 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. From a Social perspective, all of these study areas would 
have been appropriate for Industrial. However, as described in Economic Consequences, only 
the areas near 1-5 were suitable to meet Woodburn's Industrial siting needs. 

For Residential lands, Study Areas 2, 4, 6, and 7 are adjacent to existing residential areas. The 
vast majority of Woodburn's vacant residential land inside the current UGB is to the southwest 
of Woodburn's city limits, adjacent to study areas 6 and 7. Study area 2 is next to a developed 
residential neighborhood and golf course. Study area 4 is adjacent to larger-parcel residential 
areas. All of these areas would be reasonable for residential expansion from a Social perspective. 

Environmental Consequences: 
All of the study areas contained some amount of wetland or riparian areas. Woodburn intends to 
limit development in identified natural resource areas in any expansion area. Study Areas 1, 2, 
and 3 contain substantial floodplain, wetland, or riparian areas near the existing UGB, which 
might make them more difficult to develop from an Environmental perspective. However, most 
of the identified natural resources in Study Area 2 are within an existing golf course, and thus 
would not be affected by new development. 

Energy Consequences: 
Woodburn considered energy consequences, as measured by (a) compact urban growth form and 
access to/distance from the City center, (b) minimization of vehicle trips, and (d) the need for 
sanitary sewer pump stations. Only portions of Study Areas adjacent to the existing UGB were 
considered for expansion. Transportation concerns were addressed in the Transportation 
Scenarios section of this document. Public facilities concerns were addressed under Factor 4 
- L. - - ·-
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Summary: 
Table 11 below summarizes the economic, social, environmental, and energy potential of the 
Study Areas. Study Areas 2 and 4 were most appropriate for Residential expansion, Study Area 7 
was appropriate for both Residential and Industrial Expansion, and Study Area 8 was most 
appropriate for Industrial expansion. 

Table 11: Study Areas ESEE Summary 

Economic Social Environmental Energy Total 
Subarea 

1. Northwest None None All None 1 of4 

2. North Residential Residential All Residential 4of4 

3. Northeast None Industrial All None 2of4 

4. East Residential Residential All Residential 4 of4 

5. Southeast None Industrial All None 2of4 

6.South Residential Residential All Residential 4of4 

7. Southwest Residential Residential All Residential 4 of4 
and Industrial and Industrial and Industrial 

8. West Industrial Industrial All Industrial 4of4 

ORS 197.298 and Factor 6 
ORS 197 .298( 1) requires that the following priorities be used in selecting land for inclusion in a 
UGB (in order of higher to lower priority for inclusion): 

( 1) Land designated as an urban reserve under ORS 197.298. 
Woodburn has no lands designated "urban reserve," therefore this criterion does not apply. 

(2) Exception areas or non-resource land adjacent to the UGB. 
Woodburn has three exception areas adjacent to its UGB- to the west, south, and northeast. All 
expansion scenarios include the exception areas to the west (residential) and south (commercial). 
The third exception area is developed as a youth correctional facility, and thus would satisfy no 
land needs for Woodburn, so it is not considered for inclusion. 

(3) Land designated as marginal Land under ORS 197.247. 
Marion County is not a "marginal lands" county and has no lands designated as "marginal 
lands"; therefore, this criterion does not apply. 

(4) Land designated for agriculture or forestry in an acknowledged comprehensive 
plan. 

As noted above, the priorities of ORS 197.298( 1) are satisfied because there are no designated 
urban reserve lands or designated marginal lands surrounding Woodburn, and all acknowledged 
exception or non-resource areas with buildable lands adjacent to the UGB are included in all . . 
expansiOn scenartos. 

Therefore, agricultural and/or forest land must be included in the UGB to meet demonstrated 
needs for residential, commercial, park and school land. 
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Goal 14, factor 6, requires consideration of the following: 
Retention of agricultural land as defined; with Class I being the highest priority for 
retention and Class VI the lowest priority[.( 

In addition, ORS 197 .298(2) requires that land of ''lower capability as measured by the [U.S. 
Natural Resources Conservation Service· (NRCS) agricultural soil] capability classification 
system or by cubic foot site class, whichever is appropriate for the current use," be given higher 
priority for inclusion in a UGB. 

Woodburn carefully considered impacts on agricultural and forest lands when deciding which 
direction to expand the UGB. Table 10 above summarizes agricultural soil capability by study 
area. Woodburn is surrounded by Class I and II soils, so it would be impossible to avoid high 
value farmland in any expansion scenario. There are substantial inclusions of Class III and IV 
soils. However, Class I soils are located only in Study Areas l, 2, and 8. Study Area 1 was 
determined to be unsuitable for expansion, the Class I soils in Study Area 2 are within a 
developed golf course, and Class I soils were avoided in all expansion scenarios that included 
Study Area 8. Therefore, UGH' expansion scenarios avoid the highest value farmland possible, 
complying with these priorities and Factor 6. 

Factor 7; ORS 197.232(1)(c)(D) and Goal2, Part Il(c)(4) 
(7) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural activities. 
The proposed uses are compatible with other adjacent uses or will be so rendered through 
measures designed to reduce adverse impacts. 

The term "compatible" does not require that there be no interference with, or adverse impact of 
any kind on, adjacent uses, but rather that the uses be reasonably able to coexist. 

OAR 660-04-020(2)(d). Woodburn is surrounded on all sides by farmland or exceptions areas. 
All exceptions areas adjacent to Woodburn's UGB were included in all expansion scenarios. 
The greatest concern for compatibility with agricultural uses is residential expansion. Most of 
Woodburn's residential development is expected to occur in the southwest portion of the UGB. 
Woodburn proposes to expand that residential area outside the UGB, further to the southwest. In 
addition, Woodburn can satisfy its Industrial siting needs only in the West and Southwest Study 
Areas. This means that most of the residential expansion area will be buffered from farmland by 
Industrial lands on the outer edge. 

There is still additional need for Residential lands, so Woodburn proposes to expand north from 
a developed residential neighborhood into Study Area 2. This expansion area would be bordered 
by I-5 to the west and a developed golf course to the east. Only the northern edge would be 
adjacent to farmland, which is similar to the situation that exists now inside the UGB . 

. With these expansions, there is relatively no more impact on agricultural lands than now exists 
under the acknowledged UGB. 
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TRANSPORTATION SCENARIOS 

Technical Report 2.B (Urban Growth Scenarios) describes three alternative growth scenarios for 
purposes of Transportation Modeling. The three scenarios were provided medium to high 
assumptions for employment and housing density, and looked at both medium and high forecast 
employment growth. All of the scenarios required some UGB expansion- most of the expansion 
to accommodate industrial siting needs as indicated in the ECONorthwest Site Needs Analysis. 

In general, industrial expansion areas in these scenarios are located to the west and south given 
access to I-5 is a key locational criteria identified in the Economic Opportunities Analysis. 
Residential expansion areas are located to the south to build on the proposed mixed-use node and 
to north to extend existing residential neighborhoods and use Crosby Road as the Urban Growth 
Boundary. In all scenarios, all residential and commercial exception areas adjacent to the UGB 
were included. 

Scenario #1 Intensification 
Scenario 1 was based on ECONorthwest' s "medium" employment forecast with intensification 
measures to increase density within UGB for residential and commercial land needs. This was 
the smallest UGB expansion to provide additional buildable land to meet future residential and 
industrial use needs. It included such measures as increasing density in High Density Residential 
areas, assuming commercial needs would primarily be met through redevelopment and 
intensification, assuming future government and education employment needs would be met 
through intensification, and implementing a "mixed-use node" with higher residential and 
commercial densities than elsewhere in the city. This scenario added a small industrial area and 
included no alternative industrial sites. 

Scenario #2 Medium UGB Expansion 
Scenario 2 was based on the "medium" employment forecast without intensification measures 
for residential land needs, but included a mix of intensification (redevelopment) and additional 
buildable land to meet future commercial land needs. Industrial land added to UGB to meet 
basic employment needs plus provide one alternative suitable site for target industries identified 
in the Economic Opportunities Analysis. The measures taken for increasing density in this 
scenario assumed commercial needs would primarily be met through redevelopment and 
intensification, a "mixed-use node" with higher residential and commercial densities than 
elsewhere in the city, and future government and education employment needs would be met 
through intensification. This scenario added a small industrial area and another suitable industrial 
site near the mixed-use node. 

Scenario #3 Large UGB Expansion 
Scenario 3 had the same assumptions and measures as Scenario #2, but was based on 
ECONorthwest's "high" employment forecast and provides two alternative suitable sites for 
target industries identified in the Economic Opportunities Analysis. 

Transportation Scenario Conclusions 
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ODOT analyzed the three scenarios for potential traffic impacts in the draft Woodburn TSP. All 
of the Scenarios were functional from a transportation standpoint, and the draft TSP reached the 
following conclusion (described in Table 5-2 of the draft TSP): 

"more than· 90 percent of the lane miles on the system are projected to operate under or 
near capacity in the year 2020 in all scenarios. However, the proposed Southern Arterial 
and the widening of Oregon 214 between Butte ville and Oregon 99£ (as included in 
Alternatives 2 and 3) would significantly reduce the number of lane miles forecast to 
operate over capacity. " 

When the draft TSP analyzed intersection operations under the scenarios, it determined that: 

"Based on the operational analysis, Alternative 3 is the preferred alternative. 
Constructing a south arterial would divert traffic from otherwise congested intersections. 
While this alternative would provide the most operational and mobility improvements, it 
would provide the most flexibility for continued growth in Woodburn through increased 
connectivity and route choices." 

The draft TSP provided direction that indicated Scenario 3 was the most advantageous from a 
transportation perspective. 

PREFERRED SCENARIO 
The City of Woodburn and Winterbrook determined a "Preferred Scenario" based on the land 
needs analyses, study area characteristics, and the transportation scenario results described 
earlier in this document, as well as City planning preferences. This Preferred Scenario includes: 

• Inclusion of all "Exception" areas adjacent to the existing UGB; 
• Residential UGB expansion into the North and Southwest study areas; 
• Industrial expansion into the West and Southwest study areas; 
• The Parr Road Nodal Overlay area; 
• A new Vertical Mixed-Use plan designation for Downtown and Nodal Commercial areas; 
• Extension of the transportation system per Transportation Scenario 3 to support 

expansion areas; and 
• Creation and expansion of new parks, schools, and an urban plaza to support residential 

growth. 

Inclusion of Exception Areas 
There are three "exception" (non-resource) areas adjacent to Woodburn's existing UGB. As 
described in the Expansion Areas section above, only two of these exception areas contain land 
that is usable for urban purposes - the residential exception area to the northwest and the 
commercial exception area to the south. 

, Both of these exception areas were included in the Preferred Scenario to help meet 2020 
) residential and commercial needs. The residential exception area contains l 07 net buildable 

~rrPc h11t rln P. tn the existing parcelization and development pattern, this land is not very efficient 
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for meeting residential needs (See Attachment 1: Development Pattern of Exception Area). As 
shown in Table 12 below, only 2 of the 61 residential exception area parcels are over 5 acres in 
size. The commercial exception area contains approximately 21 net buildable acres that were 
applied toward 2020 commercial needs. 

Table 12: Exception Area Parcel Characteristics 

stt• D.ejcrii>ti.ol\· 
"'I 0 0 ••' \"' ~ {, ;.:,--.-..+"·, ' •.:,.,! '"· -~ ,...·~,·· ' , :-. t··.c,.l • 1 ' ..;.' .:·,7 ;,; ... • 
Exception Area Pa.rceh:L :.,. ::· ·."··· /.~': ···-~,:~·~·. 

Sites <2ac 43 

Acres 44 

Sites 2-Sac 1€ 

Acres 47 

Sites 6-1 Oac 2 

lAc res 17 

Total Sites 61 
Total Acres 107 

Residential Expansion 
The Preferred Scenario includes land to the north and southwest of the existing UGB to meet 
2020 residential needs. Approximately 107 net buildable acres of residential land is proposed for 
expansion to the north, between 1-5 and Mill Creek. This expansion area includes the developed 
golf course, is designated as Single Family Residential (SFR), and is expected to meet both SFR 
needs as well as some park and school needs (see discussion under Public Uses below). 

Residential expansion to the southwest includes approximately 94 net buildable acres of SFR 
land and 52 net buildable acres of Medium Density Residential (MDR) land. Much of the 
residential expansion in the southwest is within the Parr Road Nodal Overlay area (described 
under Parr Road Nodal Overlay Area below). 

Commercial Expansion 
Commercial expansion under the Preferred Scenario occurs within the residential expansion 
areas to the north and southwest of the existing UGB and is expected to take the form of 
neighborhood-serving commercial development. In the proposed north expansion area, the 
proposed commercial area is 2 acres adjacent to the golf course, on the east side of Boones Ferry 
Road. 

In the southwestern expansion area, 10 acres of commercial land are located in the Parr Road 
Nodal Area, to the east o f industrial lands and adjacent to the north, south, and west to MDR 
lands. The Preferred Scenario shows this commercial area with the Vertical Mixed Use Overlay 
(described under Mixed Use Areas below), and adjacent to an urban plaza (described under 
Public Uses below). 

Industrial Expansion 
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The Preferred Scenario includes lands to the west and southwest of the existing UGB to meet 
2020 industrial site needs (per discussion of Employment Land Needs in this document). These 
lands would be part of the Southwest Industrial Reserve (SWIR), which will reserve the land 
exclusively for meeting industrial site needs, will maintain large parcel sizes, and will require 
some master planning to develop. As described in Table 13, the SWIR area is comprised of 13 
sites with a total buildable area of about 413 acres. The UGB expansion area for SWIR sites is 
394 of the 413 acres. 

Table 13: SWIR Sites and Characteristics 
Tax Lot Buildable Retained Site Size Land Division Permitted? 
Number(s) I Site Acres 

West of Interstate 5 ' 
52W 1I Tax Lot 300 91 I@ 25 Yes, with_ Master Plan approval 

I@ lO 
2@5 

Eastern portion of 70 1@ 70 acres No 
52WI4 Tax Lot Reserved for Firm ~ 
1300 200 employees 
52WII Tax Lot 100 19 1 @ 19 No (Access from TL 300 
(inside existing_ UGB) required) 
52Wt4 Tax Lot 200 9 1@ 9 No 
52Wl4 Tax Lot 600 13 1 @ l3 No 
West of 1-5 Tax Lots 204 See above See above 

East of Interstate 5 
52W13 Tax Lot t 100, 100 1 @ 100 acres No, ROW dedication 
52W14 Tax Lots 1500 Reserved for Firm ~ 
and 16001 300 employees 
52W14 Tax Lot 800 44 1 @ 15 Yes, with Master Plan approval; 

I @ 10 ROW dedication reguired 
52Wl4 Tax Lot 900 36 1 @ 10 Yes, with Master Plan approval; 

I @25 ROW dedication required 
52Wl4 Tax Lot 1000 9 1 @9 No 
52W14 Tax Lot 1100 20 l @ 20 No 
East of 1-5 Tax Lots 209 See above No 

* Note: Tax Lots ll 00, 1500 and 1600 are constdered one I 00-acre stte; none of these parcels may be developed 
individually. ROW dedication will be required from Tax Lot 1500 to allow adequate spacing between intersection 
of Parr Road and Butteville Road, near 1-5 Overpass. 

Parr Road Nodal Overlay Area 
The vast majority of Woodburn' s vacant residential land supply is in the southwest portion of the 
existing UGB. As this land is not yet developed, it provides a perfect opportunity to create a 
mixed-use nodal area. The intent of the Nodal overlay is to allow for pedestrian-friendly higher 
density single- and multi-family residential development surrounding a commercial center. This 
will have several long term advantages for Woodburn, including efficient urban development, 
reduced public facilities costs, and reduced transportation costs for res idents. It is also close to 
future industrial employment opportunities, additional shopping, and present and futu re parks 
and schools. 
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) The Parr Road Nodal Overlay area includes approximately 196 net buildable acres of land 
planned for Low Density Residential, 64 net buildable acres of Medium Density Residential, and 
10 net buildable acres of Commercial. 

) 

) 

Mixed-Use Areas 
One of the measures proposed to achieve higher densities within the existing UGB is the creation 
of the Nodal Development Overlay (NDO) for use on Commercial lands within the existing 
Woodburn Downtown and the proposed Parr Road Nodal Overlay area. Expected development 
within the NDO would be housing above commercial in the form of apartments or 
condominiums. The NDO provides opportunities for intensification of commercial land use and 
increased residential densities within close proximity to urban commercial amenities. 

Transportation System Extension 
Figure 5-3 of the draft Woodburn TSP describes improvements to existing transportation 
facilities, as well as proposed new facilities that will support the Preferred Scenario. To the 
north, Crosby Road is shown as improved to minor arterial standards. This will provide a buffer 
between residential expansion south of Crosby and agricultural land north of Crosby, as well as 
support residential development in the northern expansion area. 

In the southwest, the draft TSP shows extensions of Evergreen Road and Stacy Allison Drive, 
which will support and serve the industrial expansion areas. There is also a new "South Arterial" 
that is shown as running from Parr Road, across the southern edge of the existing UGB, to 
Highway 214 on the east side. This South Arterial will support southwest industrial uses as well 
as new residential development in the Parr Road Nodal Overlay Area. 

Public Uses 
The Preferred Scenario includes the opportunity for development of needed parks and schools in 
the residential expansion areas. In the northern expansion area, there is expected to be at least 
one community park and a school to serve residential expansion and population growth. In the 
southwest, an existing community park can expand into new residential lands. Near the 
commercial section of the Parr Road Nodal Overlay area, there is an opportunity to create an 
urban plaza to serve both surrounding MDR residents as well as commercial consumers. 

Preferred Scenario Summary 
The residential, industrial, and commercial expansions described above in discussion of the 
Preferred Scenario meet year 2020 residential, industrial, and commercial needs as shown in 
Table 14 below. There are slight surpluses and deficits in most cases due to parcel sizes ­
Woodburn intends to expand onto entire parcels where possible, and this leads to an imperfect 
correlation between unmet demand and expanded supply. There is an overall year 2020 deficit of 
about 8 acres of Residential land, and an overall year 2020 surplus of about 38 acres of 
Employment land under the Preferred Scenario. 
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Table 14: Preferred Scenario- Overall UGB Demand I Supply Comparison 
Plan Designation 
LDR 
Nodal LDR 
MDR 
Nodal MDR 
VMU 
Public 
All Residential 
Commercial 
Industrial 
All Employment 
Totals 

Volume 
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Preferred Scenario Acres Surplus (Deficit) 
166 

17 
15 
12 
0 

(218) 
(8) 

(3.3) 
41 
38 
30 

Winterbrook Planning 



November 2002 

DRAFT 

TECHNICAL REPORT 1 

BUILDABLE LANDS INVENTORY 

INSIDE THE PROPOSED WOODBURN URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY 

Prepared for: 

CITY OF WOODBURN 
270 Montgomery Street 

Woodburn, OR 97071 

WINTERBROOK PLANNING 
310 SW Fourth, Suite 1100 

Portland, Oregon 97204 

November 2003 

Prepared by: 

COMMUMilT 
l! SO UR C ! 
PLA HNII' 

Volume 3 ----
Page 417 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................................................... 2 

FINDINGS OVERVIEW ............................................................................................................. 3 

TABLE 1: B UILDABLE LANDS SUMMARY ............ ... ...... . ............... . . ....... ....... .... . .... ..... .. . ... . .. . ........ 3 
TABLE 2: BUILDABLE LOTS BY SIZE .... . ..... .. .. . ......... .. .......... .. ... ........ .... .............. .. ........ .... ...... ..... 3 

DEFINITIONS .............................................................................................................................. 3 

INVENTORY METHODS ........................................................................................................... 5 

REVIEW OF E XISTING lNFORMA TION .... ........... . ...... ............ .... ............. ................... ........... .. ......... 6 

FINDINGS ..................................................................................................................................... 7 

RESIDENTIAL ... ............... .. .............................. ....... .......... .. ... ....................................................... 7 
Residential lnfill and Partially Vacant Lands .... ...... .. ...... .......... .... .... ...................... .. ........ .. .. 8 
Exceptions Areas .......... ... .. .... .. ... .... ..... ........................ ......... .... ... ................. ...... ..... .............. .. 8 

EMPLOYMENT .. ......................... .......... ................ ...... ... ....... .. ............ . ...... ....................... .. ....... .. .. 9 
Vacant Buildable Commercial and Industrial Land Supply .... .. ....... ............ .................. ... ..... 9 
Partially Vacant Employment Lands .................... ............... ... .......... ................ .......... ... ........ . 9 
Potential Redevelopment Employment Lands ..... ... ......... ..... .. .. ... ..... ....... .. .................. ..... .. ..... 9 
Industrial Parcel Sizes .... .. ......... .... ...... .............................. ... ...... ...... ... .......................... .. ...... . 9 

PuBLIC I SEMI-PUBLIC ... .. .............. ........ ........ . ... . ....... . ......... .. .. ..... .... . ... ......... .. ·· ··· ............. . ..... .. 10 

Volume 3 
Page 418 



INTRODUCTION 

The City of Woodburn is reviewing land use inside its urban growth boundary (UGB) to 
determine how much land is available for residential, commercial, industrial, and 
public/semipublic use. This technical report addresses Task 4 of the City of Woodburn's revised 
Periodic Review Work Program by revising methodology used in the 2000 Buildable Lands 
Inventory performed by McKeever/Marris and creating a new Buildable Lands Inventory based 
on Woodburn' s new zoning code, the revised methodology consistent with ORS 197, and site­
specific review of actual development. 

This work was funded in part by an Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) 
periodic review grant. To address Task 4 ofthis grant, the City contracted with Winterbrook 
Planning to prepare an inventory ofbuildable lands inside the UGB. This inventory consists of a 
GIS database that contains area per tax lot by comprehensive plan designation and by existing 
zoning, less constraints such as natural resources and infrastructure (streets/easements). 

This information contained in this technical report will be useful in addressing: 
• · Statewide Planning Goal 9 (Economic Development) 
• Statewide Planning GoallO (Housing); 
• Statewide Planning Goal12 (Transportation); 
• Statewide Planning Goal 14 (Urbanization); 
• ORS 197 requirements; and 
• OAR 660 requirements. 

To meet employment needs as determined by Woodburn's Revised Economic Opportunities 
Analysis (ECONorthwest, 2001) and Goal9 (Economic Development), Woodburn must 
determine ifthere is enough land, with the right locational and size characteristics, inside its 
UGB to accommodate target industries. This technical report and associated Buildable Lands 
Map shows a) how much aggregate vacant or redevelopable commercial and industrial land is 
available to meet future needs; b) where these parcels are; and c) the size characteristics of each 
parcel. 

To meet residential needs as determined by Periodic Review Task 3 (Housing Needs Analysis) 
and Statewide Planning Goal 10 (Housing) and also to inform Task 3 as required by ORS 
197.296, Woodburn must determine how much residential land is available and usable 
(buildable) within the UGB for each comprehensive plan designation. This technical report and 
associated Buildable Lands Map describes a) the aggregate buildable area of parcels within each 
residential comprehensive plan designation; b) the size and locational characteristics of each 
parcel; and c) the capacity of each parcel to accommodate households. 

The Buildable Lands Inventory can be used to inform Periodic Review Task 2 (Coordination 
with ODOT), and by association Statewide Planning Goal 12 (Transportation), by determining 
the type and amount of development potential that exists within the current UGB. This 
information will be used by ODOT to model impacts of development on the transportation 
system from each Transportation Analysis Zone (T AZ). 
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Finally, the Buildable Lands Inventory is of critical importance to determination of need to 
maintain, expand, or contract Woodburn's UGB, as described in ORS 197.296. If need for UGB 
expansion is shown for housing or employment needs, this technical report and associated 
Buildable Lands Map will be used, along with Technical Report 2-A (Potential UGB Expansion 
Area Analysis) to determine which direction to expand to accommodate the needed land. 

FINDINGS OVERVIEW 

Table 1 (Buildable Lands Summary) provides the net buildable area, in acres, of land in each 
comprehensive plan designation inside Woodburn's UGB, including assumptions regarding infill 
and redevelopment as described in the Methodology section of this report. Table 2 (Lots by 
Size) describes lot sizes ofbuildable lands by plan designation. 

T bl 1 B •td bl L d S a e . Ul a e an s urn mary . 
Plan· Designation Total Acres Net Buildable Unit Capacity (RES) or 

Acres Employee Capacity (IND, 
COl\1) 

Commercial 628 140 2,761 
Industrial 1,095 503 7,014 
Residential LDR 1,774 710 3,901 
Residential MDR 433 147 2,273 
Public (open 94 (660) 6 NA 
space) 

T bl 2 B ·1d bl L t b s· a e . Ul a e 0 s I}' IZe . 
Plan Lots< 1 Lots 1-5 Lots 6-10 Lots 11-20 Lots 20- Lots> 
Designation Acre Acres Acres Acres SO Acres SO Acres 
LDR 332 70 5 4 7 
MDR 45 13 5 4 0 
Commercial 58 16 3 1 1 
Industrial 13 18 6 5 5 

DEFINITIONS 

Vacant Land is both: (a) parcels greater than or equal to ( 2: ) 4,356 square feet with 
improvement value of less than or equal to ( ~ ) $5,000 which do not have an approved building 
permit; 1 and (b) parcels with an area greater than or equal to ( 2 ) 5.0 acres with a single family 

1 Existing parcels, outside of approved subdivisions, of less than 4,356 square feet do not meet minimum lot size 
requirements and are considered unbuildable. Parcels with improvement values of $5,000 or less are considered 
vacant. 
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residence, with 0.2 acres subtracted to account for the residence, regardless of the zoning district. 
Vacant land rna y be constrained or unconstrained2

. 

Buildable Land means all land in urban and urbanizable areas that are suitable, available, and 
necessary for residential uses. Buildable land includes both vacant land and developed land 
likely to be redeveloped. (OAR Chapter 660, Division 8, Housing) 

Subdivision lots are platted lots under Yz acre in size within existing subdivisions. In residentially 
planned areas, subdivision lots are assigned one dwelling unit each. 

Partially Vacant Lands are parcels over 1 acre in size with existing development, but with 
accessible vacant areas identified through aerial photograph review with city staff. Areas of 
existing development are removed from the total area of the parcel and the rest is considered 
buildable. 

Potential Residential In.fill land is residentially planned parcels between 0.5 and 5.0 acres with a 
single-family residence, with 0.20 acres subtracted to account for the residence, regardless of 
zoning district. 3 

Constrained Vacant Land means vacant land less the portion of each vacant parcel limited by 
any of the following: 
I. Land within the 100-year floodplain. 
II. Land within natural drainageways and associated slopes of 25% or greater. 
ill. Land classified as wetlands in the National Wetlands Inventory or in 50' stream corridors 

for fish-bearing streams. 
IV. Unavailable parcels: parcels under public or common ownership (e.g., a PUD with 

common open space) are considered "unavailable" for meeting long-term growth needs. 

Potential Redevelopment Commercial or Industrial Land means developed commercial or 
industrial parcels with improvement-to-land-value ratios of 1:1 or less.4 To determine the 
amount of potential redevelopment land that is likely to redevelop, we will examine parcels that 
were defined as redevelopable in the 2000 inventory, and determine the percentage of those 
parcels that actually redeveloped from 1997-2002. 

Developed Land is land not included within the vacant buildable land categories. That is, land 
which is not suitable or available to meet long-term growth needs. 

2 Parcels of commercial or industrial land greater than ~ acre with a house were considered vacant with a ~ acre 
buildable area deduction for the house. 

3 The 0.2 acre figure for a remaining single-family residence represents what is likely to occur during the planning 
period, on average. 

4 Commercial and Industrial parcels of less than ~ acre with a house were considered potentially redevelopable if 
the value of the house was less than the value of the land. 
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A Gross Vacant Acre is an acre of vacant land before land has been dedicated for public right-of­
way, private streets or public utility easements. Assuming 20% for streets and utilities5

, a gross 
vacant acre will have 34,848 square feet of vacant land available for construction and 8,712 
square feet available for streets. Land that has not been subdivided into residential lots falls into 
this category. 

A Net Buildable Acre is a full acre of vacant land, after land has been dedicated for public right­
of-way, private streets, or utility easements. A net buildable acre has 43,560 square feet 
available for construction, because no additional street or utility dedications are required. 
Subdivided lots fall into the "net residential" category. 

Maximum Gross Density means the maximum density permitted by the underlying residential 
zone on 43,560 square feet of vacant, buildable land, less land for streets and utilities. 

Maximum Net Residential Density means the maximum density permitted by the underlying 
residential zone on 43,560 square feet of vacant, buildable land. 

INVENTORY METHODS 

1. Refining data pool. City ofWoodburn Public Works supplied Winterbrook with a parcel 
database, including all parcels within the Woodburn UGB, with Marion County Tax Assessor 
data. Woodburn public works also provided comprehensive plan and zoning overlays. Since 
the comprehensive plan and zoning overlays were not matched up to tax lots or each other, 
Winterbrook contracted EcoTrust to create a database with both comprehensive plan and 
zoning by tax lot. 

2. Labeling and Sorting. Winterbrook applied a labeling and sorting process to the UGB 
parcel inventory to create a Buildable Lands Inventory. This process is described below: 

a) Winterbrook sorted the UGB inventory by Plan designations and specific zones. 
b) Winterbrook applied definitions (established above) of vacant buildable, potential infill, 

and potentially redevelopable to all the parcels. 
c) If public parcels have uses such as developed parks, schools, and public agencies, these 

parcels. are considered developed. Otherwise, the parcels are considered vacant buildable 
and accounted for in public land supply. 

d) There were hundreds ofunbuildably small or inaccessible sliver or tract parcels, as well 
as easements,. in the inventory. Winterbrook used parcel information and aerial 
photographs to label and remove these parcels from the buildable lands inventory. 

3. Constraints. Not all vacant lands are buildable. They may be constrained by natural or 
environmental features such as steep slopes, floodplains, wetlands and stream corridors; or 
factors such as lack of access or small parcel size. The Goal 5 administrative rule limits the 
buildability of land within protected "stream corridors" or associated wetlands. Winterbrook 
has identified these constraints within the city and the study areas and removed the 
constrained area from the buildable lands total for each study area. 

5 Based on average right-of-way in subdivisions developed from 1998 to 2003. 
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4. Verification. Winterbrook will rely on recent aerials that the City has provided, as well as 
on-site inspection and corroboration from local officials to assure accuracy. 

5. Preliminary tables. Winterbrook created a series of tables to describe the results of the 
buildable lands inventory. 

6. Proposed efficiency measures and UGB amendments. Winterbrook worked with the City of 
Woodburn to address needs identified in the Land Needs Analysis (Attachment II.2) through 
efficiency measures and UGB amendments. 

7. Revised tables. Winterbrook created a series of tables to describe the buildable lands 
inventory as it would look with suggested plan amendments. 

Review of Existing Information 

A review of existing literature, maps, and other source materials was conducted to identify 
wetlands, stream corridors, floodplains, and special status species, or site characteristics 
indicative of these resources, within the study area. The document review included the following 
sources of information: 

• Marion County Tax Assessor's data (Marion County, 2002)- A comprehensive database 
of all parcels in Yamhill category. Each parcel data includes lot ID, land use, parcel size, 
owner, address, and other tax-related information. Tax assessor's data will provide the parcel 
base for the Inventory. 

• City of Woodburn Building Permit, Land Division, and Subdivision data (City of 
Woodburn, 2002)- These compilations include site plans, building permit summaries, and 
related approvals during the recorded history of the City. Winterbrook used data from 1985 
to 1998 (the period from the last periodic review to the present). 

• Woodburn Development Ordinance (City of Woodburn, 2002)- This ordinance 
describes zoning districts and development standards in Woodburn. Zoning information 
from the Development Ordinance was incorporated into the Inventory spreadsheets and 
mapping. 

• Maps and data from Woodburn Public Works - Woodburn Public Works bas maps and 
data relating to the City's topography, tax lots, zoning, drainage, sewer and water systems. 
These maps and data will form the base for the mapping portion ofthe Inventory. 

City of Woodburn and Marion County GIS data 
• Study area (with subareas) 
• City of Woodburn UGB 
• Parcels 
• Zoning 
• Streets 
• Streams 
• L WI Wetlands 
• Public parks and open space 
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Local Sources 
• City of Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. City of Woodburn Planning Department, October 

1999 (amended). 
• City of Woodburn Street/Address map. City of Woodburn Public Works Department, 

Engineering Division, January 10, 2002. 
• Official Zoning Map of the City of Woodburn, Oregon. City of Woodburn, July 1, 2002 (last 

revision). (Includes Significant Wetlands and other wetlands.) 
• Ortho photographs (color, April7, 2000; scale: 1" = 100') 
• Planimetrics (horiz. datum NAD 83(91); Or. State Plan North zone, intnl. ft.; vert. datum 

NGVD 29, 1947 adj.) 
• Topography (photo date 4/7 /00; scale: 1" = 1 00'; contour interval: 2 ') (part of Planimetrics ). 

FINDINGS 

Residential 
To determine Woodburn's current supply of residential land, we followed the basic methodology 
laid out in the methodology section of this report - that is, we determined which residentially 
planned parcels were vacant, which were developed and which could be classified as "potential 
infill", then took out environmentally protected lands and future right-of-way. What is left is a 
residential buildable lands inventory. 

However, only determining the acreage ofbuildable residential parcels may not be an accurate 
method of determining how many households can be accommodated in Woodburn, so we took it 
a step further. Every buildable parcel was assigned a number of potential dwelling units, based 
on comprehensive plan designation. For example, seven 8,000 square foot parcels in a 7,000 
square foot minimum lot size zone provide us with seven potential dwelling units, rather than 
eight. We assumed develo.Pment at 14 units/net acre for land planned for MDR, 18 units/net acre 
for MDR within the Parr Road Nodal Overlay, 5.5 units/net acre for land planned for LDR, and 
7.5 units/net acre for LDR within the Parr Road Nodal Overlay.6 In addition, platted subdivision 
lots were assigned one dwelling unit each, rather than counting their acreage into buildable lands. 

The residential vacant buildable land inventory is summarized in Table 3, below. There are 537 
total vacant buildable acres ofland planned for low density residential (LDR), sufficient to 
supply 3,272 total dwelling units. There are 113 total vacant buildable acres ofland planned for 
medium-high density residential (MDR), sufficient to supply 1,923 total dwelling units. 

Table 3· Residential Vacant Buildable Lands 
Plan Designation Net Buildable Potential DU 

Acreage Capacity 
LDR 537 3,272 

6 Analysis of the existing UGB shows average lot sizes of about 7,800 square feet, or about 5.6 units/acre, among 
subdivided developed and vacant lots planned for R<l2. 
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(Nodal) 196 1,651 
MDR 113 1,923 
(Nodal) 64 1,136 
Totals 650 5,195 

Residential lnfi/1 and Partially Vacant Lands 
As stated in the definitions section of this report, Potential Residential In fill land consists of 
residentially planned parcels between 0.5 and 5.0 acres with a single-family residence, with 0.20 
acres subtracted to account for the residence, regardless of zoning district. Partially vacant 
residentially planned lands are parcels over an acre with substantial development as well as 
vacant land. 

Table 4: Residential CaDacitv from Infill 
Plan Designation Potential Infill Acres Potential Infill Capacity 

(DU) 
LDR 34 161 
MDR 1 10 

bl Ta e 5: Res1 entia 'd . 1 c fr ·n d aDacitv om Part1a lv Vacant Lan s 
Potential Partially Vacant 

Plan Designation Partially Vacant Area Capacity (DU) 

LDR 32 173 
MDR 28 340 

Exceptions Areas 
For the purpose ofthis report, exceptions areas are areas outside of an Urban Growth Boundary 
with Goal 14 exceptions for residential uses in a rural area. Woodburn is including all adjacent 
exceptions a;-eas with buildable land into its UGB through this process. Exceptions areas are 
generally developed inefficiently below urban residential densities. The development pattern 
includes houses on large parcels, often some farm development, and generally an inefficient 
access pattern (See Figure 1: Development Pattern of Exception Area). This combination makes 
development at urban densities more difficult. Due to this difficulty, we assumed densities within 
exceptions areas would average around 3 units per net buildable acre. 

Table 6· Residential Canacitv from ExceQtions Areas 
Site Description Exception Area Parcels 
Sites <2ac 43 

Acres 44 
Sites 2-5ac 16 

Acres 47 

Sites 6-1 Oac 2 

Acres 17 
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tTotal Sites 61 

!Total Acres 107 

Potential Exception Units 295 

Employment 

Buildable Commercial and Industrial Land Supply 

Table 7· Buildable Commercial and Industrial Land* 
Plan Designation Number of Parcels Net Buildable Acres Potential Employee 

Capacity 
Industrial 49 504 7,029 
(SWIR) 13 377 5,274 
Commercial 79 135 2,761 
*Includes all Potential Redevelopment and Partially Vacant land. 

Partially Vacant Employment Lands 

T bl 8 P . ll D 1 dB 'ld bl C a e artta 1v eve ooe Ul a e . 1 d Ind t . 1 L d ommercta an us na an 
Plan Designation Partially Vacant Partially Vacant 

Acres Employees 
Industrial 62 866 
Commercial 52 1,036 

Potential Redevelopment Employment Lands 

T bl 9 P a e . 1 R d 1 otentla e eve ooment c . 1 d Ind . 1 L d ommercta an ustna an 
Plan Designation Number of Parcels Potential Net 
(Zone) Buildable Acres 
Commercial 12 1.8 
Industrial 8 11.7 

Industrial Parcel Sizes 
Table 9 below summarizes the number and acreage of buildable industrial parcels by site sizes. 
These include vacant, partially v.acant, and redevelopable industrial parcels. 

Table 10: Buildable Industrial Parcels bv Size (Acres) 

Number 
Acres 

VoJume 
Page 

<1 
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13 
2 

1-5 6-10 11-25 
18 6 
60 48 

26-100 >100 Totals 
5 7 0 49 

84 310 0 504 
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Public I Semi-public 

Table 11: Vacant Public Land 

I Plan Designation I ~umber 
Public 

I Acres 
6.1 
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Technical Memorandum 1: Potential UGB Expansion Subareas- Natural Resources Inventory 

INTRODUCTION 

The City of Woodburn may need to expand its UGB to meet long-term population and 
employment growth needs. This technical report addresses Task 5 of the City of Woodburn's 
revised Periodic Review Work Program and evaluates natural resource areas within the potential 
urban growth boundary study area. Technical Report 2.B addresses public facilities and 
transportation efficiency issues as they apply to the UGB study area. 

This work was funded in part by an Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) 
periodic review grant. To address Task 5 ofthis grant, the City contracted with Winterbrook 
Planning to prepare an inventory of potential expansion areas outside the UGB (see Study Area. 
below). This inventory considers the area (acreage) and distribution (by subarea) of: 

• Goal 3 agricultural soils (Class I-N soils, including high value farm land), 
• Goal 5 natural resource areas (wetlands, stream corridors and wildlife habitat), 
• Goal 7 hazard areas (floodplains), and 
• Goal 2 exception areas (built and committed to non-resource uses). 

This information will be useful in address Statewide Planning Goal 14 "locational factors" 
(Factors 5 - ESEE consequences, 6 - agricultural land preservation, and 7 - agricultural land 
compatibility) in assessing the relative values of each of eight subareas at the edge of the 
existing UGB. The inventory also is directly relevant to the Goal 2, Part II exceptions process 
(OAR Chapter 660, Division 04) and in establishing priorities for UGB expansion as set forth in 
ORS 197.298. 

To address Statewide Planning Goal 2 (exceptions process), 3 (Agricultural Lands) and 14 
(Locational Factors 6 and 7), Winterbrook focused first on agricultural soil classifications. 
Figure 1 shows area and distribution of Class I, II, III and IV soils for each subarea. Table 4 
summarizes the results of this GIS analysis in tabular format. 

To address Statewide Planning Goal 5 (Natural Resources), Goal 7 (Natural Hazards) and Goal 
14 (Factor 5, economic, social, environmental and energy consequences), Winterbrook 
inventoried wetlands, stream corridors, floodplains, and wildlife habitat (for special status 
species) within the study area. This inventory determines the location, quantity and quality of 
GoalS resources (wetlands, streams, and habitats) and Goal 7 resources (floodplains) within 
each subarea, to provide a factual basis for the evaluation of Urban Growth Alternatives. 

Finally, to determine the area of buildable land for each subarea outside the UGB, Winterbrook 
applied the same methods used within the Woodburn growth boundary. (See Technical 
Memorandum 1 - Buildable Lands Inventory (2002).) Goal 5 and 7 resources are considered 
constrained lands and are removed from the mapping of Goal 3 agricultural land resources. A 
fifth of an acre is removed for each single-family residence in rural residential areas. For 
partially developed land, industrial and commercial acreage is removed based on actual 
development area. 
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City of Woodburn 

Table 1. Goal 3, 5 and 7 - Constrained Land Summary 

Size Goal 5 (Natural Resources Goal7 Total Goal3 (Ag~icul~uralLands) 1 Developed3 Buildable . . . 
Lands4 Subarea (acres) Vetlands Streams Speci~ Floodpla-ins :onstrained Class I n m IV Exception Areas 

1. Northwest 655 54.37 96.24 W/in 16.89 107.32 4 320 73 30 54.92 }94.21 
streams 

2. North 675 34.44 62.47 W/in 40.62 68.31 29 432 83 62 0 485.35 
streams 

3. Northeast 330 6.93 14.95 W/in 0 15.12 135 27 10 57.84 205.63 
streams 

4. East 343 3.20 18.49 W/in 0 19.22 296 14 12 0 259.02 
streams 

5. Southeast 431 0 6. 15 W/in 0 6.15 355 46 24 0 339.88 
streams 

6. South 191 15.30 15.34 W/in 11.38 16.14 147 2 12 5.69 135.34 
streams 

7. Southwest 506 0 .87 0 0 0 0.87 361 124 19 0 404.18 

8. West 755 4.43 14.09 W/in 0.26 14.41 40 567 52 81 0 592.47 
streams 

Total Area 3886 119.54 227.73 . 227.73 69.15 247.54 
.. 

73 2613 .~ ; 421 250 118.45 2816.08 

%of Study 
.. 

· io:8% · 100% 3.1% 5.9% 5.9% 1.8% 6.4% 1.9% 61~0;. . 6.4%' 3% 72.5% 
Area 

1. Adjusted for overlapping resource coverages. 
2. Excludes Goal 5 and 7 constrained lands and exception areas. 
3. Approximately 40% of exception areas are developed. 
4 . Land area less constrained and developed exception lands, less 20% (for roads and infrastructure); rights-of-way not excluded (data not yet available). 
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Technical Report 2A: UGB Expansion Areas- Natural Resources Inventory 

STUDY AREA AND SUBAREAS 

The study area covers 3,886 acres and is comprised entirely of Class I through Class IV soils. 
Approximately 97 percent of non-exception area lands are classified as high value farmland. 
Exception areas total 296 acres and are located primarily in Subareas 1 and 3. Constrained Goal 
5 and 7 resource lands total248 acres and are located primarily along the Senecal and Mill Creek 
corridors, in Subareas 1 and 2, primarily on Class III and IV agricultural soils. Thus, the 
subareas with the lower quality agricultural soils tend to have the highest quality Goal 5 and 7 
resource sites. 

The study area is approximately one-half mile wide located outside of the existing UGB (see 
Figure 1 ). It was extended in certain locations to include clear boundaries (e.g., roads), 
contiguous exception areas, and whole tax lots (where practical). 

The study area is divided into eight subareas based on transportation considerations (subareas 
usually comprise multiple transportation analysis zones or TAZs) and drainage basins. Major 
roads and railways form the primary divisions between the· planning subareas. The subareas 
range in size from 191 to 755 acres, and have a combined size of3,886 acres - or about six 
square miles. The subareas are ordered in a clockwise manner, beginning in the northwest 
portion of the study area with Subarea 1 (SA-l) and ending with Subarea 8 (SA-8) in the 
southwest portion. The location and size of each subarea is summarized in Table 2. 

Table 2. Study Subarea Location and Size 

Size 
Sub~tre~ Loc:lltion/boundaries (acres) 

SA-l. Northwest Bounded to the east by Interstate 5 and the UGB, west by Oregon Electric 655 
Railway, south by Highway 214 (Newberg Hwy.), and north by a line approx. 
1, 000 feet north of and parallel to Crosby Road. 

SA-2. North Bounded to the west by Interstate 5, east by Union Pacific Railway and N. Front 675 
Street, south by the UGB, and north by a line approx. 1,000 feet north of and 
parallel to Crosby Road. 

SA-3. Northeast Bounded to the west by Union Pacific Railway and the UGB, east by the 330 
MacLaren School for Boys, north by Dimmick Road NE, and south by Highway 
211 (Estacada Hwy). 

SA-4. East Bounded to the west by the UGB and Cooley Road, east by properties within Yz 343 
mile of the UGB (Pudding River plateau, reservoir), north by Dimmick Road NE, 
and south by Highway 214. 

SA-5. Southeast Bounded to the west by Highway 99E (Pacific Hwy) and the UGB, east by 431 
properties within Yz mile of the UGB (Pudding River plateau), north by Highway 
214, and south by Geschwill Lane NE. 

SA-6. South Bounded to the east by Highway 99E (Pacific Hwy), west by Southern Pacific 191 
Railroad, north by the UGB, and south by Belle Passe Road. 

SA-7. Southwest Bounded to the east by Southern Pacific Railroad, west by Interstate 5, north by 506 
the UGB, and south by Belle Passe Road (extension). 

SA-8. West Bounded to the east by Interstate 5 and the UGB, west by Oregon Electric 755 
Railway, north by Highway 214 (Newberg Hwy.), and south by property south of 
Parr Road NE. 

TOTAL 3886 
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EXISTING LAND USE 

Land uses within the study area are dominated by agriculture, primarily row crops with occasional 
nursery production, vineyards and pastures. Older residential areas are scattered throughout the 
study area, particularly near Senecal Creek (SA-l) to the northwest and areas to the northeast and 
east (SA-3 and SA-4). One significant institutional use, the MacLaren School of Boys, is located 
in SA-3. Open space uses include a golf course (SA-2) and a cemetery (SA-6). 

DEFINITIONS 

Agricultural Land- Land outside of acknowledged urban growth boundaries and acknowledged 
exception areas for Goal 3 or 4, that: 

a) Is classified by the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) as 
predominantly Class I-IV soils in Western Oregon and I-VI soils in Eastern Oregon; 

b) In other soil classes that is suitable for farm use as defined in ORS 215.203{2)(a), taking 
into consideration soil fertility; suitability for grazing; climatic conditions; existing and 
future availability of water for farm irrigation purposes; existing land use patterns; 
technological and energy inputs required; and accepted farming practices; and 

c) Is necessary to permit farm practices to be undertaken on adjacent or nearby agricultural 
lands. 

Exception Area- an area no longer subject to the requirements of Goal 3 or 4 because the area is 
the subject of a site specific exception acknowledged pursuant to ORS 197.732 and OAR chapter 
660, division 4. Within the Woodburn study area, this land includes areas zoned Acreage 
Residential (AR) and Public (P). 

Floodplain - a stream or river valley apart from the channel that is inundated only in a flood 
event, attenuating the flood discharge. The 100-year floodplain shows the flood with a 1 00-year 
recurrence interval. 

Special Status Species - a plant and animal species that is a federal listed, proposed, or candidate 
species; federal "species of concern"; or State of Oregon listed, proposed, or sensitive species. 

Stream (Riparian) Corridor- an area along a river, lake, or stream which includes the water 
areas, fish habitat, wetlands, and adjacent riparian areas that mark the transition from an aquatic 
ecosystem to a terrestrial ecosystem. 

Wetland- an area that is inundated or saturated by surface water or groundwater at a frequency 
and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances does support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. 
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INVENTORY METHODS 

Review of Existing Information 

A review of existing literature, maps, and other source materials was conducted to identify 
wetlands, stream corridors, floodplains, and special status species, or site characteristics 
indicative of these resources, within the study area. The document review included the following 
sources of information: 

City of Woodburn and Marion County GIS data 
• Study area (with subareas) 
• City of Woodburn UGB 
• Parcels 
• Zoning 
• Streets 
• Streams 
• L WI Wetlands 
• Public parks and open space 

Local Sources 
• City of Woodburn Local Wetland Inventory and Riparian Assessment. Shapiro and 

Associates, January 5, 2000. 
• City of Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. City of Woodburn Planning Department, October 

1999 (amended). 
• City of Woodburn Street/Address map. City of Woodburn Public Works Department, 

Engineering Division, January 10,2002. 
• Official Zoning Map of the City of Woodburn, Oregon. City of Woodburn, July 1, 2002 (last 

revision). (Includes Significant Wetlands and other wetlands.) 
• Ortho photographs (color, April 7, 2000; scale: 1" = 100') 
• Planimetrics (horiz. datum NAD 83(91); Or. State Plan North zone, intnl. ft.; vert. datum 

NGVD 29, 1947 adj.) 
• Topography (photo date 4/7/00; scale: 1" = 100'; contour interval: 2') (part ofPlanimetrics). 

Other Sources 
• Federal Emergency Management Act (FEMA) floodplain maps 
• Marion County Hydric Soils List. U.S.D.A. Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), 

04/2111999. (Includes hydric soils and soils with hydric inclusions). 
• Oregon Department of Forestry and Oregon Department ofFish and Wildlife stream 

classification and fish-bearing stream maps 
• Oregon Division of State Lands, wetland determination files (Woodburn area) 
• Oregon Natural Heritage Program (ORNHP) species data. (Database search conducted 

October 18, 2002 included one-mile buffer from City Limits.) 
• Rare, Threatened and Endangered Plants and Animals of Oregon. Oregon Natural Heritage 

Program, February 2001. 
• Soil Survey of Marion County Area, Oregon. U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service, 1972 . 

(Includes 1963 aerial photographs). 
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• U.S.D.A. N~tural Resource Conservation Service. Farm Service Agency photomaps for the 
W oodbum area. 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetland Inventory maps. Woodburn, St. 
Paul, and Silverton, Oregon quadrangles. 1981. 

• U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5 minute topographic maps. Woodburn, St. Paul, and 
Silverton, Oregon quadrangles. 1981. 

• Other agency data (e.g., Marion County, Oregon Department ofFish and Wildlife, Oregon 
Division of State Lands, Natural Resources Conservation Service) 

This information was used as the basis for preparing a natural resource base map showing 
existing and potential wetland, stream, floodplain, and special status species habitats. Where 
data gaps existed, or where field verification was deemed necessary, a field inventory was 
conducted as described below. 

Several public agencies were contacted as part of this review. These agencies included: 

• City of Woodburn (Planning and Public Works); 
• Marion County; 
• Marion Soil and Water Conservation District; 
• Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS); 
• Oregon Department ofFish and Wildlife (ODFW); 
• Oregon Department of Forestry (DOF); 
• Oregon Division of State Lands (DSL); and 
• The Oregon Natural Heritage Information Center (ORNHIC). 

Field Inventory 

Winterbrook conducted field studies and recorded observations of natural resources on October 
16 and November [TBD], 2002. Wetlands, stream corridors, floodplains, and habitats with 
potential use by special status species were noted. Data from field notes, analysis of aerial 
photos and other maps, and information gathered from public agencies were used to complete the 
natural resources assessment. 

A reconnaissance-level field survey was completed using an off-site methodology following 
DSL guidelines. Wetland, stream corridors, floodplains, and sensitive species habitats were 
viewed from nearby public rights-of-way, parks and open spaces, and other public lands. 
Natural resource base maps and data compiled in the information review phase were field 
checked from nearby public vantage points. For example, areas exhibiting wetland indicators 
such as wetland hydrology1 or dominant hydrophytic vegetation2 were noted. Off-site surveys 

1 Indicators of wetland hydrology include visual observation ofponding or soil saturation, historic records of 
flooding, visual evidence of previous water inundation such as dry algae on bare soil or water marks on soils or 
leaves, sediment deposition and drainage patterns. 

2 The wetland indicator status of the dominant species within each vegetative strata (e.g., herb, shrub, tree) is used to 
determine if the plant community may be characterized as hydrophytic and can thereby meet the wetland vegetation 
criterion. 
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are based on off-site viewing, interpretation based on photo signatures of adjacent wetlands (e.g., 
the City's L WI wetlands), review of topography and soils data, and other information noted 
above. In areas where wetlands, stream corridors, floodplains, and special status species were 
determined to be present, the locations were documented on field maps and new information was 
digitized as polygon or point data on natural resource maps (see Figure 2). 

Using data from existing species records and consultations with resource agency personnel, 
special status species with potential to occur within the study area were also evaluated. Field 
staff recorded observations of the availability of suitable habitat for species of special interest 
during the field surveys; however, a formal sensitive species survey was not completed. It 
should be emphasized that field surveys were conducted "off-site" and therefore focused on 
habitats visible from public lands, roads, and rights-of-way. It should also be noted that field 
surveys were conducted during the dormant season; they were not conducted during optimal 
warm weather survey times, when most plant or wildlife species can be more easily detected 
within the study area. 

FINDINGS 

This section describes the results of the review of existing information and field surveys 
conducted during October and November, 2002. 

Goal3 Resources: Agricultural Lands 

Data on agricultural land classes and soils was obtained from U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Natural Resources Conservation Service. Soils within the study area are composed of two 
primary associations, Amity silt loam and Woodburn silt loam. Both of these soils are found 
throughout the study area except along stream corridors and in wet areas. These soils are 
designated capability Class II by the Natural Resources Conservation Service. The stream 
corridors and wet areas generally contain poorly-drained "hydric" soils, most commonly Bashaw 
clay, Dayton silt loam, Concord silt loam, and Labish silty clay loam (see discussion of soils 
under Wetlands, below). Bashaw clay and Dayton silt loam are Class IV soils; Concord and 
Lab ish are Class m soils. Only 7 5 acres, or less than 2 percent of the study area, is composed of 
Class I soils. These soils are distributed adjacent to the Senecal and Mill Creek corridors in 
Subareas 1, 2 and 8. 

Table 3 summarizes the soil types found within the study area, their capability unit class, and 
whether or not they are designated as high value farmland. 

Map Unit Name 

AMITY SILT LOAM 
BASHAW CLAY 
CONCORD SILT LOAM 
DAYTON SILT LOAM 
LAB ISH SILTY CLAY LOAM 
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Table 3. Soil Characteristics 

Map Symbol Capability unit High value 
farmland 

Am Ilw-2 Yes 
Ba IVw-2 Yes 
Co IIIw-2 Yes 
Da IVw-1 Yes 
La Illw-2 No 
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Map Unit Name Map Symbol Capability unit High value 
farmland 

TERRACE ESCARPMENTS Te IVe-2 No 
WAPATOS~TYCLAYLOAM We IIIw-2 No 
W~LAMETTE SILT LOAM, 0 TO 3 W1A I-1 Yes 
PERCENT SLOPES 
WOODBURN S~T LOAM, 0 TO 3 PERCENT WuA Ilw-1 Yes 
SLOPES 
WOODBURN SILT LOAM, 0 TO 3 PERCENT WuC Ile-1 Yes 
SLOPES 
WOOD:aURN SILT LOAM, 12 TO 20 WuD IIIe-1 Yes 
PERCENT SLOPES 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service, 04/21/1999. 

Exceptions Areas 

The study area contains three exception areas. To the northwest (S!Jbarea 1) is a 137-acre 
exception area along Butteville Road north ofHighway 219 (Newberg Road). This area is zoned 
Acreage Residential (AR) and includes single-family housing and some agricultural (nursery) 
uses. To the northeast in Subarea 3 is the MacLaren School for Boys east of Highway 99E. This 
145-acre exception area includes a small area of housing and is toned Acreage Residential (AR) 
and Public (P). To the south (Subarea 6) is a 14-acre exception area comprised of single-family 
housing and farm uses along Highway 99E. These lands are zoned AR and P. 

Summary 

Tables 4.a and 4.b show the area (in acres) and percentages of soil categories within each 
planning subarea. As noted previously, most (76%) of non-exception lands are composed of 
Amity and Woodburn Class II soils. There are 75 acres (2%) of Class I soils, 485 acres (14%) of 
Class ill soils, and 310 acres (9%) of Class IV soils. A total of3,493 acres (97%) non-exception 
area lands within the study area are classified as high value farmland. 

Table 4.a. Agricultural Soil Classes by Subarea 

Subarea Size Exception Class I Class D crass Ill Class IV High Value 
(acres) areas Farmland 

1. Northwest 655 137 5 342 111 59 518 

2. North 675 30 463 101 81 613 

3. Northeast 330 145 149 28 10 184 

4. East 343 310 15 16 325 

5. Southeast 431 357 46 28 416 

6. South 191 14 156 5 16 177 

7. Southwest 506 362 124 19 506 

8. West 755 40 578 55 81 754 

Total Area 3886 296 75 2717 485 310 3493 
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Table 4.b. Percentage Agricultural Soil Classes by Subarea 

Subarea Resource Class I Class II Class III Class IV High Value 
Land* (acres) Far~ land 

1. Northwest 518 1.0% 66.0% 21.4% 11.4% 100.0% 

2. North 675 4.4% 68.6% 15.0% 12.0% 90.8% 

3. Northeast 185 0.0% 80.5% 15.1% 5.4% 99.5% 

4. East 343 0.0% 90.4% 4.4% 4.7% 94.8% 

5. Southeast 431 0.0% 82.8% 10.7% 6.5% 96.5% 

6. South 177 0.0% 88.1% 2.8% 9.0% 100.0% 

7. Southwest 506 0.0% 71.5% 24.5% 3.8% 100.0% 

8. West 755 5.3% 76.6% 7.3% 10.7% 99.9% 

Total · 3590 2.1% 75.7% 13.5% 8.6% 97 .3% 

• Resource land is non-exception land within each subarea. 

GoalS and 7 Resources: Wetlands, Stream Corridors, Wildlife Habitat and 
Floodplains 

Information Review and Agency Contacts 

This section summarizes Winterbrook's review of source materials identified in the Methods 
section and our contacts with resource agencies. 

Wetlands 

Local Wetland Inventory 

In 2000, the City of Woodburn completed a local wetlands inventory (Lwn and riparian 
assessment within the UGB. Both "significant" and "other'' (non-significant) wetlands are 
identified on the City's Zoning Map. Several ofthese wetlands extend to and potentially beyond 
the UGB line, particularly in the north and west sections of the City. Wetlands that may extend 
outside the UGB into the present study area were examined using available aerial photographs 
and mapping and were field checked where possible. L WI wetlands also served as a reference 
for map interpretation: the City's 2000 ortho-photographs were examined for evidence ofLWI 
wetland signatures and hydric soil mapping was compared with L WI mapping to identify 
potential wetlands within the study area. 

National Wetland Inventory 

National Wetland Inventory (NWD maps identify several palustrine emergent and palustrine 
forested within the study area. These wetlands are located primarily along stream corridors. A 
few man-made (excavated) open water wetlands are also identified in the northern and southern 
sub areas. NWI mapping is generally known to include a degree of error with respect to 
estimating wetland presence and size, especially in forested areas. Where possible, field 
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verification of NWI wetlands from nearby vantage points was conducted. NWI wetlands for 
each planning subarea are discussed further below. 

Hydric Soils 

The Natural Resources and Conservation Service (NRCS) has defined hydric soils as soils that 
are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the growing season to develop anaerobic 
conditions, where oxygen is effectively absent from the environment, in the upper part of the soil 
profile. Hydric soils are indicative of wetlands. 

Table 5 provides a list of hydric soils and soils with hydric inclusions within the study area, and 
indicates the local landform and capability class for each hydric soil type. 

Table 5. Hydric Soil Characteristics 

Map Unit Name Map Hydric? · flydric Inclusion Lo~al Capability 
S)rn,ti>QI· 

.. 
l~tQd(onn. uqit ... -.• -

AMITY SILT LOAM Am No Yes, Concord terrace llw-2 
BASHAW CLAY Ba Yes N/a flood plain IVw-2 
CONCORD SILT LOAM Co Yes Yes, Dayton terrace illw-2 
DAYTON SILT LOAM Da Yes Yes, Concord terrace IVw-1 
LAB ISH SILTY CLAY LOAM La Yes Yes, Wapato, relict lakebed Inw-2 

Semiahrnoo 
WAPATO SILTY CLAY LOAM We Yes N/a flood plain lllw-2 
WOODBURN SILT LOAM, 0 WuA No Yes, southwest poorly terrace Ilw-1 
TO 3 PERCENT SLOPES drained soils 
WOODBURN SILT LOAM, 0 WuC No Yes, poorly drained terrace Ile-1 
TO 3 PERCENT SLOPES soils 
WOODBURN SILT LOAM, 12 WuD No Yes, poorly drained terrace llle-1 
TO 20 PERCENT SLOPES soils 

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service, 04/2 1/ 1999. 

Marion Soil and Water Conservation District I NRCS 

Winterbrook contacted Monte Graham at the Marion Soil and Water Conservation Dis.trict to 
obtain information on wetlands documented on Farm Service Agency photomaps within the 
planning area. Winterbrook reviewed copies of photomaps showing wetland areas. Wetlands 
were mapped along stream channels, including Senecal and Mill Creeks, with larger wetlands 
found to the east along the Pudding River floodplain. 

More than 85 percent of the wetland types identified within the study area were classified as 
"Prior Converted Cropland." Prior converted cropland is land that was drained, filled, or 
manipulated prior to December 23, 1985; was cropped prior to that date; was not abandoned; and 
does not meet Farmed Wetland criteria. Prior Converted Cropland is not subject to wetland 
conservation regulations unless it reverts to wetland as a result of abandonment. "Farmed 
Wetland" is an area that was manipulated and planted prior to December 23, 1985, but still meets 
wetland criteria. These wetlands may be farmed and maintained in the same manner as long as 
they are not abandoned. Several Farmed Wetlands are noted on agricultural sites within the 
study area. 
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Many of the Prior Converted Croplands and Farmed Wetlands within the study area are tiled to 
eliminate hydrology. These lands are typically located within areas of poorly-drained, hydric 
soils that could be expected to revert to wetlands without regular maintenance of drainage 
systems. As noted previously, all lands with hydric soils are designated as Class III or IV soils. 
Several areas of Prior Converted Croplands that appear through photo-interpretation or field 
surveys to meet wetland criteria (but are still farmed) were identified as Farmed Wetlands on the 
natural resource maps. 

Division of State Lands 

Winterbrook contacted Ed Emrick and Heather Howard at the Division of State Lands (DSL) to 
discuss the state's available wetland determination data for the Woodburn area. Copies of 
wetland determination files were received from DSL. Of the eight determinations identified by 
DSL, five were located inside UGB and three were within the planning area. Only one of the 
three determinations in the planning area contained jurisdictional wetlands. These wetlands are 
located at the Tukwila Golf Course site in the northern part of the study area near Crosby Road. 
Since this determination was more than five years old (and hence DSL's delineation 
"concurrence" has elapsed), a field check was conducted. 

Significance Criteria 

Wetlands are considered significant for the purposes of this study ifthey: 1) provide high quality 
fish or wildlife habitat, water quality, or hydrologic control functions; 2) contain rare plant 
communities or federal or state-listed species; or 3) have a surface water connection to a 
salmonid-bearing stream. 

Stream Corridors 

With one minor exception, the study area is contained within the Molalla-Pudding River 
watershed.3 The Pudding River and its small tributaries defme the eastern edge of the study area. 
The river is the western arm of the large Molalla-Pudding system, a low-gradient, sinuous river 
system with a large floodplain and a drainage area of204 square miles. The 62-mile river 
originates in the low elevation Waldo Hills east of Salem and flows through open fields and 
farmland before joining the Willamette River east ofWilsonville.4 

3 A few acres of land along the Oregon Electric Railway in the northwest corner of the study area drain to Case 
Creek, which is part of the Champoeg Creek watershed that flows through the French Prairie region. 

4 The lower reaches of Pudding River (including Woodburn) are listed as water quality limited by the state (DEQ). 
High temperatures, low dissolved oxygen saturation and high fecal coliform bacteria counts exist seasonally in the 
Pudding River. Levels ofDDT exceeded standards in the lower river (at Aurora) during 1994 surveys. 
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Two principal stream corridors, Senecal Creek and Mill Creek, flow through the study area. 
Both streams are tributaries to the Pudding River. Both streams also are designated as fish­
bearing streams by the Oregon Department of Forestry and Oregon Department ofFish and 
Wildlife. 

Senecal Creek 

Senecal Creek, a perennial stream, flows south to north through the western part of the study area 
(SA-l and SA-8). East Senecal Creek joins Senecal Creek (mainstem) south of Crosby Road; 
the stream joins Mill Creek one mile south of Aurora before discharging to the Pudding River. 
The Senecal Creek and East Senecal Creek corridors are comprised of large Douglas fir and 
Oregon white oak along the upper banks, with Oregon ash and reed canarygrass dominated 
wetlands along the stream channel. The streamside wetlands and floodplain areas are quite 
expansive, particularly in the northern reach of Senecal Creek, with widths of up to 300 feet. 
The stream corridor width varies from approximately 100 feet (in SA-8) to 500 feet (SA-l). The 
streamside wetlands and floodplain areas, combined with the vegetated banks and ravines, 
generally provide high water quality and wildlife habitat functions. 

Mill Creek 

Mill Creek flows north to south through Woodburn and discharges into the Pudding River just 
north of Aurora. Due to its path through the center ofWoodburn, the stream has a different 
character than Senecal Creek. As noted in the City's Comprehensive Plan, Mill Creek within the 
City "has been channelized and offers little opportunity for fish and wildlife habitat." Outside of 
the City within the study area, the stream corridor is generally wider and the channel less 
manipulated but streamside vegetation and habitat functions remain limited. Some reaches of the 
stream are in fair to moderate condition, with high functioning floodplains and sparsely 
vegetated banks composed of Douglas fir, Oregon ash, black cottonwood, and willows. Reed 
canarygrass is the dominant cover in wetlands along the stream channel. The streamside 
wetlands and floodplain areas average approximately 100 feet. The stream corridor width varies 
from approximately 200 feet (in SA-6) to 300 feet (SA-2). 

Accompanying the main stream corridors are several small tributaries which 
characteristically begin as wide swales of gentle slope (often on farmland) and become well 
defined channels and ravines near the principal streams. 

Significance Criteria 

Stream corridors are considered significant for the purposes ofthis study if they: 1) provide high 
quality fish or wildlife habitat, water quality, thermal regulation, or flood management functions; 
2) contain special status species; or 3) contain a perennial fish-bearing stream. 

Habitat for Special Status Species 

Winterbrook requested and received information from the Oregon Natural Heritage Information 
Center (ORNHIC) and the Oregon Department ofFish and Wildlife (ODFW) on special status 

12 

Volume 
Page 

3 
443 



Technical Report 2A: UGB Expansion Areas - Natural Resources Inventory 

species and their documented or potential occurrence within the study area.5 Special status 
species for the purposes of this review include a federal listed, proposed, or candidate species; 
federal "species of concern"; or State of Oregon listed, proposed, or sensitive species. 

Winterbrook contacted Cliff Alton at the ORNHIC to request a database search for documented 
occurrences of special status species. Four species records were found in the area, including 
three plant records (one for peacock larkspur and two for thin-leaved peavine) and an 
invertebrate (Oregon giant earthworm). Additional data on listed fish species was also provided 
(Alton 2002; ORNHIC 2002). 

Winterbrook contacted ODFW Habitat Biologist Jim Grimes (North Willamette District) and 
Assistant Wildlife Biologist Will High (Salem Field Office) for information on special status fish 
and wildlife species within the study area. Winterbrook reviewed a joint ODFW/DLCD letter 
(Knight and Wheaton 2002) regarding updated inventories of fish and wildlife, and associated 
data and background reports. 

Using data from existing species records and consultations with resource agency personnel, 
special status species with potential to occur within the study area were evaluated. Observations 
of the availability of suitable habitat were recorded during the field investigation; however, a 
formal ~ensitive species survey was not completed. 

The following table identifies the federal and state status of the species and their known or 
potential presence within the study area. The table contains "plants," ''wildlife" and "fish" 
categories, and is organized alphabetically by common name. Appendix A provides a brief 
review of the habitat and life cycle requirements of each species and a discussion of their 
potential occurrence within the study area. 

Table 6. Special Status Species 

Federal State 
Common Name Scientific Name S~tus Status Occurrence 

Plants 
peacock larkspur Delphinium pavonaceum SoC LE P - ORNHIC historic record 

approx. 5 miles north of study area 
(SA-l , SA-2) 

thin-leaved peavine Lathyrus holochlonts SoC - Y - 2 ORNHIC historic records 
within Woodburn; one at SA-4 

Wildlfie 
bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocepha/us T T P - successful nesting at Jackson 

Bend (Willamette); juveniles could 
be pioneering into Woodburn area 

fringed myotis Myotis thysanodes SoC sv P - bridges, barns, brush piles 

5 ORNHIC provided information on special status species and their documented occurrence within the study area 
and a one-half mile buffer around the.study area. 
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Federal State 
Common Name Scientific Name Status Status Occurre .. ce 
little willow flycatcher Empidonax traillii SoC SV P - shrub thickets (stream 

brewsteri corridors) 
long-eared myotis Myotis evotis SoC su P - bridges, barns, brush piles 

long-legged myotis Myotis volans SoC so P - bridges, barns, brush piles 

northern red-legged frog Rana aurora aurora SoC su P - ponds and stream corridors 

northwestern pond turtle C/emmys marmorata SoC sc Y- reported (by ODFW) in 
marmorata Woodburn pond (east ofl-5 by SA-

2); potential in other pond habitats 
olive-sided flycatcher Contopus cooperi SoC sv P - conifer forest, stream corridors 

Oregon giant earthworm Dri/oleirus SoC - P - ORNIDC record approx. 5 
(=Megascolides) miles north of study area (SA-l, 
macelfreshi SA-2) 

Pacific western big-eared Corynorhinus townsendii SoC sc P - bridges, barns, brush piles 
bat townsendii 
painted turtle Chrysemys picta belli - sc P - pond habitats incl. Woodburn 

pond (east of 1-5 by SA-2) 

Fish 
Chinook salmon, Upper Oncorhynchus T - P - occurs in Pudding River 
Willamette River ESU, tshawytscha 
spring run 
Coastal cutthroat trout Oncorhynchus clarki PT sc Y - Senecal Creek, also in Pudding 
(Southwestern clarki River system 
Washington/Columbia 
River ESU) 
Coho salmon (Lower Oncorhynchus kisutch c sc P - occurs in Pudding River 
Columbia 
River/Southwest 
Washington ESU) 
Steelhead, Lower Oncorhynchus mykiss T su P - occurs in Pudding River 
Columbia River ESU, 
spring run 

Key: 
ESU: Evolutionarily Significant Unit (a unique group of Pacific salmon, steelhead, or sea-run cutthroat trout) 
Federal Status: T=Tbreatened, P=Proposed, C=Candidate, SoC= Species of Concern 
State Status: E=Endangered, T=Threatened, SC= Sensitive-Critical, SV=Sensitive-Vulnerable, SU=Sensitive­
Undeterrnined Status, C=Candidate for listing 
Occurrence: P=Potential occurrence based on assessment of habitat and range; Y=Recorded within the planning 
area; N=No recent records and not expected based on habitat and range. 
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Significance Criteria 

Habitat is considered significant for the purposes of this study if it: 1) supports special status 
species; or 2) is identified by ODFW as habitat for a wildlife species of concerp and/or as a 
habitat of concern. 

Floodplains 

The source of floodplain data was the Federal Emergency Management Act (FEMA) floodplain 
maps for the Woodburn area, as reflected in the City's GIS data layer (floodplain theme). 

Floodplains within the study area were limited to the two primary stream corridors, Seneca and 
Mill Creeks. Hence only four subareas contain floodplains: Subarea 1 (17 acres), Subarea 2 (41 
acres), Subarea 6 (11 acres), and Subarea 8 (<1 acre). 

Under Goal 7, natural hazards are defined to include floods and thus all floodplains are 
considered significant for the purposes of this analysis. 

SUBAREA SUMMARIES 

The following section summarizes the location, quantity and quality of natural resources within 
individual planning subareas. The subareas range in size from 191 to 755 acres, and have a 
combined size of 3,886 acres. 

Subarea 1 

Subarea 1 is 655 acres in size and located in the northwest portion of the study area (Figure 1). 
This site is bounded to the east by Interstate 5 and the UGB, west by Oregon Electric Railway, 
south by Highway 214 (Newberg Hwy.), and north by a-line approx. 1,000 feet north of and 
parallel to Crosby Road. 

Agricultural and Exceptions Lands Summary 

Subarea 1 contains a 137-acre exception area along Butteville Road north ofHighway 219 
(Newberg Road). This area is zoned Acreage Residential (AR) and includes single-family 
housing and some agricultural (nursery) uses. 

Resource (non-exception) lands within the subarea include 5 acres (1 %) Class I soils, 342 acres 
(66%) Class II soils, 111 acres (21 %) Class III soils, and 59 acres (11 %) Class IV soils. All 
resource lands within the subarea are designated high value farmland. 

Natural Resource Summary 

This section summarizes Goal 5 and 7 resource findings for planning subarea 1. Table 7 presents 
a summary of wetlands, stream corridors, floodplains, and special status species. The table is 
organized by resource category (type) , providing information on the location, quality, and 

Volume 3 ----
Page 446 15 



City of Woodburn 

quantity of each resource within the category, and summarizing the percentage of area affected 
by natural resource constraints. 

Table 7. Subarea 1 Natural Resources 

Resource Type Resource I Code Location Quali!Y_ Quantity (acres) 
Wetlands W-SC-1 Senecal Creek High- PFOIEM 1 Y, 35.61 

PF01W, PEMlY 
W-SC-2 East Senecal Creek High- PFOIW, 12.20 

PEMlY 
W-SC* Pond/lagoon Low- POWK.Zx 6.56 

Stream Corridors S-SC East of Butteville High water quality, fish 76.67 
Senecal Creek Rd. & wildlife habitat 

functions 
S-SC-E East of Woodland High water quality, 19.58 
East Senecal Creek Ave. wildlife habitat 

functions 
Floodplains F-SC Senecal Creek, East High floodplain 16.89 

Senecal Creek functioning 
Special Status Cutthroat trout Senecal Creek Moderate to high Within stream 
Species quality instream and channel (above) 

riparian habitat 
Red-legged frog Senecal Creek, East High quality habitat; Within wetlands 

Senecal Creek, potential breeding sites and stream 
ponds and wetlands corridors (above) 

* These wetlands do not meet the significance criteria and will not be factored in the subsequent analy-sis. 

Subarea 2 

Subarea·2 is 675 acres in size and located in the north portion of the study area (Figure 1). This 
site is bounded to the west by Interstate 5, east by Union Pacific Railway and N. Front Street, 
south by the UGB, and north by a line approx. 1,000 feet north of and parallel to Crosby Road. 

Agricultural and Exceptions Lands Summary 

No exception areas are located in Subarea 2. 

Resource lands within the subarea include 30 acres (4%) Class I soils, 463 acres (69%) Class II 
soils, 101 acres (15%) Class III soils, and 81 acres (12%) Class N soils. Approximately613 
acres (91 %) of resource lands within the subarea are designated high value farmland. 

Natural Resource Summary 

Table 8 provides a summary of findings for wetlands, stream corridors, floodplains, and special 
status species within planning subarea 2. The table is organized by resource category (type), 
providing information on the location, quality, and quantity of each resource within the category, 
and summarizing the percentage of area affected by natural resource constraints. 
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Table 8. Subarea 2 Natural Resources 

Resource Type Resource I Code Location Quality Quantity (acres) 
Wetlands W-MC-8 Mill Creek Moderate- PEMl Y 20.28 

W-MC-N North Mill Creek Moderate - PFO 1 Y 5.03 
tributary 

W-MC-S South Mill Creek Moderate - PFO 1 W, 2.86 
tributary PEM 1 Y partly filled by 

golf course 
W -MC-G (group, incl. Golf Course ponds Low except for hydrcr 1.29 
MC-26) logic control function 

(POWK.Zx) 
W -MC-F2 (group of Cropland bet/1-5 Low (Fanned) 4.98 
fanned wetlands)* and Boones Ferry 

Road 
Stream Corridors S-MC Between Boones Moderate water quality, 62.47 

Mill Creek Ferry Road and wildlife habitat 
Front Street functions 

Floodplains F-MC Mill Creek Moderate to high 40.62 
floodplain functioning 

Special Status Western pond turtle Pond east ofl-5 Moderate to high Within pond 
Species near Hovenden quality habitat 

Lane; potential at 
other ponds 

Painted turtle Potential in pond Moderate to high Within pond 
east ofl-5, other quality habitat 
ponds 

Red-legged frog Potential in ponds Low to moderate Within wetlands 
and along stream quality habitat and stream 
corridor corridors 

* These wetlands do not meet the significance criteria and will not be factored in the subsequent analysis. 

Subarea 3 

Subarea 3 is 330 acres in size and located in the southeast portion ofthe study area (Figure 1). 
This site is bounded to the west by Union Pacific Railway and the UGB, east by the MacLaren 
School for Boys, north by Dimmick Road NE, and south by Highway 211 (Estacada Hwy). 

Agricultural and Exceptions Lands Summary 

Subarea 3 contains a 145-acre exception area which includes a small area of housing and a 
portion ofthe MacLaren School for Boys east of Highway 99E. This area is zoned Acreage 
Residential (AR) and Public (P). 

Resource (non-exception) lands within the subarea include no Class I soils, 149 acres (81 %) 
Class II soils, 28 acres (15%) Class III soils, and 10 acres (5%) Class IV soils. All but one acre 
of resource lands within the subarea are designated high value farmland. 
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Natural Resource Summary 

Table 9 provides a summary of findings for wetlands, stream corridors, floodplains, and special 
status species within planning subarea 3. The table is organized by resource category (type), 
providing information on the location, quality, and quantity of each resource within the category, 
and summarizing the percentage of area affected by natural resource constraints. 

Table 9. Subarea 3 Natural Resources 

Resource Type Resource I Code Location Quality Quantity (acres) 
Wetlands W-MC-19 Mill Creek tributary Low to Moderate - 4.18 

east of Front Street PF01Y, PEM1Y 
W-MC-P Pond east of Front Moderate except for 1.91 

Street hydro-logic control 
function (POWXZx) 

W -MC-F3 (farmed Cropland east of Low (Farmed) 0.85 
wetlands)* Front Street 

Stream Corridors S-MC Between Front Low to moderate water 14.90 
Mill Creek Street and Hwy. quality, habitat 
tributary 99E functions 
S-PR Southeast of Moderate to high water 0.04 
Pudding River MacLaren School quality, fish and 
tributaries wildlife habitat 

functions 
Floodplains N/A 0 
Special Status Western pond turtle Potential in pond Moderate quality Within ponds 
Species east of Front Street habitat 

Painted turtle Potential in pond Moderate quality Within ponds 
east of Front Street habitat 

Red-legged frog Potential in ponds Low to moderate Within wetlands 
and along stream quality habitat and stream 
corridors corridors 

• These wetlands do not meet the significance criteria and will not be factored in the subsequent analysis. 

Subarea 4 

Subarea 4 is 343 acres in size and located in the east portion of the study area (Figure 1). This 
site is bounded to the west by the UGB and Cooley Road, east by properties within Y2 mile of the 
UGB (Pudding River plateau, reservoir), north by Dimmick Road NE, and south by Highway 
214. 

Agricultural and Exceptions Lands Summary 

No exception areas are located in Subarea 4. 

Resource lands within the subarea include no Class I soils, 310 acres (90%) Class II soils, 15 
acres (5%) Class III soils, and 16 acres (5%) Class IV soils. Approximately 325 acres (95%) of 
resource lands within the subarea are designated high value farmland. 
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Natural Resource Summary 

Table 10 provides a summary of findings for wetlands, stream corridors, floodplains, and special 
status species within planning subarea 4. The table is organized by resource category (type), 
providing information on the location, quality, and quantity of each resource within the category, 
and summarizing the percentage of area affected by natural resource constraints. 

Table 10. Subarea 4 Natural Resources 

Resource Type Resource I Code Location Quality Quantity (acres) 
Wetlands W-PR Pudding River Moderate to High - 2.46 

tributaries east of PFOlY, PEMlY 
Cooley, north of 
Hwy. 214 

W-PR-F4 (farmed Cropland south of Low (Farmed) 0.73 
wetlands)* Hwy. 211 

Stream Corridors S-PR South ofHwy. 211 Moderate to high water 18.48 
Pudding River quality, fish and 
tributaries wildlife habitat 

functions 
Floodplains N/A 0 
Special Status Red-legged frog Potential along Mmoderate quality Within wetlands 
Species stream corridors habitat and stream 

corridors 

"' These wetlands do not meet the significance criteria and will not be factored in the subsequent analysis. 

Subarea 5 

Subarea 5 is 431 acres in size and located in the east portion of the study area (Figure 1). This 
site is bounded to the west by Highway 99E (Pacific Hwy) and the UGB, east by properties 
within Yz mile of the UGB (Pudding River plateau), north by Highway 214, and south by 
Geschwill Lane NE. 

Agricultural and Exceptions Lands Summary 

No exception areas are located in Subarea 5. 

Resource lands within the subarea include no Class I soils, 357 acres (83%) Class II soils, 46 
acres (11 %) Class III soils, and 28 acres (6%) Class IV soils. Approximately 416 acres (97%) of 
resource lands within the subarea are designated high value farmland. 

Natural Resource Summary 

Table 11 provides a summary of findings for wetlands, stream corridors, floodplains, and special 
status species within planning subarea 5. The table is organized by resource category. (type), 
providing information on the location, quality, and quantity of each resource within the category, 
and summarizing the percentage of area affected by natural resource constraints. 

Volume 
Page 

3 
450 19 



City of Woodburn 

Table 11. Subarea 5 Natural Resources 

Resol.lrce Type Resource I Code Location Quality Quantity (acres) 
Wetlands N/A 0 

Stream Corridors S-PR South ofHwy. 211 Moderate to high water 6. 15 
Pudding River quality, fish and 
tributaries wildlife habitat 

functions 
Floodplains N/A 0 
Special Status Red-legged frog Potential along Mmoderate quality Within wetlands 
Species stream corridors habitat and stream 

corridors 

Subarea 6 

Subarea 6 is 191 acres in size and located in the southeast portion of the study area (Figure 1). 
This site is bounded to the east by Highway 99E (Pacific Hwy), west by Southern Pacific 
Railroad, north by the UGB, and south by Belle Passe Road. 

Agricultural and Exceptions Lands Summary 

Subarea 6 contains a 14-acre exception area comprised of single-family housing and farm uses 
along Highway 99E. These lands are zoned AR and P. 

Resource (non-exception) lands within the subarea include no Class I soils, 156 acres (88%) 
Class II soils, 5 acres (3%) Cla5s III soils, and 16 acres (9%) Class IV soils. All resource lands 
within the subarea are designated high value farmland. 

Natural Resource Summary 

Table 12 provides a summary of findings for wetlands, stream corridors, floodplains, and special 
status species within planning subarea 6. The table is organized by resource category (type), 
providing information on the location, quality, and quantity of each resource within the category, 
and summarizing the percentage of area affected by natural resource constraints. 

Table 12. Subarea 6 Natural Resources 

Resource Type Resource I Code Location Quality Quantity (acres) 
Wetlands W-MC-1 Mill Creek Moderate- PEMl Y 10.72 

W-MC-F6 (farmed Cropland west of Low (Farmed) 4.58 
wetlands)* Hwy. 99E 

Stream Corridors S-MC West ofHwy. 99E Moderate water quality, 15.34 
Mill Creek wildlife habitat 

functions 
Floodplains F-MC Mill Creek Moderate to high 11.38 

floodplain functioning 
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Resource Type Resource I Code Location Quality Quantity (acres} 
Special Status Red-legged frog Pot~ntial along Low to moderate Within wetlands 
Species stream corridor quality habitat and stream 

corridors 

* These wetlands do not meet the significance criteria and will not be factored in the subsequent analysis. 

Subarea 7 - Southeast 

Subarea 7 is 506 acres in size and located in the southeast portion of the study area (Figure 1). 
This site is bounded to the east by Southern Pacific Railroad, west by Interstate 5, north by the 
UGB, and south by Belle Passe Road (extension). 

Agricultural and Exceptions Lands Summary 

No exception areas are located in Subarea 7. 

Resource lands within the subarea include no Class I soils, 362 acres (71%) Class IT soils, 124 
acres (25%) Class ill soils, and 19 acres (4%) Class N soils. All resource lands within the 
subarea are designated high value farmland. 

Natural Resource Summary 

Table 13 provides a summary of findings for wetlands, stream corridors, floodplains, and special 
status species within planning subarea 7. The table is organized by resource category (type), 
providing information on the location, quality, and quantity of each resource within the category, 
and summarizing the percentage of area affected by natural resource constraints. 

Table 13. Subarea 7 Natural Resources 

Resource Type Resource I Code Location Quality Quantity (acres) 
Wetlands W-MC-15A Mill Creek Moderate - PEM 1 Yx 0.79 

W -MC-F7 (farmed Cropland west of Low (Farmed) 0.09 
wetlands)* Union Pacific 

Railroad 
Stream Corridors N/A 0 

Floodplains N/A 0 

Special Status N/A 0 
Species 

* These wetlands do not meet the significance criteria and will not be factored in the subsequent analysis. 
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Subarea 8 - Northwest 

Subarea 8 is 755 acres in size and located in the northwest portion of the study area (Figure 1). 
This site is bounded to the east by Interstate 5 and the UGB, west by Oregon Electric Railway, 
north by Highway 214 (Newberg Hwy.), and south by property south of Parr Road NE. 

Agricultural and Exceptions Lands Summary 

No exception areas are located in Subarea 8. 

Resource lands within the subarea include 40 acres (5%) Class I soils, 578 acres (77%) Class II 
soils, 55 acres (7%) Class III soils, and 81 acres (11 %) Class IV soils. All but one acre of 
resource lands within the subarea are designated high value fannland. 

Natural Resource Summary 

Table 14 provides a summary of findings for wetlands, stream corridors, floodplains, and special 
status species within planning subarea 8. The table is organized by resource category (type), 
providing information on the location? quality, and quantity of each resource within the category, 
and summarizing the percentage of area affected by natural resource constraints. 

Table 14. Subarea 8 Natural Resources 

Resource Type Resource I Code Location Quality Quantity (acres) 
Wetlands W-SC-1 Senecal Creek Moderate- PFO/EM 1 Y 4.43 

Stream Corridors S-SC East Oregon Electric Moderate to high water 14.09 
Senecal Creek Railway quality, fish & wildlife 

habitat functions 
Floodplains F-SC Senecal Creek, East Moderate floodplain 0.26 

Senecal Creek functioning 
Special Status Cutthroat trout Senecal Creek Moderate quality Within stream 
Species instream and riparian channel 

habitat 
Red-legged frog Senecal Creek, High quality habitat; Within wetlands 

wetlands potential breeding sites and stream 
corridors 
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Preliminary Transportation Scenarios 
May 5, 2003 

INTRODUCTION 

This report is an interim report that is part of a larger work program to update the City of 
Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan as outlined in the City's Periodic Review Work Program. The 
primary purpose of this work is to update the City's Urban Growth Boundary to incorporate the 
findings and conclusions in the City's Economic Opportunities Analysis and Economic 
Development Strategy. 

This technical report describes the alternative scenarios that provide a broad range of options to 
analyze the potential impacts of future urban growth, including use in traffic modeling for the 
update to the Woodburn TSP (concurrent project funded by TGM Grant). Briefly, the three 
proposed scenarios: 

• Transportation Scenario 1. Intensification (UGB Expansion· 447 acres). Based on 
medium employment forecast (7,140 new jobs) with intensification measures to increase 
density within UGB for residential and commercial land needs. Smallest UGB expansion 
to provide additional buildable land to meet future residential and industrial use needs. 

• Transportation Scenario 2. Medium Expansion (UGB Expansion- 481 acres). Based 
on medium employment forecast (7,140 new jobs) without intensification measures for 
residential land needs, but includes a mix of intensification (redevelopment) and 
additional buildable land to meet future commercial land needs. Industrial land added to 
UGB to meet basic employment needs plus provide one alternative suitable site for target 
industries identified in the Economic Opportunities Analysis. 

• Transportation Scenario 3. Large Expansion (UGB Expansion- 558 acres). Based 
on high employment forecast (8,374 new jobs) without intensification measures for 
residential land needs, but includes a mix of intensification (redevelopment) and 
additional buildable land to meet future commercial land needs. Industrial land added to 
UGB to meet basic employment needs plus provide two alternative suitable sites for 
target industries identified in the Economic Opportunities Analysis. 

Table 1. Summary of Expansion Area by Scenario (acres) 

Scenario Industrial Commercial Residential Public Total 
1 155 5 258 30 447 
2 180 5 267 30 481 
3 222 30 276 30 558 

This work was funded in part by a Department of Land Conservation and Development periodic 
review grant (PR-U-03-219). This technical report is the documents the work in Task 6 (Create 
Urban Growth Alternatives), which is part of Product 2 as outlined in the grant work program. 
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Preliminary Transportation Scenarios 
May5, 2003 

OVERVIEW 
The City of Woodburn is in the midst of an extensive Periodic Review Work Program to update 
its Comprehensive Plan. The following is a brief summary of the background documents that 
support the underlying assumptions in the Alternative Urban Growth Scenarios. 

Economic Opportunities Analysis and Site Requirements 
ECONorthwest prepared an Economic Opportunities Analysis (May 2001) that recognizes the 
City's locational advantages and outline a strategy for the City to target specific high-wage 
industries for future growth. It concludes the City will need additional land with specific size 
and access characteristics to achieve the City' s economic development goals. 

According to the Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA), Woodburn's location along I-5 and 
general economic growth in the northern Willamette Valley provide opportunities for Woodburn 
to attract firms in relatively high wage industries. The general nature of these firms is provided in 
Table 2 below: 

Table 2. Target industries for Woodburn 
SIC lndustriallndustries SIC Non-lndustriallndustries 
27 Printing and Publishing 
32 Stone, Clay, & Glass 
34 Fabricated Metal 
35 Industrial Machinery & Equipment 
36 Electronic and Electric Equipment 
37 Transportation Equipment 
42 Trucking & Warehousing 
50 Wholesale Trade: Durables 
51 Wholesale Trade: Nondurables 

61 Nondepository Institutions 
73 Business Services 
80 Health Services 
87 Engineering & Management 

Source: ECONorthwest. Table 5-1 of Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis 

Population and Employment Forecast 
ECONorthwest prepared an updated Population and Employment Forecast (April 5, 2002). The 
Marion County coordinated 2020 population forecast for Woodburn is 26,290, which was 
adopted in 1997. However, the methods used by the County to develop the coordinated 
population forecast do not recognize historic growth patterns, the City's economic development 
goals, or the trend that Woodburn's share of Marion County population increased from 1970 to 
2000. The ECONorthwest population projection uses several different methods, which result in 
average annual growth rates from 1.43% to 4.13% (Marion County adopted a 2.10%AAGR). 
ECONorthwest prepared three forecasts based applying a low (2.2%), medium (2.7%) and high 
(3.2%) average annual growth rate to the 2000 Census base population of 20, 100. Marion 
County is in the process of updating its coordinated population projection. To allow the City to 
proceed with its urban growth management work, an interim 2020 population forecast based on 
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medium forecast of 34,919 people will be used until a new coordinated County population 
projections is adopted. 

The employment forecast is more straightforward because there is no statutory requirement for 
coordinated employment forecasts . Over the 1990-2000 period, employment growth in 
Woodburn was faster than the Marion/Polk/Yamhill County region, the Portland metropolitan 
region, and the state of Oregon as a whole. ECONorthwest expects this pattern of faster 
employment growth in W oodbum to continue because small towns on the periphery of urban 
areas tend to grow faster than the urban areas, and the limited supply of commercial and 
industrial sites in the Portland area. ECONorthwest prepared three forecasts based applying a 
low (2.3%), medium (2.65%) and high (3.0%) average annual growth rate to the 2000 baseline 
employment of 10,388. Subsequently, ECONorthwest allocates the employment projection by 
sector based on expected future trends that take into account the Economic Opportunities 
Analysis and Economic Development Strategy (memo dated November 27, 2002). The total 
employment does not change but the composition of the employment does. These trends assume 
a decreasing share for the Agriculture and Retail sectors and an increasing share for Industrial 
and Service sectors. 

Buildable Lands Inventory 
Winterbrook Planning prepared an update to the City's Buildable Lands Inventory (Technical 
Report 1). This reports establishes the land supply inside the current urban growth boundary 
(UGB) to determine how much land is available for residential, commercial, industrial , and 
public/semipublic use. This technical report and associated Buildable Lands Map shows a) how 
much aggregate vacant or redevelopable commercial and industrial land is available to meet 
future needs ; b) where these parcels are; and c) the size c;;haracteristics of each parcel. This 
database is the basis for allocating future growth inside the current urban growth boundary. 

Potential UGB Expansion Areas Analysis 
Winterbrook Planning prepared an analysis (Technical Report 2.A) of eight different subareas 
surrounding the current UGB in anticipation of the need for a UGB expansion to accommodate 
future population and employment growth. It inventories the area (acreage) and distribution (by 
subarea) of: 

• Goal 3 agricultural soils (Class I-IV soils, including high value farm land) , 
• Goal 5 natural resource areas (wetlands, stream corridors and wildlife habitat), 
• Goal 7 hazard areas (floodplains), and 
• Goal 2 exception areas (built and committed to non-resource uses) . 

The majority of land surrounding Woodburn is Class II soils, with a small amount of Class I to 
the North and West. Vacant Class I farmland was avoided in all scenarios. Wetlands, streams, 
and floodplains were identified and accounted for in this analysis, in order to identify potential 
buildable lands outside the UGB. 
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This information ultimately will be used to in address Statewide Planning Goal 14 "locational 
factors" (Factors 5 - ESEE consequences, 6 - agricultural land preservation, and 7 - agricultural 
land compatibility) in assessing the relative values of each of eight subareas at the edge of the 
existing UGB. The inventory also is directly relevant to the Goal 2, Part II exceptions process 
(OAR Chapter 660, Division 04) and in establishing priorities for UGB expansion as set forth in 
ORS 197.298. Winterbrook used the agricultural soil classifications, specifically the 
distribution of Class I, II, III and IV soils and the location, quantity and quality of Goal 5 
resources (wetlands, streams, and habitats) and Goal 7 resources (floodplains) within each 
subarea as a guide in creating the Alternative Growth Scenarios. 

Table 4 below describes the analysis in detail. The UGB Expansion Areas Analysis determines 
the buildable land for each subarea by applying the same methods used in the Buildable Lands 
Inventory (Technical Memorandum 1). This inventory is used to allocate future growth. 

Industrial Land Needs Analysis 
ECONorthwest prepared a technical memo for the Site Requirements for Woodburn Target 
Industries (February 2003). As described in Table 3 (Summary of estimated site needs by size), 
Woodburn has Industrial site needs totaling 502 acres over through 2020. 

In order to attract target industries, Woodburn must have available land of the right size and 
location. The Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries document describes the 
number, size, and acreage that Woodburn is likely to need to achieve its target industries. These 
needs are detailed in Table 3. Woodburn is estimated to need 63 sites, totaling 502 acres, in 
order to accommodate target industries. 

Table 3. Summary of estimated site needs by size, 
Woodburn 2000-2020 

Number of Average Estimated 
Site Size (acres) Sites Site Size Acres 

100 or more 125.0 125.0 

50-100 70.0 70.0 

25-50 2 35.0 70.0 

10-25 5 15.0 75.0 

5-10 9 8.0 72.0 

2-5 15 4.0 60.0 

Less than 2 30 1.0 30.0 

T otall Average 63 9.9 502.0 
Source: ECONorthwest. Table 4 of Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries 
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Table 4. UGB Expansion Areas - Goal 3, 5 and 7- Constrained Land Summary 

Subarea 
Size I GoalS (NaturalReso.urc.~ ~ ·C:9'oal7. ' .. , I. · .Tota:h·:· ;.1 <;.oal~.~~A·gV~-'1.~f~.nds)!'·. ;,; .nev.~.o~~ . 

(acres) Vetlands Streams ·spect~ r FI~4pl~. . ~ons~~~~- ·, f <C!ass. I J) · ;" · . ;JJI · < · :W. : .·-.. · ~~~pti~R~r.eas · 
1. Northwest 655 I 54.37 I 96.24 I W/in I 16.89 C •:: 1p7{j 4. '-', l 4 I 320 I 73 I 30 I 54.92 

streams 

2. North I 675 I 34.44 I 62.47 I W/in 40.62 I . ~?.Sl··> I 29 I 432 I 83 I 62 I 0 
streams . ~ ,,.• ... - -~-

3. Northeast I 330 I 6.93 I 14.95 I W/in 0 ~· 15.12· . I I 135 I 27 I 10 I 57.84 
streams .. \ 

4. East I 343 I 3.20 I 18.49 I W/in 0 · 1Q.22 : . I 
•: .•.····· . . I 296 I 14 I 12 I 0 

streams 

5. Southeast I 431 I 0 I 6.15 I W/in 0 . p.l5 ·-· I I 355 I 46 I 24 I 0 
streams 

6. South 19 1 15.30 15.34 W/in 11 .38 16.14 . 147 2 12 I 5.69 
streams 

7. Southwest 506 0.87 0 0 0 0.87·: .: 361 124 19 I 0 

8. West 755 4.43 14.09 W/in 0.26 14.41 ,,,-- 40 567 52 81 I 0 
streams 

.~~~-daf.~ .. -
L~d.,s o: : 

:,,394.21." -._·· .. i>~· .. :~ .. . 

. .'4:85.35,:. . .. ,_,_. __ 

205 :63 ,:·. 
· .. ~- ·: 

• · :.--:-259 ot'' 
1 ,, : --.l~- - :~_: :;._; ·, .: . -

~~3"39:"8·8 I · . .. ~ . : ....• : . ': 
.~ ·:·: • .. ~. ·~ 

·~'13-5.34 . 
r • ,~: . .. • ~ 

... ' •4Q:il~:::·. 
"5.9<,'47' •'; 

• ·••· · ~~ .. . ...;( • I 

.·.~ ·~:.. . '.i 

Total Area 3886 119.54 227.73 '22.7.73 .. · ..... 69..15 -~- . _; 247,~ ,: · .: ' "73 2~p:.;' : •;M;4f.~·: · c,· ·:. ;~~Q:.: _ _, : '·. _·· •: 1-18:~5 · · · ·· ~ ~&i:<i~os . ,. · 
% of Study 100% 3. 1% 5.9% 5.9%" ·. -1.8% .. 6,4%· ' 1.9% "(ii:tf · ;~r<t:~~:.· ·§:4% '· . -~ :_ :. 3%' -.... 
Area ...... ... -:_- ""'" 

~ ~~~~% · ··. 
-· . • ~l 

.-k Adjusted for overlapping resource coverages. 
~ ~ eludes Goal 5 and 7 constrained lands and exception areas. 
~ c p roximately 40% of exception areas are devel9ped. 

~ nd area less constrained and developed exception lands, less 20% (for roads and infrastructure) ; rights-of-way not excluded (data not yet available) . 

.,. 
0\IW 
(;.) 
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Residential !and needs used in the Urban Growth Scenarios are based on a very simple 
residential land need analysis methodology. Total residential units were determined through the 
formula: 

(2020 Population Projection - Current (2000) Population) I Household Size 

Household unit type was estimated as 66% low density, 33% high density. 

Winterbrook used base densities of 6 units per acre for low density, and 12 units per acre for 
medium density residential land under these scenarios, except where otherwise indicated. 
Exception area density was projected at half base density, due to the inefficiency of developing 
around existing development. Existing zoning and comprehensive plan densities were used to 
determine this base projected density under these scenarios. 

Winterbrook is completing a more detailed Residential Land Needs Analysis based on the 
Housing Model created by Richard Bjelland. The basic assumptions used in this iteration of the 
scenarios will be replaced by results from the detailed needs analysis, for the analysis of the 
preferred scenario. 

Commercial Land Needs Analysis 
Commercial land needs used in the Urban Growth Scenarios were based on the EcoNorthwest 
Population and Employment Forecast (April 2002) and Land Needs and Site Requirements for 
Woodburn Target Industries (EcoNorthwest, November 2002). 

Woodburn's employment goals by sector are shown in Table 5. The highest growth sectors are 
industrial, retail, and service. Agricultural employment drops slightly under this analysis, as 
Woodburn focuses on other industries. 

Table 5. Employment goal by sector in Woodburn's UGB, 200Q-2020 

Covered Total Employment Growth 200G-2020 
Sector 2000 2000 Low Medium High 
Agriculture 1,122 1,368 -222 -141 -55 
Industrial 960 1,171 2,430 2,685 2,957 
Retail 2,670 3,256 1,164 1,476 1,810 
Service 1,207 1,472 1 ,311 1,508 1,718 
Education 638 778 532 624 723 
Government 225 275 215 252 288 
Other 1 696 2 068 551 736 934 
Total 8,518 10,388 5,981 7,140 . 8,375 

Source: ECONorthwest. Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries Table 3 

EcoNorthwest allocated the employment sectors to land use categories, which led to the 
forecasted employment growth in Table 6. Under all the growth options, the greatest amount of 
employment growth is forecast for industrial. 
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Table 6. Total employment growth by land use type, 
Woodburn UGB, 200G-2020 

Land Use 
Category 
Commercial 
Office 
Industrial 
Public 
Total 

Employment Growth 200o-2020 
Low Medium High 

1,164 1,476 1,810 
1,311 1,508 1,718 
2,759 3,280 3,836 

747 876 1 011 
5.981 7.140 8.375 

Source: ECONorthwest. Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries Table 4 

Employment land needs under the scenarios were derived from EcoNorthwest's employee per 
acre analysis results- 20 employees per acre for commercial and 14 employees per acre for 
industrial. Winterbrook also applied a 10% crossover factor for support commercial under 
industrial land needs. Thus, 10% of commercial employment was expected to be met on 
industrial lands under these scenarios. 

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS 
Rationale and methodology for basic assumptions are described under the Residential and 
Commercial Land Needs Analysis sections of this document. These basic assumptions are listed 
below. 

Commercial-Retail: 20 employees per acre 
Commercial-Office: 30 employees per acre 
Industrial: 14 employees per acre 
PublidGovernment: 25 employees per acre 
Low Density Residential (LDR): 6 dwelling units per acre 
High Density Residential (HDR): 12 dwelling units per acre 
NW Exception Area: Very Low Density Residential - 3 units per acre 

In general, industrial expansion areas are located to the west and south given access to I-5 is a 
key locational criteria identified in the Economic Opportunities Analys is. 

Residential expansion areas are located to the south to build on the proposed mixed use node and 
to north to extend existing residential neighborhoods and use Crosby Road as the Urban Growth 
Boundary. 
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( SCENARIO #1 INTENSIFICATION (447 ACRES) 
Based on medium employment forecast (7,140 new jobs) with intensification measures to 
increase density within UGB for residential and commercial land needs. This was the smallest 
UGB expansion to provide additional buildable land to meet future residential and industrial use 
needs. Measures used to increase density and efficiency of land use are marked with a"*". 

*High Density Residential: 16 dwelling units per acre. Using an assumption of 16 du/net acre 
increases Woodburn's potential supply of high density units by approximately 420 . . 

North Golf Course: LDR- 6 units per acre. Total of 144 additional potential dwelling units . 

North LDR: 6 units per acre. Total of 240 additional potential dwelling units. 

South HWY 99E Exception Area: Commercial. Total of 170 additional potential employees. 

*Commercial: Primarily redevelopment and intensification within existing commercial areas. 
Total additions of 473 potential employees. This measure saves a need for approximately 24 
acres of commercial land. 

*Mixed Use Node: LDR (8 units per acre), HDR (24 units per acre), Commercial (24 employees 
per acre). Increasing LDR density from 6 to 8 units per acre within the Node adds 102 potential 
dwelling units. Increasing HDR density from 12 to 24 units per acre within the Node adds 200 
potential dwelling units. Increasing Commercial employees per acre from 20 to 24 within the 
node adds 177 potential employees. 

*Public/Government: Satisfied thru LDR. Scenario 1 assumes that 876 potential government 
( and education employees will be added on existing, developed residential land . 

... .._;;. · 

Industrial: West Industrial Area with no alternative sites. Adds 1,732 potential industrial 
employees on 155 acres. 

Table 7. Scenario 1: Surplus and Deficit Comparisons 

Current Surplus (Deficit) 

Land Use Supply Demand ~urplus (Deficit) Scenario Adds 
Res. Low (OU) 2,368 du 3,749 du (1 ,381) du 1,443 du 

Res. High (DU) 1,679 du 1,874 du (195) du 200 du 
Commercial (EMP) 1,888 emp 2,678 emp (790) emo 790 emp 
Industrial (EMP) 1,651 emp 3,578 emp (1 ,927) emo 1,927 emp 

Public (Acres) 6.1 ac 36.1 ac (30) ac 30 ac 

Current Surplus (Deficit) Acres 20 Year Surplus Deficit) Acres 

!surplus UGB 
Land Use ~up ply Demand Deficit) Expand Res Low ResHigh COM INO 
Res. Low (acres) 403 625 (222) 258 10 t "'?:.:.~ ~ ~ • : ~~ .. · ~ . ·~· t'i_, 

~ . 
Res. High (acres) 108 117 (9) 0 0 iii ; :•. -~-. ,~;·0' 

Commercial (acres) 96 134 (38) 5 ~/.Yi ~~)' ~ - 0 .. (:" ...... 

Industrial (acres) 119 256 (136) 155 - - :·~.f;••t. ~. 0 

Public (Acres) 6 36 (30) 30 0 , ;,:n ;_t . <~·\ . \i . ;·l . ' ' 
... . ~. 

Total 447 
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SCENARIO #2 MEDIUM UGB EXPANSION (481 ACRES) 
Based on medium employment forecast (7,140 new jobs) without intensification measures for 
residential land needs, but includes a mix of intensification (redevelopment) and additional 
buildable land to meet future commercial land needs. Industrial land added to UGB to meet 
basic employment needs plus provide one alternative suitable site for target industries identified 
in the Economic Opportunities Analysis. Measures used to increase density and efficiency of 
land use are marked with a"*". 

High Density Residential: 12 dwelling units per acre. 

NW Exception Area: Very Low Density Residential- 3 units per acre. This allows 218 
potential dwelling units in the NW Exception Area. 

North Golf Course: LDR- 6 units per acre. Total of 144 additional potential dwelling units. 

North LDR: 6 units per acre. Total of 240 additional potential dwelling units. 

South HWY 99E Exception Area: Commercial. 

*Commercial: Primarily redevelopment and intensification within existing commercial areas. 
Total additions of 473 potential employees. This measure saves a need for approximately 24 
acres of commercial land. 

*Mixed Use Node: LDR (8 units per acre), HDR (24 units per acre), Commercial (24 employees 
pe·r acre). Increasing LDR density from 6 to 8 units per acre within the Node adds 102 potential 
dwelling units. Increasing HDR density from 12 to 24 units per acre within the Node adds 200 
potential dwelling units. Increasing Commercial employees per acre from 20 to 24 within the 
node adds 177 potential employees. The increased densities in this node represent approximately 
34 residential acres, and 9 commercial acres . 

*South Residential: LOR (6 units per acre) 75%, HDR ( 12 units per acre) 25%. This adds a 
potential for 240 low density dwelling units and 120 high density units. 

*Public/Government: Satisfied thru LOR. Scenario 2 assumes that 876 potential government 
and education employees will be added on existing, developed residential land. This saves a 
need for approximately 44 acres of public/government land. 

Basic Industrial: West Industrial Area. Adds 1,732 potential industrial employees on 155 acres. 

One Suitable Industrial Site: South - potential business park near node. Adds 1,086 potential 
industrial employees on 78 acres. 

Volume 3 
10 ----Page 467 



( 

Preliminary Transportation Scenarios 
May 5, 2003 

Table 8. Scenario 2: Surplus and Deficit Comparisons 

Current Surplus (Deficit) 

Land Use ~upply Demand ~urplus (Deficit}_ l§cenario Adds 
Res. Low (OU) 2,368 du 3,749 du (1 ,381) du 1,426 du 
Res. High (DU) 1,256 du 1,874 du (618) du 616 du 
Commercial (EMP) 1,888 emp 2,678 emp (790) emp 790 emp 
Industrial (EMP) 1,651 emp 3,578 emQ (1 ,927) em_Q 2,711 emp 
Public (Acres) 6 ac 36 ac (30) ac 30 ac 

SCENARIO #3 LARGE UGB EXPANSION (558 ACRES) 
Basically, the same assumptions and measures as Scenario #2, but it is based on high 
employment forecast (8,375 new jobs) and provides two alternative suitable sites for target 
industries identified in the Economic Opportunities Analysis. 

High Density Residential: 12 dwelling units per acre. 

NW Exception Area: Very Low Density Residential- 3 units per acre. This allows 218 
potential dwelling units in the NW Exception Area. 

North Golf Course: LDR - 6 units per acre. -Total of 144 additional potential dwelling units . 

North LDR: 6 units per acre. Total of 240 additional potential dwelling units. 

South HWY 99E Exception Area: Commercial. 

*Commercial: Redevelopment and intensification. Total additions of 30 potential employees 
through redevelopment and 443 potential employees through intensification. This measure saves 
a need for approximately 24 acres of commercial land. 

Commercial: Add two neighborhood commercial sites (north and south). Adds a total of 300 
potential jobs. 

*Mixed Use Node: LDR (8 units per acre), HDR (24 units per acre), Comm. (24 employees per 
acre). Increasing LDR density from 6 to 8 units per acre within the Node adds 102 potential 
dwelling units. Increasing HDR density from 12 to 24 units per acre within the Node adds 200 
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potential dwelling units. Increasing Commercial employees per acre from 20 to 24 within the 
node adds 177 potential employees. The increased densities in this node represent a need for 
approximately 34 residential acres, and 9 commercial acres. 

*South Residential: LDR (6 units per acre) 75%, HDR (12 units per acre) 25%. This adds a 
potential for 240 low density dwelling units and 120 high density units. 

*PublidGovernment: Satisfied thru LOR. Scenario 2 assumes that 876 potential government 
and education employees will be added on existing, developed residential land. This saves a 
need for approximately 44 acres of public/government land. 

Basic Industrial: West Industrial Area. Adds 1,732 potential industrial employees on 155 acres. 

Two Suitable Industrial Sites: ( 1) South. Adds 1,086 potential industrial employees on 78 
acres; and (2) West. Adds 593 potential industrial employees on 42 acres. 

Table 9. Scenario 3: Surplus and Deficit Comparisons 
Current Surplus (Deficit) 

Land Use ~upply Demand !surplus (Deficit) 

Res. Low (DU) 2,368 du 3,749 du (1,381) du 
Res. High (DU) 1,256 du 1,874 du (618) du 
Commercial (EMP) 1,888 emp 3,175emp (1,287) emp 
Industrial (EMP) 1,651 emp 4,216 emp (2,565) emp 

'ublic _(Acres) 6ac 36 ac (30) ac 

UGB 
Demand 

625 
156 
159 

11 9 301 
6 36 

558 

12 

!scenario Adds 
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INTRODUCTION 

Technical Report 3, Woodburn Residential Land Needs Analysis, projects the land area needed 
for residential and public-semi-public uses for the 18-year planning period, from 2003 to 2020. 
This analysis is based on the tentative coordinated population projection of34,919, which 
represents an increase of 14,059 persons from Portland State University's 2002 population 
estimate for Woodburn. 1 

Residential Land Needs 
In this document, we determine Woodburn's residential land needs based on the requirements of 
HB 2709 (ORS 197.196) and Statewide Planning Goals 10 (Housing) and 14 (Urbanization). 
We determine "actual housing mix and density'' from 1988-2002, to arrive at a "base case" 
scenario. We then conduct a detailed housing needs analysis, wherein we examine demographic 
relationships and compare housing costs with household incomes in Woodburn. From this, we 
determine buildable land needs for specific housing types (detached single-family, attached 
single-family, manufactured homes on individual1ots, manufactured dwelling parks, duplexes, 
and multi-family) and densities. Finally, we determine the need for parks, schools, and other 
public and semi-public land uses that typically are met on residential land. The result is the total 
residential land need to accommodate the 14,059 population increase over approximately the 
next 18 years. 

Economic Opportunities Analysis 
ECONorthwest prepared an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) in May 2001 that 
considered Woodburn's comparative advantages and identified the types of employment and 
industries that Woodburn can reasonably attract during the planning period. To address ORS 
197.212 (Economic Development) and Goal9 (Economy of the State) requirements, 
ECONorthwest also determined the types of sites that will be needed to attract targeted 
industries, in a subsequent document entitled Site Requirements for Woodburn Target Industries 
(February 2003). These documents recognize the City's locational advantages and outline a 
strategy for the City to target specific high-wage industries for future growth. Both documents 
conclude the City will need additional land with specific size and access characteristics to 
achieve the City's economic development goals. These two ECONorthwest documents serve to 
determine Woodburn's employment land needs through 2020. 

In March of2003, ECONorthwest also analyzed the effects of a successful economic 
development strategy on household incomes, and therefore on housing needs, in a document 
called Woodburn Occupation I Wage Forecast (Attachment B). This analysis concluded that: 

• Woodburn will add 7,139 jobs between 2000 and 2020. This forecast accounts for 20% of 
all job growth forecast for Marion County. 

1 ECONorthwest prepared Woodburn's Year 2020 population projection for review by Marion County in March, 
2002. Via letter, Marion County Senior Planner Les Sasaki agreed that this projection was reasonable for planning 
purposes. The Marion County Board of Commissioners has not formally agreed to this population projection, which 
is why it is "tentative". 
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• More than 50% of new jobs created between 2000 and 2020 are expected to pay less than 
$30,000 annually on a full-time equivalent basis.2 This is a range of$7.00 to $15.00 per 
hour expressed as an hourly wage. About 18% will pay between $30,000 and $39,000 
annually, about 13% will pay between $40,000 to $49,000 annually, and about 12% will 
pay more than $49,000 annually. 

• The successful implementation of Woodburn's economic development strategy will have a 
significant impact on the city's wage distribution. The strategy will result in fewer low­
paying retail and service jobs, and more high-wage manufacturing, construction, and 
skilled occupations. 

ADEQUACY OF THE EXISTING URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY 
In Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory, we determined the buildable land area, on a 
parcel-by-parcel basis, within the existing (2002) Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). 
In this document we compare the buildable land supply with projected demand for residential 
and public/semi-public land. This will enable the City to determine whether comprehensive plan 
map amendments are necessary to meet long-term population and livability growth needs. 

Residential Land Needs 

Statutory Provisions Related to Residential Land Needs 
Woodburn is required to provide a 20-year supply of buildable residential land within its Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB). Statewide Planning Goals 10 and 14, as well as ORS 197.295-
197.312 and OAR 660-07, set forth requirements for residential land use planning. In 1995 the 
Oregon Legislature passed House Bill 2709 (ORS 197.296) which supplements existing state 
requirements for the analysis of long-term residential land needs and provision of buildable 
residential land within UGBs.3 

2 A full-time equivalent assumes 1980 hours annually. We recognize that many new jobs in Woodburn are likely to 
be part-time jobs that will not equate to the annual salary estimates. The base data, however, do not make a 
distinction between full-time and part-time employment. 

3 This section reads as follows: 

(3) As part of its next periodic review pursuant to ORS 197.628 to 197.650following September 9, 1995, or any 
other legislative review of the urban growth boundary, a local government shall: 
(a) Inventory the supply of buildable lands within the urban growth boundary; 
(b) Determine the actual density and the actual average mix of/lOusing types of residential development that have 
occurred within the urban growth boundary since the las t periodic review or five years, whichever is greater; and 
(c) Conduct an analysis of housing need by type and density range, in accordance with ORS 197.303 and statewide 
planning goals and rules relating to hous ing, to determine the amount of land needed for each needed hous ing type 
for the next 20 years. 
(4) If the determination required by subsection (3) oft!Jis section indicates that the urban growth boundary does not 
contain sufficient buildable lands to accommodate housing needs for 20 years at the actual developed density that 
has occurred since the last periodic review, the local government shall take one of the following actions: 
(a) Amend its urban growth boundary to include sufficient buildable lands to accommodate housing needs for 20 
years at the actual developed density during the period since the last periodic review or within the last five years, 
whichever is greater. As part of this process, the amendment shall include sufficient land reasonably necessary to 
accommodate the siting of new public school facilities. The need and inclusion of lands for new public school 
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All jurisdictions over 25,000 are required to comply with the provisions of ORS 197.296 at 
periodic review or any other legislative review of an urban growth boundary. ORS 197.296 
contains two key objectives: 

Housing: Ensure that development occurs at the densities and mix necessary to meet a 
comrmmity's housing needs over the next 20 years, in accordance with ORS 197.303, Statewide 
Planning Goal 10 and OAR Chapter 660, Division 7, Housing. 

Land: Ensure there is enough buildable land to accommodate the 20-year housing need inside 
theUGB. 

HB 2709 set forth the following step-by-step requirements related to determine the amount of 
residential land needed within a UGB. Tasks in bold are addressed in order in this document: 

1. Reach agreement on a coordinated population projection with Marion 
County. 

2. Determine actual housing density and mix for the last 5 years or since the last 
Periodic Review, whichever is greater. 

3. Project 20-year residential land needs based on actual density. 

4. Determine housing needs based on a comparison of housing costs and income 
-which may be different from actual housing density and mix. Then: 
a) determine the extent to which actual housing types and densities in 
Woodburn have been responsive to Woodburn's housing needs; and 
b) identify measures to increase densities within the UGB to minimize 
the need to expand the UGB to meet identified housing needs. 

5. Determine residential land needs for school facilities. We have also 
determined residential land needs for parks. 

6. Determine the buildable land area4 available to meet housing needs, after 
considering infill and redevelopment potential. 

facilities shall be a coordinated process between the affected public school districts and the local government that 
has the authority to approve the urban growth boundary; 
(b) Amend its comprehens ive plan, functional plan or land use regulations to include new measures that 
demonstrably increase the likelihood that residential development will occur at densities sufficien t to accommodate 
housing needs fo r 20 years without expansion of the urban growth boundary. A local government or metropolitan 
service district that takes this acrion shall monitor and record the level of development activity and development 
density by housing type fo llowing the date of the adoption of the new measures; or 
(c) Adopt a combination of the actions described in paragraphs (a) and (b) of this subsection. 

4 Technical Report I : Bui ldable Lands Inventory, responds to the buildable lands requirements of ORS 197.296. 
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7. Ensure that sufficient buildable land is designated for needed housing types 
at density ranges likely to be achieved in the housing market, as well as for 
public needs that occur within a residential plan designation. 

8. Amend the UGB and/or adopt measures to provide sufficient buildable land 
to accommodate projected 20-year residential land need. 

Coordinated Population Projection 
Winterbrook and ECONorthwest worked with the City, the County, and TGM administrators to 
determine a coordinated population projection for the purposes of this study. The Interim­
approved by County Planning Staff for planning purposes- Woodburn 2020 population 
projection is 34,919. This is an increase of 14,819 from the 2000 U.S. Census population of 
20,100 (Average Annual Growth Rate of2.8%). This projection is the basis for projecting 
residential and public semi/public land needs. 

Determine Actual Housing Density and Mix 
This step determines the actual mix and density ofhousing development in Woodburn from 
1988-20025

. 

Trends in the Housing Mix 
The housing mix (i.e., percentage of single-family, attached single-family, single-family 
manufactured, duplex and multi-family dwelling units) is an important variable in any housing 
needs assessment. Distribution of housing types is influenced by a variety of factors, including 
the cost of new home construction, area economic and employment trends, and amount of land 
zoned to allow different housing types and densities. 

Tables 1, 2 and 3 below, through analysis of data from the 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census of 
Population and Housing, give a snapshot of the status quo for housing development in 
Woodburn. Since 1990 is within the study period, Tables 2 and 3 determine actual development 
before and after the snapshot to examine trends. 

Woodburn, 1990 U.S. Census ofPopulation and Housing 
In 1990, Woodburn had a total of 4,890 housing units. Of these, 3,504 (72%) were conventional 
"stick-built" single-family residences. Multi-family and duplex units were relatively rare, at 
16% and 2% respectively, while the 513 manufactured homes comprised 10% ofthe total 
housing units. 

5 ORS 197.296 requires a time period of 5 years or the last periodic review, whichever is greater, for the purposes of 
this study. DLCD issued Woodburn's periodic review notice in 1988. 

Volume 
Page 

3 
476 5 



Source: 1990 US Census 

Woodburn, 2000 U.S. Census ofPopulation and Housing 
By the Year 2000, Woodburn had a total of6,784 housing units. Ofthese, 4,592 (68%) were 
conventional "stick-built" single-family residences. Multi-family units were second highest at 
20%, while duplex units and manufactured homes stayed at 2% and 10% respectively. 

Source: 2000 US Census 

Table 3 describes the change in Woodburn' s housing composition from 1990 to 2000. Woodburn 
added 1,894 housing units from 1990 to 2000. Of these units, 57% were single-family, 32% 
multi-family, 3% duplex, and 8% manufactured home. The most significant changes occurred in 
a shift from single-family to multi-family development. Fully 32% of additional units between 
1990 and 2000 were multi-family units, while in 1990, only 16% ofthe total housing stock was 
multi-family. 

Source: 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census 
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Actual Development 
Actual development from 1988 to 2002 in Woodburn was determined through review of building 
permits- for the 1988-1997 period by the McKeever/Morris Woodburn Buildable Lands and 
Urbanization Project (February, 2000), and for the 1998-2002 period by Winterbrook Planning. 

Woodburn, 1988-1997 Actual Development Mix 
Of the 1,280 units approved between 1988 and 1997, 31% were single-family detached, 29% 
were multi-family, 2% were duplexes, and 38% were manufactured homes. New Woodburn 
housing during this period developed at an average density of about 6.6 dwelling units per net 
acre. 

Source: McKeever-Morris- Woodburn Buildable Lands and Urbanization Project, 2000 

Woodburn, 1998-2002 Actual Development Mix 
Of the 904 units approved between 1998 and 2002, 59% were single-family detached, 36% were 
multi-family, 1% were duplexes, and 36% were manufactured homes. New Woodburn housing 
during this period developed at an average density of about 8.4 dwelling units per net acre, due 
to a high proportion of high-density multi-family units and PUDs. 

0 0% 

302 36% 16.5 

10 1% 1.1 8.71 

36 4% 5.0 7.26 

Total 904 107.4 8.4 
Source: Winterbrook Planning and McKeever/Morris. 

Summary of Actual Housing Mix and Density 
Table 6 summarizes the average actual housing mix and density in Woodburn for the years 1988-
2002. Overall, Woodburn has averaged 7.2 dwelling units per net buildable acre: 

Volume 

Page 

• Detached single-family housing has accounted for about 43% of all new units in 
Woodburn. The average actual single-family residential density has been about 6 units 
per net buildable acre. 
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• We did not see any building pennit infonnation for attached single-family housing during 
this time period. 

• Multi-family housing has accounted for about 31% of all new units in Woodburn since 
1988. The average actual multi-family density in Woodburn has been about 16.3 units 
per net buildable acre. 

• Duplexes have accounted for 1% of all new units in Woodburn. The average duplex 
density has been about 12.6 units per net buildable acre. 

• Manufactured housing has accounted for 24% of all new units in Woodburn. The 
average actual manufactured housing density has been about 5.2 units per net buildable 
acre. 

Source: City of Woodburn; Winterbrook Planning; McKeever-Morris 

Woodburn Subdivisions 1998 to 2002 
Winterbrook conducted a study of available subdivision and partition data for the years 1998 
through 2002 as a comparison to the building permit data. 

We were able to find complete infonnation for 11 projects, comprising a total of 506 lots and 
about 105 acres. This gross density was approximately 4.8 lots per acre. To determine net area, 
we removed area dedicated for streets (Ded. Area), access easements (Access Area), and 
required open space (Tracts Area). Subdivisions and PUDs were determined to have an average 
of 26% of their area devoted to streets, access, and open space. This led to an average net 
density of almost 6.6 units per net acre for subdivisions and PUDs during the time period 
studied. It is important to note that a few ofthe major subdivision developments (Links at 
Tukwila, Ironwood at Tukwila) were associated in a large PUD with a golf course in the northern 
portion of Woodburn. This allowed high densities within the subdivisions, which Table 7 reflects 
below, but a much lower gross density if the golf course were to be included. 

Table 7: Woodburn Subdivision and PUD Summary, 1998-2002 

Source: City of Woodburn; Win terbrook Planning 

Projected 20·Year Residential Land Needs Based on Actual Density 
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The "Base Case Scenario" as described below is based on "actual housing densities" observed 
from 1988-2002 (Table 6), as prescribed by ORS 197.296(4)(a). Implementation ofthis base 
case scenario does not require additional plan policy or code text amendments. Implementation 
of this scenario would, of course, require comprehensive plan map, urban growth boundary and 
(eventually) zoning map amendments. 

Year 2020 Housing and Buildable Land Needs Method - Actual Development 
1988-2002 
For the scenario based on actual development we: 

1. Detennined the actual mix and density of dwelling unit (DU) types in new developments 
(from 1988 to 2002). 

2. Used ECONorthwest's projected and Marion County interim planning population 
projection of34,919. 

3. Applied the 2000 US Census ratio of institutional population to projected population 
increase. Subtracted these 337 "institutional" people from the population growth for 
purposes of dwelling unit need. 

4. Assumed a projected average household size figure of2.9.6 

5. Applied an average occupancy rate of 95% (or a vacancy rate of 5% 7) to all housing 
types. 

We determined the number of needed dwelling units (DU) by multiplying the actual mix by the 
population increase, dividing by household size, then dividing by occupancy rate. We 
determined needed acres by dividing the number of dwelling units by actual density. We then 
applied the above factors to create Table 8. · 

Table 8 shows a need for 4,753 dwelling units and about 656 net buildable residential acres, 
using the above methods. Table 8 shows the housing mix and density experienced in Woodburn 
over the last 14 years- one possible zoning allocation that can achieve 7.25 dwelling units per 
acre. Table 8 does not include need for Public and Semi-Public uses, which is discussed in the 
Public and Semi-Public section 'of this document. 

6 The actual household size has risen sharply in Woodburn from 2.7 in 1990 to 3.1 in 2000. · This increase can be 
attributed largely to in-migration of families with small children. We project a return in household size over the 
next 20 years (reflecting national trends and cultural shifts) to 2.9 persons per household. See discussion under 
Household Size in the Demographics section of this document. 

7 The 2000 US Census shows overall vacancy rates in Woodburn of8%. This is a substantial increase from 1990's 
overall vacancy rate of 2. 7%. We projected a midrange vacancy rate of 5%. See discussion under Vacancy Rate in 
the Demographic Information section of this document. 
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Source: City of Woodburn; McKeever-Marris; Winterbrook Planning 

HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Demographic Information 
While housing needs can be projected based on past trends, there are other factors that should be 
considered in a Housing Needs Analysis. Demographic information - statistics on age, 
education, income, employment, and housing costs -provides insight into the nature of need. 
The following sections compare Woodburn's demographic information with some other 
Willamette Valley cities (Wilsonville, Salem, and Portland) as well as with Marion County and 
Oregon as a whole, describe recent trends for each demographic factor, and analyze the 
demographic information in relation to Woodburn's short and long term objectives.8 

Education 
Overview. Tables 9, 10, and 11 below depict the educational achievement level ofworking­
age residents of Woodburn, Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon. 
Educational levels are important in a housing needs analysis, as education levels are related 
to potential income. An educated populace is also more attractive to potential employers, 
which can lead to more jobs and more money to spend on housing. 
Comparison. Compared to the other cities, Marion County, and Oregon, educational levels 
in Woodburn are quite low. Woodburn has a much lower percentage of population with 
college education than any of the comparators. In addition, Woodburn has a much higher 
percentage of population with less than a high school degree. 
Trend. From 1990 to 2000, the percentage of college graduates rose slightly in Woodburn ­
the percentage of population with a bachelors degree or higher rose by a total of 3% -but the 
percentage of persons with less than a 91

h grade education increased from 20% to 26%. In all 
other comparators, education levels rose across the board. None of the other comparators 
showed an increase in population with less than a 91

h grade education. 
Interpretation. The general educational level of adults in Woodburn is relatively low, and 
the percentage of persons with no high school experience has risen over the last 10 years. 
These lower educational levels can be explained by the large numbers of recent immigrants 
(described in the Nativity section, and Tables 17, 18, and 19) who often are poorly educated. 

8 1990 and 2000 data used in this analysis is from the 1990 and 2000 US Census. 
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People with lower educational levels typically have lower incomes and generally cannot 
afford higher-priced housing. Part of Woodburn's economic development strategy is to 
provide improved educational and job training services. As educational levels increase, so 
will household incomes. Recent housing trends indicate an increase in multi-family housing, 
which generally is more affordable than single-family housing. As Woodburn's newer 
residents become better educated, they are more likely to afford homeownership, and to 
demand more traditional single-family housing. 

Source: 1990 US Census 

Source: 2000 US Census 
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Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Age 
Overview. Table 11 below depicts age distribution and median ages in Woodburn, 
Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon. The age of a city's population is 
important in a housing needs analysis because different ages can indicate different types of 
housing requirements. For example, families with children are more likely to want single­
family homes, while young people just entering the work force are more likely to be looking 
for rental housing. An older population is likely to desire smaller lot homes, townhouses, or 
condominiums, as their household sizes are smaller (1-2 persons) and yard work can become 
a burden. 
Comparison. Woodburn has a high percentage of its population at the ends ofthe age 
spectrum. In 2000, 42% of Woodburn's population was under 25 years old, compared with 
34% for Wilsonville, 37% for Salem, 31% for Portland, 38% for Marion County, and 34% 
for the state as a whole. Woodburn has retained a relatively large elderly population. In 
2000, 18% of Woodburn' s population was 65 years old or older, compared to 14% for 
Wilsonville, 12% for Salem, Portland, and Marion County, and 13% for Oregon. 
Trend. W oodbum has become noticeably younger over the last decade. In 1990, 36% of the 
population was under 25 years old. In 1990, 26% ofWoodburn's population was 65 years old 
or older. During the next 10 years, the under 25 cohort increased in Woodburn by 5%, while 
the 65 and older cohort decreased by 8%. As shown in Table 14, Woodburn' s age 
distribution increased only in age groups between 10 and 44 years of age - by 8% total. This 
is quite different from all other comparators. Every other comparator showed a substantial 
increase (3-5%) in the 45-54 age cohort, while Woodburn remained the same at that age. 
Interpretation. Woodburn has become relatively young city, with an unusually high 
proportion of young adults and families. This trend can be explained in terms of immigration 
of younger workers, who often have large families. However, Woodburn has retained a high 
percentage of retirement-age residents, which can be explained by the presence of a large 
senior housing development (Woodburn Senior Estates) and by long-term residents. 

The lack of family wage jobs in Woodburn may have contributed to an out-migration of 
working age people who were born in Woodburn. 
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Typically, households at the bottom and top of the age pyramid have less disposable income 
to spend on housing, while households headed by middle-aged workers have higher-paying 
jobs and demand higher cost housing. Woodburn's policy is to provide more family-wage 
jobs, thus retaining younger and middle-aged workers in the community. This will have the 
effect of increasing demand for traditional single-family housing, and decreasing demand for 
more affordable housing types such as apartments and manufactured homes. 

Source: I 990 US Census 

Source: 2000 US Census 
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their own households, educational and income levels increase, and the cultural expectations 
change. 
Part of Woodburn's economic development strategy is to provide improved educational arid 
employment opportunities. Thus, it is reasonable to project that household sizes will remain 
high, but will more closely approximate household sizes in Marion County as a whole by the 
Year 2020. Woodburn should plan both to provide affordable single family homes, and 
maintain a supply of affordable multi-family housing opportunities, such as provided by 
Nuevo Amanacer and Esperanza Court. 

Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Households by Type 
Overview. Tables 16, 17, and 18 below show the type ofhouseholds in Woodburn, 
Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and the state of Oregon, for 1990 to 2000. 
Household type tells us the components of households - whether the households are serving 
families, unrelated persons, a single householder, or if the householder is age 65 or older. 
Household type is important to know in a housing needs analysis, as it explains what sectors 
of the population are using the housing available. · 
Comparison. In 1990, Woodburn had a comparatively high percentage of family 
households at 69%. Wilsonville was also at 69%, and Marion County was slightly higher at 
70%, but Salem was at 63%, and Portland was lowest at only 56%. The state as a whole was 
slightly lower than Woodburn for family households, at 68%. In 1990, 28% ofWoodburn's 
households were occupied by one person, compared to 24% in Wilsonville, 30% in Salem, 
35% in Portland, and 25% in Marion County and Oregon. Woodburn had a large proportion 
of householders aged 65 and above at 20%, substantially higher than the comparators, which 
ranged from 8% in Wilsonville to 12% in Salem and Portland. 
In 2000, Woodburn had the highest percentage of family households among the comparators 
at 72%- 3% higher than Marion County, 6% higher than Oregon as a whole, 8% higher than 
Wilsonville and Salem, and 19% higher than Portland. Woodburn had a comparatively low 
percentage of householders living alone (24%) - equal to Marion County, 2% lower than 
Oregon as a whole, 4% lower than Wilsonville and Salem, and 11% lower than Portland. 
Woodburn still had the highest percentage ofhouseholders aged 65 and above in 2000, at 
16% compared to 9-10% for other comparators. 
Trend. Woodburn moved from a high percentage of family households in 1990 (69%), to a 
higher percentage (72%) in 2000. This is in opposition to trends among the comparators, 
where Wilsonville dropped 6%, Salem remained constant, Portland dropped 3%, Marion 
County dropped 1%, and Oregon as a whole dropped 2%. Woodburn decreased substantially 
(by 4%) from 1990 to 2000 in its percentage of householders living alone, compared to an 
increase of 4% in Wilsonville, a decrease of2% in Salem, no change in Portland, a decrease 
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Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Household Size 
Overview. Table 13 depicts the average household size, as well as the change in household 
size, for Woodburn, Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon in 1990 and 
2000. Changes in household size can have a significant affect on the number of housing 
nnits a community will need to house its population. There are two probable affects on 
housing demand from larger household sizes: first, families with many children typically 
have less disposable income to spend on housing; second, these same families are likely to 
spend a greater proportion of their incomes on housing, and prefer traditional single-family 
homes. 
Comparison. In 1990, Woodburn had a larger average household size (2.7 persons per 
household) than Wilsonville (2.3), Salem (2.4), Portland (2.3), Marion County (2.6), and 
Oregon as a whole (2.5). By 2000, Woodburn's household size had increased to 3.11 while 
Wilsonville and Portland stayed basically the same. Salem and Marion county increased to 
2.5 and 2.7 persons per household respectively. The state of Oregon as a whole actually 
declined very slightly in household size during this time period, from 2.52 to 2.51 persons 
per household. 
Trend. The state of Oregon as a whole was the only comparator to decline in household size 
during this time period. Woodburn increased household sizes by 15%, while Wilsonville, 
Salem, Portland, and Marion County increased by 1-5%. 
Interpretation. The rise in household size in Woodburn can be explained largely by in­
migration of young and growing families, who typically have low educational levels and low 
incomes (see discussion of Age, Education, and Income in this document). Woodburn's 
immigrant families have been mostly of Central European or Hispanic heritage, two groups 
that typically have more children and therefore larger household sizes. However, based on 
the experience of other immigrant groups in America, household size can be expected to 
more closely approximate County-wide averages as young families mature, children create 
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Vacancy Rates 
Overview. Tables 14, 15, and 16 depict vacancy rates for Woodburn, Wilsonville, Salem, 
Portland, Marion County, and Oregon in 1990 and 2000. Vacancy rates are important in 
determining future land needs, as they can affect market choice as well as development 
trends. 
Comparison. Woodburn in 1990 had the lowest overall vacancy rate of all comparators. 
Woodburn's homeowner vacancy rates were fairly comparable at 1.3% to Wilsonville 
(1.2%), Salem and Portland (1.6%), Marion County (1.1 %), and Oregon (1.4%). Woodburn's 
rental vacancy rate in 1990 was less than half the rate of the other comparators- at 1.6%, 
compared to 3.7% for Marion County, all the way to 9.9% for Wilsonville. In 2000, 
Woodburn's homeowner vacancy rate was over twice as high as the other comparators-
5.9% compared to 2.3-2.6% for the others. Woodburn's rental vacancy rate was still fairly 
low at 6.4%, compared to 9.5% in Wilsonville, 7% in Salem, 6.8% in Marion County, and 
7.3% in Oregon as a whole. Only Portland came in lower, at 6.2%. 
Trend. Woodburn's vacancy rates for both ownership and rental housing units rose 
substantially between 1990 and 2000. The homeowner vacancy rate in Woodburn rose by 
4.6% over the 10 years, compared to 0.7-1.4% rises in the comparators. The rental vacancy 
rate in Woodburn rose by 4.8%, compared to a slight decline in Wilsonville (-0.4%) and rises 
between 1.5-3.1% in the comparators. 
Interpretation. In 1990, Woodburn had a very low vacancy rate, which indicates lack of 
choice in the market for both ownership and rental housing units at that time. Since 1990, 
Woodburn's population grew substantially (from 13,404 to 20,100), and Woodburn' s 
housing market responded by increasing housing unit supply by nearly 2,000 total units 
( 4,922 to 6,824). As explained in the Age, Household by Type, and Household Size sections, 
the increase in population between 1990 and 2000 was mostly young families, with a high 
average household size. This phenomenon has led to a fairly high vacancy rate among 
ownership units in 2000, compared with Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and 
Oregon. 
However, one ofWoodburn's goals is to increase the education and wage levels of its 
residents by increasing educational and employment opportunities. As described in the Age 
and Household Size sections, this policy direction taken by Woodburn should act to decrease 
average household sizes, increasing the demand for housing units. It's important to maintain 
choice and competition in the housing market, both to lower prices and to meet the wide­
ranging housing needs of Woodburn' s diverse population, so the current vacancy rate should 
not be considered a "problem". Nonetheless, we find it likely that Woodburn's vacancy rate 
will move toward Marion County's overall vacancy rate over the next 20 years, due to 
projected changes in age, income, employment, and culture. 

Table 14: Vacancy Rates, 1990 
~ _.,~ , .... \ Ol~-~~«i7t~~ ;t"'.iJ m -~· ~ ~-· · 
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Source: 1990 US Census 
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of 1% in Marion County, and an increase of 1% in Oregon as a whole. Woodburn's 
percentage of householders age 65 and above also decreased more than all other comparators 
-a 4% drop- compared to a 2% increase in Wilsonville, a 2% decrease in Salem, a 3% 
decrease in Portland, a 1% decrease in Marion County, and a 1% decrease in Oregon as a 
whole. 
Interpretation. Woodburn increased from 69% to 72% in family households, and dropped 
in all other categories. This means that a vast majority (calculated to 79%) of new households 
between 1990 and 2000 in Woodburn were occupied by families. The 4% drop in 
householders aged 65 and above in Woodburn reflects the younger age of new Woodburn 

. residents (see discussion under Age in this document). Woodburn should plan to meet the 
needs of these young families as they become more established in the community and 
integrated into the workforce. Woodburn should not just plan for development to serve the 
existing and future young families, but realize many ofthe families now in Woodburn will a) 
be able to develop wealth to afford ownership housing; and b) will have young adults moving 
out of the family home and needing affordable rental housing. 

Status 1990 

Source: 1990 US Census ' . 
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Source: 2000 US Census 

Table 16: Vacancy Rates Trend, 1990-2000 

Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Nativity 
Overview. Tables 17, 18, and 19 describe nativity and place ofbirth for residents of 
Woodburn, Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon as a whole from 1990 
to 2000. Nativity is an important factor to look at in a housing needs analysis, as past and 
current population stability can be used to make assumptions regarding future population 
stability, as well as social and economic stability, over the next 20 years. 
Comparison. In 1990, Woodburn had a much lower percentage of native population (as 
opposed to foreign born) than all the other comparators - 81% native population in 
Woodburn, compared to 92-96% in Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and 
Oregon. In 1990, 11% of Woodburn's population had entered the United States in the 
previous 10 years, compared to 1-4% for the rest of the comparators. In 2000, only 65% of 
Woodburn's population was "native", while Portland and Marion County were at 87%, 
Salem at 88%, and Wilsonville and Oregon were at 92%. In 2000,22% of Woodburn's 
population entered the United States in the previous 10 years, while the rest of the 
comparators ranged from 4-7%. 
Trend. All the comparators studied in this document decreased in native population as a 
percentage of the whole - Woodburn decreased by 17%, Wilsonville and Oregon by 4%, 
Portland by 5%, and Salem and Marion County by 6%. The overall trend was also a higher 
percentage of recent US immigrants - Woodburn's population that entered the US over the 
previous 10 year period increased by 11%, while the other comparators rose by 2-4%. 
Interpretation .. Woodburn's foreign-born population has been increasing at a much higher 
rate than Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon as a whole. Much of the 
increase is comprised of recent immigrants to the US. These recent immigrants bring with 
them a different culture and lifestyle - a diversity that is valued in Woodburn - that also 
includes such demographic impacts such as higher household sizes and lower educational 
levels (see discussions under Household Size and Education). Over the next 20 years, 
Woodburn intends to increase opportunities for education and employment, which should 
allow recent immigrants and their growing children an opportunity to adapt to a li festyle that 
is more akin to native and long-term Oregon residents. 
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Recent substantial nativity changes and trends in Woodburn residents indicate a population 
currently in flux- we expect the large scale inmigration will slow as a percentage of 
population growth over the next 20 years, which should bring such demographic statistics as 
household size and vacancy rates back toward Marion County norms. 

Table 17: Nativity and Place of Birth, 1990 

Source: 1990 US Census 

Table 18: Nativity and Place of Birth, 2000 

Source: 2000 US Census 

Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Income 

Volume 
Page 

Overview. Tables 20, 21, and 22 depict household income for Woodburn, Wilsonville, 
Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon in 1989 and 1999. GoallO requires local 
governments to provide affordable housing opportunities for existing and future residents. 
Tills is done by comparing household income with housing costs, to determine the type and 
density of housing types that are needed in a community. 
Comparison. In 1990, Woodburn had a substantially lower median household income than 
the other comparators- $22,253, compared to $38,456 for Wilsonville, $25,236 for Salem, 
$25,592 for Portland, $26,876 for Marion County, and $27,250 for Oregon as a whole. The 
breakdown of income brackets for 1989 shows that 57% ofWoodburn's households were 
earning incomes of less than $25,000 at that time. The comparators had substantially lower 
percentages of householders in the lower income ranges- 29% in Wilsonville, 50% in 
Salem, 50% in Portland, 46% in Marion County, and 46% in Oregon as a whole. 
In 1999, median household incomes in Woodburn rose to $33,722, compared with $52,515 in 
Wilsonville, $38,881 in Salem, $40,146 in Portland, $40,314 in Marion County, and $40,916 
in Oregon. Woodburn maintained the highest percentage of households earning under 
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$25,000, with 33%- compared to 19% in Wilsonville, 30% in Salem, 29% in Portland, 27% 
in Marion County, and 28% in Oregon as a whole. 
Trend. Median household income in Woodburn grew by 152% between 1989 and 1999, 
compared with 137% for Wilsonville, 154% for Salem, 157% for Portland, and 150% for 
Marion County and Oregon as a whole. The increase in median household incomes was 
generally on pace with income growth in the comparators, but Woodburn started at a much 
lower base, so incomes rose less in actual dollars for Woodburn residents than for all other 
comparators. 
Interpretation. Household incomes in Woodburn are low, compared with Wilsonville, 
Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon as a whole. Woodburn has kept pace with 
income growth trends (from a percentage standpoint), but started with and maintains a lower 
base income. Discussion of housing costs to income levels in the Owner Costs and Rental 
Costs sections will allow us to determine ifhousing costs are out ofrange for Woodburn 
residents. 
Of note, Woodburn' s Economic Opportunities Analysis (ECONorthwest, 2000) prescribes 
specific steps for Woodburn to increase education and household income by allowing for and 
encouraging higher-paying jobs to locate in Woodburn. The economic effects of achieving 
the program outlined in the EOA were described in the Woodburn Occupation I Wage 
Forecast (ECONorthwest, 2003). Woodburn residents are forecast to shift into higher income 
ranges, due mainly to development of more manufacturing job opportunities as opposed to 
minimum-wage retail. To the extent that Woodburn's economic strategy is successful, the 
greater income should lead to greater demand for traditional single-family housing ownership 
and its potential for wealth accumulation, and relatively less demand for rental housing. 

Source: 1990 US Census 
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Source: 2000 US Census 

Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Employment 
Overview. Tables 23, 24, and 25 below depict the percentage of working age (16 and older) 
population in the labor force, and levels of unemployment for Woodburn, Wilsonville, 
Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon. Labor force statistics can aid in a Land Needs 
Analysis by helping to describe both the economic status of a community and age-related 
factors, as most persons age 16 and above and not in the labor force are either involved in 
education (high school I college) or retired. 
Comparison. In 1990, only 50% ofWoodburn residents age 16 and above were in the labor 
force, compared with 69% in Wilsonville, 59% in Salem, 67% in Portland, 62% in Marion 
County, and 64% in Oregon as a whole. Woodburn in 1990 had a fairly low unemployment 
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rate, at 3%, compared with 4% for Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon as a whole. 
Wilsonville had a lower unemployment rate in 1990 o£.2%. 
In 2000, 56% of Woodburn residents age 16 and above were in the labor force, compared 
with 72% in Wilsonville, 63% in Salem, 69% in Portland, 64% in Marion County, and 65% 
in Oregon as a whole. Woodburn's unemployment rate was fairly standard among the 
comparators, at 5% - the same as Salem, Portland, and Marion County, but slightly higher 
than Wilsonville (3%) and Oregon (4%). 
Trend. From 1990 to 2000, Woodburn had the highest increase of population in the labor 
force of any comparator, with a 5% shift - substantially higher than Wilsonville and Salem 
(3%), Portland (2%), or Marion County and Oregon (1 %). Unfortunately, Woodburn's 
unemployment rate also increased more than any comparator during this time period - an 
upwards shift of2%- compared to 1% in Wilsonville, Salem, and Marion County, and 0% in 
Portland and Oregon as a whole. 
Interpretation. Woodburn' s labor force has grown at a much higher rate than any ofthe 
comparators. Although Woodburn has a high, but declining, percentage of retired residents, 
the working age population in Woodburn is growing younger, so the labor force is growing 
and expected to grow further. These young workers need jobs near where they live, so 
Woodburn has made the policy choice to increase job opportunities in its UGB, consistent 
with the Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis. Otherwise, Woodburn's increasing 
labor force will face three unacceptable options: (a) join the unemployment roles, (b) 
commute to jobs outside of Woodburn, or (c) leave the area. Because Woodburn is taking 
active steps to increase local employment opportunities, Woodburn residents are expected to 
enjoy increases in income that will allow for better choice in housing options. 

Source: 1990 US Census 

Table 24: Labor Force Status, 2000 
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In labor force 56% 72% 

Unemployed 5% 3% 

'Not in labor force 44% 28% 

Source: 2000 US Census 
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Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Housing Ownership Costs in Relation to Income 
Overview. Tables 26, 27, and 28 depict total owner costs as a percentage of monthly household 
income for Woodburn, Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon. The relation 
of owner costs to income is very important in a housing needs analysis, as it indicates the 
affordability of the homeownership housing mix in a community. 
Comparison. In 1989, 59% of Woodburn's homeowner households were paying less than 20% 
of their income on housing. This was less than the comparators, as 51% of households in 
Wilsonville and 56% of households in Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon could say 
the same. The percentage ofhouseholds paying 30% of more of their household income on 
homeownership was 17% in Woodburn in 1989. This also was lower than all comparators­
Wilsonville was at 20%, Portland at 19%, and Salem, Marion County, and Oregon were at 18%. 
In 1999, 52% ofWoodbum households had home ownership costs that amounted to less than 
20% of total household income. This was still higher than all the comparators, which ranged 
from 46-49%. However, 28% of Woodburn's owner households were paying 30% or more of 
their income, compared to 23% in Wilsonville, 26% in Salem, 28% in Portland, and 25% in 
Marion County and Oregon. 
Trend. From 1989 to 1999, Woodburn's housing ownership costs have increased in relation to 
household income, as have all the comparators. Woodburn started at a lower base in 1989, so the 
percentage increases are more substantial than in the comparators. The percentage of Woodburn 
homeowners paying 30% or more of their household income on housing increased by 11%, 
compared to 3% in Wilsonville, 8% in Salem, 9% in Portland, and 7% in Marion County and 
Oregon as a whole. 
Interpretation. The high percentage of Woodburn homeowners in the highest cost bracket 
indicates a need for either lower cost homeownership options or an increase in household 
income. Woodburn's demographics are undoubtedly responsible for some of the relatively high 
costs. As described in the sections related to Age, Household Size, and Income, Woodburn grew 
rapidly from 1990 to 2000, and much of the growth consisted of young families. A high 
proportion of young homeowners at the beginning of their mortgages will tend to lead to higher 
ownership costs. As the households and the mortgages mature, and better employment options 
are available, housing costs in relation to household income will naturally decline. 
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Source: 1990 US Census 

Source: 2000 US Census 

Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

Housing Rental Costs in Relation to Income 
Overview. Tables 29, 30, and 31 depict gross monthly rent as a percentage of monthly 
household income for Woodburn, Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon. 
This is important in determining housing needs, as it portrays the affordability of the rental 
housing mix in comparison to household income for a community. 
Comparison. In 1989, Woodburn rental housing was not very affordable to Woodburn 
residents- 26% of Woodburn renter households were spending less than 20% of their 
income on housing, which was less than Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and 
Oregon as a whole (32-34%). On the other side ofthe scale, 34% of Woodburn rental 
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households were paying over 35% of their income on housing- compared to 21 % in 
Wilsonville, 31% in Salem and Portland, and 30% in Marion County and Oregon. 
In 1999, 30% of Woodburn renter households were spending less than 20% of their income 
on housing, which was fairly close to the comparators - Portland and Oregon as a whole 
were lower (28% and 29%), while Marion County, Salem, and Wilsonville were higher 
(31 %, 32%, and 36% respectively). Woodburn retained a slightly higher percentage of renter 
households paying over 35% of their income on housing- 34% compared with 29% for 
Wilsonville, 31% for Marion County, 32% for Salem and Oregon as a whole, and 33% for 
Portland. ' 
Trend. Woodburn rental costs as compared to income remained fairly constant from 1989 to 
1999. The percentage ofWoodbum renters paying the lowest amount (under 20%) oftheir 
income on rent grew from 26% to 30%. Salem remained stable. The other comparators 
generally increased rental costs in relation to household income - Wilsonville's percentage of 
renters paying 35% or more of household income on housing increased by 8%, Marion 
County by 1%, and Portland and Oregon as a whole by 2%. 
Interpretation. Compared to the listed comparators, Woodburn renters pay a slightly 
higher percentage of household income for their housing costs. However, as rental housing 
trended toward less affordable among the other comparators, Woodburn remained fairly 
stable from 1989-1999. Considering the demographic changes described in the Age, Income, 
Labor Force, and Nativity sections- a younger population of recent immigrants, with 
relatively high unemployment - that Woodburn did not lose rental affordability from 1989-
1999 indicates a success of the housing mix provided. The increase in rental units and choice 
described in the Vacancy Rates section has allowed the market to provide relatively 
affordable rental units to Woodburn's population growth. Woodburn's economic strategies, 
consistent with the Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis, should increase household 
incomes, thereby increasing rental affordability further in Woodburn. 

Source: 1990 US Census 
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Source: 2000 US Census 

Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 

) Actual Housing Costs 
Overview. Tables 32, 33, and 34 depict median rent and home prices for Woodburn, 
Wilsonville, Salem, Portland, Marion County, and Oregon. These raw numbers are also 
important to look at for a Housing Needs Analysis, as they depict real (not purely relative) 
housing cost differences between communities. 
Comparison. In 1990, Woodburn's median rent was fairly midrange at $402 per month­
compared to $494 in Wilsonville, $387 in Salem, $397 in Portland, $401 in Marion County, 
and $408 for Oregon as a whole. Median home value in Woodburn for 1990 was 
comparatively quite low at $51,900 - compared to $121,400 in Wilsonville, $60,300 in 
Salem, $59,200 in Portland, $59,900 in Marion County, and $67,100 for the state of Oregon. 
In 2000, Woodburn's median rent was still fairly midrange at $599 per month - compared 
with $746 in Wilsonville, $560 in Salem, $622 in Portland, $574 in Marion County, and 
$620 for Oregon. Woodburn's median home price remained the lowest among the 
comparators at $114,800 - compared with $227,900 in Wilsonville, $131,100 in Salem, 
$154,900 in Portland, $132,600 in Marion County, and $152,100 in Oregon as a whole. 
Trend. Woodburn's median rent increased by nearly $200 from 1990-2000. This was higher 
than Salem or Marion County (increases of$ 173), but lower than Wilsonville ($252), 
Portland ($225), and Oregon ($212). Home prices in Woodburn, already the lowest among 
the comparators in 1990, increased by the lowest amount from 1990-2000. Home prices 
increased only about $63,000 in Woodburn, compared with about $107,000 in Wilsonville, 
$71,000 in Salem, $96,000 in Portland, $73,000 in Marion County, and $85,000 in Oregon as 
a whole. 
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Interpretation. Median rent in Woodburn, while lower than several comparators, including 
Oregon as a whole, is slightly higher than median rents in Salem and Marion County, its two 
closest comparators. This seems incongruous at first glance, considering the lower income 
levels of Woodburn (see section on Income in this document). However, there are two other 
factors that are likely to influence median rent in Woodburn - the amount of new rental 
housing, and household size. Woodburn has increased its supply of rental housing recently 
(see sections on Vacancy Rate as well as Actual Development). New housing is usually more 
expensive than older housing, and logically will lead to higher rents unless there is a 
substantial oversupply of rental units. Woodburn also has the largest household size among 
the comparators, and most of the household growth is in the form of families (see sections on 
Household Size and Households by Family Status), which leads to a higher need for larger 
rental units (2-3 bedroom rather than 1 bedroom). Larger rental units logically cost more than 
smaller rental units. These two factors may be skewing the rent upward in Woodburn. As 
household sizes begin to decline in Woodburn over the next 20 years (see section on 
Household Size), and the recently developed apartments become older, median rent can be 
expected to drop relative to comparator communities. 
Median home value in Woodburn has been low and continues to be comparatively far lower 
than other communities in this analysis, as well as the county and state. This means that 
Woodburn is providing relatively affordable housing. Woodburn residents can expect to pay 
less for a house than in most other places around the state. In addition to planning for 
economic stimuli as indicated in the Economic Opportunities Analysis, W oodbum should 
continue to encourage low cost housing options. 

Table 32: Housing Costs, 1990 

Source: 1990 US Census 

Table 33: Housing Costs, 2000 

Source: 2000 US Census 

Source: 1990 & 2000 US Census 
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The ODCED has developed a Residential Land Needs model that bases housing needs on 
projected income by age cohort, related to assumptions of types and cost for various housing 
types over the next 20 years. As described in the brief summary below, it is a complex and 
sophisticated model: 

The Housing/Land Needs Models utilize Excel spreadsheets containing components such 
as templates for inputting specific data that is relevant to a community's housing and/or 
land needs and graphs for displaying model results. There are two models - one for 
housing need only and one for housing and the land needed to support that housing - with 
three versions of each model using parameters appropriate to urban, college or resort 
(U), medium size rural (M), or small rural (S) communities. 

The models and their associated templates are designed to use inputted data to calculate, 
analyze, and display the housing and/or land needs for each community. These files have 
up to 21 worksheets containing 19 templates and 11 graphs that perform different 
functions in the needs analysis. 

The model requires a large number of user assumptions to complete many ofthe 21 worksheets. 
These assumptions range from those that are fairly standard in a needs analysis (e.g. projected 
population, vacancy rates, household size) to some that may be unique to the model (e.g. the user 
must determine what percent of each of five rental housing types will be in each of six rent 
ranges for the next 20 years). One of the most difficult aspects of the model is that it uses 
different rental and price ranges than the Census, so the user either has to make assumptions 
regarding splits in price and rental ranges, or must perform a complete rental survey (including 
single family-house rentals) combined with a full analysis of tax assessor price data. Since we 

·" . 
did not have ·a~budget to .do a complete rental survey as part of this process, the inputs we used 
could not be,.t.~~~~ bl on-ground data. A full copy ofthe Residential Land Needs Model is 
provided as ~~it..... to this-document. 

Winterbrook ran the model using the tentative coordinated population projection of34,919, a 20-
year timeframe, household size of2.9, and approximately 100 other assumptions related to 
housing type, rental status, and price/rent levels (See Attachment A). Projected income by age 
cohort inputs for the Model were provided by ECONorthwest. The Model produced the result 
shown on Table 35. Approximately 385 net acres are needed for Low Density Single Family 
(LDSF), 116 for Medium Density Single Family (MDSF), 94 for High Density Single Family 
(HDSF), 15 for Manufactured Dwelling Park (MDP), 27 for Low Density Multi-Family 
(LDMF), 57 for Medium Density Multi-Family (MD:MF), 14 for High Density Multi-Family 
(HDMF), and 6 for Mixed-Use (MU). The total acreage needed to serve the 2020 dwelling unit 
growth of approximately 5,000 units was indicated to be about 714 net acres. When compared 
with existing housing supply, the total additional acreage needed for 2020 was indicated to be 
about 339 acres, as shown on Table 36.9 

9 Note that this does not include land for public uses such as parks and schools, as it is purely dwelling units. 
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Source: The Housing/Land Needs Model; Winterbrook Planning 

Table 36: 2020 Additional Net Acres Needed for Housing 

Source: The Housing/Land Needs Model; Winterbrook Planning 

Winterbrook used the Housing Needs Model results as a base and a guide for this Housing Needs 
Analysis. Discussions with Woodburn staff, review of the Woodburn Economic Opportunities 
Analysis, and demographic factors analyzed above were also factors in the Housing Needs 
Conclusions we reached below. 

Housing Need Conclusions 

Woodburn has two major cohorts: a rapidly growing young population that will continue to grow 
and mature over the next 20 years, and an elder population that should remain fairly stable. 
Currently, Woodburn is doing fairly well, but can improve in providing opportunities for 
affordable housing. Part of the affordable housing "problem" is that the new, young population 
lacks the financial resources of established families. 

A major part ofWoodburn's economic opportunities analysis is to take advantage of its growing 
workforce by offering the opportunity for jobs to locate in the area. If Woodburn is successful in 
attracting these jobs, the buying power of residents will improve in relation to housing needs. 
So, while Woodburn can benefit from a wider range of housing types, and should allow the 
opportunity for multi-family and small lot single-family residences to develop, it is important to 
continue to supply traditional single-family housing as well. 

Currently, Woodburn has two residential plan designations: Low Density Residential and High 
Density Residential. These designations are implemented by three zones: Residential Single 
Family, Retirement Community Single Family Residential, and Medium Density Residential. 

In order to better represent and implement the housing types indicated as needed by the Land 
Needs Model and by our demographic analysis, we created two new plan designation overlays: a 
Nodal overlay and Vertical Mixed Use overlay. The nodal overlay would be applied to Single 
Family Residential, producing Nodal Low Density Residential (Nodal LDR) or Medium Density 
Residential, producing Nodal Medium Density Residential (Nodal MDR). The Vertical Mixed 
Use (VMU) overlay would be applied to downtown commercial areas. The two original plan 
designations, plus the overlays produce five distinct plan areas: 
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• Low Density Residential: This plan designation allows stick-built single-family homes, 
manufactured dwellings (not parks), and some duplexes. Approximately 30% of new 
dwelling units would fall into this designation. 

• Nodal Low Density Residential: This overlay would allow smaller lot single family 
homes, zero lot line single family dwellings, and manufactured homes in Low Density 
Residential areas. Approximately 30% of new dwelling units would fall into this 
designation. 

• Medium Density Residential: This plan designation allows duplexes, manufactured 
dwelling parks, and medium density multi-family dwellings. Approximately 20% of new 
dwelling units would fall into this designation. 

• Nodal Medium Density Residential: This overlay would allow slightly higher densities 
than MDR, and would allow condominiums, townhouses, and rowhouses. 
Approximately 20% of new dwelling units would fall into this designation. 

• Vertical Mixed Use: This overlay would allow housing above retail and would be 
generally confined to the downtown area. Approximately 1% of new dwelling units 
would fall into this designation.10 

As shown in Table 37 below, our proposed implementation ofthe new Nodal overlays 
results in a residential land need of 555 net acres through 2020 -about 100 net acres less 
than would be needed if actual development trends were extended without measures (as 
shown in Table 8), and about 160 net acres less than the Housing Needs Model indicated (as 
shown in Table 35). 

Source: Winterbrook 

Measures 
Table 38 provides more detail on the proposed distribution of housing by type and 
comprehensive plan designation, with projected net density. In order to achieve the densities 
projected for each housing type, amendments to the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and 
Development Code are required. Thus, Woodburn will need to adopt "measures" to increase 
density and provide for more affordable housing, as proscribed by ORS 197.296. These 
measures are addressed in detail in Technical Report 4, Plan and Code Amendments, and briefly 
outlined as follows: 

10 Over l 00% due to rounding. 
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• Plan for higher density- Woodburn planned for new development through 2020 to 
come in at an overall density of 8.3-8.5 dwelling units per net buildable acre. This is 
significantly higher than the actual density of about 7.3 dwelling units per net buildable 
acre developed between 1988 and 2002. 

• Multi-Family Mix- Woodburn planned for a ratio of 65% single-family, manufactured 
home, or attached single family (with nearly 50% of the single-family as "small lot" 
single-family) and 35% duplex or multifamily for new development in Woodburn 
through 2020. 

• Modify Plan and Zones- Woodburn created two new overlay designations, Nodal and 
Vertical Mixed Use, in order to better fit housing type needs and allow for higher density 
in mixed-use node areas. We also modified the small lot single-family zone to apply to 
more than just the "Retirement Community'' and created a new high density residential 
zone. 

• Mixed-Use Node- Woodburn has designated a nodal development area, in the southwest 
portion of Woodburn near Parr Road. This area will have a mix of multi-family, small lot 
single-family, and rowhouses, as well as a small neighborhood commercial center and a 
location fairly near new industrial jobs. 

• Minimum Density Standards- Woodburn has incorporated minimum density standards 
for new subdivisions and planned developments in each of its residential zones. This 
standard is designed to achieve approximately 80% of maximum permitted densities. 

Table 38: Housing Need by Type and Density Table and Explanation 

• Indicates measures needed. 
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DETERMINE PuBLIC AND SEMI-PUBLIC RESIDENTIAL LAND NEEDS 
Public and semi-public facilities such as schools, hospitals, churches, government buildings, and 
parks will expand as population increases. Such lands are necessary to address Goal 14, Factor 2 
"livability" requirements. 11 Such uses typically locate on land designated for residential use. We 
have analyzed such need in confonnance with ORS 197.296(4)(a). 

Public and semi-public land needs are shown on Table 39 below. Park standards described in the 
1999 Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update were used to determine the 
need for buildable and unbuildable (natural area parks) land to accommodate parks and schools. 

Summary of Public and Semi-Public Buildable Land Needs Projection 
Methods 
To create a land needs projection table for public and semi-public lands, we separated land types 
by categories of: schools, parks, institutional, religious, natural areas, and government. We 
approached each type slightly differently: · 

• Schools - We used the ratio of developed school land to population in the 1999 
Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update, about 5 acres per 1,000 
residents, and extended that ratio to the year 2020 Woodburn population to determine 
land needed for schools. Woodburn currently has about 115 acres of land for schools, 
and needs approximately 237 acres by 2020. This leaves an unmet need of 122 acres for 
schools. 

• Parks - We used the 1999 Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update 
to project park.needs through 2020. The 1999 Update recommended a ratio of7 acres 
per 1000 population to project need for neighborhood and community parks. We took a 
2020 population of34,919, applied the ratio, and then subtracted existing park lands to 
determine needed park acreage. The Parks Plan indicates that some of Woodburn's park 
needs will be met on school lands. We assumed 50% of all needed 2020 school lands 
would also serve to meet park needs, and added that to the parks supply. Woodburn 
currently has about 87 acres of parks and recreational land in use (plus about an 
additional 120 acres of2020 school lands), and needs about 262 acres total to meet the 
recommended ratio. This leaves an unmet need for about 57 acres of park lands. 

• Institutional- Woodburn currently has 500 residents who live in "institutions", according 
to the 2000 US Census. We applied the existing ratio to a projected 2020 population of 
34,919, to determine an institutional population growth of approximately 337 during the 
next 20 years. We applied a ratio of30 residents per net acre (the maximum allowed 
under current zoning), which translated to an 11-acre need in this category. 

• Religious - We applied a ratio of 3 acres per 1,000 population growth for religious uses. 
The 20-year population growth forecast of 14,059 translated to a need for approximately 
28 acres for religious use. 

11 Goal 14, Factors 1 and 2 read as follows: 

I) Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth requirements consistent with LCD C 
Goals; 
2) Need fo r housing, employment opportunities, and livability. 

Nove mber 2003 
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• Natural Areas- We put protected greenways and wildlife corridors into this category. 
The 1999 Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update did not project a 
need for natural areas. Since these uses most often occur on constrained (unbuildable) 
land, we did not identify a separate buildable land need for natural areas. 

• Government - We assumed that public and government employment growth would be 
accommodated through intensification of existing government employment areas. 
Projected government employment growth through 2020 is 252 employees. Using similar 
employee/acre ratio as commercial employment would yield a land need of slightly under 
13 acres. 

Supply of public land was determined in Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory. Since 
public/semi-public uses typically locate on residential land, Woodburn needs approximately 218 
additional net buildable acres of residential land to meet its 2020 Public and Semi-Public Land 
Needs. 

Source: Woodburn Parks and Recreation Comprehensive Plan Update; 2000 US Census; Winterbrook Planning 

• These acreages are not counted toward total residential deficit 

Public and Institutional Land Needs Summary 
Based on Woodburn's plans, and actual ratios compared to population growth, Woodburn will 
need about 122 net buildable acres for schools, about 57 acres for parks, and around 40 
acres for institutional and religious uses between 2000 and 2020. Since parks, schools, 
institutional uses, churches, fire stations and similar public/semi-public uses typically require a 
location in a residential zoning district, such public and semi-public needs add to the demand for 
vacant buildable residential land within Woodburn's Year 2020 UGB. 
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ENSURE DESIGNATION OF SUFFICIENT BUILDABLE LAND FOR NEEDED HOUSING 

AND LIVABILITY (PUBLIC/SEMI-PUBLIC) 

Table 40 shows a comparison of residential supply (dwelling unit capacity) versus dwelling unit 
demand through 2020. Public/Semi-Public lands are included in the residential need totals as 
described in the Public/Semi-Public section in this document. Dwelling unit capacity was 
determined in Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory. Woodburn requires a total of 
approximately 305 additional acres of Residential land to meet its 2020 housing and public/semi­
public land needs for "housing and livability". 

Table 40: 2020 Residential Land Needs with Measures 
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The Housing I Land Needs Model M © 
A Methodology and Model for Calculating and Analyzing Housing and Land Needs 

Click on the buttons below to navigate to each section of the model. Click Home button to return to this worksheet. 

Use the Tab key to enter data and move directly to the next cell which will accept data. 

( Parameters ) Worksheet for entering scenario parameters for each model run 

( Housing Needs ) 

( Demographics ) 
( Current Need ) 
( Current Graphs ) 

( Supply/Gap ) 
( Senior Needs ) 

Future 
Demographics 

( Future Needs ) 
( Planned Units ) 
( Future Graph ) 
( Future Senior ) 
(New Needs Graph) 

( New Type Needs) 

( New Type Graph) 

( Zoning/Inventory) 

( Allocation ) 
( Land Needs ) 
( Land Need Graph) 

Templates for entering current and future population and housing information 
and calculating future new total housing units needed 

Template for entering demographic profile of study area and calculating 
indicated housing units for current population 

Templates for analyzing and calculating needed units by tenure and price point 

Graphs of units currently needed by tenure and price point 

Templates for inputting current inventory of dwelling units and calculating unmet 
housing needs 
Template and graph displaying the senior rental units currently needed by price 
point 

Template for entering future demographic profile of study area and calculating 
indicated housing units 

Templates for analyzing and calculating future needed units by tenure and price 
point 

Templates for inputting planned supply of dwelling units and calculating total 
housing units needed by housing type 

Graphs of future units needed by tenure and price point 

Template and graph displaying the future senior rental units needed by price 
point 

Graphs of new units needed in future by tenure and price point 

Templates displaying the new units needed by tenure, housing type, and price 
point 

Graphs of new dwelling units needed by tenure, price point, and housing type 

Templates for entering local zoning information and the housing inventory by 
land use type 

Template for entering projected distribution of new housing units by land use 
type 

Templates for displaying projected distribution of new housing units by land use 
type and resulting calculations of new land needed by land use type 

Graph of additional land needed by land use type to accommodate the new 
housing units 

( Glossary ) Glossary of terms used in housing needs analysis methodology 
-----~ 

Click on the buttons below to print out the templates and graphs for the time period of interest. 

( Print Current ) Print of all templates and graphs associated with current housing needs 

( Print Future ) Print of all templates and graphs associated with future housing needs 

( Print Land Need ) 
Print of all templates associated with determining the land needed for the future 
housing needs 

Print All ) 
-~ 

Print of all templates and graphs associated with current and future housing 
needs and the land needed for such housing 
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The Housing Needs Model -Version M© 

A Methodology and Model for Calculating and Analyzing Housing Needs 

Model Parameters Input Sheet 

Name identifying the area of interest for this needs analysis 

Scenario Parameters 

Date of time frame of data used to define Current Housing Status 

Date or year that represents the end of the planning period 

Vacancy factor for ownership units used for this scenario 

Vacancy factor for rental units used for this scenario 

Name assigned to this scenario that will be displayed on output 

Woodburn 

April2000 

2020 

5.0% 

7.0% 

Historical 1 

Click on the appropriate button below to select the mortgage assumptions to be used in this model run to 
set the Ownership price points for this scenario's time period 

Mortgage rates are high 

Mortgage rates are low 

Average historical mortgage rate 

0 High 

0 Low 

@ Historic 

Reminder - Please use the Tab key to enter data and move to the next cell which will accept data. 



) 

CA 
Current 

Popul~tion 

. ~ . 

CB 
Persons in 

Group 
Q,u~rters 

Housing Needs © 

For Woodburn 

Scenario Historical 1 

Template 1 
Current Housing Status 

as of April 2000 
cc c c . ·' 

Pe~ons. 
per(: 

Hou$ebol~ 
• • • • : Q'. ~ •. .- • 

Vacant 
. Uni~ 

Current 
To~t ­

O~~I,Ili.'Q: 
U' its~ .­{1 . ' -

* Number of non-Group Quarter Occupied Dwelling Units = Number of Households 
** Excludes Group Quarter Dwelling Units 

cc;; 
c-~rrent 
Va_cancy 
R~te-

x,xxx Actual or estimated d~ta for this planning area that is used as input to the Housing 
Needs Analysis model formulas 

~·· A number produced by the Housing Needs Analysis model templates reflecting the 
' • data, assumptions, and estimates used for this scenario's time frame 

=~~ 

Template 2 
Projected Future Housing Status 

as of 2020 
FA FB FC f'b 

Future Future Future Future 
Population Persons in Persons per Occupied 

Group Household Dwelling 
Quarters Units* 

Estimated Estimated Estimated (FA-FB)/FC 

34,919 887 2.9 ~!-~f113s·-~~(~ '..,'I) , , , ,~- ·- 6 

• Number of non-Group Quarter Occupied Dwelling Units 
** Excludes Group Quarter Dwelling Units 

FE FF FG 
Current Dwelling New 

Total Units Dwelling 
Dwelling Removed Units 

Units Needed-

CF Estimated FO-FE+FF 

~~f& si4i:~-~-
rt~-. ,'..,;<~J-,..-;-:t .... -.: 

80 -';;t. ~~'9~91 .~f 
<). ' ·-rh ... ~- \, '!: ;_ .. ,._ 
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Age 

<25 

55 <65 

65 <75 

75 + 

Template 3 

Dwelling Unit Needs Indicated by Tenure Choice and Affordable Cost © 

For Woodburn as of April 2000 

Scenario Hlstorical1 

Nota 1-tncome , Rent. and Prtca are statoct In 1999 dollars. Rent and Prtca Ranges for each Income cohort represent tha upper limits for affordable housing for that cohort, I.a., housing 

that Is non-cost burdened when! no mora than 30% of the household Income Is spent on housing. 

Note 2 -% of HHs Is the percent of owner households In this cohort who live in a housJng unit at a higher price point and can afford that unit due to no or low mortgage payments. 

Label or data descriptor for data element 

Tho percentage ol Households In this Age I Income cohort that will own or rent- Census 2000 Summary File 3 - Sample Data 

The percentage of Households that are in this Age I Income cohort - Census 2000 Summary File 3 • Sample Data 

A number produced by the Housing Needs Analysis template reflecting the data , assumptions, and estimates used in this scenario 
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Rem-

0 · 199 

Current Housing Units Needed by Tenure and Cost© 

For Woodburn as of April 2000 
Scenario Hlstorlcal1 

Template 4 
Housing Units Indicated by Tenure & Cost** 

Rental Ownership 

* Housing Units Indicated is based on the 'Calculation of Dwelling Unit Needs Indicated by Tenure Choice and Affordable Cost' 

template and incorporates the inclusion of a vacancy factor. The numbers represent the units that could be afforded at that cost. 

•• Rent and Price Ranges are stated in 1999 dollars and are the upper limits for affordable housing (housing that is non-cost burdened) 

Template 5 
Housing Units Needed by Tenure & Cost* © 

Rent 

0 - 199 

200 ·42t 

430 - 6&4 

665 · 909 

910 · 1149 

1150+ 

* Housing Units Needed Is based on the 'Housing Units Indicated by Tenure and Cost' table and incorporates an adjustment factor to reflect 

that some households will choose to occupy a housing unit in a lower cost category than the one they could afford. 

•• The adjustment factor represents the percentage adjustments needed to reflect households who could afford that cost level but chose a 

lower cost unit (Out Factor). 

••• Estimated number of Seclion 8 Vouchers/Certificates or similar subsid ies used to lower tenant paid rents to this price point 

Label or data descriptor for data element 

The percentage of Households that could afford a unit at this housing cost but chose a lower cost unit 

A number produced by the Housing Needs Analysis template reflecting the data. assumptions, and estimates used in this scenario 
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Graphs 1 & 2 
Current Total Housing Needs© 

Scenario Historical 1 

Woodburn Rental Units Needed in April 2000 

Monthly Rent 

Woodburn Ownership Units Needed in April 2000 

<56.7k 56. 7k <85k 85k < 113.3k 113.3k 141 .7k 
<141.7k <212.5k 

Housing Cost 

212.5k+ 



Rent 

0 -1&9 

200-421 

Prk;:e • 

5f.7k <Uk 

Template 6 
Current Inventory of Dwelling Units © 

For Woodburn as of April 2000 
Scenario Hlstorlcal1 

lnv~ntory 

C~eck · 

Price • • Reminder · The allocadon of ownership units Into p~ce points will change If a dl!ferent mortgage scenario Is selected 
...,-olal Units 8hould equal Total Dwelling Units which Is from the Current Housing Status template on Unit Calruladons woritsheel 

Rent 

0 - 1&9 

200. <429 

430.66-4 

665 -90i 

910 - 1149 

1150 + 

Template 7 
Current Unmet Housing Needs © 

Housing Units Needed less Current Inventory 

Rental Ownership 
Current Cumulative Cumnt u of NH<I Cumulative 

Unmet Need % 
0~~eed Un~ Prlee Unmet Need ,. Met Un~ 

I (Surplua) Needed I (Surplu•) NH<Ied 

Cum1<1l Unmel Need = Needed Units (Housing Unlls Needed by Tenure & Cost template) . Current Units 

% ol Need Met = Percentage that Current Units are of Needed Units· goal Is 100% 

Cumulative Units Needed measures relative need both by cumuladve price point and by tenure 

Label or data descriptor for data element 

The actual or estimated number of dwelling units of this housing type at this price point in the region 

A number produced by the model reflecting the d~ta. assumptions, and estimates used in this scenario 
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Income** 

<10k 

10k <20k 

20k <30k 

30k <40k 

40k <50k 

50k+ 

Current Senior Rental Housing Units Needed by Cost*© 
For Woodburn as of Apri12000 

Scenario Historical 1 

Template 8 

Householder Age 6$-14 Householder Ag~ 75 + 

Rent 

0 - 199 

200 - 429 

430-664 

666 - 909 

910-1149 

1150+ 

Totals 

* Senior Housing Units Needed is based on the 'Calculation of Dwelling Unit Needs Indicated by Tenure Choice 
and Affordable Cost template and incorporates the inclusion of a vacancy factor and the Out Factor 

** Income represents range of income needed to pay the rent and be affordable. # Units is not the same as 
number of households at that Income due to Out Factor and vacancy factors used to arrive at# Units: 

160 ,...,.....~ 

140 

120 

100 

60 

40 

20 

0 
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0 -199 

Graph 3 

Senior Rental Units Needed 

200-429 430-664 665-909 910- 1149 1150 + 

Rent 

[_[;1) Householder 65-7 4 • Householder 75 and older 



Age 

<25 

25<35 

3545 

45 <55 

65 <65 

65 <75 

75 + 

Template 9 

Future Dwelling Unit Needs Indicated by Tenure Choice and Affordable Cost© 

For Woodburn as of 2020 

Scenario Hlstorical1 

Note 1-tncome, Rent, and Price are stated In 1999 dollar.~. Rent and Price Ranges for each Income cohort represent the upper limits for affordable housing for that cohort, i.e., housing 

that Is non-cost burdened where no more than 30% of the household Income Is spent on housing. 

Note 2-% of HHs Is the percent of owner households in this cohort who live In a housing unit at a higher price point and can afford that unit due to no or tow mortgage payments. 

Label or data descriptor for data element 

The percentage of Households In this Age I Income cohort that will own or rent 

The percentage of Households 111at are in this Age /Income cohort as of the scenario's tlme frame 

A number produced by the Housing Needs Analysis template renectlng the data, assumptions, and estimates used In this scenario 
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Future Housing Units Needed by Tenure and Cost © 
For Woodburn as of 2020 

Scenario Hlstorlcal1 

Template 10 
Future Housing Units Indicated by Tenure Choice and at an Affordable Cost**© 

Rental 

• Housing Units Indicated is based on the 'Calculation of Current Dwelling Units Indicated by Tenure Choice and Affordable Cosr 

template and incorporates the inclusion of a vacancy factor. The numbers represent the units that could be afforded at that cost. 

•• Rent and Price Ranges are stated in 1999 dollars and represent affordable housing cost needs (housing that is non-cost burdened) 

Template 11 
Future Housing Units Needed by Tenure & Cost*© 

Rental 

0 -19t· . 

200-429 

430-6$4· 

909 

910-1149 

1150 + 

• Housing Units Needed is based on the 'Housing Units Indicated by Tenure and Cost' table and incorporates an adjustment factor to reflect 

that some households will choose to occupy a housing unit In a lower cost category than the one they could afford. 

•• The adjustment factor represents the percentage adjustments needed to reflect households who could afford that cost level but chose a 

lower cost unit (Out Factor). 

••• Estimated number of Section 8 Vouchers/Certificates or similar subsidies used to lower tenant paid rents to this price point 

Label or data descriptor for data element 

The percentage of Households that could afford a .unit at this housing cost but chose a lower cost unit 

A number produced by the Housing Needs Analysis template reflecting the data, assumptions, and estimates used in this scenario 
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Template 12 
Future Housing Units Planned by Housing Type © 

Existing Units plus New Units Added 
For Woodburn as of 2020 

Scenario Historical1 

Rent Total Units 

0-199 

200-429 

4~0 - 664 

685-909 

910:- 1149-· 

11So+ 

Price 

<56.7k 

56.7k <85k 

85k <113.3" 

113.3k <141 .7k 

141.7k <212.5k 

212.5k+ 

Total Rental and Ownership Units 
Single Manufactd TrJ- 5+ Multi· 

Needed Duplex 
Units Family Dwelling Quadplex Family Total Units 

Units Park Units Units Units Units 

I Totals : .~-1 ~.~- ·-;: :~:.l- ~JZ~J1_ ~~-~- ~=z~;:,, f~~ 95~:;-t;·- ~£t~\392,~~r i~·> ~;~9~~- .~cJ?,31~,~ _. 
I % of Total Units i~ ~~~i.%k. ~·:~; 6;§0(of;·: r~~ 7:~~.;;,. ;~~~-2%}~)' ~ifri§;:4~~·. 71'·: .1qo;o0M:!:; 

Label or data descriptor for data element 

The planned percentage of dwelling units needed of this housi.ng type at lhi.s price poin.t .in .'.h.e region . 

A number produced by the model reflecling the data, assumptions, and estimates ur V I -
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Graphs 4 & 5 
Future Total Housing Needs © 

Scenario Historical 1 

Woodburn Rental Units Needed in 2020 

0 - 199 200-429 430-664 665-909 910-1149 

Monthly Rent - 1999 Dollars 

Woodburn Ownership Units Needed in 2020 

1150 + 

<56.7k 56.7k <85k 85k <113.3k 113.3k <141 .7k 141.7k <212.5k 212.5k+ 

Housing Cost - 1999 Dollars 
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Graphs 6 & 7 
New Housing Needs © 

Scenario Historical 1 

2020 New Rental Units Needed by Woodburn 

0-199 200-429 430-664 665 - 909 910 - 1149 

Monthly Rent • 1999 Dollars 

1150 + 

2020 New Ownership Units Needed by Woodburn 
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Income-

<10k 

10k <20k 

20k<30k 

Future Senior Rental Housing Units Needed by Cost*© 
For Woodburn as of 2020 

Scenario Historical1 

Template 13 

Householder Age 65 - 7 4 Hou$eholder Age 75 + 

Rent 

0-199 

* Senior Housing Units Needed is based on the 'Calculation of Dwelling Unit Needs Indicated by Tenure Choice 
and Affordable Cost template and incorporates the inclusion of a vacancy factor and the Out Factor 

** Income represents range of income needed to pay the rent and be affordable. # Units is not the same as 
number of households at that Income due to Out Factor and vacancy factors used to arrive at# Units. 
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Graph 8 

Senior Rental Units Needed 

200-429 430-664 665-909 910 -1149 1150 + 

Rent 

I @11 Householder 65-74 • Householder 75 and older 



Rent 

0 -199 

200-429 

~0-664 . 

Totalf · · 

Price 

<56.7k 

56.7k <85k 

85k <113.3k . 

113.31< <141.7k 

141.7k <212.5k 

212.5k+ 

Totals 

Template 14 
New Housing Units Needed by Housing Type© 

For Woodburn as of 2020 
Scenario Historical 1 

New Rental Units Needed 

Total Units 

. . 
New Ownership Units Needed 

5+ Mul~-
Total Units 

Total New Rental and Ownership Units 
. Manufactd 

Needed Units Slngule ~tsam•ly Dwelling Duplex Units Tri..QUu~tsdplex S+ Multi- Total Units 
01 Park Units "' Family Units 

I I Label or data descriptor for data element 

~~h;..: '?: ::::·:.,· ',? .'( A number produced by the model reflecting the data, assumptions, and estimates used in this scenario 
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Graphs 9 & 10 
New Units Needed by Housing Type© 

Scenario Hlstorical1 

Woodburn New Rental Units Needed by 2020 

Monthly Rent { 1999 $) 

lit Single Family Units 
0 Duplex Units 
• 5+ Multi-Family Units 

• Manufactd Dwelling Park Units 
D Tri-Quadplex Units 

Woodburn New Ownership Units Needed by 2020 

(400) -~-~~~ 
( 600) . .LC..:-"'--"=""-~~;..=.:...-L...C..;:...:;......u--'--'~;.;.;...:.....:~=.,l4\l:l}=c:..:..= 

fi ~Zm Single Family Units 
0 Duplex Units 

; • 5+ Multi-Family ~nit_s 
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• Manufactd Dwelling Park Units 
D Tri-Quadplex Units 



,. 

For Woodburn 

Scenario Historical 1 

Template 15 
Planned Housing Density by Local Zoning District© 

Land Use Type Local Zoning Districts 

Low Density Single Family LDSF 

Medium Density Single Family MDSF Nodal Overlay 

High Density Single Family HDSF Senior 

Manufactured Dwelling Park MOP 

Low Density Multi-Family LDMF. Row Houses 

Medium Derislty Multi-Family MDMF' 

Hlg~ Density Multi-Family . HQr.jF· 

Mlx8duse MV Downtown & Nodal Core 

Template 16 
Existing Housing Units by Land Use Type © 

Housing Inventory by Land Use Type 

LDSF MDSF HDSF MOP LDMF MDMF HDMF 

Single Family Units 
0.4 Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Units 

% Duplex Units 

% Tri-Quadplex Units 

o;. 5+ Multi-Family Units 

%Total Units 

2,803 1,486 313 

657 

100 58 

355 

I I 
Label or data descriptor for data element 

1--,---..,..-,,.----:--:-1 Inputted data on local zoning, projected density, and existing inventory of housing by zoning 
"-~ -'y'-.:'-;~ _··_;......;.._f_' _'-:_;'--,, · ...... ).,_ A number produced by the model reflecting the data, assumptions, and estimates used 

Volume 
Page 

Planned 
Densitv 

5.5 

7.5 

9 

9 

9 

16 

22 

16 

MU 
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For Woodburn as of 2020 

Scenario Historical 1 

Template 17 
Projected Distribution of New Housing by Land Use Type© 

Single Family Units 
%in %in %in 
LDSF MDSF HDSF 

Lower Priced1 10% 45% 45% 

Mid Priced2 50% 30% 20% 

Priced3 

Total 

1 -Lower Priced units are the rental or ownership units affordable at incomes less than $30,000 
2- Mid Priced units are the rental or ownership units affordable at incomes between $30,000 and $50,000 
3- Higher Priced units are the rental or ownership units affordable at incomes over $50,000 

f-------~ 
Label or data descriptor for data element 

Projected percentage of new housing units that will be built in this land use type 

h-;. - . _.,..,....,.~.....,f,....::'·"""'~-: .,...• -.• ~-:.,..._ -~-:l,f A number produced by the model reflecting the data, assumptions, and estimates used 
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Land Needed for New Dwelling Units 

For Woodburn as of 2020 
Scenario Historical 1 

Template 18 
Projected New Housing Units by Land Use Type © 

Template 19 
Calculation of Additional Land Needed by Land Use Type © 

Buildable Lands Inventory for Housing 

LDSF MDSF HDSF . MOP LDMF· MDMF HDMF 

1,019.0 164.0 299.0 

734.0 163.0 208.0 

Land Needed by Land Use Type 

Acres Needed 

New Acres Needed 

Label or data descriptor for data element 
1--------1 

MU 

0.0 

0.0 

Total 

The number of acres per land use type as derived from the Buildable Lands Inventory 
~--,.--,-..,-..,--.,-i 

' · ·· .... • ... \ ,··: A number produced by the model reflecting the data, assumptions, and estimates used in this scenario 
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For Woodburn as of 2020 

Scenario Historical 1 

Additional Acres Needed in UGB by Land Use Type 
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Housing Needs Glossary 

-erm Definition 
Census Place Places, as defined for reporting decennial census data, include census designated places 

(COPs) and incorporated places. COPs are concentrations of population, housing, and 
commercial structures that are identifiable by name, but are not within an incorporated place. 
For Census 2000, for the first time, COPs did not need to meet a minimum population size 
criteria. Previously the criteria for designating a COP was that an unincorporated community 
must have 1 ,000 or more persons if outside the boundaries of an urbanized area (UA) 
delineated by the census, 2,500 persons if inside the boundaries of a UA, or 250 persons if 
within the official boundaries of an American Indian reservation. An Urbanized Area comprises 
one or more places and the adjacent densely settled surrounding territory (urban fringe) that 
together have a minimum of 50,000 persons. The area of urban fringe consists of contiguous 
territory having a density of at least 1 ,000 persons per square mile. 

Cohort A group of individuals or households having one or more statistical factors (such as age, race, 
or class membership) in common in a demographic study. 

Dwelling Unit A dwelling unit (living quarters) is either a Housing Unit or Group Quarters. 

Group Quarters All persons not living in households are classified by the Census Bureau as living in Group 
Quarters. Persons in group quarters are categorized as living in institutions (institutionalized 
population) or noninstitutional group quarters (noninstitutionalized population). The 
institutionalized population includes people under formally authorized, supervised care or 
custody and are usually classified as "patients or inmates". Types of institutions are 
correctional institutions, nursing homes, mental hospitals, hospitals for the chronically ill, 
schools or wards for handicapped or drug/alcohol abuse, orphanages, residential treatment 
centers, detention centers, etc. Noninstitutional group quarters consist of other group quarters 
where the persons living in the unit may include staff of institutions living on institutional 
grounds. Other examples of noninstitutional group quarters are rooming houses, group homes, 
halfway houses, maternity homes for unwed mothers, religious group quarters, dormitories, 
military quarters, barracks, emergency shelters, homeless shelters, YMCA/YWCA, 
campgrounds, etc. 

Household A household includes all of the people who occupy a housing unit as their usual place of 
residence. The occupants may be a single family, one person living alone, two or more families 
living together, or any other group of related or unrelated persons who share living quarters and 
are not living in group quarters. The count of households in a 100 percent tabulation census 
equals the count of occupied housing units. 

Householder The household member (or one of the household members) in whose name the living unit is 
owned, being bought, or rented. If there is no such person, any adult household member. 

Housing Unit A housing unit is a house, apartment, manufactured home, mobile home or trailer, a group of 
rooms or a single room occupied as separate living quarters or, if vacant, intended for 
occupancy as separate living quarters. Separate living quarters are those in which the 
occupants live and eat separately from other persons in the building and which have direct 
access from outside the building or through a common hall. Seasonal, recreational, or 
occasional use units are excluded from this housing needs analysis. Only living quarters 
intended for full time occupancy are included. Occupants of a housing unit are considered a 
household. Previous to Census 2000, if the living quarters contained nine or more persons 
unrelated to the householder or person in charge (a total of at least 10 unrelated persons), it 
was classified as group quarters. 

Template A pre-configured portion of an Excel worksheet used for inputting data, storing defined model 
parameters, performing calculations on the data and parameters, and aggregating and 
displaying results of those calculations. 

Tenure A description of the terms under which a household is occupying a housing unit- ownership 
versus rental. 
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SECTION 2.1 -LAND USE ZONING 

Third Revised Draft Amendments 
November 21, 2003 (Following Joint Work Session) 

2.101 General Provisions 

2.101.01 Establishment of Zoning 

All areas within the corporate limits of the City of Woodburn are divided into 
distinctive land use categories which shall applied to all geographic areas of the 
City and recorded on the Official Zoning Map, as provided in Section 1.103 ofthe 
WDO. The use ofthe territory within a zoning district shall be limited to the uses 
specified in the zoning district. 

2.101.02 Zonine Districts 

The City of Woodburn shall be divided into the following zoning districts: 

A. Residential Single Family (RS). 

B . Retirement Community Single Family Residential (RlS). 

C. Medium Density Residential {RM). 

D . Commercial Office (CO). 

E. Commercial General (CG). 

F. Downtown Development and Conservation (DDC). 

G. Nodal Neighborhood Commercial (NNC) 

~H. Industrial Park (IP). 

H-:I. Light Industrial (IL ). 

l:-J. Public and Semi-Public (P/SP). 

Section 2.101.02 P age 2.1-1 
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J.K. Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District (NCOOOD). 

K-.-L. Riparian Corridor and Sigoifieaot Wetlands Overlay District ffi.QSWOO) 

M. Southwestern Industrial Reserve Overlay District (SWIR) 

N. Nodal Overlay Districts 

1. Nodal Single Family Residential (RSN) 

2. Nodal Multi-Family Residential (RMN) 

3. Nodal Neighborhood Commercial (NNC) 

Section 2.101.03 
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2.101.03 Classification of Uses 

A. Within each zone, uses are classified as "permitted," "special," "conditional," 
"specific conditional" and "accessory." Further, uses are functionally classified 
by description of the particular activity (such as "site-built single family 
residence") or by general category with reference to the North American Industry 
Classification System (NAICS). 

B. Uses functionally classified with reference to North American Industry 
Classification System (NAICS) are described with the NAICS title for the 
particular subdivision thereof, followed by the index number assigned in the 
system for such subdivision. 

C. For purposes of the WDO, NAICS refers to the document titled: North American 
Industry Classification System. U.S. Office of Management and Budget 1997. 
Published by TIST Works, fuc. Indianapolis, IN. 

D. Uses described without reference to the NAICS are described with ordinary words 
of common usage which, where it is necessary that their definitions be clarified or 
restricted for purposes of this ordinance, are defined in Section 1.1 02. 

E. Where a use is not described with reference to the NAICS or otherwise defined in 
Section 1.102, the words ofthis ordinance describing such a use are to be given 
their ordinarily accepted meaning except where the context in which they are used 
otherwise clearly requires. 

F. In many cases, uses are listed under convenient categories, often the division of 
the NAICS, which are in capital letters or boldface type. Such titles of 
subsections do not indicate nor shall they be construed as meaning that they 
themselves independently designate permitted, special, conditional or accessory 
uses. They are provided for ease of reference only. 

G. The uses listed in each use Classification refer to the "predominant use." The term 
"predominant use" not only describes the principal use but also allows for 
"ancillary uses" and "required supporting uses." "Predominant use" does not 
differentiate about the duration of a use, uses of both permanent and temporary 
nature are considered to be the same. 

H. An ancillary use is a use that is subsidiary to a predominant use and is either: 

l. 

Section 2.101.03 

Vertically integrated with [or directly linked with the conduct of] a 
predominant use: or 
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2. Exclusively for the benefit of occupants, or employees, of a predominant 
use. 

I. A required supporting use is an on-site space or facility necessary to fulfill a 
dimensional or development standard of the WDO or a condition of a land use 
approval. Required supporting uses include access facilities, parking, loading, 
landscaping, and open space. 
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2.102 Single Family Residential (RS) 

2.102.01 Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO, are permitted in the RS zone. · 

· · ' 

A. Site-built single family dwelling. 

B. Group home. 

·C. Faniily child day care for 12 or fewer children . . 

Parks and playgrounds. 

E. Rights of way, easements and the improvements therein for streets, water, 
sanitary sewer, gas, oil, electric and communication lines, for storm water 
facilities and for pump stations. 

2.102.02 Special Permitted Uses 
. . 

The following uses, when developed u:nder the applicable development standards of the 
WDO including the special development standards of Section 2.203, are permitted in the 
RS zone. 

" A- Agricultural practices without livestock subject to Section 2.203.02. 

B. Boat and recreational vehicle storage pad subj_ect to Section 2.203.03. 

C. Boat and recreational vehicle storage area subject to Section 2.203.04. 

D. Community club buildings and facilities subject to Section2.203.05. 

E. Delivery services subject to Section 2.203.08. 

F. Duplex dwelling on a comer lot subject to Section 2.203.09. 

G. Golf courses without a driving range subject to Section 2.203.11. 

H. Home occupations subject to S ection 2.203.12. 

I. House of worship subject to S ection 2.203.13. 

Section 2.102.05 
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J. Manufactured home on a lot subject to Section 2.203.16. 

K. Residential sales office subject to Section 2.203.18. 

L. Temporary residential sales subject to Section 2.203.20. 

2.102.03 Conditional Uses 

The following uses may be permitted in the RS zone subject to the applicable 
development standards of the WDO and to the conditions of conditional use approval: 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

2.102.04 

Government and public utility buildings and structures EXCEPT uses 
pennitted in Section 2.102.01 and telecommunication facilities subject toSection 
2.204.03. 

Elementary and secondary schools (6111). 

Golf driving range in conjunction with a golf course. 

Off street parking in conjunction with a non-residential use allowed in the zone. 

Child day care services (6244), EXCEPT family child day care for 12 or fewer 
children, within'a·non-residential building. 

Specific Conditional Uses 

The uses permitted by the following designation may be allowed in the RS zone subject 
to approval as a conditional use that conforms to the specific standards referenced below, 
the applicable provisions of the WDO and all other applicable conditions of approval. 

A. Historically or architecturally significant site subject to S ection 2.204.02. 

2.102.05 Accessory Uses 

The following uses are permitted as accessory uses subject to S ections 2.202 and 2.203. 

A. Garage (or carport in the case of a manufactured home). 

B . Deck or patio. 

C. Fence or free standing walls . 

D. Greenhouse or hobby shop . 

Section 2.102.05 
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D.E. Private recreational facilities, including swimming pool, hot tub or sauna, and 
game courts. 

F. Personal storage structure. 

2.102.06 Dimensional Standards 

The following dimensional standards shall be the minimum requirements for all 
development in the RS zone. If the RS zone has a Nodal Overlay, the dimensional 
standards of the RSN Overlay District, Section 1.115. shall apply. 

A. Miniil*imum Density 

A minimum density of 5.2& dwelling units per net buildable acre (after excluding 
public rights-of-way, public tracts, common open space, and land protected by the 
RCW overlay district) shall be required. 

B. Lot Standards. 

Lots in an RS zone shall comply with the standards of Table 1.1.1 and Table 
1.1.1. 
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TABLE2.l.l Lot Standards for Residential Uses in an RS Zone* •ExcEPT 
PUD's subject to Section 3.109 

A. Single Family Dwelling, Site 
Built; Group Home; Family 
Child Day Care; Manufactured 
Home, on a Lot; & Residential 
Sales Office 

Interior Lot 

I. For an interior lot. 6000 sq. ft. 62_0 ft. W20 ft. ~Oft. 

Corner Lot 

2. For a comer lot. 8000 sq. ft. 80ft. W20 ft. 50 ft. 

Fla~t Lot**/*** or Cui de sac Lot 

3. For either a flag or cui de sac lot 6000 sq. ft . &2_0 ft. at the -front W20ft. Flag lot: The driveway 
setback line. access easement or strip 

.. Flag lot dimension and area standards ofland per Section 
EXCLUDE the driveway access, per Section 3.104.05. 
3.104.05. -· •• *Within a subdivision, not more than one Cui de sac lot: 40 feet. 
(I) flag lot shall be located behind another 
lot as shown in Figure 6.6. 

B. Duplex Dwelling on a Corner 
Lot 

1. For a comer Jot. I 0,000 sq. ft.~ -1-00-~ft . . -W20 ft. 50 ft. 
.. 

Table 2.1.1 Page 2.1-10 
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TABLE 2.1.2. Lot Standards for Non-Residential Uses in an RS Zone 

In an RS zone the lot area for a non-residential use shall be adequate to contain all structures 
within the required setbacks. There shall be no minimum width or depth. 

B:-C. Building Height. 

The maximum height of buildings and structures shall not exceed 35 feet, 
EXCEPT chimneys, spires, domes, flag poles and other features (EXCEPT 
telecommunication facilities subject to Section 1.104.03) not used for human 
habitation, which shall not exceed 70 feet. 

GD. Setback and Buffer Improvement Standards. 

1. Front Yard Setback and Setback Abutting a Street: 

Section 2.102.06.C 

a. Dimensions: 

1) The minimum setback abutting a street, or front property 
line shall be 20 feet plus any Special Setback, Section 
3.103.05, EXCEPT: 

a) For flag lot that provides a minimum setback of 12 
feet in all yards; or 

b) When the existing pattern of development requires 
the application of Section 2.102.06.C.l.a.2). 

2) When the lots abutting a vacant property are already 
developed and front the same street, the minimum setback 
abutting the street for the subject property shall equal the 
average setback of the existing, abutting residential 
buildings, plus or minus 5 feet, but in no case shall be less 
than 1 0 feet. 

b. Off Street Parking, -Maneuvering and Storage: 

1) Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited within a 
required setback or any yard abutting a street EXCEPT for 
parking and maneuvering within a driveway leading to a 
garage (or carport in the case of a manufactured home). 
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2) The entrance to a garage (or carport in the case of a 
manufactured home) shall be set back a minimum of20 
feet from the closest edge of a shared driveway and 20 feet 
from a street right of way line. 

c. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.1 0. 

d. Vehicular Access: Vehicular access shall be permitted in 
conformance with Section 3.1 04. 

2. Interior Side Yard and Interior Rear Yard Setbacks 

Section 2.102.07 

a. Dimensions: 

1) Side Yard Setback. The minimum side yard setback shall 
be 5 feet EXCEPT for a flag lot. The side yard setback for 
a flag lot may be either one of the following: 

a). 12 feet, when all yard setbacks are a minimum of 
12 feet; or 

b) 5 feet, when the rear yard setback complies with 
dimensions of Section 2.102.06.C.2.a.2)a). 

2) Rear Yard Setback. 

a) The average rear yard setback (as defined in Section 
1.1 02) for all lots, EXCEPT a flag lot shall be: 

b) 

(i) 24 feet wide for structure up to 16 feet in 
height; 

ffi(ii) 30 feet wide for structure 16.1 to 28 feet in 
height; 

ffi(iii) 36 feet wide for stmcture 28.1 to 35 feet in 
height 

with no point measuring less than 5 feet from the 
average dimension. 

The minimum rear yard setback for a flag lot shall 
be either one of the following: 
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2.102.07 

(i). · A minimum12 feet, when all yard setbacks 
are a minimum of 12 feet; or 

(ii). The dimensions of Section 
2.102.06.C.2.a.2)a) when the side yards are a 
minimum of 5 feet. 

3) The minimum setback from a private access easement shall 
be 5 feet. 

b. UffStreet Parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

1) Off street parking, maneuvering and storage shall be 
permitted in the side and rear yard setback subject to 
applicable Special Use and Accessory Use standards, 
Sections 2.202.03 and 2.201. 

2) The entrance to a garage (or carport in the case of a 
manufactured home) shall be set back a minimum of20 
feet from the closest edge of a shared driveway and a 
minimum of20 feet from a street right of way line. 

c. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards of S ection 3.103.1 0. 

Development Standards. 

All development -in the RS zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of the 
WDO. The following standards specifically apply to uses in the RS zone. 

A. Off Street Parking. 

Off street parking shall be subject to the standards of S ection 2.102.06 and 
Section 3.1 05. 

B. Setbacks and Lots, Generally. 

Setbacks and lots shall be subject to Section 3.1 03. 

C. Architec tural Design Standards. 

1. Site-built single family and duplex dwell ings and manufactured homes on 
lots in the RS zone, EXCEPT those existing on the effec tive date of the 

Section 2.101.03 
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WDO or those located in the Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District 
(NCOD), shall be subject to the architectural design standards of Section 
3.107.03. 

2. All single family and duplex dwellings located within the NCOD shall be 
subject to the architectural standards or guidelines of Section 3.1 07. 04. 

3. All primary buildings and structures, other than those noted in Sections 
2.101.07.C.1. and 1. shall be subject to the architectural guidelines of 
Section 3.1 07. 06. 

D. Signs. 

Signs shall be subject to the Woodburn Sign Ordinance. 

E. Accessory Uses and Structures. 

By definition, prior to the construction or installation of an accessory structure, 
EXCEPT a fence or free standing wall, an existing primary permitted use, 
buiiding -or structure shall have been established on the same lot. Accessory uses 
and structures shall be subject to Section 2.2. 

F. Landscaping and Sidewalks. 

1. The street frontage. of a subject property shall be improved with either 
property line sidewalks and street trees or curb line sidewalks. The 
improvement shall be determined at the time of subdivision, PUD or 
design review as applicable. Sidewalks and trees shall be installed by the 
property owner to the standards of Section 3.101 and 3.1 06. 

2. No landscaping is required for single family and duplex dwelling lots 
EXCEPT conservation of significant trees, Section 3.1 06. 04. 

3. All uses, EXCEPT lots for single family and duplex dwellings shall be 
landscaped to the applicable standards of Section 3.1 06. 

G. Lot Coverage. 

Lot coverage by the primary and accessory structures EXCEPT accessory 
structures in the rear yard area, shall be: 

l . A maximum of 40 percent for lots containing a primary building with a 
average height of 14 feet or less, and 
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2. A maximum of35 percent for lots with a primary building with an average 
height of more than 14 feet. 

H. Property Disposition. 

All uses shall be established and conducted on lots of record, as defined by 
Section 1.J 01 and developed to the public facility and access standards of 
Sections 3.J OJ, 3.101 and 3.J 04. No more than one primary building shall be 
located on a lot. 

1. New lots of record shall be subject to the following standards and 
procedures: 

a. Partitions, Section 3.J 08; 
a:b. Subdivisions, :Section 3.J 08; or 
a:c. Planned Unit Development Section 3.J 09. 

2. Alteration of the property lines of existing lots of record shall be subject to 
the applicable following standards and procedures: 

a. Property Line Adjustment, Section 5.J OJ. 07. 
a:-b. Replatting, Section 3.J 08. 
a:-c. Vacation, applicable Oregon Revised Statutes. ,. 
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2.103 Retirement Community Single Family Residential 
(RlS) 

2.103.01 Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO, are permitted in the RIS zone. 

A. Site-built single family dwelling. 

B. Group home. 

c. Family child day care for 12 or fewer children. 

D. Parks. 

E. Rights of way, easements and the improvements therein for streets, water, 
sanitary sewer, gas, oil, electric and communication lines, for storm water 
facilities and for pump stations. 

2.103.02 Special Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO including the special development standards of Section 2.203, are permitted in the 
RIS zone. 

A. Agricultural practices without livestock subject to S ection 2.203.02. 

B. Community club buildings and facilities subject to S ection 2.203.05. 

C. Delivery services subject to S ection 2.203.08. 

D. Golf course without a driving range subject to Section 2.203.11. 

E. Home occupation subject to Section 2.203.12. 

F. House of worship subject to Section 2.203.13. 

G. M anufactured home on a lot subj ect to Section 2.203.16. 

H. Temporary res idential sales subject to S ection 2.203.20. 

Section 2.103.02 
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2.103.03 Conditional Uses 

The following uses may be permitted in the RIS zone subject to the applicable 
development standards of the WDO and to the conditions of conditional use approval: 

A. 

B. 

2.103.04 

Government and public utility buildings and structures EXCEPT uses 
permitted in Section 2.1 03. OJ ; telecommunication facilities subject to Section 
2.204.03; and -B~lementary and secondary schools (6111). 

Off street parking in conjunction with a non-residential use allowed in the zone. 

Accessory Uses 

The following uses are permitted as accessory uses subject to Sectio11s 2.202 and 2.203. 

A. 

B. 

C. 

2.103.05 

Garage with a maximum capacity of three cars (or carport with a maximum 
capacity of two cars in the case of a manufactured home). 

Fence or free standing wall. 

Greenhouse or hobby shop. 

Prohibition otLimitation on Additional R1S Zoning 

The zoning of additional territory as Rl S is expressly prohibited, EXCEPT for vacant 
parcels of at least 5 acres that (a) are designated Single FamilyLow Density Residential 
on the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Map, and (b) abut land that is currently zoned 
R IS. DELETE CHANGES 

2.103.06 Dimensional Standards 

The fo llowing dim ensional standards shall be the minimum requirements for all 
development in the R IS zone. 

A. Minimum Density 

A minimum of9.6 dwelling uni ts per net acre (after excludi ng public rights-of­
way, public tracts, common open space, and land protected by the RCW overlay 
district) shall be required. 

A-11__Lot Standards. 

Lots in an R 1 S zone shall comply with the standards of Table 2.1.3 and Table 
2.1.4. 
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TABLE 2.1.3 Lot Standards for Residential Uses in an RlS Zone 
Lot Location 

Minimum Lot Area Minimum Average Min. Street Frontage 
Lot Width Depth 

Interior Lot 3600 sq. ft. 40W ft. None 4~ft. 

Comer Lot 3600 sq. ft. ~Oft. None ~Oft. 

Flag Lot 3600 sq. ft. 50 ft. None No direct street frontage shall be required other than 
[EXCEPT a flag lot the width of the driveway access easement or strip of 
driveway required in land in fee ownership required per Section 3.1 04.05. 

Cui de sac_Lot Section 3.1 04. 05. 

3600 sq. ft. ~Oft. None 4()..30 feet. 

TABLE 2.1.4 Lot Standards for Non-Residential Uses in an RlS Zone · 

The lot area for a non-residential use in an RlS zone shall be adequate to contain all structures 
within the required setbacks. In no event shall a lot be less than 7,200 square feet. There shall 
be no minimum width or depth. 

BC. Building Height. 

The maximum height ofbuildings shall not exceed 35 feet, EXCEPT chimneys, 
spires, domes, flag poles and other features not used for human habitation 
(EXCEPT telecommunication facilities), shall not exceed 70 feet. 

GD. Setback and Buffer Improvement Standards. 

1. Front Yard Setback and Setback Abutting a Street: 

Section 2.103.06 

a. The minimum setback abutting a street, or front property line shall 
be 20 feet plus any Special Setback, Section 3.103.05. 

b. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

1) Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited within a 
required setback or any yard abutting a street EXCEPT for 
parking and maneuvering within a driveway leading to a 
garage (or carport in the case of a manufach1red home). 

2-jThe entrance to a garage (or carport in the case of a 
manufach1red home) shall be set back a minimum of 20 
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Page 

Feet from the closest edge of a shared driveway and 20 feet 
from a street right of way line. 

c. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.1 0. 

d. Vehicular Access: Vehicular access shall be permitted in 
conformance with Section 3.1 04. 

2. Interior Side Yard and Interior Rear Yard Setbacks. 

a. Dimensions: 

1) Side Yard Setback. The minimum side yard setback for all 
lots shall be 5 feet, or 7% of the lot width, whichever is 
greater. 

2) Rear Setback: -The minimum rear yard setback for all lots 
shall be 5 feet. 

b. Off Street Parking and Maneuvering: 

1) Off street parking, maneuvering and storage shall be 
permitted in the side and rear yard setback subject to 
applicable Special Use and Accessory Use standards, 
Sections 2.203.03 and 2.201. 

2) The entrance to a garage (or carport in the case of a 
manufactured home) shall be set back a minimum of 20 
feet from the closest edge of a shared driveway and a 
minimum of 20 feet from a street right of way line. 

c. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards Section 3.103.1 0. 

2.103.07 Development Standards 

All development in the R 1 S zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of the 
WDO. The following standards specifically apply to uses in the Rl S zone. 

A. Off Street Parking. 

Off street parking shall be subject to the standards of Section 2.1 03.06 and 
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Section 3.1 05. 

B. Setbacks and Lots, Generally. 

Setbacks and lots shall be subject to Section 3.103 EXCEPT Section 3.103.09 B. 
and D regarding rear yard setback projections. 

C. Architectural Design Standards. 

1. Site-built single family and duplex dwellings and manufactured homes on 
lots in the RlS zone, EXCEPT those existing on the effective date of the 
WDO, shall be subject to the architectural design standards of Section 
3.107.03. 

2. All primary buildings and structures, other than those noted in Sections 
2.102.07.C.1. and 2. shall be subject to the architectural guidelines of 
Section 3.107.06. 

D. Signs. 

Signs shall be subject to the Woodburn Sign Ordinance. 

E . Accessory Uses and Structures. 

By definition, prior to the construction or installation of an accessory structure, 
EXCEPT a fence or free standing wall, an existing primary permitted use, 
building or structure shall have been established on the same lot. Accessory 
structures in the rear setback shall not exceed 25 percent of the rear yard area .and 
shall be set back 3 feet from any property line. The setback for accessory 
s tructures in the side yard shall be the same as the primary building. 

F . Landscaping and Sidewalks. 

1. The street frontage of a subject property shall be improved with either 
property line sidewalks and street trees or curb line sidewalks. The 
improvement shall be determi ned at the time of subdivision, PUD or 
design review as applicable. Sidewalks and trees shall be installed by the 
property owner to the standards of Section 3.1 OJ and 3.1 06. 

2. No landscaping is required for single family and duplex dwelling lots 
EXCEPT conservation of signi fican t trees, Section 3.106.04. 

3. All uses, EXCEPT lots for single family and dup lex dwell ings shall be 
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landscaped to the applicable standards of Section 3.106. 

G. Lot Coverage. 

The maximum lot coverage for a primary building, without an attached carport or 
garage is 30 percent. The maximum lot coverage for a primary building with an 
attached carport or garage is 37.5 percent. 

H. Property Disposition. 

All uses shall be established and conducted on lots of record, as defined by 
Section 1.102 and developed to the public facility and access standards of 
Sections 3.1 01, 3.102 and 3.1 04. No more than one primary building shall be 
located on a lot. 

1. New lots of record shall be subject to the following standards and 
procedures: 

a. Partitions, Section 3.1 08; 
tr.b. Subdivisions, -Section 3.1 08; or 
a.c. Planned Unit"DevelopmentSection 3.109. 

2. Alteration ofthe property lines of existing lots of record shall be subject to 
the applicable following standards and procedures: 

a. Property Line Adjustment, Section 5.1 01. 07. 
tr.b. Replatting, Section 3.1 08. 
tr.e. Vacation, applicable Oregon Revised Statutes. 
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2.104 Medium Density Residential (RM) 

2.104.01 Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards ofthe 
WDO are permitted in the RM zone. 

A. Site-built single family dwelling and Duplex dwelling. 

B. Multiple family dwelling units, INCLUDING apartment houses. 

c. Assisted living facilities. (62331) 

D. Nursing care facilities. (6231) 

E. Rooming and boarding house. (7213) 

F. Group home or group care facilities. 

G. Child day care services. (6244) 

H. Parks and playgrounds. 

I. Rights of way, easements and the improvements therein for streets, water, 
sanitary sewer, gas, oil, electric and communication lines, for storm water 
facilities and for pump stations. 

2.104.02 Special Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO including the special development standards of Section 2.203, are permitted i.n the 
RM zone. 

A. Agricultural practices without livestock subject to Section 2.203.01. 

B. Boat and recreational vehicle storage subject to Section 2.203. 03. 

C. Boat and recreational vehicle storage area subject to Section 2.203.04. 

D. Community club buildings and facilities subject to Section 2.203.05. 
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E. Delivery services subject to Section 2.203. 08. 

F. Facilities during construction subject to Section 2.203.1 0. 

G. Golf course without a driving range subject to Section 2.203.11. 

H. Home occupation subject to Section 2.203.12. 

1 House of worship subject to Section 2.203.13. 

J. Manufactured dwelling park subject to Section 2.203.15. 

K. Manufactured home on a lot subject to Section 2.)03.16. 

L. Residential sales office subject to Section 2.203.18. 

2.104.03 Conditional Uses 

The following uses may be permitted in the RM zone subject to the applicable 
development standards of the WDO and to the conditions of conditional use approval: 

A . 

B. 

C. 

D. 

2.104.04 

Government and public utility buildings and structures EXCEPT uses 
permitted in Section 2.104.01 and communications facilities subject to Section 
2.204.03. 

Elementary and secondary schools (6111). 

Golf driving range in conjunction with a golf course. 

Off street parking in conjunction with a non-residential use allowed in the zone. 

Specific Conditional Uses 

The uses permitted by the following designation may be allowed in the RM zone subject 
to approval as a conditional use that conforms to the specific standards referenced below, 
the applicable provisions of the WDO and all other applicable conditions of approval. 

A. Historically or architecturally s ignificant site subject to S ection 2.204.02. 

2.104.05 Accessory Uses 

The fo llowing uses are permitted as accessory uses subject to S ections 2.202 and 2.203. 
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A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

2.104.06 

Garage (or carport in the case of a manufactured home). 

Deck or patio. 

Fence or free standing wall. 

Greenhouse or bobby shop. 

Private recreational facilities, including swimming pool, hot tub or sauna, and 
game courts. 

Personal storage structure. 

Dimensional Standards 

The following dimensional standards shall be the minimum requirements for all 
development in the RM zone. If the RM zone has a Nodal Overlay, the dimensional 
standards of the RMN Overlay District. Section 1.115, shall apply. 

A. Minimum airnum Density 

A minimum of 12.8 dwelling units per net acre (after excluding public rights-of­
way, public tracts, common open space, and land protected by the RCW overlay 
district) shall be required. 

Alh_Lot Standards. 

Lots in an RM zone shall comply with the standards for the subject use described 
in Tables 2.1.-JL 2.1.5 and 2.1.6. 
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TABLE 2.1.5 Lot and Density Standards for Duplex Dwellings; Multiple 
Family Residential Dwelling Units and Living Units; and MDP's in an RM 
Zone 

A. The minimum lot area for duplex dwellings on an individual lot shall be W~,000 
square feet with a minimum width of -1-00-.a.Q..feet and minimum depth of ~90 feet. 

B. There shall be no minimum lot area or dimensions for multiple family residential 
dwellings units or living units in the RM zone. 

C. The number of multiple family residential dwelling units; living units; or manufactured 
dwelling units within a MDP on a lot shall be regulated by: 

1. Maximum residential density, not exceeding the following standards: 

a. Multiple family dwellings: 16 dwelling units per net buildable acre. 

b. Assisted living facility (62331) or nursing care facility (6231): 32 
living units per net buildable acre. 

c. Manufactured dwelling park: 12 dwelling units per net buildable 
acre. 

2. Compliance with the applicable open space and site design standards and 

guidelines of Sections 2.104.07.C. and 2.20315. 

TABLE 2.1.6 Lot Standards for Non-Residential Uses in an RM Zone 

The lot area for a non-residential use in an RM zone shall be adequate to contain all structures 
within the required setbacks. There shall be no minimum width or depth. 

B. Building Height. 

The maximum height of buildings shall not exceed 35 feet, EXCEPT chimneys, 
spires, domes, flag poles and other features not used for human habitation (but 
EXCEPT telecommunication faci lities), shall not exceed 70 feet. 

C. Setback and Buffer Improvement Standards. 

1. Front Yard Setback and Setback Abutting a Street: 
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a. Dimensions: The setback abutting a street shall be a minimum of 
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20 feet plus any Special Setback, Section 3.103.05. 

b. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

1) · Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited within a 
required setback or any yard abutting a street EXCEPT for 
parking and maneuvering within a driveway leading to a 
garage (or carport in the case of a manufactured home). 

2) The entrance to a garage (or carport in the case of a 
manufactured home) shall be set back a minimum of20 
feet from the closest edge of a shared driveway and 20 feet 
from a street right of way line. 

c. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.1 0. 

d. Vehicular Access: Permitted in conformance with Woodburn 
Access Management Ordinance and Section 3.1 04. 

2. Interior Side and Interior Rear Yard Setbacks 

Section 2.104.06.C.2 

a. Development in an RM zone shall be subject to the setback and 
buffer requirements of Table 2.1. 7. 
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Section 2.104.06.C.2 

b. The building setback from a private access easement shall be a 
minimum of 5 feet. 

c. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage 

1) Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited within a 
required setback or any yard abutting a street EXCEPT for 
parking and maneuvering within a driveway leading to a 
garage (or carport in the case of a manufactured home). 
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2.104.07 

2) The entrance to a garage (or carport in the case of a 
manufactured home) shall be set back a minimum of20 
feet from the closest edge of a shared driveway and 20 feet 
from a street right of way line. 

d. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.1 0. 

e. Vehicular Access: Permitted in conformance with Section 3.1 04. 

Development Standards 

All development in the RM zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of the 
WDO. The following standards specifically apply to uses in the RM zone. If the RM 
zone has a Nodal Overlay, the development standards of the RMN Overlay District, 
Section 2.115. shall apply. 

A. Off Street Parking. 

Off street parking shall be subject to the standards of Section 2.104.06 and 
Section 3.1 05. 

B. Setbacks and Lots, Generally. 

Setbacks and lots shall be subject to Section 3.103. 

C. Architectural Design Guidelines and Open Space Standards. 

1. Multiple density residential buildings shall be subject to the design 
standards or guidelines of Section 3.107.05. 

2. Site-built single family and duplex dwellings and manufactured homes on 
lots, and all manufactured dwellings within a manufactured dwelling park 
(MDP), in the RM zone, EXCEPT those existing on the effective date of 
the WDO or those located in the NCOD or NNC, shall be subject to the 
architectural design standards of Section 3.1 07.03. 

3. All single family and duplex dwellings on lots in an RM zone located 
within the Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District (NCOD) shall be 
subject to the architectural guidelines of Sectio11 3.107.04. 

4. All primary bui ldings and stmctures, other than those noted in Sections 
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2.104.07.C1.,_2. and 3. shall be subject to the architectural guidelines of 
Section 3.1 07. 06 

D. Signs. 

Signs shall be subject to the Sign Ordinance. 

E. · Accessory Uses and Structures. 

By definition, prior to the construction or installation of an accessory structure, 
EXCEPT a fence or free standing wall, an existing primary permitted use, 
building or structure shall be established on the same lot. Accessory uses and 
structures shall be subject to Section 2.201 Accessory Uses and Structures. 

F. Landscaping and Sidewalks. 

1. The street frontage of a subject property shall be improved with either 
property line sidewalks and street trees or curb line sidewalks. The 
improvement shall be determined at the time of subdivision, PUD or 
design review as applicable. Sidewalks and trees shall be installed by the 
property owner to the standards of Section 3.1 OJ and 3.1 06. 

2. The subject property shall be landscaped to the standards of Sections 
3.106 and 3.107.03. 

3. Common refuse collection facilities shall be screened on all sides by an 
architectural block wall and solid gate, both with an anti-graffiti surface, a 
minimum of six feet and a maximum of seven feet in height. 

G. Lot Coverage. 

Lot coverage by the primary single family and duplex dwellings and associated 
accessory structures in aRM zone shall be a maximum of 40 percent for lots 
containing a primary building with a average height of 14 feet or less and a 
maximum of35 percent for lots with a primary building with an average height of 
more than 14 feet. 

H. Property Disposition. 

All uses shall be established and conducted on lots of record, as defined by 
Section 1.102 and developed to the public facility and access standards of 
Sections 3.101, 3.102 and 3.104. 
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1. New lots of record shall be subject to the following standard~ and 
procedures: 

a. Partitions, Section 3.1 08; 
a:-b. Subdivisions, -Section 3.1 08; or 
a:-c. Planned Unit Development Section 3.1 09. 

2. Alteration of the property lines of existing lots of record shall be subject to 
the applicable following standards and procedures: 

a. Property Line Adjustment, Section 5.101.07. 
a:-b. Replatting, Section 3.1 08. 
a:-c. Vacation, applicable Oregon Revised Statutes. 
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2.105 Commercial Office (CO) 

2.105.01 Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO, are permitted in the CO zone . 

. A. Residential 

1. One dwelling unit in conjunction with a commercial use. 

B. Transportation & Warehousing 

1. Postal service. (491) 

C. Information 

1. Radio & TV studios & offices EXCEPT antennae or towers. (5131) 
h2. Cable networks. (5132) 
h3. Telecommunications (5133) EXCEPT telecommunication facilities 

subject to Section 1.104.03. 
4. Information & data processing. (514) 

D. Finance & Insurance 

1. Finance and insurance (52) EXCEPT pawn shops (522298) & check 
cashing, pay day loan and cash transfer establishments [other than banks) 
as a predominant, ancillary, or required supporting use. 

E. · Real Estate & Rental & Leasing 

1. Real estate. (531) 
-h2. Rental & leasing, without outdoor display or storage (532) 

F. Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 

1. Legal services. (5411) 
-h2 . Accounting. (5412) 
-l-:3. Architects and engineers. (5413) 
+.4. Specialized design services (5414) INCLUDING interior design services. 
+S Computer system design. (5415) 
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M. Management consulting. (5416) 
7 . Advertising. (5418) 
-7:8. Other professional services (5419), EXCEPT veterinary service 

(541940) not contained in a building. 

G. Administrative & Support Services 

l. Administrative and facilities support services. (5611 and 5612) 
-h2. Employment services. (5613) 
-h3. Business support services INCLUDING copy shops. (5614) 
M. Travel and tour agencies. (5615) 
-h5. Investigation and security services. (5616) 
M. Services to buildings and dwellings (5617), offices only. 
-h7. Other support services. (56199) 

H. Educational Service 

1. Business schools. (6114) 
+.2. Technical and trade schools. (6115) 

I. Health Care & Social Services 

1. Ambulatory health services (621) EXCEPT ambulance service. (62191) 
+.2. Social assistance (624) INCLUDING child day care services. 

J. Arts, ·Entertainment & Recreation 

1. Museums and historic sites (712) EXCEPT zoos. (712130) 
+.2. Fitness and recreation sports centers. (71391) 

K. Accommodation & Food Service 

1. Hotels (EXCEPT casino hotels) and motels. (72111) 
+.2. Bed and breakfast inns. (7211 91) 
~3. Food service and drinking places (722) EXCEPT food contractors 

(723 1) and mobile food service. 

L. Other Services 

1. Personal care services (8 121) TNCLUDING barber shops and bea4ty 
salons. 

+.2 . Funeral homes. (81 22 1 0) 
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3. ·Photo finishing. (81292) 
~- Parking lots and garages (81293) EXCEPT extended vehicle storage; 

(4939190) 
5. All Other Personal Services (81299) INCLUDING bail bonding and 

consumer buying services. . 
~- Religious, civic, professional and similar organizations. (813) 

M. Public Administration 

1. Public Administration (92) INCLUDING government offices, courts and 
fire protection. 

N. Streets & Utilities 

2.105.02 

1. Rights of way and easements and tbe improvements therein for streets, 
water, sanitary sewer, gas, oil, electric and communication lines and for 
storm water facilities and for pump stations. 

Special Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO including the special development standards of Section 2.203, are permitted in the 
CO zone. 

A. Agricultural practices without livestock subject to Section 2.203.02. 

B. Delivery services subject to Section 2.203.08. 

C. Facilities during construction subject to Section 2.203.10. 

2.105.03 Conditional Uses 

The following uses may be permitted in the CO zone subject to the applicable 
development standards of the WDO and to the conditions of conditional use approval: 

A. Ambulance service. (62191) 

B. Multiple family dwelling units, INCLUDING apartment houses. 

C. Assisted living facilities . (62331) 

D. Nursing care facilities. (6231) 
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E. 

F. 

G. 

2.105.04 

Rooming and boarding bouse. (7213) 

Group home or group care facilities. 

Government and public utility buildings and structures EXCEPT uses 
permitted in Section 1.105.01 and telecommunications facilities subject to 
Section 1.204.03. 

Accessory Uses 

The following uses are permitted as accessory uses subject to Sections 2.202 and 2.203. 

A. Fence or free standing wall. 

2.105.05 Dimensional Standards 

The following dimensional standards shall be the minimum requirements for all 
development in the CO zone. 

A. Lot Standards. 

Lots in a CO zone shall comply with the applicable standards of Table 2.1.8. 

! 

TABLE 2.1.8 Lot Standards for Uses in a CO Zone 

A. In aH CO zone the lot area for a non-residential use shall be adequate to contain all structures 
within the required setbacks. There shall be no minimum width or depth. 

B. In a CO zone, residential use shall be subject to the lot standards of Table 2.1.5. 

B. Building Height. · 
The maximum height of buildings shall not exceed 35 feet, EXCEPT chimneys, 
spires, domes, flag poles and other features not used for human habitation 
(EXCEPT telecommunication facilities), shall not exceed 70 feet. 

C. Setback and Buffer Improvement Standards. 

l . Front Yard Setback and Setback Abutting a Street: 

a. Dimensions: 
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1) The minimum setback abutting a street shall be 15 feet plus 
any Special Setback, Section 3.103.05 . . 

2) The maximum yard abutting a street shall be 150 feet. 

b. Off Street Parking and Maneuvering: 

1) Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited within a 
required setback. 

2) The entrance to a garage shall be set back a minimum of20 
feet from the closest edge of a shared driveway and 20 feet 
from a street right of way line. 

c. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.1 0. 

d. Vehicular Access:. Permitted in conformance with Section 3.104. 

2. Interior Side and Rear Yard Setbacks. 

a. Development in an CO zone, EXCEPT conditional uses permitted 
by Section 2.1 05.03. A. through E., shall be subject to the setback 
and buffer requirements of Table 2.1.9. Conditional uses 
permitted by Section 2.105.03. A. through E . shall be subject to 
the setback and buffer requirements of Table 2.1. 7. 

TABLE -2.1.9 Interior Yard and Buffer Standards for Non-
Residential Uses in CO Zones 

Abutting Property Landscaping Wall 

RS, RlS or RM, zone All interior yards shall be Solid brick or architectural 
fully landscaped subject to wall with anti-graffi ti 
Section 3.106. surface, no less than 6 feet 

or greater than 7 feet in 
height. 

DDC, CG, IP or IL zone All interior yards shall be Wall requirements shall be 
fu lly landscaped subject to determined in conjunction 
Section 3.106. with the applicable Design 

Review process. 

P/SP or CO zone All interior yards shall be No wall required. 
fully landscaped subject to 
Section 3. 1 06. 
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2.105.06 

b. The building setback from a private access easement shall be a 
minimum of 5 feet. 

c. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

1) Off street parking, maneuvering and storage shall be 
prohibited within a required setback. 

2) The entrance to a garage shall be set back a minimum of20 
feet from the closest edge of a shared driveway and 20 feet 
from a street right of way line. 

3) . The distance between the sidewalk on a public street and a 
loading dock shall be sized to preclude vehicles using the 
dock from projecting over the sidewalk. 

d. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.1 0. 

e. Vehicular Access: Permitted in conformance with Woodburn 
Access Management Ordinance and Section 3.1 04. 

Development Standa~ds 

All development in the CO zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of the 
WDO. The following standards specifically apply to uses in the CO zone. 

A. Off Street Parking. 

Off street parking shall be subj ect to the standards of Section 2.1 05.05 and 
Section 3.1 05. 

B. Setbacks and Lots, Generally. 

Setbacks and lots shall be subject to Section 3.103. 

C. Architectural Design Guidel ines and Open Space Standards. 

1. Multiple density residential buildings shall be subject to the design 
standards or guidelines of Section 3.1 07. 05. 

2. All primary bui ldings and stmctures, other than those noted in Section 
2.1 05.05.C. l .sha1J be subject to the archi tectural guidelines of Section 
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3.107.06. 

D. Signs. 

Signs shall be subject to the Woodburn Sign ·Ordinance. 

E. Residential Density. 

The density and number of medium density residential units permitted in a CO 
zone shall be subject to the requirements of Table 1.1.5. 

F. Landscaping and Sidewalks. 

1. The street frontage of a subject property shall be improved with either 
property line sidewalks and street trees or curb line sidewalks. The 
improvement shall be determined at the time of subdivision, PUD or 
design review as applicable. Sidewalks and trees shall be installed by the 
property owner to the standards of Section 3.1 OJ and 3.1 06. 

1. The subject property shall be landscaped to the standards of Section 3.106 
and 3.107.03. 

3. Common refuse collection facilities shall be screened on all sides by an 
architectural block wall and solid gate, both with an anti-graffiti surface, a 
minimum of six feet and a maximum of seven feet in height. 

G. Property Disposition. 

All uses shall be established and conducted on lots of record, as defined by 
Secti01t 1.102 and developed to the public facility and access standards of 
Sections 3.101, 3.102 and 3.104. 

1. New lots of record shall be subject to the following standards and 
procedures: 
a. Partitions, S ection 3.1 08; 
a-:b. Subdivisions, Section 3.1 08; or 
a-:c . Planned Unit Development Section 3.1 09. 

2. Alteration of the property lines of existing lots of record shall be subject to 
the applicable following standards and procedure. 
a. Property Line Adjustment, Section 5.101.07. 
a-:-b. Replatting, Section 3.108. 
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c. Vacation, applicable Oregon Revised Statutes. 
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2.106 Commercial General (CG) 

2.106.01 Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO, are permitted in the CG zone. 

A. Residential 

1. -----'--One dwelling unit in conjunction with a commercial use. 

B. Special Trade Contractors 

I. Plumbing, heating and air-conditioning contractors. (235110) 
-h2. Paper and wall coving contractors. (235210) 
-h3. Masonry, drywall, insulation and tile. (2354) 
M. Floor laying contractors. (235520) 
-l-.5. Roofing, siding, and sheet metal construction contractors (235610) 

entirely within a building. 
-h6. Glass and glazing contractors. (235920) 
-h7. Building equipment and other machinery installation contractors. 

(235950) 
-1-:-8. Ornamental ironwork contracting. (235990) 

C. Fabricated metal products manufacturing 

1. Fabricated metal product manufacturing (332) entirely within a 
building. 

D . Furniture and Related Products Manufacturing 

1. Household and institutional furniture and kitchen cabinet manufacturing 
(3371) entirely within a building. 

E. Retail Trade 

1. Automotive parts ( 44131) without installation. 
i-:-2. Furniture and home furnishings. (442) 
i-:-3. Electronics and appliance stores. ( 443) 
-h4. Building materials and garden equipment and supplies. (444) with all 

outdoor storage and display enclosed by a 7' masonry wall. 
-h5. Food and beverage stores. ( 445) 
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. +.6. Health and personal care stores. ( 446) 
7. Clothing and accessory stores. ( 448) 
-7:-8. Sporting goodst hobbyt book and music stores. (451) 
-7:-9. General merchandise stores. (452) 
-7:-10. Misc. retail ( 453) EXCEPT used merchandise stores ( 4533), other than 

antique shops, and EXCEPT manufactured (mobile) home dealers. 
(45393) 

F. Transportation & Warehousine: 

1. Postal service. ( 491) 

G. Information 

1. Publishing. (511) 
-l-:2. Motion picture theaters (512131) EXCEPT drive-ins. 
-l-:3. Radio and TV. (5131) 
-l-:4. Cable networks. (5132) 
-l-:5. Telecommunications. (5133) EXCEPT telecommunication facilities 

subject to Section 2.204.03. 
-l-:6. Information and data processing. (514) 

H. Finance and Insurance 

1. Finance and insurance (52) EXCEPT pawn shops (522298) and check 
cashing, pay day loan and--afl4 cash transfer establishments [other than 
banks] as a predominant, ancillary, or required supporting use banks. 

I. Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 

1. Real estate. (531) 
-h2. General rental centers (53231 0) with all outdoor storage and display on 

a paved surface. 

J. Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 

1. Legal services. (5411) 
-h2. Accounting. (5412) 
-h3. Architects and engineers. (5413) 
-l-:4. Specialized design services. (5414) 
-h5. Computer system design. (5415) 
-h6. Management consulting. (5416) 
-l-:7. Advertising. (54 18) 
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8. Other professional services (5419) EXCEPT veterinary service 
contained entirely within a building. (541940) 

K. Administrative & Support Services 

1. Administrative and support services (561) INCLUDING employment> 
travel and investigation. 

L. Educational Service 

1. Business schools. (6114) 
-h2. Techni~al and trade schools. (6115) 

M. Health Care and Social Services 

1. Ambulatory health services (621) EXCEPT ambulance service. (62191) 
-h2. Social assistaiJce (624) INCLUDING child day care services. 

N. Arts, Entertainment and Recreation 

1. Performing arts and spectator sports. (711) 
-h2. Museums and historic sites (712) EXCEPT zoos. (712130) 
-h3. Fitness and recreational sports. (71391) 
+.4. Bowling centers. (.71395) 
-h5. Other amusements INCLUDING ballrooms. (713990) 

0. Accommodation & Food Service 

1. Hotels (EXCEPT casino hotels) and motels. (72111) 
+.2. Bed-and-breakfast inns. (721191) 
+.3. Food service and drinking places (722) EXCEPT mobile food service. 

P. Other Services 

1. Electronic and precision equipment repair. (8112) 
-l-:2. Electric motor repair entirely within a building. 
-l-:3. Re:upholstery and furniture repair. (81142) 
+.4. Leather repair. (81 143) 
-l-:5. Personal care services (8121) INCLUDING barber shops and beauty 

salons. 
-l-:6. Funeral homes. (8122 10) 
-h 7. Dry cleaning and laundry service (8123) EXCEPT linen supply. (81233) 
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8. Photo finishing. (81292) 
&9. Parking lots and garages (81293) EXCEPT extended vehicle storage. 

(4939190) 
&10. All other personal services (812990) INCLUDING bail bonding and 

consumer buying services. 
11. Religious, civic and social organizations. (813) 

Q. Public Administration 

1. Public administration. (92) 

R. Streets & Utilities 

2.106.02 

1. Rights of way and easements and the improvements therein for streets, 
water, sanitary sewer, gas, oil, electric and communication lines and for 
storm water facilities and for pump stations. 

Special Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO including the special development standards of Section 1.103, are permitted in the 
CGzone. 

A Agricultural practices without livestock subject to Section 1.203.02. 

B. Complementary residential uses subject to Section 2.203.06. 

c. Delivery services subject to Section 2.203.08. 

D. Facilities during construction subject to Section 2.203.10. 

E. Temporary outdoor marketing and special events subject to Section 2.203.19. 

2.106.03 Conditional Uses 

The following uses may be permitted in the CG zone subject to the applicab le 
development standards of the WDO and the conditions of conditional use approval: 

A. Retail Trade 

I. Motor vehicle and parts dealers (441) EXCEPT automotive parts 
without installatio n. 
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Page 

2. Tractor and heavy equipment dealers. , 
~3. Gasoline stations. (447) 
~. Used merchandise stores, other than antique shops. ( 4533) 
~5. Manufactured (mobile) home dealers. (453930) 

B. Transportation & Warehousing 

1. Urban transit system. (48511) 
-h2. Interurban and rural transit. (4852) 
-h3. Taxi service. (48531) 
M. Limousine service. ( 4853) 
-h5. School transportation. (4854) 
-l-.6. Charter bus service. ( 4859) 
-h7. Special needs transportation. (485991) 
-h8. Motor vehicle towing. ( 48841) 
-h9. Self- and mini-storage~ 

C. Finance and Insurance 

1. Pawn shops. (522298) 
-l-:2. Check cashing, pay day loans and cash transfer establishments, other 

than banks. 

D. Professional, Scientific and Technical Services 

1. Scientific research and development. (5417) 
-l-:2. Veterinary service. (541940) 

E. Health Care and Social Services 

1. Ambulance service. (62191) 

F. Accommodations and Food Service 

1. Recreational vehicle parks. (72 12) 

G. Other Services 

1. Automotive maintenance. (81 1 1) 
-h2. Commercial and industrial equipment repair. (8113) 
-!-;3. Home goods repair EXCEPT upholstery (81142) and leather repair 

(8 1143). (8114) 
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H. 

2.106.04 

4. Linen supply. (81233) 

Government and public utility buildings and structures EXCEPT uses 
permitted in Section 1.106.01 and telecommunications facilities subject to 
Section 1.104.03. 

Accessory Uses 

The following uses are permitted as accessory uses subject to Sections 1.101 and 1.103. 

h A. Fence or free standing wall. 

2.106;05 Dimensional Standards 

The following dimensional.standards shall be the minimwn requirements for all 
development in the CG zone. 

A. Lot Standards. 

Lots in a CG zone shall comply with the applicable standards of Table 1.1.1 0. 

TABLE 2.1.1 0 Lot Standards for Uses in a CG Zone 

In a CG zone the lot area for a non-residential use shall be adequate to contain all structures 
within the required setbacks. There shall be no minimum width or depth. 

B . Building Height. 

The maximum height ofbuildings shall not exceed 70 feet, EXCEPT chimneys, 
spires, domes, flag poles and other features not used for human habitation 
(EXCEPT telecommunication facilities), shall not exceed 100 feet. 

C. Setback and Buffer Improvement Standards. 

2. Front Yard Setback and Setback Abutting a Street: 

a. Dimensions: 

1) The minimum setback abu tting a street shall be 15 feet plus 
any Special Setback, Section 3. 1 03. 05. 
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2) The maximum yard abutting a street shall be 150 feet. 

b. Off Street Parking and Maneuvering: 

1) Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited within a 
required yard or special setback. 

2) The distance between the sidewalk on a public street and a 
loading dock shall be sized to preclude vehicles using the 
dock from projecting over the sidewalk. 

c. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.1 0. 

d. Vehicular Access: Permitted in conformance with Section 3.1 04. 

2. Interior Side and Rear Yard Setbacks. 

TABLE 2.1.11 

Abutting Property 

RS, RlS, or RM zone 

CO, CG, DDC, P/SP or 
IL zone 

abutting 

Section 2.106.05 

a. Development in a CG zone shall be subject to the setback and 
buffer requirements of Table 2.1.1 1. 

Interior Yard and Buffer Standards for CG Zones 

Landscaping 

There is no buffer yard 
landscaping requirement for 
an interior yard abutting a 
butTer wall. 

There is no buffer yard 
landscaping requirement for 
an interior yard abutting a 
butTer wall . 

Wall Interior Setback 

Solid brick or architectural I 0 ft . 
wall with anti-graffiti 
surface, no less than 6 feet 
or greater than 7 feet in 
height. 

Alternative A: Alternative A: 

Wall requirement shall be 5 ft. 
determined in conjunction 
wi th the appl icable Design 
Review Process. 

Alternative B: Alternative B: 

No wall required. Zero setback 

gwal l. 

Woodburn Development Ordinance (WDO] 
Page 2.1-49 

Jttly-J-;November 21 . .J()(P-2003 

Volume 3 
Page 588 



2.106.06 

b. The minimum building setback from a private access easement 
shall be 5 feet. 

c. Off street parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited within a required 
setback. 

d. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.1 0. 

e. Vehicular Access: Permitted in conformance with Woodburn 
Access Management Ordinance and Section 3.1 04. 

Development Standards 

All development in the CG zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of the 
WDO. The following standards specifically apply to uses in the CG zone. 

A. Off Street Parking. 

Off street parking shall be subject to the standards of Sedion 2.1 06.05 and 
Section 3.1 05. 

B. Setbacks and Lots, Generally. 

Setbacks and lots shall be subject to Section 3.103. 

C. Architectural Design Guidelines. 

1. Multiple density residential buildings shall be subject to the design 
standards or guidelines of Section 3.1 07. 05. 

2. All primary buildings and structures, EXCEPT those described in Section· 
2.106.05.C.l, shall be subject to the architectural guidelines of Section 
3.107.06. 

D. Signs. 

Signs shall be subject to the Woodburn Sign Ordinance. 

E. Landscaping and Sidewalks. 
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-1-:-a. The street frontage of a subject property shall be improved with either 
property line sidewalks and street trees or curb line sidewalks. The 
improvement shall be determined at the time of subdivision, PUD or 
design review as applicable. Sidewalks and trees shall be installed by the 
property owner to the standards of Section 3.1 OJ and 3.1 06. 

-kb. The subject property shall be landscaped to the standards of Section 3.1 06. 

~.Common refuse collection facilities shall be screened on all sides by an 
architectural block wall and solid gate, both with an anti-graffiti surface, a 
minimum of six feet and a maximum of seven feet in height. 

F. Property Disposition. 

All uses shall be established and conducted on lots of record, as defined by 
Section 1.101 and developed to the public facility and access standards of 
Sections 3.1 OJ~ 3.101 and 3.1 04. 

1. New lots of record shall be subject to the following standards and 
procedures: 

a. Partitions, Section 3.1 08; 
a-:b. Subdivisions, -Section 3.1 08; or 
-a.c. Planned Unit Development Section 3.109. 

2. Alteration of the property lines of existing lots of record shall be subject to 
t-- the applicable following standards and procedures: 

a. Property Line Adjustment, Section 5.101.07. 
a-:b. Replatting, Section 3.108. 
a-:c. Vacation, applicable Oregon Revised Statutes. 
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2.107 Downtown Development and Conservation (DDC) 

2.107.01 Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO, are permitted in the DDC zone. 

A. Residential 

1. One dwelling unit in conjunction with a commercial use. 

B. Retail Trade 

1. Bakeries. (31181) 

2. Printing and related support activities (323) 

3. Furniture and home furnishing stores (442) INCLUDING: 

&.-a. Floor coverings and installation stores. ( 44221) 
&.b. Window treatment and installation stores. (442291) 
c. Used furniture stores. (45331) 

4:-2. Electronics and appliance stores and repair (44310) INCLUDING: 

&.-a. Camera shops. ( 443 13) 
&.b. Radio and TV stores. (443 112) 
c. Sewing machines stores. ( 443111) 

~3. Building material and garden equipment dealers (4441) LIMITED TO: 

e-:a. Paint, wallpaper, and interior decorating stores. ( 444120) 
e-:-b. Hardware stores. (44413) 
c. Light fixture stores. ( 444190) 

&.4. Garden supply store. (44422) 

'+.5. Food and beverage stores LIMITED TO: 

e-:a. Delicatessen stores. 
e-:b .Meat markets . (44521) 
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&:e. Fish markets LIMITED TO sales only. ( 44522) · 

&6. Other specialty stores ( 44529) LIMITED TO: 

e:a. Candy, nut, confectionery stores. ( 445292) 
v.-b. Dairy products stores LIMITED TO sales only. (44529) 

fh7. Health and personal care stores LIMITED TO: 

v.-a. Drug stores. ( 44611) 
v.-b. Optical goods stores. (44613) 
c. Health food stores. (446191) 
&.d. Hearing aid stores. (446199) 

10.8. Clothing and clothing accessories (448) LIMITED TO: 

v.-a. Clothing stores. ( 4481 0) 
Er.b. Dressmaker and tailor shops. 
c. Furriers and fur shops. (44819) 
6-=d. Jewelry, watch, and clock stores. (44815 & 44831) 
Er.e. Shoe stores. (44823) 
Er.f. Luggage stores. ( 44832) 

11 .9 . Sporting goods stores (445111) INCLUDING: 

&.-a. Bicycle shops. ( 445111) 
v.-b. Gunsmiths and repair. (45111) 

-1+.1 0. Hobby, toy, and game stores (45112) LIMITED TO: 

v.-a. Hobby shops. (4511 2) 
v.-b. Toy stores. (45112) 

~ 11. Sewing, needlework and piece goods stores. ( 4511 3) 

44-12. Music, piano, and musical instrument stores. ( 45 114) 

-&.13. Record and CD stores . (45122) 

*.14. Book stores. (4523) 

-l--1:-15. Department stores. ( 452 11) 
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-l-&-16. Other general merchandise stores ( 4529) INCLUDING variety stores. ( 45299) 

.f.9.: 17. Miscellaneous store retailers. ( 453) 
e-;a) Antique shops. 
&.b. Artists supply stores. (453998) 
c. Business machines, typewriters and repair. ( 45321 0) 
&.d. Florist shops. (45311) 
e:e. Gift, novelty, souvenir shops. ( 45322) 
e-;f. Greeting card stores. ( 45322) 
e-;g. Mail order house. ( 45411) 
&.h. Orthopedic and artificial limb stores. 
Er.i. Pet stores. (45391) 
&.i. Stationery stores. (45321) 
e-;k. Used merchandise stores. ( 45331) 

~B. Transportation & Warehousing 

. 1. Support Activities for Rail Transportation (488210) 
-l-.2. Postal service. (491) 

l*C. Information 

1. Newspaper, periodical, and book publishing. (5111) 
-1-:-2. Radio and TV studios and offices (5131) EXCEPT antennae and towers. 
-l-.3. Cable networks. (5132) 
-1-:-4. Telecommunications (5133) EXCEPT telecommunication facilities subject to 
Section 2.204.03. 
5. Information & data processing. (514) 

E:D. Finance and Insurance 

1. Finance and insurance (52) EXCEPT check cashing, pay day loan and-arul cash 
transfer establishments [other than banks] as a predominant, ancillary, or required 
supporting use. 

:f:.E. Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 

1. Realestate.(53 1) 
.f-:.2. Rental & leasing, without outdoor display or storage. (532) 
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G.-F.. Professional, Scientific & Technical Services 

1. Legal services. ( 5411) 
-h2. Accounting. (5412) 
-h3. Architects and engineers. (5413) 
-h4. Specialized design services (5414) INCLUDING interior design services. 
-h5. Computer system design. (5415) 
-h6. Management consulting. (5416) 
-h7. Advertising. (5418) 
-h8. Other professional services (5419), EXCEPT veterinary service 

(541940) not contained in a building. 

H;G. Administrative & Support Services 

1. Administrative and facilities support services. (5611 and 5612) 
-h2. Employment services. (5613) 
-h3. Business support services INCLUDING copy shops. (5614) 
-h4. Travel and tour agencies. (5615) 
-h5. Investigation and security services. (5616) 
-h6. Services to buildings and dwellings (5617), offices only. 
-h7. Other support services. (56199) 

J.:.H. Educational Service 

1. Educational services (611) both public and private, LIMITED TO: 

e-:-a. Elementary and secondary schools. (6111) 
e-:-b . Community college. (6112) 
c. Business schools. (6114) 
e-:-d. Technical and trade schools. (6115) 

J.:.I. Health Care & Social Services 

1. Ambulatory health care (621) EXCEPT Ambulance service. (62191) 
2. Social services (624) INCLUDING child day care services. 

&:-1. Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 

1. Museums and historic sites (712) EXCEPT zoos (712130). 
2. Fitness and recreational sports (7139 1) 
3. Community center. 
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4. Taxidermists. (71151) 

hK. Accommodation & Food Service 

1. Hotels (EXCEPT casino hotels) and motels. (72111) 
-h2. Bed and breakfast inns. (21191) 
-h3. Food service and drinking places (722) EXCEPT food contractors (7231) and 
mobile food service. 

~L. Other Services 

1. Personal care services (8121) INCLUDING: 
a. Barber shops. (812111) 
~b. Beauty shops. (812112) 

2. Funeral home. (812210) 
· b3. Laundry, self service. (81231) 
M . Dry cleaning, self service. (81231) 
b5. Photo finishing. (81292) 
U>. Parking lots and garages (81293) EXCEPT extended vehicle storage. 

(493190) 
b7. All Other Personal Services (81299) INCLUDING bail bonding and 

consumer buying services. 
b8. Religious, civic, professional and similar organizations. (813) 

M . Public Administration 

1. Public administration (92) INCLUDING government offices, courts, and 
police and fire stations. • · 

N. Streets and Utilities 

1. 

2.107.02 

Rights of way and easements and the improvements therein for streets, 
water, sanitary sewer, gas, oil , electric and communication lines and for 
storm water facilities and for pump stations. 

Special Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WD O including the special development standards of Section 2.203, are permitted in the 
DDC zone: 

A. Complementary res idential use subject to Section 2.203.06. 
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B. Craft industries subject to Section 2.203.07. 

c. Delivery services subject to Section 2.203.08. 

D. Facilities during construction subject to Section 2.203.1 0. 

E. Temporary outdoor marketing and special events subject to Section 2.203.19. 

2.107.03 Conditional Uses 

The following uses may be permitted subject to obtaining conditional use approval: 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

2.107.04 

Multiple family dwelling ·units, INCLUDING apartment houses. 

Nursing care facilities. ( 6231) 

Assisted care facilities. ( 623 31) 

Grocery store, food market, food store. ( 44511) 

Gasoline stations (44719) INCLUDING repair services. 

Wine shops. 

Government and public utility buildings and structures EXCEPT uses 
permitted in Section 2.1 07. OJ and telecommunications facilities subject to 
Section 2.204. 03. 

Accessory Uses 

The following uses are permitted as accessory uses subject to S ections 2.202 and 2.203. 

A. Fence or free standing wall. 

2.107.05 Dimensional Standards 

The fo llowing dimensional standards shall be the minimum requirements for all 
development in the DDC zone. 

A. Lot Standards. 
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Lots in a DDC zone shall comply with the applicable standards o'r Table 2.1.12. 

TABLE 2.1.12 Lot Standards in a DDC Zone 

In a DDC zone the lot area shall be adequate to contain all structures within the required 
setbacks. There shall be no minimum width or depth. 

B. Building Height. 

There is no restriction on height in the DDC zone. 

C. Setback and Buffer Standards. 

Setback and buffers are subject to the DDC design guidelines of Section 3.1 07.07. 

2.107.06 Development Standards 

All development -in the DDC zone shall comply wi$ the applicable provisions of the 
WDO. Where the standards ofthe DDC zone and the WDO differ, the standards of the 
DDC shall prevail. 

A. Off Street Parking. 

All parking and access standards of S ections 3.104 and 3.105 shall apply 
EXCEPT that there shall be no required parking ratio for uses in the DDC zone. 

B. Design Guidelines and Standards. 

1. M ultiple density residential buildings shall be subject to the design 
standards or guidelines of Section 3.1 07. 05. 

2. All development, EXCEPT that described in Section 2.107.B.1., shall be 
subject to the DDC zone architectural design guidelines and standards of 
S ection 3. 107.07. 

C. Signs. 

Signs are subj ect to the DDC zone architectural design guidelines and standards 
of Seciion 3.107.07. 

D. Landscaping. 
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Page 

Landscaping is subject to the DDC zone architectural design guidelines and 

standards of Section 3.1 07.07. 

E. Property Disposition. 

All uses shall be established and conducted on lots of record, as defined by 
Section 1.102 and developed to the public facility and access standards of 
Sections 3.101, 3.102 and 3.104. 

1. New lots ofrecord shall be subject to the following standards and 
procedures: 

a. Partitions, Section 3.1 08; 
a.b. Subdivisions, -Section 3.1 08; or 
a.c. Planned Unit Development Section 3.1 09. 

2. Alteration of the property lines of existing lots of record shall be subject to 
the applicable following standards and procedures: 

a. Property Line Adjustment, Section 5.101.07. 
a,.b. Replatting, Section 3.108. 
a,.c. Vacation, applicable Oregon Revised Statutes. 
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2.108 [Reserved for expansion.]Nodal Neighborhood Commercial 
(NNC) 

2.108.01 Purpose 

The Nodal Neighborhood Commercial zone is intended to se.rve the routine daily needs 
of nearby residents and employees. This zone is intended to be accessible to pedestrians 
and bicyclists, as well as automobiles. It may be applied as a stand-alone neighborhood 
commercial zone, or as part of a master planned nodal development iri accordance with 
Section 2.115. 

2.108.02 Permitted Uses 

All uses permitted in the Downtown Development and Conservation Zone (DOC) under 
WDO Section 2.108.01. when developed under the applicable development standards of 
the WDO, are permitted in the NNC zone. 

2.108.03 Special Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO including the special development standards of Section 2.203, are permitted in the 
NNCzone: 

A Complementary residential use subject to Section 2.203.06. 

B. Craft industries subject to Section 2.203.07. 

C. Delivery services subject to Section 2.203.08. 

D. Facilities during construction subject to Section 2.203.1 0. 

E. Temporary outdoor marketing and special events subject to Section 2.203.19. 

F. Grocery store, food market, food store. ( 44511) 

2.108.04 Conditional Uses 
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The following uses may be permitted subject to obtaining conditional use approval: 

A. 

2.107.05 

Government and public utility buildings and structures EXCEPT uses 
pennitted in Section 2.107.01 and telecommunications facilities subject to 
Section ·2.204.03. 

Accessory Uses 

The following uses are permitted as accessory uses subject to Sections 2.202 and 2.203. 

A. Fence or free standing wall. 

2.107.06 Dimensional Standards 

The following dimensional standards shall be the minimum requirements for all 
development in the NNC zone. 

A. Maximum Sit&-Zone and Square Footage Requirement. 

1. The maximum size for an NNC sitezone shall be 15 acres. 

2. NNC sites should be located at least one half mile from the nearest 
Comprehensive Plan "Commercial" designation. 

3. NNC sites should be served by at least one collector or arterial street. 

The maximum floor area fur a grocery or department store shall be 50,000 square 
feet. 

Othem·ise, n o any single business in the NNC zone shall occupy more than 
~60,000 square feet. 

B. Lot Standards. 

Lots in a NNC zone shall comply with the applicable standards of Table 2. 1.13. 

TABLE 2.1.13 Lot Standards in a NNC Zone 

In a NNC zone the lot area shall be adequate to contain all structures within the required 
setbacks. There shall be no minimum width or depth. 
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D. Building Height. 

The maximum building height shall be 45 feet in the NNC zone. 

E. Setback and Buffer Standards. 

2.107.07 

Setback and buffers are subject to the DDCINNC design guidelines of Section 
3.107.07. 

Development Standards 

All development in the NNC zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of the 
WDO. If the NNC Zone is within a Nodal Overlay, the Nodal Overlay standards shall 
prevail. Otherwise, where the standards of the NNC zone and the WDO differ. the 
standards of the NNC shall prevail. 

F. Off Street Parking. 

All parking and access standards of Sections 3.104 and 3.105 shall apply. 

G. Design Guidelines and Standards. 

1. Multiple density residential buildings shall be subject to the design 
standards or guidelines of Section 3.1 07.05 

2. All development, EXCEPT that described in Section 2.107.B.1., shall be 
·subject to the NC/DDC zone architectural design guidelines and standards 
of Section 3.107.07. 

H. Signs. 

Signs are subject to the NC/DDC zone architectural design guidelines and 
standards of Section 3.107.07. 

I. Landscaping. 

1. 

2. 

Section 2.108 

Landscaping is subject to the NNC zone architectural design guidelines 
and standards of Section 3.1 07. 07. 

At least one-half acre of public plaza area shal l be dedicated and improved 
for every five acres of commercial and parking area development. The 
des ign of the public plaza shall be approved by the City Council. 
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J. Property Disposition. 

Section 2.108 

All uses shall be established and conducted on lots of record, as defined by 
Section 1.102 and developed to the public facility and access standards of 
Sections 3.1 OJ, 3.102 and 3.1 04. If an NNC site is within a designated Nodal 
Overlay, the master planning standards of Section 2.115 shall be met prior to 
creation or alteration of any lot or parcel, and prior to approval of any street 
vacation. 

\ 

1. New lots of record shall be subject to the following standards and 
procedures: 

a. Partitions, Section 3.1 08; 
b. Subdivisions. Section 3.1 08; or 
c. Planned Unit Development Section 3.109. 

2. Alteration of the property lines of existing lots of record shall be subject to 
the applicable following standards and procedures: 

a. Property Line Adjustment, Section 5.101.07. 
b. Replatting, Section 3.1 08. 
c. Vacation, applicable Oregon Revised Statutes. 
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2.109 Industrial Park (IP) . 

2.109.01 Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO, are permitted in the IP zone. 

A. Construction 

1. Building, developing and general contracting. (233) 
-1-:2. Heavy construction. (234) 
-1-:3 . Special trade contractors. (235) 

B. Manufacturing 

1. Food manufacturing. (311) 
-1-:2 . · Beverage and tobacco product manufacturing. (312) 
-1-:3. Textile product mills. (314) 
-1-:4. Apparel manufacturing. (315) 
5. Leather and allied products manufacturing. (316) 
6. Paper manufacturing (317) limited to assembly. 
ft.: 7 . Printing and related support activities. (318) 
6-:8. Plastics and rubber product manufacturing. (326) 
6-:9. Fabricated metal products manufacturing. (332) 
6-:10. Machinery manufacturing. (333) 
&.11. Computer and electronic product manufacturing. (334) 
&.12. Electrical equipment, appliance and component manufacturing. (335) 
&.13. Transportation equipment manufacturing. (336) 
6-:14. Furniture and related product manufacturing. (337) 
6-:15. Misc. manufactu~ing. (339) 

C. Wholesale Trade 

1. Wholesale trade, durable goods. ( 421) 
-h2. ·wholesale trade, non:durable goods ( 422) EXCEPT motor vehicle 

wrecking yards. 

D. Educational Services 

I. Technical and trade schools. (6 115) 
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E. Health Care 

1. Ambulance services. (62191) 

F. Other Services 

1. Dwelling for caretaker or watchperson. 
-h2. Parking lots and garages (81293) 

G. Public Administration and Facilities 

1. Fire protection. (922160) 
h2. Government maintenance facilities and storage yards. 

H. Streets & Utilities 

1. Rights of way and easements and the improvements therein for streets, 
water, sanitary sewer, gas, oil, electric and communication lines and for 
storm water facilities and for pump stations. 

2.109.02 Special Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO including the sp ecial development standards of Section 1.203, are permitted in the 
IP zone. 

A. Agricultural practices without livestock subject to Section 1.203.01. 

B. Delivery services subject to Section 2.203.08. 

c. Facilities during construction subject to Section 2.203.10. 

D. Industrial sales subject to Section 2.203.14. 

E. Mobile food service subj ect to Section 2.203.1 7. 

2.109.03 Conditional Uses 

The following uses may be permitted in the IP zone subject to the applicable 
develop ment standards of the WDO and the conditions of conditional use approval: 

A. Manufacturing 

Section 2.109.03 
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1. Wood products manufacturing. (321) 
-l-:2 . Chemical manufacturing. (325) 

·B. Transportation and Warehousing 

1. Truck transportation. ( 484) 
-l-:2. Transit and ground transportation. (485) 
-l-:3. Freight transportation arrangement. ( 48851 0) 
M. Warehousing and storage-._(493) 
-l-:5. Self- and mini-storage. · · 

C. Food Services 

1. Food services and drinking places (722) for industrial employees 
EXCEPT mobile food service. 

D. Other Services 

E. 

2.109.04 

1. Commercial and industrial machinery and equipment repair. (8113) 
-l-:2. Recycling centers. 

Government and public utility buildings and structures EXCEPT uses 
permitted in Section 2.109.01 and telecommunications facilities subject to 
S ection 2.204.03. 

Specific Conditional Uses 

The uses permitted by the following designation may be allowed in the IP zone subject to 
approval as a conditional use that conforms to the specific standards referenced below, 
the applicable provisions of the WDO and all other applicable conditions of approval. 

A T elecommunications Facilities subject to S ection 2.204.03. 

2.109.05 Accessory Uses 

The following uses are permitted as accessory uses subject to S ectio11 2.203. 

A Fence or free standing wall. 

2.109.06 Dimensional Standards 
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Except as modified by the SWlR Overlay District, t+he following dimensional standards 
shall be the minimum requirements for all development in the IP zone. 

A. Lot Standards. 

Lots in an IP zone shall comply with the applicable standards of Table 2.1.15. 

TABLE 2.1.15 Lot Standards in an IP Zone 

In an IP zone the lot area for a non-residential use shall be adequate to contain all 
structures within the required setbacks. There shall be no minimwn width or depth. 

B. Building Height. 

The maximwn height ofbuildings shall not exceed 45 feet, EXCEPT chimneys, 
spires, domes, flag poles and other features not used for hwnan habitation (but 
EXCEPT telecommunication facilities), shall not exceed 70 feet. 

C. Setback and Buffer Improvement Standards. 

1. Front Yard Setback and Setback Abutting a Street: 

2. 

Section 2.109.06 

a. Dimensions: 

The minimum setback abutting a street shall be 10 feet plus any 
Special Setback, S ection 3.1 03. 05. 

b. Off street parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

1) 0 ff street parking and storage shall be prohibited within a 
required setback. 

2) The distance between the sidewalk on a public s treet and a 
loading dock shall be sized to preclude vehic les using the 
dock from projecting over the sidewalk. 

c. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.1 0. 

d. Vehicular Access: Permitted in conformance Section 3.1 04. 

Lnteri or Side and Rear Yard Setbacks. 
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TABLE 2.1.16 

a. Development in an IP zone shall be subject to the setback and 
buffer requirements of Table 2.1.16. 

Interior Yard and Buffer Standards for IP Zones 

Abutting Property Landscaping Wall Interior Setback 

RS, RIS, RM, CO, P/SP There is no buffer yard Solid brick or architectural 30 ft. 
wall with anti-graffiti Zone; or landscaping requirement for 

an interior yard abutting a surface, no less than 6 ft. 
Existing residential unit buffer wall. or greater than 9 ft. in 

CCG, DDC, IP or IL zone There is no buffer yard 
landscaping requirement for 
and interior yard abutting a 
buffer wall. 

Alternative A: Alternative A: 

Wall requirements shall be 5 ft. 
with the applicable Design 
Review process. 

Alternative 8 : 

No wall required. 

Alternative 8: 

Zero setback abutting a 
building wall. 

b. The building setback from a private access easement shall be a 
minimum of 5 feet. 

c. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited -within a required 
setback. 

d. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.1 0. 

e. Vehicular Access: Permitted in conformance with Woodburn 
Access Management Ordinance and S ection 3.1 04. 

2.109.07 Development Standards 

All development in the IP zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of the WDOt 
including -:-SWTR Overlay District standards where applicable. The following standards 
specifically apply to uses in the IP zone. 

A. Off Street Parking. 
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Off street parking shall be subject to the standards of Section 2.109.06 and 
Section 3.1 05. 

B. Setbacks and Lots, Generally. 

Setbacks and lots shall be subject to Section 3.1 03. 

C. Architectural Design Guidelines. 

All primary buildings and structures shall be subject to the architectural 
guidelines of Section 3.107.08. 

D. Signs. 

Signs shall be subject to the Woodburn Sign Ordinance. 

E. Landscaping and Sidewalks. 

1. The street frontage of a subject property shall be improved with either 
property line sidewalks and street trees or curb line sidewalks. The 
improvement shall be determined at the time of subdivision, PUD or 
design review as applicable. Sidewalks and trees shall be installed by the 
property owner to the standards of Section 3.101 and 3.106. 

2. The subject property shall be landscaped to the standards of Section 3.1 06. 

3. Common refuse collection facilities shall be screened on all sides by an 
architectural block wall and solid gate, both with an anti-graffiti surface, a 
minimwn of six feet and a maximwn of seven feet in height. 

F. Property Disposition. 

All uses shall be established and conducted on lots of record, as defined by 
Section 1.102 and developed to the public facility and access standards of 
Sections 3.101, 3.102 and 3.104. 

1. New lots of record shall be subject to the fo llowing standards and 
procedures: 

a. Partitions, Section 3. 1 08; 
a-:-b. Subdivisions, -Section 3.1 08; or 
a.c. Planned Unit Development Section 3.1 09. 

Section 2.109.07 
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2. Alteration of the property lines of existing lots of record shall be subject to 
the applicable following standards and procedures: 

a. Property Line Adjustment, Section 5.101.07. 
a:-b. Replatting, Section 3.1 08. 
&:c. Vacation, applicable Oregon Revised Statutes. 
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2.110 Light Industrial (IL) 

2.110.01 Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO, are permitted in the IL zone. 

A. Construction 

1. Building, developing and general contracting. (233) 
-h2. Heavy construction. (234) 
-h3. Special trade contractors. (235) 

B. Manufacturing 

1. Food manufacturing. (311) 
-h2. Beverage and -tobacco product -manufacturing. (312) 
-h3. Textile product miUs. (314) 
-h4. Apparel manufacturing. (315) 
5. Leather and allied products manufacturing. (316) 
6. Paper manufacturing (317) limited to assembly. 
€r.7. Printing and related support activities-.(318) 
€r.8 . Wood products manufacturing. (321) 
€r.9 . Plastics and rubber product manufacturing. (326) 
fr. l 0. Non metallic mineral product manufacturing. (327) 
fr. ll. Fabricated metal products manufacturing. (332) 
€r.12. Machinery manufacturing. (333) 
€r.13. Computer and electronic product manufacturing. (334) 

.. · . 

€r.14. Electrical equipment, appliance and component manufacturing. (335) 
€r.15. Transportation equipment manufacturing. (336) 
€r.16. Furniture and related product manufacturing. (337) 
€r.17. Misc. manufacturing. (339) 

C. Wholesale Trade 

1. Wholesale trade, durable goods. ( 421) 
-h2. Wholesale trade, noodu-r-ab-lenon-durable goods ( 422) EXCEPT motor 

vehicle wrecking yards. 

D. R etail Trade 

Section 2.110.01 
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1. Auction houses EXCEPT livestock and poultry sales. 

E. Transportation and Warehousing 

1. Truck transportation. ( 484) 
-h2. Transit and ground transportation. ( 485) 
-h3. Freight transportation arrangement. ( 48851 0) 
M. Warehousing and storage. (493) 
-h5. Self- and mini-storage. 

F. Educational Services 

1. Technical and trade schools. (6115) 

G. Health Care 

1. Ambulance services. (62191) 

H. Other Services 

1. Commercial and industrial machinery and equipment repair. (8113) 
+.2. Dwelling for caretaker or watchperson. 
+.3. Parking lots and garages (81293) 

I. Public Administration and Facilities 

1. Fire protection. (922160) 
+.2. Government maintenance facilities and storage yards. 

J. Streets & Utilities 

1. Rights of way and easements and the improvements therein for streets, 
water, sanitary sewer, gas, oil, electric and communication lines and for 
storm water facilities and for pump stations. 

2.110.02 Special Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO including the special development standards of Section 2.203, are permitted in the 
IL zone. 

A. Agricultural practices wi thout livestock subj ect to S ection 2.203. 02. 
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B. Delivery services subject to Section 2.203. 08. 

c. Facilities during construction subject to Section 2.203.1 0. 

D. Mobile food service subject to Section 2.203.17. 

2.110.03 Conditional Uses 

The following uses may be permitted in the IL zone subject to the applicable 
development standards of the WDO and the conditions of conditional use approval: 

A. Manufacturing 

1. Paper manufacturing. (322) 
+.-2. Petroleum and coal products manufacturing (324) with all storage 

underground. 
+.-3. Chemical manufacturing. (325) 
-l-:4. Primary metal manufacturing. (331) 

B. Food Services 

1. Food services and drinking places (722) for industrial employees, 
EXCEPT mobile food service. 

C. Other Services 

D. 

2.110.04 

1. Motor vehicle wrecking yards. 
-h2. Recycling centers. 

Government and public utility buildings and structures EXCEPT uses 
permitted in Section 2.110.01 and telecommunications facilities subject to 
Section 2.204. 03. 

Specific Conditional Uses 

The uses permitted by the fo llowing designation may be allowed in the lL zone subject to 
approval as a conditional use that conforms to the specific standards referenced below, 
the applicable provis ions of the WDO and all other applicable conditions of approval. 

A. Telecommunications Facilities subject to Section 2.204. 03. 

2.110.05 Accessory Uses 

Section 2.110.04 
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The following uses are permitted as accessory uses subject to Section 2.203. 

A. Fence or free standing wall. 

2.110.06 Dimensional Standards 

The following dimensional standards shall be the minimum requirements for all 
development in the IL zone. 

A. Lot Standards. 

Lots in aIL zone shall comply with the applicable standards of Table 2.1.17. 

TABLE 2.1.17 Lot Standards in an IL Zone 

In an IL zone the lot area for a non-residential use shall be adequate to contain all 
structures within the required setbacks. There shall be no minimum width or depth. 

B. Building Height. 

The maximum height of buildings shall not exceed 70 feet, EXCEPT chimneys, 
spires, domes, flag poles and other features not used for human habitation 
(EXCEPT telecommunication facilities), shall not exceed 100 feet. 

C. Setback and Buffer Improvement Standards. 

1. Front Yard Setback and Setback Abutting a Street: 

a. Dimensions: 

The minimum setback abutting a street shall be 10 feet plus any 
Special Setback, Sectio11 3.103.05. 

b. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

1) 

2) 

Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited within a 
required setback. 

The distance between the sidewalk on a public street and a 
loading dock shall be sized to preclude vehicles using the 
dock from projecting over the sidewalk. 
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c. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.1 0 •. 

d. Vehicular Access: Permitted in conformance with Woodburn 
Access Management Ordinance and Section 3.1 04. 

2. Interior Side and Rear Yard Setbacks. 

a. Development in an IL zone shall be subject to the setback and 
buffer requirements of Table 2.1.18. 

TABLE 2.1.18 Interior Yard and Buffer Standards for IL Zones 

Abutting Property Landscaping 

RS, RIS, RM, CO, P/SP There is no buffer yard 
Z one; or landscaping requirement for 

an interior yard abutting a 
Existing residential unit buffer wall. 

CCG, DDC, IP or IL zone There is no buffer yard 
landscaping requirement for 
and interior yard abutting a 
buffer wall. 

Wall Interior Setback 

Solid brick or architectural 30 ft. 
wall with anti-graffiti 
surface, no less than 6 ft. 
or greater than 9 ft. in 

Alternative A: Alternative A: 

Wall requirements shall be 5 ft. 
with the applicable Design 
Review process. 

Alternative 8 : 

No wall required. 

Alternative B: 

Zero setback 
abutting a building 
wall. 

b. The building setback from a private access easement shall be a 
minimum of 5 feet. 

Section 2.110.06 

c. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited -within a required 
setback. 

d. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.1 0. 

e. Vehicular Access: Permitted in conformance wi th Section 3.1 04. 
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2.110.07 Development Standards 

All development in the IL zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of the WDO. 
The following standards specifically apply to uses in the IL zone. 

A. Off Street Parking. 

Off street parking shall be subject to the standards of Section 2.11 0. 06 and 
Section 3.1 05. 

B. Setbacks and Lots, Generally. 

Setbacks and lots shall be subject to Section 3.1 03. 

C. Architectural Design Guidelines. 

All primary buildings and structures shall be subject to the architectural 
guidelines of Section 3.107.08. 

D . Signs. 

Signs shall be subject to the Woodburn Sign Ordinance. 

E. Landscaping and Sidewalks. 

1. The street frontage of a subject property shall be improved with either 
property line sidewalks and street trees or curb line sidewalks. The 
improvement shall be determined at the time of subdivision, PUD or 
design review as applicable. Sidewalks and trees shall be installed by the 
property owner to the standards of Section 3.101 and 3.106. 

2. The subject property shall be landscaped to the standards of S ection 3.1 06. 

3. Common refuse collection facilities shall be screened on all sides by an 
architectural block wall and solid gate, both with an anti-graffiti surface, a 
minimum of six feet and a maximum of seven feet in height. 

F. Property Disposi tion. 

All uses shall be established and conducted on lots of record, as defined by 
Section 1.102 and developed to the public facility and access standards of 
Sections 3.101, 3.102 and 3.104. 
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1. New lots of record shall be subject to the following standards and 
procedures: 

a. 
a. Partitions, Section 3.1 08; 
b. Subdivisions, -Section 3.1 08; or 
Inc. Planned Unit Development Section 3.1 09. 

2. Alteration of the property lines ofexisting lots of record shall be subject to 
the applicable following standards and procedures: 

a. Property Line Adjustment, Section 5.101.07. 
a.b. Replatting, Section 3.1 08. 
a.c. Vacation, applicable Oregon Revised Statutes. 
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2.111-Public and Semi-Public (P/SP) 

2.111.01 Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards of the 
WDO are permitted in the P/SP zone. 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

2.111.02 

Golf Course, without a driving range. 

Parks. 

Playgrounds. 

Rights of way, easements and the improvements therein for streets, water, 
sanitary sewer, gas, oil, electric and communication lines, for storm water 
facilities and for pump stations. 

Special Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards. of the 
WDO including the special development standards of Section 2.203, are permitted in the 
P/SP zone. 

A. Agricultural practices without livestock subject to Section 2.203.02. 

B. Delivery services subject to Section 2.203. 08. 

c. Facilities during construction subject to Section 2.203.1 0. 

D. Temporary outdoor marketing and special events subject to Section 2.203.19. 

2.111.03 Conditional Uses 

The following uses may be pennitted in the P/SP zone subject to the applicable 
development standards of the WDO and to the conditions of conditional use approval: 

A. Ambulatory health care facilities. (621) 

B. Aquatic facility. 

Section 2.111.03 
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C. Cemetery. (812220) 

1}.;1,-Eiementary and secondary schools (6111) . 

.&,.~Golf driving range in conjunction with a golf course. 

GD. Government and public utility buildings and structures EXCEPT uses 
permitted in Section 2.11 1. OJ and telecommunications facilities subject to 
Section 2.204.03. 

!J,;E. Hospitals. (622) 

I. F. Play or Ball Field. 

J..G. Public parking lots and garages (81293) EXCEPT extended vehicle storage. 
(4939190) and parking as an Accessory Use. 

2.111.04 Accessory Uses 

The following uses are permitted as accessory uses subject to Sections 2.202. 

A. Dwelling for caretaker or watchperson. 

B. Fence or free standing wall. 

C. Public parking for uses in the same zoning district. 

2.111.05 Dimensional Standards 

The following dimensional standards shall be the minimum requirements for all 
development in the P/SP zone. 

A. Lot Standards. 

Lots in a P/SP zone shall comply with the appl icable standards of Table 2.1. 19. 

TABLE 2.1.19 Lot Standards for Uses in a P/SP Zone 

In a P/SP zone the lot area for a non-residential use shall be adequate to contain all 
structures within the required setbacks. There shall be no minimum width or depth. 
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B. Building Height. 

The maximum height of buildings, EXCEPT chimneys, spires, domes, flag poles 
and other features not used for human habitation (EXCEPT telecommunication 
facilities), shall be 35 feet. 

C. Setback and Buffer Improvement Standards. 

1. Front Yard Setback and Setback Abutting a Street: 

a. Dimensions: 

The minimum setback abutting a street shall be 20 feet plus any 
Special Setback, Section 3.103.05. 

b. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

1) Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited within a 
required setback. 

2) The distance between the sidewalk on a public street and a 
loading dock shall be sized to preclude vehicles using the 
dock from projecting over the sidewalk. 

c. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.1 0. 

d. Vehicular Access: Permitted in conformance with Section 3.1 04. 

1-:1. Interior Side and Rear Yard Setbacks. 

a. Development in an P/SP zone shall be subject to the setback and 
buffer requirements of Table 2.1.20. 
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TABLE 2.1.20 

Abutting Property 

Permitted Use in a P/SP 
Zone Abutting 

RS, RIS, RM, CO, P/SP, 

Existing residential unit. 

Conditional and/or 
Accessory Use in a P/SP 
Zone Abutting: 

RS, RIS, RM, CO, P/SP 
Zone; or 

Existing residential unit. 

Conditional and/or 
Accessory Use in a P/SP 
Zone Abutting: 

DDC, CG. IP or IL zoue. 

Interior Yard and Buffer Standards for P/SP Zones 

Landscaping 

All interior yards shall be 
fully landscaped subject to 

Section 3.106. 

There is no buffer yard 
landscaping requirement for 
an interior yard abutting a 
buffer wall. 

There is no buffer yard 
landscaping requirement for 
and interior yard abutting a 
buffer wall. 

Wall 

No wail required. 

Wall requirements shall be 
determined in conjunction 
with the applicable Design 
Review process. 

Interior Setback 

20 feet. 

24 ft . from any portion of 
main building 16 ft. or less 
in height 

30 ft. from any portion of a 
main building more than 16 
ft. and Jess than 28 ft~,_in. 
height. 

36 ft. from any portion of a 
main building more than 28 
ft . and less than 35 ft. in 
height. 

Wall requirements shall be 20ft. 
determined in conjunction 
with the applicable Design 
Review process. 

b. The building setback from a private access easement shall be a 
minimum of 5 feet. 

c. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

Off street parking and storage shall be prohibited within a required 
setback. 

d. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, S ection 3.103.1 0. 

e. Vehicular Access: Permitted in conformance with Woodburn 
Access Management Ordinance and Section 3.1 04. 

2.111.06 Development Standards 

All development in the P/SP zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of the 
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WDO. The following standards specifically apply to uses in the P/SP zone. 

A. Off Street Parking. 

Off street parking shall be subject to the standards of Section 2.111. 05 and 
Section 3.1 05. 

B. Setbacks and Lots, Generally. 

Setbacks and lots shall be subject to Section 3.1 03. 

C. Architectural Design Guidelines. 

All primary buildings and structures shall be subject to the architectural 
guidelines of Section 3.107.06. 

D. Signs. 

Signs shall be subject to the Woodburn Sign Ordinance. 

E. Landscaping and Sidewalks. 

1. The street frontage of a subject property shall be improved with either 
property line sidewalks and street trees or curb line sidewalks. The 
improvement shall be determined at the time of subdivision, PUD or 
design review as applicable. Sidewalks and trees shall be installed by the 
property owner to the standards of Section 3.101 and 3.106. 

2. The subject property shall be landscaped to the standards of Section3.1 06. 

3. Common refuse collection facilities shall be screened on all sides by an 
architectural block. wall and solid gate, both with an anti-graffiti surface, a 
minimwn of six feet and a maximum of seven feet in height. 

F. Property Disposition. 

All uses shall be established and conducted on lots of record, as defined by 
Section 1.102 and developed to the public facility and access standards of 
Sections 3.101, 3.102 and 3.104. 

1. New lots of record shall be subject to the following standards and 
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procedures: 

a. Partitions, Section 3.1 08; 
b. Subdivisions, -section 3.1 08; or 
b.c. Planned Unit Development Section 3.109. 

2. Alteration of the property lines of existing lots of record shall be subject to 
the applicable following standards and procedures: 

a. Property Line Adjustment, Section 5.1 OJ. 07. 
b. Replatting, Section 3.1 08. 
c. Vacation, applicable Oregon Revised Statutes. 
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2.112 Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District 
(NCO~) 

2.112.01 Purpose 

To conserve the visual character and heritage of Woodburn's oldest and most central 
neighborhood. 

2.112.02 Boundaries of the NCO District 

The area en~ompassed by the Neighborhood Conservation Overlay (NCOD) district are 
depicted in Figure NCOD-1. 

2.112.03 Applicable Provisions 

The NCOD provides the basis for specific architectural design guidelines. The NCOD 
architectural guidelines are contained in Section 3.1 07. 04. The guidelines are applicable 
to all single family and duplex dwellings, both existing and proposed. 
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2.113 Signifieant Riparian Corridor and Wetlands 
Overlay District (SWODRCW) 

2.113.01 Purpose 

To conserve significant riparian corridors, undeveloped floodplains and locally 
significant wetlands in keeping with the requirements of State Planning Goal§ 5 (Natural 
Resources), 6 (Water Quality) and 7 (Natural Hazards), -aBEl-applicable state statutes and 
administrative rules, the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and the Marion County Growth 
Management Framework Plan.':' 

2.113.02 Boundaries of the SWO RCW Overlay District 

The general location eoHBdary ofthe Signifieaat Riparian Corridor and Wetlands (RCW) 
Overlay District (SWO/J) shall is shown on the 2003 Buildable Lands Inventory Map, the 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Map. and the Woodburn Zoning Map (for areas within 
the City Limits). The SWODRCW includes locally significant wetlands, the 100-year 
floodplain outside of developed areas, and the designated riparian corridors. be defined by 
the "significant wetlaads" as delineated en the "City of Woodburn Loea) ·wetlands 
Jnyentory and Riparian Assessment," prepared by Shapiro and l\ssoeiates, Ine., dated 
January 5, 2000. The "significant wetlands" as defined by the Assessment are: MC 1, 
MC 2, MC 3, M C 5, MC 6, MC 7, MC 8, MC 16, SC 1, 8C 2 and SC 3. 

2.113.03 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

2.113.03 

A. 

Table 2.1.1 

Permitted Uses Within RCW Overlay District. 

Trails. 

Passive recreation uses and activities. 

Maintenance of existing structures, lawns and gardens. 

Normal maintenance and expansion of existing public facilities. 

Removal of invasive (non-native) plant species. 

Conflicting Uses and Activities 

The follow ing uses and activi ties conflict with the conservation of riparian 
conidors, EXCEPT where associated with a pennitted use listed in Section 
2.113.03: 
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B. 

c. 

2.113.04 

A. 

B. 

2.113.04 

_,. .. 

1. Removal of native vegetation. 

2. Grading, fill and removal. 

3. New public facilities and streets. 

4. New residential, commercial. industrial, or public semi-public construction. 

5. Expansion of existing buildings or structures. 

Where a conflicting use is proposed on a p arcel within, or partially within the 
RCW Overlay District, the applicant shall be responsible for precisely mapping 
the location of streams, wetlands, floodplains and riparian corridors if any 
conflicting use or activity is proposed within the RCW Overlay District. 

If the riparian corridor includes a locally significant wetland, the Division of State 
Lands IDSL) must concur in the delineation before an application may be deemed 
complete. 

A voidance Option 

If the applicant chooses to avoid conflicting uses and activities within the mapped 
riparian corridor, no further RCW review is required. 

For land divisions and new commercial, industrial, or multi-family development 
applications: 

1. Density may be transferred from unbuildable riparian corridors to 
buildable land through the Planned Development process. 

2. The applicant shall be responsible for conserving the riparian corridor, 
through dedication, conservation easements, or other means approved by 
the City Attorney. 

RCW Review Option 

If conflicting uses or activities are proposed within the mapped RCW overlay district, an 
RCW permit is required, pursuant to Section 5.1 01.11. 

Table 2.1.1 Page 2.1-91 
Woodburn Development Ordinance {WDO] 

.!tHy-November 2 f..l, .J()(P-2003 

Volume 3 

Page 626 



p .. Applieahlerovtstoos 

d f 'f that require re" ie·" "'ith respect to a Significant Wetlands Overlay The uses an ae l'lHes ' n Yi • • 

District pel'Hlit and the procedure~ fur sueh a pennit are stated m Section 5.J()J.JJ. 
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2.114 Southwest Industrial Reserve Overlay District 
{SWIRl 

2.114.01 Purpose 

To protect suitable industrial sites in Southwest Woodburn, near Interstate 5, for the 
exclusive use of targeted industries identified in the Woodburn Economic Opportunities 
Analysis (EO A). This broad objective is accomplished by master planning, retention of 
large industrial parcels. and restricting non-industrial land uses. 

2.114.02 Boundaries of the SWIR District 

The area encompassed by the Southwest Industrial Overlay District is shown on the 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Map. 

2.114.03 Permitted, Special and Conditional Uses 

Uses allowed Permitted and conditional uses allowed in the Industrial Park zone, Section 
1.109.01-03, are allowed the SWIR Overlay District through the master planning process. 
subject to other applicable provisions of the WDO and this chapter. 

The Cmmcil may approve specific special or conditional uses as part of a master plan that 
meets the requirements ofSection 2.111.06. 

G#lmwise, special and conditional approval is required on a ease bt· ease basis. 

2.114.05 Dimensional Standards 

The following dimensional standards shall be the minimum requirements for all 
development within the SW1R Overlay District. These standards supersede the base zone 
dimensional standards in Section 2.1 09. 06. 

A. Parcel and Land Division Standards 

1. Land divisions may only be approved following approval of a master plan 
as required in Section 2.114. 07. 

2. Parcels of sufficient size to meet planned industrial siting needs shall be 
retained as shown on Table 2.1.21 with in the S'vVIR Overlay District: 
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T bl 2 1 21 R . dM' . a e .. eqUJre 1mmum s·t s· f s 'fi p 1 e JZes or • pec1 c arce s 
Tax Lot Buildable Retained Site Land Division 
Number(s) Site Acres Siz._e Permitted? 

West of Interstate 5 
52W1 1 Tax Lot 300 91 1 @25 Yes, with Master 

1@ 10 Plan ai2Jl.roval 
2_@_5 

Eastern [2_ortions o{ 70 1 @ 70 acres~' No 
52W1 4 Tax Lots Reserved (gr Finn 
400 and 500 > 200 emvlovees 

19 1@19 No {_Access from 
TL 300 reauired) 

52W1 4 Tax Lot 200 9 1..@_9 No 
52W14 Tax Lot 600 13 1 @U3 No 
West o[./~5 Tax 204 See above See above 
Lots 

East of Interstate 5 
52W13 Tax Lot 1100, 100 1@ 100acre~ No, ROW 
52W1 4 Tax Lots 1500 Reserved (pr Firm dedication 
and 160rl1 > 300 emvlovees reg_uired 
52W14 Tax Lot 800 44 1 @15 Yes, with Master 

1@10 Plan af2.[2_roval; 
ROW dedication 

reauired 
52W14 Tax Lot 900 36 1@10 Yes, with Master 

1@25 Plan af2.[2_roval; 
ROW dedication 

required 
52Wl4 Tax Lot 1000 9 1.@_ 9 No 
52W14 Tax Lot 1100 20 1 au 20 No 
East of I-5 Tax Lots 209 See above NeSee above 
Note: Southern portzons o(Tax Lots 400 and 500 are conszdered one 70-acre s1te: nezther 

parcel may be developed as a separate unit. The entire 70-acre site must be reserved for a 
single industrial user. 
2 Note: Tax Lots 1 I 00, 1500 and 1600 are considered one I 00-acre site: none o(these parcels 
may be developed individually. ROW dedication will be required from Tax Lot 1500 to allow 
adequate spacing between intersection o[Parr Road and Butteville Road, near !-5 Overpass. 

B. Building height, setback and buffer improvements, interior side and rear yard 
setbacks and the provisions of Table 2.1.16, ofthe IP Zone shall apply to 
development w ithin the SW IR Overlay District. 

2.114.06 Development Standards 
The development standards in Section 1.109.07 shall app ly to all development w ithin the 
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... 

SWIR Overlay District. 

2.114.07 Master Planning Requirement 

A. A master development plan shall be approved by the City Council for the entire 
SWIR Overlay District, prior to city or county approval of any application for: 

1. Annexation. 

2. Land division. 

3. Grading or building permit. 

B. The reguired master plan shall show: 

1. The location and rights-of-way for existing and planned arterial. collector 
and local access streets. These streets shall provide access to all existing 
and proposed parcels, generally as shown on the Woodburn Transportation 
System Plan map (2003). 

2.114.08 

2. The location and size of existing and planned sanitary sewer, storm water 
and water facilities, at adeguate levels to serve existing and proposed 
industrial development. 

. 3. Show that location and area of the RCW Overlay District as it affects 
existing and proposed industrial parcels. Planned streets and public 
facilities that cannot reasonably avoid the protected riparian corridor shall 
be indicated. All industrial development shall avoid the riparian corridor. 

4. Planned land divisions, consistent with the site sizes indicated in Table 
-J.2.1.21. 

5. Planned pedestrian and bicycle connections within the SWIR Overlay 
District as shown on the TSP (2003), and pedestrian and bicycle 
connections from to Parr Road Nodal residential, commerc ial and park 
areas. 

Removal of the SWIR Overlay District 

A. Removal of the SWIR Overlay District from parcels that are currently wi thin the 
district is not anticipated during the 20-year pla1ming period. 
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B. Removal of the SWIR Overlay District from any area or parcel shall require the 
following: 

Table 2.1.1 

I. A revised Economi~ Opportunities Analysis and Industrial Site Suitability 
Analysis, consistent with the Goal 9 Rule (OAR Chapter 660, Division 9). 

2. A new Statewide Planning Goal 2 Exception, that explains why other land 
within or adjacent to the UGB that does not require an exception cannot meet 
the purported need . 

. , 3. A Comprehensive Plan Amendment, that demonstrates compliance with all 
applicable Statewide Planning Goals, applicable goals and policies of the 
Marion County Framework Plan, and applicable goals and policies of the 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. · 

4. A zoning map amendment that demonstrates consistency with the Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan. 
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2.115 Nodal Overlay Districts 

2.115.01 Purpose 

Nodal overlay districts encourage neighborhood-serving commercial developments 
surrounded by well-designed multi-family, attached single family (row houses) and small 
lot single family development, with active and accessible parks. The intent is to provide 
a community identity and services to higher density. nodal residential development 
within walking distance (generally one-half mile or less) of the center. Nodal 
development will be designed with a pedestrian focus, with interconnected streets and 
pedestrian walkways, alleys serving garages located at the rear of lots, and with limited 
parking. To ensure that land is efficiently used within the UGB. master plans shall be 
required for land within Nodal Overlay districts. 

2.115.02 

A. 

2.115.03 

A . 

Table 2.1.1 

Boundaries of Nodal Overlay Districts 

The area encompassed by the Nodal Overlay Districts are shown on the 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Map and the Woodburn Zoning Map. 

1. The Parr Road Nodal Overlay includes three Nodal Overlay Districts: 

a. The Nodal Neighborhood Commercial CNNC) Zone is located near 
the intersection of Parr Road and Evergreen A venue. 

b. The Medium Density Residential Nodal (RMN) Overlay District 
along Evergreen Avenue and surrounding the NNC. 

c. The Nodal Single Family Residential (RSN) Overlay District that 
comprises the remainder of the Nodal Overlay. 

2. lteserved. 

Permitted, Special and Conditional Uses 

Nodal Single Family Residential (RSN) Overlay District. 

Permitted, special and conditional uses allowed in the Single Family Residential 
(RS) zone, Section 2.102.01-03, are allowed the RSN Overlay District, sub ject to 
other applicable provisions of Section 2.101.06-08, the WDO, and special 
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development standards of Section 1.115. 03 and 06. In particular, SFN 
development proposals must meet the design standards of Section 3.107.01-03. 
In addition: 

1. Small-lot single family detached housing with alley access is permitted 
subject to special development standards of Section 1.115. 03. 

B. Nodal Medium Density Residential (RMN) Overlay District. 

Permitted, special and conditional uses allowed in the Medium Density 
Residential (RM) zone, Section 1.104.01-03, are allowed the RMN Overlay 
District, subject to other applicable provisions of Section 1.104.06-08, the WDO, 
and special development standards of this Overlay District. In particular, RMN 
development proposals must meet the design standards of Section 3.107. 05-06. 
In addition: 

1. Attached single family housing (row homes) with alley access are 
permitted subject to special design standards of Section 1.115.04. 

2. Detached single family and manufactured dwellings on individual lots are 
subject to the special development standards for small lot single family 
dwellings in Section 1.115.03. 

C. Nodal Neighborhood Commercial (NNC) Zone. 

2.115.03 

A. 

B. 

Table 2.1.1 

The NNC Zone may be applied as the center of a Nodal Overlay District, or as a 
stand alone neighborhood commercial zone. Permitted, special and conditional 
uses allowed in the Nodal Neighborhood Commercial (NNC) zone, Section 
2.1 08.01-04, are allowed the NNC Overlay District, subject to other applicable 
provisions of Section 2.108.05-07 and the WDO. In particular, NNC 
development proposals must meet the design standards of Section 3.107.07. 
applicable to both the DDC and the NNC Zones. 

Nodal Single Family Residential (SFN) Dimensional and Development 
Standards 

The base RS zone dimensional standards shall apply to all development within the 
RSN Overlay District. In case of conflict, the standards of this section supersede 
the RS zone dimensional standards in Section 2.102.06. 

Parcel and Land Division Standards 
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1. Land divisions may only be requested following approval of a master plan 
as required in Section 2.115.06. 

2. A minimum density of&+7.9 dwelling units per net buildable acre (after 
excluding public rights-of-way. public tracts, common open space, and 
land protected by the RCW overlay district) shall be required through the 
land division or PUD process. 

3. Standard single family residential lots in the RSN Overlay District shall 
comply with the standards of Table 2.1 .1 in the RS zone. 

4. Non-residential lots shall comply with the standards of Table 2.1.1 in the 
RS zone. 

5. Small-lot single family residential lots in an RSN Overlay District shall 
comply with the standards of Table 2.1.22. Flag lots are not permitted. 

TABLE 2.1.22 Small Lot Residential Standards in RSN Overlay 

Use Type and Location Minimum Minimum . Average Minimum Street 
Lot Area Lot Width Lot Deoth Frontal!e 

A. Small Lot SinKie Famil~ DwellinK, 
Site Built; & Residential Sales Office 

Interior Lot 

I . For an interior lot. 4000 SQ. ft. 45ft. 80 ft. 40ft. 

Corner Lot 

2. For a comer lot. 5000 §9. ft. 60 ft. 80ft. 50 ft. 

4 . For a cui de sac lot. 4000 §9. ft. 45ft. 80 ft. 30ft. 

C. 

D . 

Building Height. The maximum height of buildings and structures within the 
RSN Overlay District shall not exceed 35 feet, EXCEPT chimneys, spires, domes, 
flag poles and other features {EXCEPT telecommunication facilities subject to 
Section 2.204. 03 not used for human habitation, which shall not exceed 70 feet. 

Setback and Buffer Improvement Standards for Small Lot Single Family. The 
fo llowing standards app ly only to small lot single family dwellings with alley 
access. Setback and Buffer Improvement Standards for other uses are found in 
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Table 2.1.1 

theRS zone. 

1. Front Yard Setback and Setback Abutting a Street: The minimum setback 
abutting a street, or front. property line for small lot single family 
dwellings shall be 10 feet plus any Special Setback, Section 3.103.05. 

2. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

a. In addition to meeting the requirements of Section 1.1 01. 06. C. 
vehicular access directly to a public street is prohibited and alley 
access to garages facing the alley is required. Off street parking 
and storage shall be prohibited within a required setback or any 
yard abutting a street EXCEPT for parking and maneuvering 
within a driveway leading to a garage. 

b. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.1 0. 

3. Interior Side Yard and Interior Rear Yard Setbacks for Small Lot Single 
Family. 

a. Dimensions: 

1) Side Yard Setback. The minimum side yard setback shall 
be 5 feet. 

2) Rear Yard Setback. The rear yard setback (as defined in 
Section 1.1 02) for all lots shall be 20 feet. 

3) Alley requirement. Alleys shall be dedicated and paved to 
a width of20 feet. No parking shall be allowed within any 
alley right-of-way. 

b. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

l) 

2) 

Off street parking, maneuvering and storage shall not be 
permi tted in the side or front yard setback. 

The entrance to a garage (or carport in the case of a 
manufactured home) shall be set back a minimum of 20 
feet from the closest paved edge of the alley. 
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c. Clear Vision Area: Fences. walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards of Section 3.103.1 0. 

E. Architectural Design Standards. In addition to meeting the architectural design 
standards of Section 3.1 07.03, small lot single family homes shall meet the 
following design standards. In cases of conflict with other sections of the WDO, 
these standards prevail. 

G. 

2.115.04 

A. 

B. 

Table 2.1.1 

1. Two-car garages shall be required, facing directly on to an alley. 
Vehicular access to the garage from the street shall be prohibited. 

2. At least 25% of the ground level fa9ade facing the street shall be windows. 

3. Covered front porches of at least ~0 square feet shall be required with 
no dimension ofless than 6 feet .. 

4. The maximum permitted front porch setback shall be 15 feet. 

5. Direct pedestrian access from the street to the front porch shall be 
provided. 

6. A front yard landscaping and maintenance plan shall be required for all 
small single family lots prior to preliminary plat approval. 

Other RS Development Standards. Section 2.1 02.07 provisions related to 
architectural design standards, signs, accessory uses and structures, landscaping 
and sidewalks, landscaping, sidewalks, lot coverage, and property disposition are 
controlled by the underlying RS zone, EXCEPT where specifically superceded by 
the provisions of the RSN Overlay District. 

Nodal Medium Density Residential (MRN) Dimensional and Development 
Standards 

The base MR zone dimensional standards shall apply to all development within 
the MRN Overlay District. In case of conflict, the standards of this section 
supersede the MR zone dimensional and development standards in Section 
2.102.06-07. 

Parcel and Land Division Standards 

I. Land divisions may only be requested following approval of a master plan 
as required in Section 2.115.06. 
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2. A minimum density of -1+.619 multi-family, or 10 duplex or rowhouse 
dwelling units per net buildable acre (after excluding public rights-of-way, 
public tracts, common open space, and land protected by the RCW overlay 
district) shall be required through the land division or PUD process. 

3. Single family and manufactured dwelling residential lots in the MRN 
Overlay District shall comply with the provisions for small lot single 
family dwellings in Section 1.115.03. 

4. Non-residential lots shall comply with the standards of Table 1.1.6 in the 
RM zone. 

5. Multi-family and attached single family (row house) residential lots in an 
MRN Overlay District shall comply with the standards of Table 2.1.23. 
Flag lots are not permitted. 

TABLE 2.1.23 Residential Lot Standards in l\1RN Overlay 

Use Type and Location Minimum Lot Minimum Average Minimum 
Area / Lot Width Lot DeQth Street Frontage 
Maximum 
DensitY: 

A. Row }lomes with Alley Access 

I. For an interior lot. 
3,000 sg. ft. 28 ft. 80ft. 28ft .. 

2. For a comer lot or cui de sac !Qt. 
3600 sg. ft. 40 ft. 80ft. 40ft. 

B. DuQiex dwellina:s on an individual lot 8,000 sg. ft. 80ft. 90 ft. 80ft. 

C. Multifamily Dwellina:s 200 ft. 200 ft. 200ft. 
I. Minimum Develo~ment Area 2 Acres 

2. Maximum residential density 
24 units /net acre 

B. Assisted livina: facili~ (62331) or 
nursln f.! care facill~ (6231) 

I. Minimum Development Area 2 acres 200ft. 200 n. 200 ft. 

2. Maximum residential density 
32 units I net acre 

C. Building Height. 
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The maximum height of buildings and structures within the RSN Overlay District 
shall not exceed 45 feet, EXCEPT chimneys, spires·, domes, flag poles and other 
features (EXCEPT telecommunication facilities subject to Section 1.204.03 not 
used for human habitation, which shall not exceed 70 feet. 

D. Setback and Buffer Improvement Standards for Multi-Family Residential. 

1. Front and street, rear and side yard setbacks for multi-family and duplex 
residential uses abl-ltting other zones shall be a minim tun of 10 feet and a 
maximum of15 feet. R from 10 15 feet, ear and side yard setbacks shall 
be a minimum of 10 feet. EXCEPT where: 

a. Abutting a commercial or industrial zone, or an arterial or collector 
street. in which case the minimum street setback shall be fF&m 
2~feet;or 

b. Side and rear yards aAbutting an 8&-RS base zone, iB whiek ease 
the minimum setbaok shall be 10 feet for the first floor, and 5 feet 
for each additional story. 

2. EXCEPT for duplex lots. parking lots shall: 

a. Be located behind or to the side ofbuildings. 

b. Not occupy more than 50% of any street frontage. 

c. Not be located within 20 feet of a public street or within 20 feet of 
an RSN Overlay District. 

E. The following standards apply only to attached single family dwellings with 
alley access. 

1. Front Yard Setback and Setback Abutting a Street: 

The minimum setback abutting a street, or front property line for attached 
single family development shall be 10 feet plus any Special Setback, 
Section 3.103.05, EXCEPT where fronting an arterial street, the 
minimum setback abutting an arterial street shall be 20 feet. 

2 . The mini mum rear yard setback shall be 20 feet. 

3. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 
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Section 2.102.06.C 

a. In addition to meeting the requirements ofSection 2.104.06.C, 
vehicular access directly to a public street is prohibited and alley 
access to garages facing the alley is required. Off street parking 
and storage shall be prohibited within a required setback or any 
yard abutting a street EXCEPT for parking and maneuvering 
within a driveway leading to a garage. 

b. Alley requirement. Alleys shall be dedicated and paved to a width 
of20 feet. No parking shall be allowed within any alley right-of­
way. 

c. Clear Vision Area: Buildings, fences, walls, landscaping and signs 
shall be subject to clear vision area standards, Section 3.103.1 0. 
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4. Interior Side Yard and Interior Rear Yard Setbacks for Attached Single 
Family. 

a. Dimensions: 

1) Side Yard Setback. The minimum side yard setback shall 
be. 0 feet, EXCEPT for comer lots, in which case the 
minimum street side yard setback shall be 15 feet. 

2) - Rear Yard Setback. The rear yard setback (as defined in 
Section 1.1 01) for all lots shall be 20 feet. 

b. Off Street Parking, Maneuvering and Storage: 

1) Off street parking. maneuvering and storage shall not be 
permitted in the side or front yard setback. 

2) The entrance to a garage (or carport in the case of a 
manufactured home) shall be set back a minimum of 20 
feet from the closest paved edge of the alley. 

c. Clear Vision Area: Fences, walls, landscaping and signs shall be 
subject to clear vision area standards of Section 3.103.1 0. 

E. Architectural Design Standards. In addition to meeting the architectural design 
standards of Section 3.107.03, attached single family homes shall meet the 
following design standards. In cases of conflict with other sections of the WDO, 
these standards prevail. 

1. Two-car garages shall be required, facing directly on to an alley. 
Vehicular access to the garage from the street shall be prohibited. 

2. At least 25% of the ground level fas-ade facing the street shall be windows. 

3. Covered front porches of at least 120 square feet shall be required. 

4. The maximum permitted front porch setback shall be 15 feet. 

5. Direct pedestrian access from the street to the front porch shall be 
provided. 
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6. A front yard landscaping and maintenance plan shall be required for all 
attached single family lots prior to preliminary plat approval. 

H. Other MR Development Standards 

2.115.05 

A. 

Section 1.104.07provisions related to architectural design standards, signs, 
accessory uses and structures, landscaping and sidewalks, landscaping, sidewalks, 
lot coverage and property disposition are controlled by the underlying MR zone, 
EXCEPT where specifically superceded by the provisions of the RMN Overlay 
District. 

Master Planning Requirement 

A master development plan shall be approved by the City Council for the entire 
Nodal Overlay District, prior to eity or oounty approval of any application for: 

1. Annexation. 

2. Land division. 

3. Grading or building permit. 

B. The required master plan shall show: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Section 2.113.01 

The location and rights-of-way for existing and planned arterial, collector 
and local access streets. These streets shall provide access to all existing 
and proposed parcels·, generally as shown on the Woodburn Transportation 
System Plan map (2003). 

The location and size of existing and planned sanitary sewer, storm water 
and water facilities, at adequate levels to serve existing and proposed 
industrial development. 

The location and area of the RCW Overlay District as it affects existing 
and proposed nodal development parcels. Planned streets and public 
facilities that cannot reasonably avoid the protected riparian corridor shall 
be indicated. All nodal development shall avoid the riparian corridor. 

An illustrative (non-binding) development plan for the Neighborhood 
Commercial center, neighboring multi-family areas, and potential parks, 
including and planned pedestrian and bicycle connections within the 
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2.114.09 

A. 

B. 

Nodal Overlay District as shown on the TSP (2003), and pedestrian and 
bicycle connections to Southwest Industrial Reserve areas. 

5. A potential plan for local streets and alleys, and lotting patterns, showing 
how small lot and attached single family development could occur 
consistent with applicable nodal design standards. 

Removal of a Nodal Overlay District 

Removal of a Nodal Overlay District from parcels that are currently within the 
district is not anticipated during the 20-year planning period. 

Removal of any Nodal Overlay District from any area or parcel shall require the 
following: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

A revised transportation, housing and commercial land needs analysis. 
consistent with the Goal9, 10 and 12 Rules (OAR Chapter 660. Divisions 
8, 9 and 12). 

A Comprehensive Plan Amendment, that demonstrates compliance with 
all applicable Statewide Planning Goals, applicable goals and policies of 
the Marion County Framework Plan, and applicable goals and policies of 
the W oodbum Comprehensive Plan. 

A zoning map amendment that demonstrates consistency with the 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. 

Section 2.113.01 Page 2.1-107 
Woodburn Development Ordinance [WDOJ 
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TO: 
FROM: 
CC: 
DATE: 
RE: 

f · · · · 

Introduction 

Oregon 
Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor 

MEMORANDUM 

Jim Mulder, City of Woodburn 

Department of Land Conservation and Development 
Portland Field Office, Suite 1145 

800 NE Oregon St., #18 
Portland OR 97232 

(503) 731-4065 
FAX (503) 731-4068 

Web Address: http://www.lcd.state.or.us 

Kevin A. Cronin, AICP, Metro Area Field Rep, DLCD 
Rob Hallyburton, DLCD, Greg Winterowd, Winterbrook Planning 

.April 21, 2004 
Advisory Conunents of Draft Periodic Review Tasks 

On March 3, 2004 the Department of Land Conservation and Development (the 
Department), met with city staff, your consultant team, and various agency stakeholders 
regarding the City of Woodburn' s final phase of periodic review. Our discussion centered 
on those draft periodic review tasks that have been submitted for comment and a task-by­
task review of the work program to date. Based on our conversation, and review of the 
latter , the City is prepared to begin the local adoption process in May 2004, and nearing 
completion of its periodic review work program. 

At this meeting, the City and its representatives clearly expressed a need for advisory 
comments from the Department to identify potential issues and avoid delays in the final 
review phase. This memo is in direct response to the request for comments and will 
outline a number of concerns, issues, and questions of the draft tasks submitted for 
review. The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment and wishes to be a 
collaborative partner in this process to ensure that all applicable statutes, rules, and case 
law are met or exceeded. 

Background 
T he Ci ty of Woodburn has had an approved peri odic review work program since July 31, 
1997. The work program is an extensive, and almost exhaustive, comprehensive li st of 
tasks to assist the city plan for the 20-year horizon, and to be sure, is a difficult exercise 
given the lack of resources and available staff time devoted to long range planning. 
Consequently, the original submittal date for completion was schedu led fo r March J l , 
200 l. Needless to say, the City is overdue on submitting the required tasks, but 
neverthe less should be commended for finishing a monumental feat. In addition to the 
tasks already submitted and approved by the Department, the fo llowing draft periodic 
rev iew tas ks were submitted and have been reviewed as requested: 
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a Economic Opportunities Analysis, Economic Development Strategy (June 2001) 
a Memo: Population and Employment Projections 2000-2020 (April 2002) · 
a Buildable Lands Inventory (November 2002) 
a UGB Expansion Area Analysis & Natural Resources Inventory (November 2002) 
a Urban Growth Scenarios (May 2003) 
a Residential Land Needs (November 2003) 
a Comprehensive Plan Amendments- Volume I&ll (November 2003) 
a Transportation System Plan (February 2004)1 

In addition to those listed above, it is our understanding that a public facilities plan will 
be adopted soon and will be submitted and reviewed accordingly. The public facilities 
plan will determine the ability of the city to service existing land and proposed areas to be 
included in the UGB. Taken in total, along with a citizen involvement report, the 
submitted draft tasks will effectively complete periodic review. 

Ideally, the following comments would be organized by tasks, but with all planning 
exercises, the process is iterative and will intermittently refer among the various tasks. 
This is an important distinction both from a planning practice perspective and a legal one 
considering recent case law governing Statewide Planning Goall4- Urbanization)2

• 

-· After some general comments, each of the tasks will be analyzed separately and vetted 
through applicable criteria: Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS), Oregon Administrative 
Rules (OAR), case law, as well as a "straight face test" of planning assumptions and 
proposed policy goals, objectives, and strategies. 

General Comments 
The intent of this memo is to identify potential pitfalls and encourage a mutual 
understanding of the assumptions and methodologies applied in the technical analysis, 
and how this affects the proposed policies and objectives in the Comprehensive Plan and 
land use regulations. Hence, the ultimate purpose is to avoid miscommunication and 
misconceptions prior tQ. the adoption and final review phase. With this in mind, the 
Department offers the following general comments. 

Overall, the technical analysis is sound and feasible given the assumptions made to plan 
for a twenty-year period of growth in employment. The Department recognizes the City' s 
prefere nce towards an ambitious economic deve lopment strategy and does not find fault 
with this policy approach by itself purely based on a statutory review. Within the Oregon 
land use planning system, local governments have a high level of autonomy, albeit 
regulated by applicable goals and rules, to make this poli cy choice. However, we have 
concerns pertaining to the lack of factual basis fo r some of the assumptions, methods, and 
calculations behind the buildable lands inventory and residential land needs analysis. In 

1 DLCDfTGM reviewed the draft TSP. Refer to "Memorandum: Advisory Comments of February 2004 
Draft TSP," dated March 15,2004 
2 

DLCD v. Ciry of McMinnville, 200 I , LUBA No. 2001-093. p. 16. The Land Use Board of Appeals remanded a 
housing needs analys is submi tted by the Ci ty of McMinnville under a post acknow ledgment plan 
amendment. LUB A cited the Depart ment 's workbook for planning residential growth as an " iterati ve 
process" and "[n)ew information resulting from a certain task may create the need to repeat one or more of 
the tasks" and "partial completion of that process is at odds with the statutory scheme." (ORS 197 .296) 
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addition, after a careful review of the proposed light industrial lands for inclusion relative 
to the "seven factors" of Goal 14, the four standards outlined in the exceptions process, 
and urbanization priorities under ORS 197.298, there are a number of concerns and 
questions that must be addressed regarding approaches and perceived inadequacies and 
deficiencies. 

Comments Per Task 
This section wiH address the individual tasks. Comments reference a page, figure, and 
applicable statutes and rules to facilitate the discussion. 

Population Projection 
The basis for all of the proposed policy choices, and the most important assumption in the 
planning process thus far, has been the population and employment projections. It is the 
foremost driver in determining land needs for residential and employment lands, and in 
the context of this process, the proposed expansion of the urban growth boundary (UGB) 
follows the need to meet this planned increase for transportation, housing, employment 
centers, and public lands. Greg Winterowd described the situation at the last meeting-in a 
nutshell: a 'domino effect. The population projection initiates the process and each of the 
dominos, or technical and policy directions in this case, organize around the original 
theory of an increase in population. 

Admittedly, the process to arrive at a population projection is not an exact science. It's 
more of a well-reasoned forecast based on changes in demographics, historical trends, 
migratory patterns, and socioeconomic conditions. ORS 195.036 requires Marion County 
to coordinate population projections with cities under its jurisdiction . Woodburn has been 
working with Marion County to develop a revised population projection for 2020. A 
tentative population projection of 34,919 (2020) has been used for planning purposes 
until a new projection is developed and adopted by Marion County. The Department 
anticipates another review of the population projection subject to the release of new 
projections by the Oregon Office of Economic Analysis for each county in the next few 
months, or Marion County adopts a new coordinated projection, which ever comes first. 
Whatever final projection Marion County adopts, the city and county must agree to in 
order to address the mandated coordination requirement. With the above reservations 
stated, the foregoing analysis will assume a 2020 population of 34,919. 

Employment Projection 
The employment projection, as described in a memo "Woodburn Population and 
Employment Projections, 2000-2020," is based on the results of the Economic 
Opportunities Analysis (EOA), which is a requirement of Statewide Planning Goal 9 -
Economic Development (OAR 660-009-0015), and the economic development strategy 
bo th completed in 2001. Similar to the popu lation projection, the employment forecast is 
predicated on an aggressive economic development strategy, and therefore inherently 
optimistic for a robust economy and enough land to support the planned types of 
industry. Al though there is no statutory requi rement for a coordinated employment 
forecast, the projected number is used to plan fo r additional lands to accommodate new 
employment oppot1unities. The Department finds no fau lt with the projection itse lf based 
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on the development strategy, but calls into question the viability of such a strategy that is 
uses thefiscalization of land use as a method for reaching livability objectives and the 
capacity of available public facilities to service the new industrial sites as required under 
OAR 660-009-0025(3)(a). Local governments need to consider whether or not extension 
of facilities .is reasonably likely to occur considering the size and type of uses likely to 
occur, and the cost or distance of facility extension (emphasis added). As mentioned 
earlier, this is not evident in the submitted materials, but should be addressed in the 
forthcoming public facilities plan. In addition, the amount of employment expected is 
overly ambitious, but more importantly, much of the net growth in employment will 
probably be absorbed by underutilized industrial and commercial space and vacant lands. 
An assumption ofreuse needs to be stated and based on factual references to similar sized 
cities. If a need for more commercial is identified then Woodburn should be afforded the 
opportunity to designate mixed-use areas (nodal development, neighborhood 
revitalization) to allow more neighborhood-oriented services instead of identifying 
resource lands. 

Goal 9 (OAR 660-009) does not pro.vide specific, uniform standards for employment 
projections, nor is there an accurate demand side to the equation that balances the supply 
question. However, a review of existing case law that tests the applicable rules and 
statutes did not offer any insights. Therefore, instead of speculating on the future 
opinions of the courts a majority of the overall analysis in this report is focused on well­
tested portions of state law regarding use of resource lands for expansion purposes. 

Buildable Lands Inventory 
According to Statewide Planning Goal 5 (OAR 660-023) cities must inventory natural 
resources, such as wetlands and riparian corridors, and develop implementing ordinances 
to protect these resources. The City of Woodburn recently completed a Goal 5 process to 
inventory wetlands and riparian corridors within the UGB. The Department of State 
Lands (DSL) has reviewed and certified the Local Wetland Inventory. However, at issue 
is the criterion used in the buildable lands inventory and the consistency with the 
implementing ordinance that may unnecessarily restrict supply of land for development 
by limiting new development in the 100-year floodplain . 

The buildable lands inventory defines 'constrained vacant land' as any land within the 
100-year floodpl ain? Under normal circumstances, building structures in the floodplain, 
as determined by FEMA/NFIP map, would requ ire an elevation ce11ificate to ensure the 
lowest fl oor is· elevated above one foot of f loodwater in a 100-year even t. FEMA does not 
require restricted development in the floodplain. DLCD commends the city for s tri ct 
enforcement and protection measures for wetl ands and riparian resources. However, if 
thi s criterion were used to inventory available res idential land, then an outright 
prohibition of residential structures in the floodplain would be requi red in the 
implementing land use regulations. Ultimately, our concern is that this cri tetion is part of 
the rationali zation for a UGB expansion wi thout consistent regulations in the zoning 
ordinance. Furthermore, from a public investment perspec ti ve, the ex pansion may come 
at the expense of ex isting public infrastructure that could be maximized ptior to a need 

3 Bui ldable Lands Inventory, November 2002, p. 3 
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for e·xtension to serve the proposed lands. Conversely, if public open space is created.as a 
result of the regulation then the benefit is clearly acceptable and accrued to the city in the 
form of livability and flood damage prevention. 

Residential Land Needs Analysis 
The "Residential Land Needs Analysis" is a long-range analysis of housing needs based 
on criteria outlined in ORS 197.296 (5). The results of this analysis project a capacity of 
3,412 dwelling units (du) a demand of 4,753 du, with a deficit of 1,342 units or 305 acres 
over the 20-year planning period.4 However, after a careful analysis of the data, the 
projected need for dwelling units and the number of available acres within the existing 
UGB seems capable to meet the 20-year projection considering the proposed infill and 
redevelopment measures that"are required under ORS 197.296 (4)-(7). According to the 
land needs analysis, the actual development density is 7.25 with 2,184 dwelling units 
built on 301.2 acres.5 When compared to the available acres for development within the 
existing UGB (Buildable Lands Inventory, November 2002, page 3) the gross total 
residential capacity is 6,174 units based on an analysis of Comprehensive Plan 
designations, 5,195 when assumed densities are assigned to each designation, or 
additional units (683) are added from infill and redevelopment measures to assumed 
densities. 6 

Provided the actual overall density, a 95 percent vacancy rate, unit capacity referenced 
above, and the projected household size, which is trending down from 3.1 persons per 
household in the 2000 Census, the amount of units that could be built on the available 
land would be adequate to serve the projected population increase.7 Table 1 provides 
three possible scenarios with calculations behind thi s assertion: Scenario 1 uses a gross 
unit capacity based on buildable acres, Scenario 2 uses a smaller potential capacity but 
includes infill and redevelopment lands, and Scenario 3 uses the smallest unit capacity; 
but with a slightly hi gher household size. 

Table 1. Buildable Lands an d Population p . rojectlons 
Formula Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 
Household Size X 2.9 X 2.9 X 3.0 X 
Vacancy Rate X 95 X .95X .95 X 
Unit Capacity, 6,174 du 5,879 du 5,195 du 
/(Acres) = (857) (745) (650} 
Net Density 7.2 du/ac 7.9 dulac 8 dulac 
Net Population 17,009 16,197 14,806 

Source : W1nte rbrook Plann1ng, DLCD 

The projected net increase in 2020 population is 14,819 over the 2000 Census. Based on 
the above, all of the scenarios would allow future residential growth without an 
expansion of the current UGB when compared to actual densities as allowed under ORS 
197.296 (5). In fact, Scenario 3 barely falls short even without infill and redevelopment 
strategies if one assumes the household size is s lightl y reduced and density increases by 

4 Residenti al Land Needs, November 2003, p. 34 
5 Residential Land Needs, November 2003, p. 8 
6 Buildable Land Inventory, November 2002, p 3, p. 8 
7 Residential Land Needs Analysis, November 2003, p. 14 
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less than 1 unit per acre over actual density from 1988-2002.8 The household size 
projection used by the consultant is not predicated on a factual basis, but on national 
trends that do not accurately describe the conditions in Woodburn. The above scenarios 
do not account for the actual percentage of allowable density that gets built over the 
planning period, but Woodburn, to its credit, will adopt an 80 percent minimum density 
standard to maximize available capacity. This measure would help guarantee efficient use 
of land designated for residential. 

Public Land Needs: Schools 
ORS 195.110 requires local governments to coordinate with "high growth" school 
districts and plan for new school facilities. The Woodburn School District 103 does not 
meet the threshold of a high growth district as defined by 5,000 students and a 6 percent 
growth rate for the last three school years. However, with a current student population of 
4,710 (2003-2004) and an average of 5 percent enrollment growth from 2001-2004, a 
required school facility plan is imminent assuming the City adopts an aggressive 
economic development policy and the tentative population projection is realized. 9 

According to the land projection for future schools, there is a deficit of 122 acres.10 

Unlike many other states, Oregon does not have uniform school facility siting standards, 
nor does it offer an accepted methodology to project land needs. Not withstanding this 
lack of statewide policy, the methodology employed in the ~esidentiallands needs 
assessment uses a ratio of 2020 population to developed school land to project additional 
land for schools. A ratio of 5 acres per 1,000 residents is used to proj ect a total number, 
but thi s is not based on any empirical evidence to support the conclusion of 122 acres. A 
ratio or proportional method is not a problem by itself, as long as it is supported by 
factual evidence. Otherwise, the number is arbitrary. Therefore, the tota!:amount does not 
accurately reflect the actual need for school facilities. 

Conversely, when government facilities were analyzed, the need was drastically reduced. 
Public buildings, and by extension special districts (schools), rarely need or can afford 
major new facilities, but rather invest in on-site expansions, because they are dependent 
on voter approved bond measures to pay for capital intensive improvements. Apparently, 
this rationale was employed with government facilities, but for whatever reason is not 
applied to the local school district. A closer examination of the buildable lands and 
facilities the school already owns/leases would offer a clearer description of need versus 
a proportional response without any evidence to support the result. Moreover, the 
buildable lands inventory discards avai lab le public land if it has structures on the 
property. 11 By thi s definition , only six acres would be avai lable. 12 The "Urban Growth 
Scenatios" report provides three scenarios of a UGB expansion, yet all three assume that 
existing low densi ty residential will absorb future employment of education and 

8 Resident ial Land Needs Analysis, November 2003, Table 6, p. 8 
9 "District Pro file Reports," Office o f School Finance, Data and Analysis, Oregon Department o f Educatio n 
http://www .ode.state.or .us/s fda 
10 Res ident ial Land Needs Analysis, November 2003, p. 32 
11 Bui ldable Lands Inventory, November 2002, p. 5, 2.c 
12 Bui ldable Lands Inventory, November 2002, p. 10 
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government employees. Apparently, a disconnect exists between the reasoning in the 
inventory and the assumptions in the expansion scenarios. 

ORS 195.110 (4)(c)(C) requires Woodburn to provide notice to the school district when 
adopting amendments to an acknowledged comprehensive plan or land use regulations 
that affect school capacity. Since the proposed action will add more than 1,000 new 
residential units over a twenty-year period, notice will be required. If expressly requested 
by the school district, th~ local government will need to coordinate capacity needs. 
Regardless of the statutory requirements, it's good planning practice to coordinate long­
term needs with the local school district administration and elected board, which includes 
an agreed method for projecting school facilities. Furthermore, even if residential land is 
added to the UGB to accommodate future school facilities, there is no guarantee that the 
land will be dedicated for the ii_1tended purpose unless specific plan designations are 
adopted or conditions are attached to the land use action requiring a coordinated school 
facility plan. Again, a coordinated approach that identified appropriate sites (in executive 
session, if necessary) inside and outside the existing UGB would be an ideal situation for 
both parties. Evidently, this approach is identified as Goal C2.2 in the 2001 Woodburn 
Economic Development Strategy. 13 

The next four sections address the urbanization related goals, statutes, and rules for 
expansion. The following comments are based on the review of the "Urban Growth 
Scenarios" report. 

Urban Growth Scenarios 
As part of an effort to analyze the transportation system, and the proposed alternatives of 
a UGB expansion, three urban growth scenarios were developed that have different levels 
of expansion based on a medium or high employment projection. The number of acres 
ranges from 447-558 acres. However, the "preferred scenario" lis ts exception areas, 
expansion areas, and some measures to maximize existing land in the UGB, which 
creates a total of 804 acres. 14 There is either an unrelated connection made between the 
scenarios and proposed expansion or there is a misinterpretation of the acres of buildable 
lands that resulted in a miscalculation. Although the preferred scenario is purported to be 
the best alternati ve based on long-term traffic capacity and levels of service, there is no 
other evidence provided to support the amount proposed. A clearer distinction and 
explanation of the preferred scena1io based on findings of facts needs to be provided 
before an analysis of other criteria is necessary. For example, how does the prefeJTed 
alternati ve sati sfy or meet the needs identified in the buildable lands inventory, 
residential land needs, employment needs inventory and economic development strategy. 
A s ummary of the preferred alternati ve without proper justification sell s the proposal 
short of its intended purpose. 

Statewide Planning Goal 14: Urbanization 
The fol lowing evaluation is based on the UGB Justification Report. 15 

13 Woodburn Economic Development Strategy, June 2001, p. 4-21 
1 ~ Comprehensive Plan- Volume II, November 2003, p. 20 
15 UGB Juslificalion Report, November 2003, p. 14 
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Goal 14 provides "seven factors" to ·evaluate a proposed change in the urban growth 
boundary. Those factors are listed below: 

( 1) Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban population growth 
requirements consistent with LCDC goals; 

(2) Need for housing, employment opportunities, and livability; 
( 3) Orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services; 
( 4) Maximum efficiency of land uses with and on the fringe of the existing urban 

area; · 
( 5) Environmental, energy, economic, and social consequences,· 
(6) Retention of agricu(turalland as defined, with Class I being the highest priority 

and Class VI the lowest priority; and 
(7) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with agricuJtural activities. 

~ . 

Factors 1 & 2: The first two factors are appropriately addressed through subtasks that 
were completed as part of an approved periodic review program. However, the subtasks 
have been reviewed independently and collectively to identify discrepancies, and in some 
cases, challenge assumptions made in the planning process. These issues are discussed 
above. 

Factor 3: The analysis provided does not describe the current adequacy and availability 
of public facilities that would address the 'economic provision' and serviceability of the 
expansion areas. Although flat, well-drained lands are key ingredients for orderly 
development, it does not address linear facility connections to the existing system on the 
urban fringe, nor does it address capacity of water, sewer, storm water, or other public 
utility systems that could be provided over a twenty-year period. Public facility master 
plan elements should be consistent with the population and land use projections. As 
identi fi ed earlier in this report, a public facilities element is forthcoming that may address 
these concerns. 

Factor 4: The 'maximum efficiency of land uses with [in] the existing UGB' is taken to 
mean an analysis of efficiency measures and implementation of infill and redevelopment 
strategies for housing and commercial, and to a lesser extent, light industrial. To its 
credit, Woodburn has proposed a number of measures related to housing that have not 
been previously adopted, which will maximize residential land based on planned 
densiti es . However, the proposals may not go far enough to meet the intent of the goal 
and statute (ORS 197.232(1)(c)(C). For example, the vertical mixed-use nodal overl ay 
proposed for the downtown could be exlended along the I-lighway 99 corridor to increase 
redevelopment potential, provide live-work housing opportunities for small businesses, 
and help reduce vehicle miles traveled as part of a larger transportation system plan to 
meet transportation planning rule requirements. Nor has smaller Jot sizes ( <7 ,000 SF) 
been proposed to allow infi ll of smaller parcels and partitions in ex isting neighborhoods 
that would add more housing opportuniti es . As proposed, smaJI lot SFR is only 
considered in the nodal overl ay or adjacent to existing senior housing. 16 If the community 
has genuine concems about the urban design of such units, then fo rm-based des ign codes 

16 l bicl, p. 2 1 
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could be adopted to encourage small lot housing types. For example, "cottage" housing is 
an increasingly popular market choice in urban areas because it offers a mid to high end 
SFR detached type for empty nesters, professional singles, and small families. This 
effectively addresses the need for more housing, neighborhood compatibility, efficiency 
of existing land, and attracts a moderate to high-income market that is currently 
underserved in Woodburn. 

Factor 5 : The ESEE analysis addresses external factors of land use decisions and weighs 
the importance of those factors against the proposed lands requiring a goal exception. A 
matrix was developed that weighs the four criteria against the study areas. This summary 
is appreciated, but the results of the analysis do not adequately address each of the 
criteria. The following criteria could be added to each factor that would provide a 
balanced illustration of the consequences: 

o Economic: transportation access and needed capital improvements, and a 
comparison of economic inputs and outputs of existing and proposed land uses; 

o Social: livability or quality of life, social capital indicators such as access to built 
public services and facilities; and a compatibility index of uses; 

o Environmental: more definition of intent to 'limit development' based on types of 
inventoried natural resources, and storm water impacts; and 

o Energy: air quality (as separate from VMT), and drinking water pump stations. 

In addition to the criteria listed above, 'measures designed to reduce adverse impacts' are 
not addressed at those sites that would require a goal exception. Further findings should 
be provided to demonstrate that appropriate measures have been considered to mitigate 
impacts to resource lands and farming operations. 

Factor 6: The three "subfactors" under Factor 6 do not apply to Woodburn. Given the 
soil characteristics of land, the need for certain types of land uses must be clearly 
demonstrated through the pe1iodic review tasks. To this end, the focus of the analysis in 
this report has been more of an analysis of the tasks and less on the applicable seven 
factors ' test. However, if the tasks are appealed to LCDC the priorities analysis and 
findings will be placed under a microscope and their importance cannot be understated. 

Statewide Planning Goal 2: Land Use Planning, Part II, Exceptions 
OAR 660-004-0020 "Four Standards" 
Goal 2 outlines specific s tandards for goal exceptions. A local government may adopt an 
excq.:>lion lo a goal when: 

( 1) Reasons justify why the state policy embodied in the applicable goals should 
not apply; 

(2) Areas which do not require a new exception cannot reasonably accommodate 
the use; 

( 3) The long term ESE£ consequences resulting from the use of the proposed site 
with measures designed ro reduce the adverse impacts are not significantly 
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more adverse than would typically result from the same proposal being 
located in areas requiring a goal exception other than the proposed site; and 

( 4) The proposed uses are compatible with other adjacent uses or will be so 
rendered through measures designed to reduce adverse impacts. 

The above standards were evaluated in the UGB Justification Report. The following is an 
analysis of those findings: 17 

Standard 1: No findings are provided. Findings should be provided in a staff report. 
Standard 2: Since all exception areas are included for residential, it is assumed that light 
industrial land cannot be accommodated in those designated areas. However, the 
exceptions analysis needs to include an evaluation of other lands contiguous to the 
existing UGB that are higher priority/low value farmland. Standard is met. 
Standard 3: This concern was addressed above in the seven factors analysis. 
Standard 4: Given the choice among ~ompeting land uses adjacent to agriculture, the 
priority i~ usually (1) industrial, (2) commercial, and (3) residential. Based on this 
priority, the only residential area identified is Study Area 2, but no measures are 
described that would 'reduce the adverse impacts' on the northern edge. For example, a 
"right to fann" covenant could be attached to the title of the land designated for 
residential as a condition of approval for future subdivisions. 

Urbanization Priorities- ORS 197.298 
In addition to the above standards, ORS 197.298 requires a prioritization of lands to be 
included before high value farmland is brought into a UGB. 

(a) First priority is land that is designated urban reserve land under ORS 195.145, 
rule or metropolitan service district action plan. 
The City of Woodburn does not have designated urban reserves. This standard does 
not apply. 

(b) [S]econd priority is land adjacent to an urban growth boundary that is identified 
in an acknowledged comprehensive plan as an exception area or nonresource land. 
Second priority may include resource land that is completely surrounded by 
exception areas unless such resource land is high-value farmland as described in 
ORS 215.710. 
The Comprehensive Plan Map identifies three exception areas totaling 296 acres. 
Two of the exception areas (SA 1 & SA 6) are proposed to be included in the UGB as 
residential land. Both of these areas have low-density single-family units, which is 
slated for infill and redevelopment over the 20-year planning period. The third 
exception area is the McLaren School for Boys and under pub lic ownership. It is 
highly unli kely that this latter institu tional use will be avai lable for other planned 
uses. This standard is met. 

(c ) [T} hird priority is land designated as marginal land pursuant to ORS 197.247. 
Marginal lands are not found in the Willamette Ya iiey. This standard does not apply. 

17 Ibid, p. 18 
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(d) [F]ourth priority is land designated in an acknowledged comprehensive plan for 
agriculture or forestry, or both. 
·since all of the above have been addressed, the last alternative is resource land. 

(2) Higher priority shall be given to land of lower capability as measured by the 
capability classification system or by cubic foot site class, whichever is appropriate for 
the current use. 
According to the study areas proposed, 97 percent of the land is classified as high value 
farmland, which includes Class I-IV soils. If higher priority lands (low value) are not 
immediately adjacent to the existing UGB, it makes orderly urbanization of land a 
difficult t.ask. The analysis demonstrates that lower value farmland is not available and 
Class I land will not be included, but still leaves Class II lands for expansion. 

( 3) Land of lower priority under subsection ( 1) of this section may be included in an 
urban growth boundary if land of higher priority is found to be inadequate to 
accommodate the amount of land estimated in subsection ( 1) ofthis section for one or 
more of the following reasons: 
Although the residential needs analysis is subject to further scrutiny, the light industrial 
need has been clearly defined in the Goal 9 inventory and analysis of targeted industries, 
and economic development strategy. Large-scale sites, which are important for siting 
large employee-based businesses, could not be accommodated on the exception areas. 
This leaves resource land as the only alternative since almost all of the identified lands 
are high value farmland. Although this link between siting needs and exception areas is 
intuitive, its connection is not clearly explained in the summary report. 18 

More importantly, this priority standard has not been fully analyzed based on the 
submitted tasks and reports. The Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Volume IT addresses 
most all of the seven factors and exception standards, but fails to address the subsection 3 
(a-c) priorities in ORS 197.298. Additional analysis of these priorities will be required to 
demonstrate compliance with the statute. 19 

Summary of Advisory Comments 
In summary, the following concerns and questions need to be addressed in view of 
applicable rules and statutes, as well as technical questions of the inventories. 

o A coordinated population projec tion with Mari on County; 
o Available public facili ties to supporl new employment Janus; 
o Consistency of buildable land inventory crite1ia and development regulation in the 

1 00-year floodplain; 
o Maximizing e ffi ciencies of existing residentia l lancllo sati sfy projec ted needs ; 
o Public school land projections and coordination with Woodburn School District; 
o Goal 14 - "Se ven Factors"-better explanati on of the fac tual bas is for conclusions . 

18 Ibid, p . 14 
19 Ibid, p . 18 
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o Goal 2, Exceptions - "Four Standards" - address reason for the exception and 
specific actions to reduce adverse impacts. . · 

o Urbanization priorities of resource land under ORS 197.298 subsection 3 (a-c). 

A common denominator with any UGB evaluation is to demonstrate that other efficiency 
measures have been taken to increase infill and redevelopment opportunities that 
minimize the need for additional land. Throughout the report these options have been 
discussed to stress the importance of implementing measures to reduce the need prior to 
consideration of the expansion for residential land. In Woodburn's case, light industrial is 
the priority and residential is secondary. However, the bar is set very high for both land 
uses because of applicable statutes and case law regarding residential and the city is 
surrounded by high value, Class II soils and productive farmland, which triggers the 
priority factors and exceptions standards. Needless to say, the constituency for farmland 
in Marion County is palpable and the burden of proof rests solely with the City of 
Woodburn to demonstrate a clear, factual basis for the need per land use. The technical 
conclusions provided in the tasks need to tie directly to the findings made for the 
exceptions and urbanization analysis. A third party will question all assumptions, and as 
a matter of good practice, a peer or legal review by a third party planner and/or land use 
attorney of the tasks is strongly encouraged. Assuming all tasks are done thoroughly, and 
every precaution to limit the need for an expansion is taken, then an action plan is just as 
critical to reduce the adverse impacts to agriculture, while still meeting the long-term 
economic development goals and objectives. 

UGB evaluations are a precarious balancing act for sure, but the work done thus far is 
commendable and not without merit. We assume a city staff report will provide findings 
for a legislative amendment to the UGB and will address a number of issues raised, and 
other applicable rules such as the Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-012). 
Although no fatal flaws have been identified in the technical reports, it is strongly 
recommended that the concerns raised in this report be internally discussed and promptly 
addressed prior to the adoption phase, particularly in the staff report. 

Next Steps 
In the interest of continuing a collaborative review process, the Department suggests the 
following steps to continue and ensure proper procedures and applicable goals and rules 
are met. 

o A written response to the concerns raised in thi s report and actions that will be 
necessary to address agreed deficiencies in the fac tual record to demonstrate 
compliance with applicable rules and statutes. A comment log, memo, letter, 
or staff report is more than sufficient. 

o T he City of Woodburn is requi red to mail Measure 56 notice to all affected 
landowners for any proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and 
implementing land use regulations. The Department requests a copy of the 
notice and encourages city staff to inc lude an access ible summary, such as a 
"FAQ" of the process to date , in addition to the lega lly required language 
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(ORS 197.047). Infonnation on Measure 56 notice can be found on the DLCD 
website: www .lcd.state.or.us/m56/m56intro.html. 

o A copy of the hearings schedule to provide written or oral testimony during 
the hearings process. 

o A copy of the public facilities plan and citizen involvement report prior to the 
first hearing. 

o A copy of any additional staff reports, findings of fact, and supporting 
documents. 

o A coordinated population projection with Marion County will be completed, 
ideally after the Office of Economic Analysis releases new projections, and 
notify the Department of any changes from the tentative 2020 population. 

o Advisory comments become part of the public record for any decision made at 
the local level. 

The Department anticipates additional comments will be provided to the city subject to 
the decision of a periodic review task related to a UGB expansion for the City of 
McMinnville. LCDC will be hearing an appeal of this case on April 22, 2004. 

If a new Willamette Valley field rep is hired in the near future, I will call for an 
appointment to introduce the new person to city staff. 

Thanks again for the opportunity to comment on the periodic review tasks and proposed 
amendments to the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (503) 731-
4065 ext. 25 or kevin.cronin @state.or.us. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Date: 

Jim Mulder, Community Development Director 

Greg Winterowd; Jesse Winterowd 

11onday,April26,2004 COMMUNITY 
RESOURCE 
PLANNING 

Re: April 21, 2004 Letter from Kevin Cronin, DLCD to J~ Mulder 

Introduction 

This memorandum responds to the comments provided by Kevin Cronin in his letter dated 
April21, 2004. 

Let us begin by thanking Kevin and the Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD) for their timely response. As we all know, Woodburn's Periodic Review update is 
complex and has been in process for the last eight years. 11any of the comments are useful 
and will aid the City, Marion County and the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission (LCDC) in addressing the myriad of issues that necessarily must be addressed 
when comprehensive plans, and urban growth boundaries (UGBs) are amended in Oregon. 

·. 
In an email from our office to Keviri Cronin (January 27, 2004), we specifically requested that 
the DLCD' s review reference applicable statutes, goals, rules or case law to help us 
understand whether (a) the corn.rilent represents a legal requirement or (b) a Departmental 
preference. Our request was occasioned in part by the fact that Kevin is our third DLCD 
representative in the last year, and that comments from the two previous representatives varied 
considerably on content and tone. We all recognize the need to meet state requirements and 
welcome comments that help us to achieve this common goal. We also recognize that not all 
legal requirements are crystal clear, and that exercise of judgment may be required. Having 
said this, there are several instances where opinions and unsubstantiated or contradictory 
conclusions have been offered which, if followed, would require substantial additional work 
by the City. Woodburn, Marion County, ODOT and Woodburn-area citizens have invested 
too much time and effott into this project to change policy direction or to undertake expensive 
new studies based on the unsupported preferences ofDLCD staff. 

The DLCD letter also identifies issues that it believes need more work or explanation. But, 
what is lacking in this letter is some commitment regarding what it will take for DLCD to 
support this appli cation. Our concern is that we could do everything DLCD asks in this letter 
and (a) it would still be subject to chal lenge in a later DLCD staff report, and (b) would do 
little, if anything, to ensure that the City meets applicable legal standards. 
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This memorandum is organized the same way as Kevin's letter. The text of his letter is quoted 
and followed, in bold, by our response. 

Population Projection 
'The Department anticipates another review of the population projection subject to the 
release of new projections by the Oregon Office of Economic Analysis for each 
county in the next few months , or Marion County adopts a new coordinated 
projection, which ever comes first. Whatever final projection Marion County adopts, 
the city and county must agree to in order to address the mandated coordination 
requirement. With the. above reservations stated, the foregoing analysis will assume a 
2020 population of 34,919." 

Response: As you know, the OEA revised projection was supposed to have been 
released over a year ago. We recognize that a coordinated population projection 
underlies many of Woodburn's periodic review tasks and the proposed UGB 
amendment. The ECONorthwest projection is well supported and was approved for 
planning purposes by Woodburn, Marion County, and DLCD in April of2002. The 
34,919 projection underlies all of the transportation, economic development, 
housing and growth management planning that the City has undertaken over the 
last two years. We recognize that this projection requires formal adoption through 
the County coordination process. Under these circumstances, we believe that 
DLCD should actively support the City and Marion County in getting OEA to 
release the overdue county"wide projection. Since there is state agency and county 
staff support for this projection, and the projection is the foundation for two years 
of planning work, DLCD might consider taking a more active role in supporting 
County adoption of this well" justified projection. 

Employment Projection 
' 'The Department finds no fault with the projection itself based on the 
development strategy, but calls into question the viability of such a strategy that is 
uses the fiscalization of land use as a method for reaching livability objectives and 
the capacity of available public facilities to service the new industrial sites as 
required under OAR 660-009-0025(3)(a). Local governments need to consider 
whether or not extension of facilities is reasonably likely to occur considering the 
size and type of uses li kely to occur, and the cost or distance of fac ility extension 
(emphasis added). As mentioned earlier, this is not ev ident in the submitted 
materials, but should be addressed in the forthcoming public fac ili ties plan. In 
addition, the amount of employment expected is overly ambitious, but more 
importantly, much of the net growth in employment will probably be absorbed by 
underutili zed industrial and commercial space and vacan t lands. An assumption of 
re use needs to be stated and based on factual refe rences to similar sized cities. If a 
need fo r more commercial is identified then Woodburn should be afforded the 
opportuni ty to des ignate mixed-use areas (nodal development, neighborhood 
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revitalization) to allow more neighborhood-oriented services instead of 
identifying resource lands." 

Response: We agree that the Goal9 rule requires a demonstration that sufficient 
"serviceable" industrial sites be provided consistent with Goall4, Factor 3. Although 
our analysis of alternative UGB expansion areas considered comments from the City 
Public Works Department, we need to demonstrate in our findings that public facilities 
and services can be provided efficiently to serve needed industrial and commercial sites, 
especially when they are proposed for UGB expansion. 

(1) We are not sure what is meant by phrase ' 'fiscalization of land use as a method 
for reaching livability objectives" but would be glad to speak further with DLCD 
staff regarding their intent. 

(2) Public facilities capacity. OAR 660-009-0025(3)(a) is related to short-term supply 
of industrial sites. The OAR requires cities to provide a continuous 3-year 
supply of available employment land public facilities plan, or to identify the steps 
needed to provide public facilities to serve industrial and commercial sites at the 
earliest possible time. Woodburn's only remaining Periodic Review Task is to 
prepare a public facilities plan that addresses this concern. 

However, it is important to recognize that the Southwest lndustrial Reserve area 
serves special industrial siting needs. It requires a master plan (which addresses 
exactly how public facilities will be provided) in order to annex and develop. The 
City's responsibility related to the SWIR area is to show that it can be serviced 
efficiently from a long-term, not necessarily a short-term, perspective. Having 
said this, the Ciry is interested in providing "development ready" sites. The 
SWIR master plan will address short-term public facilities aspects related to that 
area, and will be incorporated into Woodburn's public facilities planning. 

(1) Amount of employment "overly ambitious". We are confused by this comment. 
In the opening sentence of the paragraph, Kevin ''found no fault" with the 
employment projection prepared by ECONorthwest. Later in the same 
paragraph, he mentions that the "amount of employment is overly ambitious." 
1f DL CD has specific concerns regarding the employment projection or 
industr ial siting needs analysis, we'd like to hear them as soon as vossible. 

(2) Employment growth probably can be accommodated inside the UGB. We are also 
confused by this unsupported commenL Kevin made no reference to a rule 
requirement or the data provided in the Economic Opportunities Analysis 
(OEA) or Industrial Siting Needs Analysis. Woodburn conducted a detailed 
Buildable Lands Inventory that determined the amount and quality of industrial 
and commercial land ava ilable inside the UGll. Woodburn assiduously followed 
the Goal 9 rule in identifying the types of industrial firms that Wood bum can 
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attract, and then identifying their siting needs. The evidence simply does not 
support the conclusion that Woodburn can meet its industrial land siting needs -
and its needs for housing, schools and parks- without expanding on to 
agricultural land. 

Woodburn assumed that all commercial need, for an expected population growth 
of greater than 70% over the next 20 years, would be met through intensification 
and re-use of existing commercial areas, and through mixed-use I nodal I · 
neighborhood commercial development. If Woodburn applied asSumptions 
based on similarly sized cities, then substantial commercial expansion onto 
resource land would be justified. Does DLCD really wish to pursue this course? 

Buildable Lands Inventory 
"According to Statewide Planning Goal5 (OAR 660-023) cities must inventory natural 
resources, such as wetlands and riparian corridors, and develop implementing ordinances to 
protect these resources. The City of W oodbum recently completed a Goal5 process to 
inventory wetlands and riparian conidors within the UGB. The Department of State Lands 
(DSL) has reviewed and certified the Local Wetland Inventory. However, at issue is the 
criterion used in the buildable lands inventory and the consistency with the implementing 
ordinance that may unnecessarily restrict supply ofland for development by limiting new 
development in the 100-year floodplain. 

The buildable lands inventory defines 'constrained vacant land' as any land within the 100-
year floodplain.1 Under normal circumstances, building structures in the floodplain, as 
detennined by FEMA/NFIP map, would require an elevation certificate to ensure the 
lowest floor is elevated above one foot of floodwater in a 100-year event. FEMA does not 
require restricted development in the floodplain. DLCD commends the city for strict 
enforcement and protection measures for wetlands and riparian resources. However, if this 
criterion were used to inventory available residential land, then an outright prohibition of 
residential stmctures in the floodplain would be required in the implementing land use 
regulations. Ultimately, our concern is that this criterion is part of the rationalization for a 
UGB expansion without consistent regulations in the zoning ordinance. Furthermore, from 
a public investment perspective, the expansion may come at the expense of existing public 
infrastructure that could be maximized prior to a need for extension to serve the proposed 
lands. Conversely, if public open space is created as a result of the regulation then the 
benefit is clearly acceptable and accrued to the ci ty in the form of livabi lity and flood 
damage prevention." 

Response: We appreciate DLCD's concern but believe that is ill-founded. There are 
a couple points to be made here. First, no authority is cited for stating that floodplain 
land should not be excluded from a buildable lands inventory. Floodplain a reas have 
been excluded from "buildable land inventories" in acknowledged comprehensive plans 

1 Buildable Lands Inventory, November 2002, p. 3 

Wintcrbrook Planning 

Volume 3 
Page 672 

Page 4 



throughout the state. The Metropolitan Housing Rule, which applies to approximately 
half Oregon's population, explicitly states that floodplain land may be defmed as 
''unbuildable" for purposes of determining net densities. (OAR 660-007-0005) 
W oodbum should not be held to a higher standard than the Metro area in determining 
buildable land. 

Second, Woodburn protects floodplain in the proposed Section 2.113 (Riparian 
Corridor and Wetlands Overlay District): "The RCW includes locally significant 
wetlands, the 100-year floodplain outside of developed areas, and the designated 
riparian corridors." Development other than public facilities is considered a conflicting 
use within the RCW and is required to avoid the RCW. We will amend the UGB 
Justification Report to make this clearer. 

Residential Land Needs Analysis 
''The 'Residential Land Needs Analysis' is a long-range analysis of housing needs 
based on criteria outlined in ORS 197.296 (5). The results of this analysis project a 
capacity of3,412 dwelling.units (du) a demand of 4,753 du, with a deficit of 1,342 
units or 305 acres over the 20-year planning period. 2 However, after a careful analysis 
of the data, the projected need for dwelling units and the number of available acres 
within the existing UGB seems capable to meet the 20-year projection considering the 
proposed infill and redevelopment measures that are required under ORS 197.296 (4)­
(7). According to the land needs analysis, the actual development density is 7.25 with 
2,184 dwelling units built on 301.2 acres? When compared to the available acres for 
development within the existing UGB (Buildable Lands Inventory, November 2002, 
page 3) the gross total residential capacity is 6,174 units based on an analysis of 
Comprehensive Plan designations, 5,195 when assumed densities are assigned to each 
designation, or additional units (683) are added from infill and redevelopment 
measures to assumed densities.4 

Provided the actual overall density, a 95 percent vacancy rate, unit capacity referenced 
above, and the projected household size, which is trending down from 3.1 persons per 
household in the 2000 Census, the amount of units that could be built on the available 
land would be adequate to serve the projected population increase.5 Table 1 provides 
tnree possible scenarios with calculations behind this assertion: Scenario 1 uses a 
gross unit capacity based on bui ldable acres, Scenario 2 uses a smaller potenti al 
capacity but includes infi ll and redevelopment lands, and Scenario 3 uses the smallest 
unit capacity, but with a slightly higher househo ld size. 

2 Residen tial Land Needs, November 2003, p. 34 
3 Residenti al Land Needs, November 2003 , p. 8 
• Buildable Land Inventory, November 2002, p 3, p. 8 
5 Residenti al Land Needs Analysis, November 2003, p. 14 
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Table 1. Buildable Lands and Population Projections 
Formula Scenario 1 Scenario2 Scenario 3 

Household Size X 2.9X 2.9X 3.0X 
Vacancy Rate X Unit 95X .95X .95X 
Capacity, /(Acres)= 6,174 du 5,879 du 5,195 du Net Density (857) 

(745) (650) 7.2du/ac 
7.9du/ac Bdulac 

Net Population 17,009 16,197- 14,806 

Source: W1nterbrook Plann1ng, DLCD 

The projected net increase in 2020 population is 14,819 over the 2000 Census. Based 
on the above, all of the scenarios would allow future residential growth without an 
expansion of the current UGB when compared to actual densities as allowed under 
ORS 197.296 (5). In fact, Scenario 3 barely falls short even without infill and 
redevelopment strategies if one assumes the household size is slightly reduced and 
density increases by less than 1 unit per acre over actual density from 1988-2002.6 The 
household size projection used by the consultant is not predicated on a factual basis, 
but on national trends that do not accurately describe the conditions in W oodbum. The 
above scenarios do not account for the actual percentage of allowable density that gets 
built over the planning period, but Woodburn, to its credit, will adopt an 80 percent 
minimum density standard to maximize available c(lpacity. This measure would help 
guarantee efficient use of land designated for residential." 

Response: This is a complex comment that is based on a misunderstanding of the 
information and analysis presented. Winterbrook Planning takes no responsibility for 
DLCD's table. 

We' ll try to address each distinct point, though there is some overlap. 
1) Existing UGB seems capable of meeting 20-year projection. As we all know, the 

UGB amendment process is iterative. We provided two buildable lands 
summaries -the first is within the current UGB; the second is within the 
proposed 2020 UGB and includes intensification measures. Although these 
differences were explained to Larry Ksionzyk, we agree that we need to make 
this clearer in our findings. The UGB Justification Report describes the results of 
this analysis, but clearly needs better explanation, as there h as been a huge 
misconception. [Note: A phone call asking for clarification would have been 
helpful here.] 

We first looked at buildable lands within the existing UGB and determined a 
capacity of 3,412 units (as Kevin describes above). This capacity was insufficient 
to meet the housing need for 4,753 dwelling units (also as Kevin describes above). 

6 Residentia l Land Needs Analysis, November 2003 , Table 6, p. 8 

Winterbroo k Pla nning 

Volume 3 
Page 674 

Page 6 



w 

Woodburn then prepared a ·"preferred scenario" that includes land outside the 
existing UGB needed to accommodate the housing deficit with efficiency 
measures. [Note: A ' 'preferred scenario" was also used for transportation 
modeling purposes. The preferred scenario described in the UGB Justification 
Report is now being used in the fmal TSP draft.] DLCD and ODOT were both 
involved, directly, in these p'rocesses. Winterbrook revised the buildable lands 
inventory consistent with Woodburn's preferred scenario- that is, to show land 
now proposed for inclusion with in the UGB. The preferred scenario thus 
accounts for UGB expansion, increased densities resulting from a new nodal 
development area, and infill and redevelopment. 

Kevin is correct that residential growth can be accommodated within the UGB 
described by the UGB Justification Report. That document references the 
second (revised) Buildable _Lands Inventory - the one that determines buildable 
land area for the proposed 2020 UGB, including nodal development and other 
land use efficiency measures. 

2) Scenarws table. These "scenarios" were created by DLCD and we do not know 
what assumptions or methods were used in their creation. Unit capacity, acres, 
density, and population each change with each scenario. In our UGB 
Justification Report, Woodburn has a fiXed population projection developed by 
ECONorthwest and approved for planning purposes by LCDC and Marion 
County. The land supply inside the existing and proposed UGBs was determined 
by the revised Buildable Lands Inventory. The need for buildable residential 
land (including land for parks and schools) was determined in Technical Report 
3, Land Needs Analysis. 

DLCD's table appears to show that the proposed 2020 Woodburn UGB can 
accommodate various projected populations using various assumptions. 
However, without more detail on exactly what tllis table intends to show, where 
these assumptions came from, and how the table and assumptions are related to 
this process, it's difficult to comment further. Our key point is that the existing 
UGB cannot support planned population and employment growth, but the 
proposed UGB can, provided that the city adopts ' 'measures" to intensify land 
use within the exis ting and proposed UGB. 

3) Household size. DLCD claims that the projected household size is ''not 
predicated on a factual basis, but on national trends that do not accurately 
describe the conditions in Woodburn". T ll.is is inaccurate. No comparison to 
na tional trends was made, although national trends in household size also are 
declining. 

T he Housing Needs Analysis describes the conditions in Woodburn, four 
comparator cities, and the state, and explains why household sizes are projected 
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to change in W oodbum over the next 20 years. In 1990, the average household 
size in W oodbum was 2.9; by 2000, it was 3.1. The 2020 household size 
projection is 2.9, considerably more than is typical of acknowledged 
comprehensive plans throughout Oregon. It is higher because W oodbum has a 
high Hispanic population. As we explained in the Housing Needs Analysis, we 
anticipate that as this population becomes better educated and more aftluent, 
and as W oodbum provides more affordable housing at higher densities, that 
household size will decline slightly below the 3.1 number found in the 2000 
Census and more closely approximate Marion County as a whole. 

Public Land Needs: Schools 
"ORS 195.110 requires local governments to coordinate with 'high growth' school 
districts and plan for new school facilities. The Woodburn School District 103 does 
not meet the threshold of a high growth district as defined by 5,000 students and a 6 
percent growth rate for the last three school years. However, with a CWTent student 
population of 4,710 (2003-2004) and an average of 5 percent enrollment growth from 
2001-2004, a required school facility plan is imminent assuming the City adopts an 
aggressive economic development policy and the tentative population projection is 
realized. 7 

According to the land projection for future schools, there is a deficit of 122 acres.8 

Unlike many other states, Oregon does not have uniform school facility siting 
standards, nor does it offer an accepted methodology to project land needs. Not 
withstanding this lack of statewide policy, the methodology employed in the 
residential lands needs assessment uses a ratio of 2020 population to developed school 
land to project additional land for schools. A ratio of 5 acres per 1,000 residents is 
used to project a total munber, but this is not based on any empirical evidence to 
suppott the conclusion of 122 acres. A ratio or proportional method is not a problem 
by itself, as long as it is supported by factual evidence. Othe1wise, the number is 
arbitrary. Therefore, the total amount does not accurately reflect the actual need for 
school facilities. 

Conversely, when government facilities were analyzed, the need was drastically 
reduced. Public buildings, and by extension special districts (schools), rarely need or 
can afford major new facilities, but rather invest in on-site expansions, because they 
are dependent on voter approved bond measures to pay for capital intensive 
improvements . Apparently, thi s rationale was employed with government facilities, 
but for whatever reason is not applied to the local school district. A closer examination 
of the buildable lands and fac ilities the school already owns/leases would offer a 
clearer desctiption of need versus a proportional response withou t any evidence to 
support the result. Moreover, the buildable lands inventory discards available public 

7 "District Profi le Reports," Office of School Finance, Data and Analysis, Oregon Department of Education 
http://www .ode.state.or .us/sfda 
8 Residential Land Needs Analysis, November 2003, p. 32 
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land if it has structures on the property.9 By this definition, only six acres would be 
available. 10 The 'l)rban Growth Scenarios' report provides three scenarios of a UGB 
expansion, yet all three assume that existing low density residential will absorb future 
employment of education and government employees. Apparently, a disconnect exists 
between the reasoning in the inventory and the assumptions in the expansion 
scenarios. 

ORS ·195.110 (4)(c)(C) requires Woodburn to provide notice to the school district 
when adopting amendments to an acknowledged comprehensive plan or land use 
regulations that affect school capacity. Since the proposed action will add more than 
1,000 new residential units over a twenty-year period, notice will be required. If 
expressly requested by the school district, the local government will need to 
coordinate capacity needs. Regardless of the statutory requirements, it's good planning 
practice to coordinate long-term needs with the local school district administration and 
elected board, which includes an agreed method for projecting school facilities. 
Furthermore, even if residential land is added to the UGB to accommodate future 
school facilities, there is no guarantee that the land will be dedicated for the intended 
purpose unless specific plan designations are adopted or conditions are attached to the 
land use action requiring a coordinated school facility plan. Again, a coordinated 
approach that identified appropriate sites (in executive session, if necessary) inside and 
outside the existing UGB would be an ideal situation for both parties. Evidently, this 
approach is identified as Goal C2.2 in the 2001 Woodburn Economic Development 
Strategy. 11

" 

Response: Again, there are a number of issues. The basic issue is that ORS 195.110 
does not apply to the Woodburn School District. 

1) School facilities plan. As noted, the Woodburn School District does not yet have a 
school facilities plan. Also as noted, there is no statutory requirement for the 
Woodburn School District to have such a plan. If the district had such a plan, 
we would have used it in our projections. Instead, we applied the existing 
developed school land to population ratio to project future buildable school land 
needs. (Technical Report 3, Land Needs Analysis p. 32) 

2) Existing Schools/Population Ratio. DLCD states that the school land need 
projection was made wilhou t empirical or factual evidence. As menlioned nhove, 
we used a ra tio of existing facilities to population, which is factual and empirical 
in nature, and projected that Woodburn would retain that ratio through 2020. It 
would be helpful to describe what sort of additional empirical or factual evidence 
is desired, and the basis for this desire. 

9 Buildable Lands Inve ntory, November 2002, p. 5, 2.c 
10 Buildable Lands Inventory, November 2002, p. 10 
11 Woodburn Economic Development Strategy, June 200 1, p. 4·2 1 
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3) Govemmentfacil_ities. DLCD notes that a different method was used for 
projecting government land needs than school land needS. This is correct •. We 
assumed that the equivalent of 13 acres of government facility needs (city haD . 
expansion, public safety stations, public works storage yards, etc.) would be met 
on existing City property, or on commercial land, through intensification. This is 
assumption may be optimistic, given the location of government facilities in the 
relatively dense Woodburn downtown area. School district administration needs 
are similar to government needs. However, a new high school is not similar to, 
for example, increased administrative staff in City HaD. Schools require outdoor 
fields and play areas, as well as classrooms, cafeteria, gymnasium, and parking. 
Schools also require locations near the residents they serve. This is why we used 
a ratio for school needs rather than simply assUming that future school needs 
would be met entirely on developed school property. 

4) Closer examination. DLCD states, "A closer examination of the buildable lands 
and facilities the school already owns/leases would offer a clearer description of 
need versus a proportional response without any evidence to support the result." 
We're not sure what DLCD is saying here. The ratio we used, as stated above 
and in the Land Needs Analysis, was derived from determining lands mtd 
facilities that schools u·se and own. We believe that we have addressed this 
concern. 

5) Buildable Lands for public. Woodburn did assume development of public parcels 
if they had structures, or if they were developed as parks or ball fields. It is 
unclear what DLCD's concern is with this defmition. 

6) Transportation Scenarios. The transportation scenarios were developed for 
preliminary transportation planning analysis, before the Land Needs Analysis 
and Buildable Lands Inventory were completed. The ''preferred land use 
scenario" used to justify the UGB is now being considered in the Transportation 
Systems Plan. Assuming that all public employees, including teachers, will be 
accommodated by intensification is unrealistic and inconsistent with Land Needs 
and Buildable Lands analyses. 

7) Coordinated approach. We agree that a coordinated approach regarding school 
facilities, culminating in a Schools Facilities Plan, would be a good idea for 
Woodburn and helpful for planning purposes. Unfortunately, we cannot force 
the school district to engage in such a process. Moreover, it is not a Periodic 
Review T ask, it is not required by statute, and would not be completed in a 
timely manner as part of this process. By using the existing developed school 
land to population ratio, the proposed 2020 UGB should provide enough land for 
schools to grow, hopefully without another UGB amendment. 
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Urban Growth Scenarios 
"As part of an effort to analyze the transportation system, and the proposed 
alternatives of a UGB expansion, three urban growth scenarios were developed that 
have different levels of expansion based on a medium or high employment projection. 
The number of acres ranges from 447-558 acres. However, the 'preferred scenario' 
lists exception areas, expansion areas, and some measures to maximize existing land 
in the UGB, which creates a total of 804 acres.12 There is either an unrelated 
connection made between the scenarios and proposed expansion or there is a 
misinterpretation of the acres of buildable lands that resulted in a miscalculation. 
Although the preferred scenario is purported to be the best alternative based on long­
term traffic capacity and levels of service, there is no other evidence provided to 
support the amount proposed. A clearer distinction and explanation of the preferred 
scenario based on findings of facts needs to be provided before an analysis of other 
criteria is necessary. For example, how does the preferred alternative satisfy or meet 
the needs identified in the buildable lands inventory, residential land needs, 
employment needs inventory and economic development strategy. A summary of the 
preferred alternative without proper justification sells the proposal short of its intended 
purpose." 

Response: As noted above, the Transportation Scenarios document was 
prepared before the Buildable Lands Inventory and Land Needs Analysis were 
completed. The Transportation Scenarios were used for transportation modeling 
purposes, and that modeling informed transportation concerns in the ' 'preferred 
scenarioH developed later. The Transportation Scenarios are outdated and are 
provided as background information related to the process, not justification for the 
end result. The rest of this concern is addressed in response to Goal14 concerns 
below. 

Statewide Planning Goa/14: Urbanization 
'The following evaluation is based on the UGB Justification Report.13 

Goall4 provides "seven factors" to evaluate a proposed change in the urban growth 
boundary. Those factors are listed below: 

( 1) Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban population growth 
requirements consistent with LCDC goals; 

(2) Need.for housing. employmeltl opportunities. ami Livability, 
( 3) Orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services; 
( 4) Maximum efficiency of land uses with and on the fringe of the existing urban 

area; 
(5) Environmental, energy, economic, and social consequences; 
(6) Retention of agricultural /and as defined, with Class I being the highest 

priority and Class VI the lowest priority; and 

12 Comprehensive Plan- Volume II , November 2003, p. 20 
13 UGB Justification Report, November 2003, p. 14 
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(7) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with agricultural activities. 

Factors 1 & 2: The first two factors are appropriately addressed through subtasks that 
were completed as part of an approved periodic review program. However, the 
subtasks have been reviewed independently and collectively to identify discrepancies, 
and in some cases, challenge assumptions made in the planning process. These issues 
are discussed above. 

Response: We responded to issues related to Factors 1 and 2, related to 
population and employment needs, in the discussion above. The land need for 
employment and population growth, and livability, is documented in: 

• Land Needs Analysis 
• Industrial Siting Needs Analysis 
• UGB Justification Report 

"Factor 3: The analysis provided does not describe the current adequacy and 
availability of public facilities that would address the 'economic provision' and 
serviceability of the expansion areas. Although flat, well-drained lands are key 
ingredients for orderly development, it does not address linear facility connections to 
the existing system on the urban fringe, nor does it address capacitY of water, sewer, 
storm water, or other public utility systems that could be provided over a twenty-year 
period. Public facility master plan elements should be consistent with the population 
and land use projections. As identified earlier in this report, a public facilities element 
is forthcoming that may address these concerns."' 

Response: We agree that additional public facilities justification is required. As 
clearly stated in the UGB Justification Report, however, transportation is by far the 
most expensive public facility that must be provided. The UGB was selected to 
minimize impacts on the Highway 21411-5 interchange. Based on preliminary 
discussions with the City's Public Works Department, the Southwest (#8), West (#1) 
and North (#2) study areas can be served at relatively low per-acre costs, and these 
are the areas that make the most sense from a transportation and agricultural soils 
class perspective. A public facilities plan is required as the last remaining Periodic 
Review Work Task and is will be prepared by Woodburn to respond further to this 
con cern. 

"Factor 4: T he 'maximum efficiency of land uses with [in] the existing UGB ' is taken 
to mean an analysis of effi ciency measures and implementation of infill and 
redevelopment strategies for housing and commercial, and to a lesser extent, light 
indust1ial. To its credit, Woodbum has proposed a number of measures related to 
housing that have not been previously adopted, which will maximize residenti al land 
based on planned densities. However, the proposals may not go far enough to meet the 
intent of the goal and statute (ORS 197.232( l)(c)(C). For example, the vertical mixed­
use nod<ll overl ay proposed for the downtown could be extended along the Highway 
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99 corridor to increase redevelopment potential, provide live-work housing 
opportunities for small businesses, and help reduce vehicle miles traveled as part of a 
larger transportation system plan to meet transportation planning rule requirements. 
Nor has smaller lot sizes (<7,000 SF) been proposed to allow infill of smaller parcels 
and partitions in existing neighborhoods that would add more housing opportunities. 
As proposed, small lot SFR is only considered in the nodal overlay or adjacent to 
existing senior housing.14 If the community has genui~e concerns about the urban 
design of such units, then form-based design codes could be adopted to encourage 
small lot housing types. For example, "cottage" housing is an increasingly popular 
market choice in urban areas because it offers a mid to high end SFR detached type for 
empty nesters, professional singles, and small families. This effectively addresses the 
need for more housing, neighborhood compatibility, efficiency of existing land, and 
attracts a moderate to high-income market that is currently underserved in 
Woodburn." 

Response: Maximum efficiency of land use includes more than just infill and 
redevelopment. It also includes increases in planned urban densities, minimum density 
standards, master planning to ensure efficient land use, nodal development, vertical 
mixed use, planned street layouts to provide efficient access to buildable properties, and 
County retention of large parcels until they are annexed to Woodburn and urban 
services are provided. The City has planned for residential densities of approximately 
10 units per net buildable acre (outside of exceptions areas), which is consistent with 
Marion County Framework Plan guidelines. 

We are confused by the comment that W oodbum has proposed measures that will 
' 'maximize residential land based on planned densities", but "may not go far enough to 
satisfy the intent of the statute." How far is far enough? Will DLCD ''know it when it 
sees it?" [Note: The statute cited by DLCD -197.232(1)(c)(C)- does not exist in the 
2003 ORS compilations. 197.732(1)(c)(C) relates to the goal exception process, but 
doesn't relate directly to maximum efficiency of land use. Given this incorrect citation, 
we're not sure how to respond. ] 

We consider DLCD's suggested additional "efficiency measures" below: 

1) Vertical Mixed-Use Overlay on Hwy 99. Highway 99 is a high volume five-l ;;~ ne 

state highway lhat's been developed, primar ily under County auspices, as strip 
commercial. While we anticipate and encourage redevelopment of Highway 99 
for more intensive commercial development, we simply cannot recommend 
vertical mixed use along this noisy, high volume, high traffic speed highway. 
Based on our experience working with developers, we cannot imagine a situation 
where an outside developer would invest in redevelopment along Highway 99 
with housing above retail. ·woodburn is planning, somewhat optimistically, for 

14 Ibid , p. 21 
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vertical mixed use in its downtown and in the nodal development area in 
Southwest Woodburn. Proposing vertical mixed use along a busy and noisy state 
highway would be highly unrealistic from a market perspective and would create 
an undesirable living environment. 

2) Smaller lot sizes in existing neighborhoods. Woodburn has experienced fairly high 
density development over the last decade, and plans to increase overall densities 
substantially- from approximately 7.25 to 10.4 dwelling units per net buildable 
acre. Woodburn is proposing vertical mixed use redevelopment in the 
downtown area, as noted above. The Buildable Lands Inventory assumed that 
100% of identified infilllots (defmed as lots with a house between 0.5 and 5 
acres) in developed areas would be available for development over the next 20 
years. During previous iterations of the plan, Woodburn citizens soundly 
rejected the notion of increased residential densities (upzoning) ·in existing 
residential neighborhoods because of adverse social consequences. For this 
reason, we proposed increased densities in nodal development areas, while 
allowing for inrill based on existing zoning in existing neighborhoods, and 
redevelopment in downtown. Upzoning of land in developed residential 
neighborhoods wouldn't have much efficiency benefit in any case, because 
Woodburn's largest lot size is 6,000 square feet. If Woodburn were to upzone to 
4,000 square f~t in developed residential areas; there would be substantial 
perceived negative impacts, with little actual efficiency be1_1efit. 

3) Fonn-based design codes. We think this is a good idea. That's why Woodburn 
has adopted design standards for downtown Woodburn, and proposes to adopt 
design standards in higher density nodal areas. Woodburn also has design 
standards that apply to all new residential development. So-called ''form-based 
design codes" as a part of upzoning developed residential areas would not 
alleviate genuine concern by the community. 

4) Moderate to high-income market. Woodburn has addressed the "moderate to 
high-come market" by providing for standard (6,000 square foot) and small-lot 
(4,000 square foot) single-family lots. Of course, this market is also free to buy 
exis ting housing, or build on inrilllots in '\-Voodburn. 

Basically, Woodburn has prepared a plan that meets identified housing needs a nd 
complies with the Marion County Framework Plan by zoning for about 10 uni ts per net 
buildable acre outside of exceptions areas. '\-Voodburn and Marion County have 
reserved land in large parcels for intended uses, increased overall planned densities, 
adopted an 80 % minimum density standard, and has implemented other efficiency 
measures described in the UGB findings. \>Ve believe that these efficiency measures are 
more than adequate to comply with Factor 4. 
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"Factor 5: The ESEE analysis addresses external factors of land use decisions and weighs 
the importance of those factors against the proposed lands requiring a goal exception. A 
matrix was developed that weighs the four criteria against the study areas. This summary 
is appreciated, but the results of the analysis do not adequately address each of the criteria. 
The following criteria could be added to each factor that would provide a balanced 
illustration of the consequences: 

o Economic: transportation access and needed capital improvements, and a 
comparison of economic inputs and outputs of existing and proposed land uses; 

o Social: livability or quality of life, social capital indicators such as access to built 
public services and facilities; and a compatibility index of uses; 

o Environmental: more definition of intent to 'limit development' based on types of 
inventoried natural resources, and storm water impacts; and 

o Energy: air quality (as separate from VMl), and drinkjng water pump stations. 

In addition to the criteria listed above, 'measures designed to reduce adverse impacts' are 
not addressed at those sites that would require a goal exception. Further findings should be 
provided to demonstrate that appropriate measures have been considered to mitigate 
impacts to resource lands and farming operations." 

Response: The UGB Justification Report includes a brief ESEE analysis to 
address factor 5. However, this analysis does not include or reference other ESEE 
information found in technical reports. Kevin states that the ESEE analysis is 
inadequate and suggests the kind of analysis that would, in his mind, suffice. DLCD 
has cited no standard to support the need for, among other things, an analysis of 
"economic inputs and outputs of existing and proposed land uses." Such an analysis 
would be costly, but useless in this process. 

Nevertheless, we agree that a more detailed analysis of Factor 5 could be helpful. If 
DLCD can provide case law examples or previous LCDC decisions this would be 
helpful. Perhaps an example of an ESEE analysis with an acceptable level of detail 
from a comparable jurisdiction would also be helpful. Woodburn has limited funds, 
so if DLCD is asking for major studies here, this is a problem. 

"Factor 6: The three "subfactors" under Factor 6 do not apply to Woodburn. Given the 
soil characteristics of land, the need rur certain types of land uses must be clearly 
demonstrated through the periodic review tasks . To this end, the focus of the analysis in 
this rep01t has been more of an analysis of the tasks and less on the applicable seven 
factors' tes t. However, if the tasks are appealed to LCDC the priorities analysis and 
fi ndings will be placed under a microscope and their impOLtance cannot be undcrstatccl." 

Response: We think that DLCD means the ' three 'subfactors' under ORS 197.298 
for determining UGB priorities. Factor 6 only has one ' factor' which reads as follows: 
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"(6) Retention of agricultural land as defmed,_ with Class I being the highest. 
priority and Class VI the lowest priority;H 

In our view, Woodburn carefully considered Factor 6 when it determined its future 
growth direction. As noted in the UGB Justification Report and in Technical Report 2-a 
(Natural Resources), Woodburn is surrounded by Class II soils, with smaller areas of 
Class I and III soils. We have excluded all Class I soils from the UGB, except where they 
are found in the developed golf course in the North (#2) Study Area. The West (#8) and 
Southwest (#7) Study Areas generally have the most Class m soils and the fewest 
wetlands and riparian areas. In short, the growth direction we have chosen furthers 
this standard. It would be helpful to know what is missing from our analysis. We know 
it will be ''placed under a microscope." This is why we asked for DLCD's input early in 
the process. 

"Statewide Planning Goal2: Land Use Planning, Part IL Exceptions 
OAR 660-004-0020 "Four Standards" 
Goal 2 outlines specific standards for goal exceptions. A local government may adopt an 
exception to a goal when: 

( 1) Reasons justify why the state policy embodied in the applicable goals should not 
apply; 

(2) Areas which do not require a new exception cannot reasonably accommodate the 
use; 

( 3) The long tenn ESEE consequences resulting from the use of the proposed site with 
measures designed to reduce the adverse impacts are not significantly more 
adverse than would typically result from the same proposal being located in 
areas requiring a goal exception other than the proposed site; and 

( 4) The proposed uses are compatible with other adjacent uses or will be so rendered 
through measures designed to reduce adverse impacts. 

The above standards were evaluated in the UGB Justification Report. The following is an 
analysis of those findings: 15 

"Standard 1: No findings are provided. Findings should be provided in a staff report." 

R esponse: 
14: 

OAR 660-004-0lO(c)(i) describes how the first s ta nda rd applies to c,)al 

"(i) Reasons justify why the state policy embodied in the applicable goals should 
not apply (This factor can be satisfied by compliance with the seven factors of 
Goal14.);" 

15 Ibid, p. 18 
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The UGB Justification Report, when combined with technical reports related to need 
and alternative study area considerations, demonstrate compliance with the seven 
factors of Goa114. No additional work is needed. to address "Standard 1." 

Standard 2: Since all exception areas are included for residential, it is assumed that light 
industrial land cannot be accommodated in those designated areas. However, the 
exceptions analysis needs to include an evaluation of other lands contiguous to the existing 
UGB that are higher priority/low value fannland. Standard is met. 
Standard 3: This concern was addressed above in the seven factors analysis. 
Standard 4: Given the choice among competing land uses adjacent to agriculture, the 
priority is usually (1) industrial, (2) commercial, and (3) residential. Based on this priority, 
the only residential area identified is Study Area 2, but no measures are described that 
would 'reduce the adverse impacts' on the northern edge. For example, a "right to farm" 
covenant could be attached to the title of the land designated for residential as a condition 
of approval for future subdivisions. 

Response: As indicated under Goall4, Factor 5 discussion, we agree that additional 
information related to these Goal 2 standards will be provided in the Goall4 Analysis 
and in findings. We will consider requiring the property owner to sign a ''right to 
farm" covenant as a condition of annexation of residential land that is adjacent to the 
UGB. 

Urbanization Priorities- ORS 197.298 
In addition to the above s tandards, ORS 197.298 requires a prioritization of lands to be 
included before high value farmland is brought into a UGB. 

(a) First priority is land that is designated urban reserve land under ORS 
195.145, ntle· or metropolitan service district action plan. 
The City of Woodburn does not have designated urban reserves. This standard 
does not apply. 

(b) [ S] econd priority is land adjacent to an urban growth boundary that is 
identified in an acknowledged comprehensive plan as an exception area or 
nonresource land. Second priority may include resource land that is 
completely surrounded by exception areas unless such resource land is high­
value farmland as described in ORS 215.710. 

The Comprehensive Plan Map identifies three exception areas totaling 296 
acres. Two of the exception areas (SA l & SA 6) are proposed to be included 
in the UGB as residential land. Both of these areas have low-dens it y single­
fami ly units, which is slated for infill and redevelopment over the 20-year 
planning pe1iod. The thi rd excepti on area is the McLaren School for Boys and 
under public ownership . It is hi ghly unlike ly that this latter institutiona l use 
wi ll be ava ilable for other planned uses. This standard is met. 
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(c) [T]hird priority is land designated as marginal land pursuant to ORS 197.247. 

Marginal lands are not found in the Willamette Valley. This standard does not 
apply. 

(d) [F]ourth priority is land designated in an acknowledged comprehensive plan 
for agriculture or forestry, or both. 

Since all of the above have been addressed, the last alternative is resource land. 

(2) Higher priority shall be given to land of lower capability as measured by the 
capability classification system or by cubic foot site class, whichever is appropriate 
for the current use. 

According to the study areas proposed, 97 percent of the land is classified as high 
value fannland, which includes Class I-IV soils. If higher priority lands (low value) 
are not immediately adjacent to the existing UGB, it makes orderly urbanization of 
land a difficult task. The analysis demonstrates that lower value farmland is not 
available and Class I land will not be included, but still leaves Class II lands for 
expansion. 

( 3) Land of lower priority under subsection ( 1) of this section may be included in an 
urban g rowth boundary if land of higher priority is f ound to be inadequate to 
accommodate the amount of land estimated in subsection ( 1) of this section for one or 
more of the f ollowing reasons: 

Although the residential needs analysis is subject to further scrutiny, the light 
industrial need has been clearly defined in the Goal 9 inventory and analysis of 
targeted industries, and economic development strategy. Large-scale sites, which are 
important for siting large employee-based businesses, could not be accommodated on 
the exception areas. This leaves resource land as the only alternati ve since almost all 
of the identified lands are high value fannland. Although this link between siting 
needs and exception areas is intuitive, its connection is not clearly explained in the 
summary report. 16 

M ore im portantl y, this priority standard has not been fully ana lyzed based on the 
submitted tasks and repor ts. The Wood bum Comprehensive P lan Volume II 
addresses most all of the seven factors and exception standards, but fails to 
address the subsection 3 (a-c) priori ties in ORS 197.298. Additi onal analysis of 
these prio ri ties will be required to demonstrate com pliance with the statute . 17 

Response: We agree that additional a nalysis regarding the need for la rge 

16 Ibid, p. 14 
17 Ibid, p. 18 
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industrial sites, and the ability to meet this need within rural residential exceptions 
areas, is needed. The Buildabie Lands Inventory describes parcel sizes in 
residential and commercial exceptions areas as follows. 

"Exceptions Areas 
For the purpose of this report, exceptions areas are areas outside of an Urban 
Growth Boundary with Goal14 exceptions for residential uses in a rural area. 
Woodburn is including all adjacent exceptions areas with buildable land into its 
UGB through this process. Exceptions areas are generally developed inefficiently 
below urban residential densities. The development pattern includes houses on 
large parcels, often some farm development, and generally an inefficient access 
pattern (See Figure 1: Development Pattern of Exception Area). This 
combination makes development at urban densities more difficult Due to this 
diffif:ulty, we 3ssumed densities within exceptions areas would average around 3 
units per net buildable acre." 

~ bl 6 R id . l C ityfr E tio A a e . es entia arJac om xcep ns reas . 
Stte Description Exception Area Parcels 

Sites <2ac 43 

~cres 44 
Sites 2-Sac 16 

Acres 47 
Sites 6-1 Oac 2 

Acres 17 

Total Sites 61 

Total Acres 107 

Potential Exception Units 295 

From this table, it is clear that there are no parcels greater than 10 acres. ORS 
197.712 et seq. discourages placement of industrial parcels near residential areas, 
where conflicts are likely. We did not make this clear , and therefore agree with 
DLCD that additional analysis of ORS 197.298 factors will be provided in the Goal 
14 Analysis. 
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PERIODIC REVIEW NOTIFICATION LIST 
REVISED: 6/16/05 

Housing & Community Services Dept. 
Attn: David Foster 
1600 State St. 
Salem, OR 97310 

Dept. of Environmental Quality 
Attn: Roberta Young 
Intergovernmental Coordinator 
811 SW 6th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97204 

Economic Development Dept. 
Attn: Arthur Fish 
775 Summer St. NE 
Salem, OR 97310 

Statesman Journal 
P.O. Box 13009 
Salem, OR 97309 

Mid-Willamette Valley C.O.G. 
105 High St. SE 
~alem, OR 97301-3667 

El Hispanic Newspaper 
2130 SW Fifth, Suite 200 
Portland, OR 97201 

Marion County Bldg. Industry Assoc. 
Attn: Mr. Erick L. Meurer 
385 Taylor St. NE 
Salem, OR 97303 

Woodburn Fire District 
1776 Newberg Hwy. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Woodburn Independent 
Attn: John Gervais 
605 N. First St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Senior Estates Board 
1776 Country Club Rd. 
Woodburn/ OR 97071 

PHONE 

503-986-2112 

503-229-6408 

503-986-0140 

FAX 

503-986-2020 

503-229-6124 

503-581-5115 

I: \LOmmunity Development\Pianning\Periodic Review 2005\Notifica tion List· Labels\PERIODIC REVIEW NOTIFICATION U ST.doc 
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PERIODIC REVIEW ASSISTANCE TEAM- PG 2 

Mr. Donovan Harding 
470 Arthur St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Woodburn Downtown Assoc. 
P.O. Box 344 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Mr. Robert L. Engle 
Engle & Schmldtman 
Northwood Office Park 
610 Glatt Circle 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Woodburn Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 194 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Mr. Walt Blomberg, Superintendent 
Woodburn School District 
·965 N. Boones Ferry Rd. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Mrs. Barbara Lucas 
214 E. Clackamas 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

KWBY Radio 
1585 N. Pacific Hwy. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Willamette Broadband 
P.O. Box 850 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Kelly & Kelly 
110 N. Second St. 
Silverton, OR 97381 

Dept. of Land Conservation & Development 
Geoff Crook, Willamette Valley Regional Rep. 
635 capitol St. NE, Suite 150 
Salem, OR 97301-2540 

PHONE 

503-873-86 71 

503-373-0050 503-362-6705 
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PERIODIC REVIEW ASSISTANCE TEAM- PG 3 

Natural Dept. of Agriculture 
Attn: Jim Johnson 
Resources Division 
635 Capitol St. 
Salem, OR 97310 

Oregon Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 
Land Use Program Manager 
3406 Cherry St. 
Keizer, OR 97303-4924 

Dept. of Forestry 
Kevin Birch, Land Use Coordinator 
2600 State St. 
Salem, OR 97310 

Dept. of Geology & Mineral Industries 
Dennis Olmstead, Land Use Coordinator 
State Office Building 
800 NE Oregon, Suite 965 
Portland, OR 97232 

State Health Division 
Dave Phelps, Funding Coordinator Drinking 
Water Systems 

State Office Building 
800 NE Oregon, Suite 611 
Portland, OR 97232 

Parks & Recreation Dept. 
Marguerite Nabeta, Planner 
1115 Commercial St. NE 
Salem, OR 97310 

Division of State Lands 
Attn: John Lilly 
775 Summer St. 
Salem, OR 97310 

Water Resources Dept. 
Attn: Rebecca Geisen 
158 12th St. NE 
Salem, OR 97310 

Jess William 
P. 0 . Box 627 
Gervais, OR 97026 

PHONE 

503-986-4 706 

503-229-6967 
Ext. 442 

503-945-7405 

503-731-4100 

503-731-4010 

503-378-6378 

503-378-3805 

FAX 

503-378-2590 

503-229-5602 

503-373-1937 

503-731-4066 

503-731-4077 

503-378-6447 

503-378-4844 
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PERIODIC REVIEW ASSISTANCE TEAM- PG 4 

Les Sasaki 
Marion County Planning 
555 Court St. NE 
Salem, OR 97301 

Roger Alfred 
Perkins Coie LLP 
1120 NW Couch St., 10th Floor 
Portland, OR 97209 

Sid Friedman, Planning Advocate 
1000 Friends of Oregon 
Willamette Valley Regional Office 
189 Liberty St. NE, #307A 
Salem, OR 97301 

Clayton W. Walker, COM 
C.W. Walker & Associates, LLC 
Real Estate Brokers and Consultants 
P.O. Box 1338 
Eugene, OR 97440 

Marion Soil Water Conservation District 
Robin Straughan, Technical Manager 
3867 Wolverine St. NE, Suite 16 
Salem, OR 97305 

Norris Beggs & Simpson 
Jack R. McConnell, Sr. VP 
121 SW Morrison St, Suite 200 
Portland, OR 97204 

Terry Cole, ODOT Region 2 
455 Airport Rd. SE, Bldg. B 
Salem, OR 97301-5395 

Patty Allen 
3607 SE Umatilla Loop 
Prineville, OR 97754 

Belle Passi Cemetery 
P.O. Box 955 
Woodburn, OR 97071-0955 

PHONE 

503-588-5038 503-588-7948 

E-mail : Ralfred@perkinscoie.com 

503-371-7261 503-371-7596 

541-484-44 22 541-484-1337 

E-mail : cwwalker@transedge.com 

503-391-9927 503-399-5799 

503-223-7181 503-273-0256 

! :\Community Development\Pianning\Periodic Review 2005\Notification List-Lilbels\PERIODIC REVIEW NOTIFICATION UST.doc 

Volume 3 

Page 694 



PERIODIC REVIEW ASSISTANCE TEAM- PG 5 

Ticer Title 
Rosi Green 
Mktg/ Builder Srvcs. Representative 
206 N. First St. 
Silverton, OR 97381 

Mark castor 
7052 SE Scenic Dr. 
Prineville, OR 97754 

Denis castor 
192 Cummings Way 
Keizer, OR 97303 

Perri castor 
16548 Arney Rd. NE 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Martin Rohrer 
16 Abelard 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035-2342 

Ivan cam 
P.O. Box 567 
Servais, OR 97026 

Corey Zielsdorf 
John L. Scott Real Estate 
20649 SW Roy Rogers Rd., Ste. 301 
Sherwood, OR 97140 

Will Denecke 
OPUS Northwest, LLC 
1000 SW Broadway, # 1130 
Portland, OR 97205 

City of Hubbard 
Community Development 
3720 2n<t St. 
Hubbard, OR 97032 

City of Gervais 
Community Development 
P.O. Box 348 
Gervais, OR 97026 

PHONE 

503-873-5305 503-873-5633 
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PERIODIC REVIEW ASSISTANCE TEAM - PG 6 

Brian Moore 
Saalfield Griggs PC 
250 Church St. SE, Ste. 300 
Salem, OR 97308 

PHONE 

503-399-1070 503-371-2927 
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PERIODIC REVIEW NOTIFICATION LIST 
REVISED: 2/1/05 

Housing & Community Services Dept. 
Attn: David Foster 
1600 State St. 
Salem, OR 97310 

Dept. of Environmental Quality 
Attn: Roberta Young 
Intergovernmental Coordinator 
811 SW 6th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97204 . 

Economic Development Dept. 
Attn: Arthur Fish 
775 Summer St. NE 
Salem, OR 97310 

Statesman Journal 
P.O. Box 13009 
Salem, OR 97309 

Mid-Willamette Valley C.O.G. 
105 High St. SE 
Sa lem, OR 97301-3667 

El Hispanic Newspaper 
2130 SW Fifth, Suite 200 
Portland, OR 97201 

Marion County Bldg. I ndustry Assoc. 
Attn : Mr. Erick L. Meurer 
385 Taylor St. NE 
Salem, OR 97303 

Woodburn Fire District 
1776 Newberg Hwy. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Woodburn Independent 
Attn: John Gervais 
605 N. First St. 
Woodburn, OR 9707 1 

Senior Estates Board 
1776 Country Club Rd. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

PHONE 

503-986-2112 503-986-2020 

.. , 
503-229-6408 503-229-6124 

503-986-0140 503-581-5115 
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PERIODIC REVIEW ASSISTANCE TEAM - PG 2 

Mr. Donovan Harding 
4 70 Arthur St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Woodburn Downtown Assoc. 
P.O. Box 344 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Mr. Robert L. Engle 
Engle & Schmidtman 
Northwood Office Park 
610 Glatt Circle 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Woodburn Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 194 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Mr. Walt Blomberg, Superintendent 
Woodburn School District 
965 N. Boones Ferry Rd. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Mrs. Barbara Lucas 
214 E. Clackamas 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

KWBY Radio 
1585 N. Pacific Hwy. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Willamette Broadband 
P.O. Box 850 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Kel ly & Kelly 
110 N. Second St. 
Si lverton, OR 97381 

Dept. of Land Conservation & Development 
Geoff Crook, Willamette Valley Regional Rep. 
635 Capitol St. NE, Suite 150 
Salem, OR 97301-2540 

PHONE 

503-873-86 71 

503-373-0050 503-362-6705 
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PERIODIC REVIEW ASSISTANCE TEAM- PG 3 

Natural Dept. of Agriculture 
Attn: Jim Johnson 
Resources Division 
635 Capitol St. 
Salem, OR 97310 

Oregon Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 
Land Use Program Manager 
3406 Cherry St. 
Keizer, OR 97303-4924 

Dept. of Forestry 
Kevin Birch, Land Use Coordinator 
2600 State St . 
Salem, OR 97310 

Dept. of Geology & Mineral Industries 
Dennis Olmstead, Land Use Coordinator 
State Office Building 
800 NE Oregon, Suite 965 
Portland, OR 97232 

State Health Division 
Dave Phelps, Funding Coordinator Drinking 
Water Systems 

State Office Build ing 
800 NE Oregon, Suite 611 
Portland, OR 97232 

Parks & Recreation Dept. 
Marguerite Nabeta, Planner 
1115 Commercial St. NE 
Salem, OR 97310 

Division of State Lands 
Attn: John Lilly 
775 Summer St. 
Salem, OR 97310 

Water Resources Dept. 
Attn: Rebecca Geisen 
158 12th St. NE 
Salem, OR 97310 

Jess Will iam 
P. 0. Box 627 
Gervais, OR 97026 

PHONE 

503-986-4706 

503-229-6967 
Ext. 442 

503-945-7 405 

503-731-4100 

503-731-4010 

503-378-6378 

503-378-3805 

503-378-2590 

503-229-5602 

503-373-1937 

503-731-4066 

503-731-4077 

503-378-644 7 

503-378-4844 
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PERIODIC REVIEW ASSISTANCE TEAM - PG 4 

les Sasaki 
Marion County Planning 
555 Court St. NE 
Salem, OR 97301 

Roger Alfred 
Perkins Coie LLP 
1120 NW Couch St., lOth Floor 
Portland, OR 97209 

Sid Friedman, Planning Advocate 
1000 Friends of Oregon 
Willamette Valley Regional Office 
189 Liberty St. NE, #307 A 
Salem, OR 97301 

Clayton W. Walker, COM 
C. W. Walker & Associates, LLC 
Real Estate Brokers and Consultants 
P.O. Box 1338 
Eugene, OR 97440 

Marion Soil Water Conservation District 
Monte Graham, District Manager 
3867 Wolverine St. NE, Suite 16 
Salem, OR 97305 

Norris Beggs & Simpson 
Jack R. McConnell, Sr. VP 
121 SW Morrison St , Suite 200 
Portland, OR 97204 

Terry Cole, ODOT Region 2 
455 Airport Rd. SE, Bldg. B 
Sa lem, OR 97301-5395 

Patty Allen 
3607 SE Umatilla Loop 
Prinevi lle, OR 97754 

Belle Passi Cemetery 
P.O. Box 955 
Woodburn, OR 97071-0955 

PHONE 

503-588-5038 503-588-7948 

E-mail: Ralfred@perkinscoie.com 

503-371-7261 503-371-7596 

541-484-4422 541-484-1337 

E-mail: cwwalker@transedge.com 

503-391-9927 503-399-5799 

503-223-7181 503-273-0256 
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PERIODIC REVIEW ASSISTANCE TEAM- PG 5 

Ticor Title 
Rosi Green 
Mktg/Builder Srvcs. Representative 
206 N. First St. 
Silverton, OR 97381 

Mark Castor 
7052 SE Scenic Dr. 
Prineville, OR 97754 

Denis Castor 
192 Cummings Way 
Keizer, OR 97303 

Perri Castor 
16548 Arney Rd. NE 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Martin Rohrer 
16 Abelard 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035-2342 

Ivan Cam 
P.O. Box 567 

~rvais, OR 97026 

Corey Zielsdorf 
· John L. Scott Real Estate 
20649 SW Roy Rogers Rd., Ste. 301 
Sherwood, OR 97140 

Will Denecke 
OPUS Northwest, LLC 
1000 SW Broadway, # 1130 
Portland, OR 97205 

City of Hubbard 
Community Development 
3720 2nd St. 
Hubbard, OR 97032 

City of Gervais 
Community Development 
P.O. Box 348 
Gervais, OR 97026 

PHONE 

503-873-5305 

FAX 

503-873-5633 
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From: 
·ro: 
Date: 
Subject: 

"Alfred, Roger A.-POA" <RAifred@perklnscoie.com> 
'"jim.mulder@ci.woodburn.or.us'" <jim.mulder@ci.woodburn.or.us> 
5/17/2004 3:35:42 PM 
RE: UGB amendment 

Jim - thanks for the call today. Please add my name and address to the 
list of interested parties on the periodic review proceedings. In the 
interest of streamlining, please just add my name in place of Mike 
Robinson's (if he is already on it) ... we don't really need two sets of 
copies. 

The address is the same: 

Roger Alfred 
Perkins Cole LLP 
1120 NW Couch Street, 1Oth Floor 
Portland, OR 97209 

Thanks. 

> -----Original Message-----
> From: Alfred, Roger A.-POR 
> Sent: Friday, May 14, 2004 2:05 PM 
> To: 'jim.mulder@ci.woodburn.or.us' 
> Subject: UGB amendment 
> 
> Hi Jim - I left you a voice message earlier inquiring about the status of 
> the UGB amendment. I just wpnted to also provide you with my email 
>address if that is an easier way to contact me. 
> 
>Thanks, 
> 
> Roger Alfred 
> Perkins Coie LLP 
> (503) 727-2094 
> 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

"Alfred, Roger A.-POR" <RAifreq@perkinscoie.com> 
"'jim.mulder@ci.woodburn.or.us'" <jim.mulder@ci.woodburn.or.us> 
8/18/2004 2:47:32 PM 
Notice re. periodic review I UGB amendment proceedings 

Jim • thanks for the message. As requested in my voice message, please 
provide notice to this office of any city workshops or public hearings 
regarding the pending periodic review decision and the proposed UGB 
expansion. 

Notice can be mailed to: 

Roger Alfred 
Perkins Cole LLP 
1120 NW Couch Street, 1Oth Floor 
Portland, ·oR 97209 

Thanks. 

NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential 
information. If you have received it in error, please advise the sender by 
reply email and immediately delete the message and any attachments without 
copying or_ disclosing the contents. Thank you. 
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DONALD M. KELLEY 

PHILIP T. KELLEY 

PATRICK E . D OYLE 

DAVID A. WENDELL 

Jim Mulder 

KELLEY • KELLEY • DOYLE 
Attorneys and Counselors 
110 NORTH SECOND STREET 
SILVERTON, OREGON 97381 

January 9, 2004 

City of W oodbum Planning Department 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Re: Baker Properly on Buttevil/e Road 

Dear Jim: 

AREA CODE 503 
TELEPHONE 873-8671 

RECEIV.Eo 
JAN 12 2DO; 

This letter confirms our telephone conversation on January 8, 2004 during which I told 
you that I would like to be placed on the mailing list for notice of all meetings and 
hearings concerning the urban growth boundary revision. 

In addition, I would appreciate receiving a copy of the projections presented by Mr. 
Winterowd at the November 17th city council work session concerning the urban growth 
boundary. · 

Thank you for your help. 

Yours truly, 

KELLEY + KELLEY + DOYLE 

~~~~!All /ln/J~/7 , t A 
1: . £If/~\ /~ 

DONALD M. KELLEY 

DMK:msk 
pc: Dale Baker 
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FRIENDS 
OF OREGON 

Southern Oregon Office • 33 North Central Avenue, Rm. 429 • Medford, OR 97501 • (541) 245-4535 ' fax (641) 776-0443 
Willamette Valley Office • 388 State Street, Suite 604 • Salem, OR 97301 .• (503) 371-7261 • fax (603) 371-7596 
Coastal Project Office • 934 Washington, #8 • Eugene, OR 97401 • (541) 342-3527 • fax (541) 342-3527 

! 

October 9, 2002 

)~ AEC'O tr 

ocr 11 2ooz 

Jim Mulder, Community Development Director 
City of Woodburn 

W~DBUAN COMMUNITY 
' ~VELOPMENT DEPT. 

270 Montgomery St. 
Woodbtun, OR 97071 

re: Woodburn Periodic Review 

Dear Mr. Mulder, 

Thank you for taking the time to meet with me last Monday regarding the city's progress 
on its periodic review work program. We support your efforts to comprehensively 
review and plan for your community's future and may wish to provide comments as 
Woodburn continues through the process of Periodic Review. 

Please send us the following information as it becomes available: 

+ Notice of all future hearings and workshops related to periodic review and 
opportunities to submit comments on the subject; 

+ Copies of the draft work tasks; 
+ Copies of the final work tasks submitted to DLCD 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Sid Friedman, Planning Advocate 
1000 Friends of Oregon 
Wi llamette Valley Regional Office 
388 State St. , #604 
Sale m OR 9730 I 

Volume 

Page 

3 
705 



From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

cwwalker@transedge.com 
'"Jim Mulder"' <Jim.Mulder@ci.woodburn.or.us> 
4/1/2004 9.:24 :54 AM 
RE: Interchange request 

You can send them to PO Box 1338 Eugene, 97440. I thought you might 
E-Mail, either way is fine. 

Clayton W. Walker, CCIM 
C.W.Walker & Associates, LLC 
Real Estate Brokers and Consultants 
Phone 541 484-4422 
Fax 541 484-1337 
cwwalker@ccim.net 

----Original Message-----
From: Jim Mulder [mailto:Jim.Mulder@ci.woodburn.or.us) 
Sent: Wednesday, March 31, 2004 3:18PM 
To: cwwalker@ccim.net 
Subject: Re: Interchange request 

Mr. Walker, I need to have your address to send you notices. Thanks. 

>>> cwwalker@transedge.com 3/31/2004 12:11 :55 PM »> 
I am involved with property located at 650 Fairway Drive in Woodburn. 
Please place me on the Interested Parties list for both the Periodic 
Review and the Transportation Plan Update. I would also appreciate it 
if you would include me on other related updates within the City of 
Woodburn. Thank you for your help. 

Clayton W. Walker, CCIM 

C.W.Walker & Associates, LLC 

Real Estate Brokers and Consultants 

Phone 541 484-4422 

Fax 541 484-1337 

cwwalker@ccim.ne t 
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Marlon Soli' and Water Con•ervatJon District 
3867 Wolverine St NE. Suite 16 • Salem, Oregon 973Q5 • Phone (503) 391-9927 • Fax (503) 399-5799 

James P. Mulder 
Community Develop~ent Director 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071-4730 

Dear Mr. Mulder: 

This is an official request of the Marion Soil and Water Conservation District 
(SWCD) to receive infonnation and hearing notices on the expansion of the City of 
Woodburn's Urban Growth Boundary. 

The Marion SWCD is a public entity with jurisdiction that covers most of the City 
of Woodburn and surrounding area. We are currently working with the City of 
Woodburn Parks Department to develop riparian habitat. 

Thank you, 

Monte Graham 
District Manager 

CONSERVATION - DEVELOPMENT- SELF-GOVERNMENT 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Hi Jim: 

"Kevin Cronin" <Kevln.Cronin@state.or.us> 
<jim.mulder@ci.woodburn.or.us> 
3/1 0/2004 11 :26:25 AM 
RE: Measure 56 Notice 

It was pleasure meeting you last week. 

Thanks for taking the time to discuss your concerns about the final 
phase of periodic review. 

I forgot to ask you a question. 

Since you are proposing new zones, will you send M56 notice to 
landowners in anticipation of a hearing in May? 

If so, could e-mail or snail mail a copy to me when it goes out? 

Thanks! 

Kevin A. Cronin, AICP 
Metro Area Field Representative 
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
800 NE Oregon Street, #18 
Portland, OR 97232 

PH: 503-731-4065 x-25 
FX: 503-731-4068 
E-mail: kevin.cronin@state.or.us 
Web: www.lcd.state.or.us 
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-~~~~121 SW MORRISON STREET, SUITE 200 • PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 . r1 ill PHONE: (503)223·7181 • FAX: (503)273-0256 ' 
--- -=::~~~:::= NORRIS Now Amerto. Netwoltl 

BEGGS& 
SIMPSON 

REALTORS 

May 13, 1996 

Mr. Steve Goeckritz 
Community Development Director 
City ofW oodbum 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Dear Steve: 

On behalf ofMrs. Darlene Mahan, thank you for meeting with us at your office, Thursday, May 9. 

I understand the W aremart plan was approved by the Planning Commission Thursday evening, 
subject to a handful of exceptions regarding the water well and proposed street improvements. 

Mrs. Mahan is very interested in seeing her property brought into the City of Woodburn's Urban 
Growth Boundary. You indicated you will be working on updating your comprehensive land use 
plan, with the expectation her property will be included in your Urban Growth Boundary and 
zoned for industrial use. 

will continue to communicate with you on Mrs. Mahan's behalf Please keep me informed of 
any information you have or steps you are taking regarding this matter. Mrs. Mahan may want to 
communicate directly with you as well. 

Again, thank you for the time you spent with us. We appreciated your comments and hospita lity. 

Best regards, 

NORRJS, BEGGS & SIMPSON 

b~LtlA.t~ 
Jack R . McConnell 
Senior Vice President 

JRM/sij 
goeck.doc 

cc: Oarle11e Mahan 
Roger Quairuau 

... ~'-~ 
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AOBEAT L ENGLE 
I<JAK A. 9CHMIO'TMAN 

'Y M. BUFFINGTON 
;~ATE COUNSEL 

July 23, 1996 

Mr. Steve Goeckritz 
Planning Director 
City of Woodburn 
City Hall 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

ENGLE & SCHMIDTMAN 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

NORTHWOOD OFFICE PARK · 810 GLATT CIRCLE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 HAROlD A. EICH8TEADT 

RETIRED 1080 

TELEPHONE: (503) 981.0155 
FAX: (503) 981-()158 

· .. .... 

Re: Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review- Urban Growth Boundary 
Expansion 

Dear Steve: 

I recently discussed with you the fact that Woodburn will soon begin the process of 
considering the extent to which Woodburn's Urban Growth Boundary should be 
expanded. 

I have asked you to allow me to offer input in that process at this time rather than 
after the proposal has been developed since it h as been my experience that public 
hearings requesting public comments upon an existing proposal seldom r esult in any 
significant change or modification to that proposal. 

I a m currently r epresenting Martin W. R ohrer, a former partner of this office, who 
owns 45 acres of real property adjoining the present Urban Growth Boundary west 
of the freeway and north of the 214 interchange. We ask that the City, in preparing 
its proposal to M arion County and LCDC, consider expanding the City's Urban 
Growth Boundary to include all of the approximately 125 acres indicated by the 
coloring on the attached map. M arty's property is the portion of that 125 acres 
further indkated by the diagonal lines. We believe that many reasons exis t for the 
rnclusion of this !25 acres within tl1e City's U rban Growth Boundary. I will use this 
le tter as a n opportunity to list a · few of those reasons which we fee l are most 
compelling. 
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Mr. Steve Goeckritz 
July 23, 1996 
Page 2 

The City of Woodburn will need, within the next planning period, an additional 
inventory of light industrial and high density residential property. The 125 acres 
could substantially contribute to meet that need in several ways: 

Volume 

Page 

1. The 125 acres could currently be brought within the Urban Growth 
Boundary and all or most of it zoned for light industrial use with minimal 
opposition or disruption of current owners and activities. This acreage 
contains only eight residences. The entire acreage is owned by only eleven 
separate or joint owners, three of whom are currently operating businesses 
which might be characterized as light industrial, namely, a cement plant, a 
wood chip processing plant and a sales yard for heavy equipment. Over 90% 
of the 125 acres is owned by four of the owners. All are engaged in farming 
to some degree; but Marty has polled the four owners (Coleman, Adney, 
Castor and himself) and all would welcome inclusion and light industrial 
designation. That designation would a]so be consistent with the business 
activities of the other owners who are operating the three businesses. 

2. Much of the property south of the current Urban Growth Boundary 
line (previously owned by the Stampleys) has recently been sold and is 
targeted for commercial use, thus removing that property from the City's 
inventory of property previously identified as high density residential. A 
portion of the 125 acres could be zoned high density residential to replace 
the Stampley property lost f~r such uses. Particularly appropriate for such 
zoning would be the Coleman 30-acre farm on the westerly portion of the 125 
acres, since it adjoins residential property in the Nazarene Subdivision to the 
west and the undeveloped property zoned for high density residential to the 
south of that 30-acre farm. 

3. When the Stampley property develops for commercial use, Arney R oad 
will be improved and in all probability straightened to front the northwest 
side of I-5 providing very favorable access to the subject property from I-5. 
If that occurs, access to the 125 acres will likely be the best of all similar 
properties in any of the four quadrants of the interchange. 

4. The City would have much greater difficulty handling additional traffic 
flows east of the 214--I-5 interchange. The development of the subject land, 
northwest of the 214--I-5 interchange would not detrimentaUy affect the flow 
of traffic into Woodburn east on 214. Much of the traffic would access to 
a nd from I-5 and only on the west side. Additionally, with proper planning, 
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traffic moving from the subject area into Woodburn could easily be routed 
north to Crosby Road, over the Crosby overpass, and east to Boones Ferry 
or Front Street, entirely avoiding the congestion of 214. 

5. Much discussion has occurred on the subject of a new interchange on 
I-5. It appears likely that a new interchange would be built at Parr Road and 
not at Crosby Road. Therefore, the development of land in the northwest 
quadrant of 214 and I-5 would not interfere with the planning and acquisition 
process of a new interchange and, as noted above, would still permit I-5 
access at 214 Without substantially increasing traffic east of I-5 on 214 and 
would encourage destination travel to downtown Woodburn from Crosby 
Road and not from 214. It is particularly important to note that the 
interchange planning, funding and construction could tie up further meaningful 
development of both the southwest and southeast quadrants for over a 
decade. Only the northwest quadrant can have such. development during that 
period without directly impacting or being impacted by the interchange 
improvements. A decade could be a very long time for Woodburn to wait 
for the economic devdopment that could result from such business and 
housing activity. 

6. The subject property, if zoned mostly light industrial, would provide a 
good transition and buffer between the commercial uses to the south and the 
agricultural uses to the north. Additionally, if the split zoning mentioned 
above (with a high density residential designation placed on the westerly 30 
acres) is approved, the subject property would also provide a good transition 
and buffer between the existing single family residential development in the 
Nazarene Subdivision to the west and the freeway and already existing (and 
hopefully, expanded) industrial uses in the easterly portion of the 125 acres. 

7. Good planning envisions the uniform growth of City boundaries. 
Currently, the north boundary of the Nazarene Subdivision extends well 
beyond the north Urban Growth Boundary line of the remaining property 
west of the freeway. Further, it is likely that the north Urban Growth 
Boundary of the City east of I-5 will also extend to or near Crosby Road. 
The extension of the Urban Growth Boundary as here proposed would 
provide a more uniform north boundary to the City in future planning. 

8. The existence of the Marion County Landfill located north of Crosby 
Road should not discourage the development of this acreage. Once annexed, 
all development wiLl utilize urban services. Therefore, after inclusion of the 
subject property within the City of Woodburn and development as proposed, 
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any concerns related to the landfill should be decreased, rather than 
increased. 

9. Woodburn has just recently been recognized by the developing public. 
We are in the initial stages of development that we have sought and 
encouraged for many years. One of the greatest features that makes 
Woodburn desirable to residents and development is our access to 1~5. We 
need to take advantage of our location and plan for development around the 
freeway interchange. Substantial development has occurred as planned in the 
southwest quadrant. Development has and will occur in the southeast 
quadrant and. somewhat in the northeast quadrant. There is no reason why 
the northwest quadrant should not also be available to this freeway access. 
In addition to it being desirable to have the properties along the freeway be 
available for development because of their access, the City also would be 
benefited in a more general way by the indications that would make them 
visible from the freeway that Woodburn 'welcomes business activity" as would 
be demonstrated by the kind of development we are suggesting. 

In summary, we recomm~nd that the City seriously consider and then propose 
inclusion of the approximately 125 acres within Woodburn's Urban Growth 
Boundary during the planning and review process. Although this is not the time to 
consider the ultimate zoning of the property, we recommend that the City consider 
designating the property in Woodburn's comprehensive plan for light industrial and 
high density residential uses as discussed above. 

Part of the planning and review process should include completing an inventory of 
the currently undeveloped, but zoned, land within the Urban Growth Boundary. My 
sense is that Woodburn has substantially exceeded the growth expectations that were 
incorporated into the boundary and zoning that were last modified in any significant 
way almost two decades ago. My sense is also that the inventory of light industrial 
and high density residential zoned land is the most depleted. Inclusion of this 
significantly large block of 125 acres, at this time when it is not only available for 
such use but also arguably the best candidate for such use, especially in the next 
several years, is an opportunity of which we would like to see Woodburn avail itself. 

We would welcome the opportunity to participate in any manner in the initial review 
process. If further statistical information or citizen input would be deemed by those 
staff members participating in the review to be beneficial to the process, please 
advise. 
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We appreciate very much the opportunity to offer input at this preliminary stage. 
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DONALD M . KELLEY 

PHILIP T. KELLEY 
PATRICK E. DOYLE 

KELLEY & KELLEY 
Attorneys and Counsellors 

110 NORTH SECOND STREET 

SILV ERTON , O REGON 97381 

September 21, 1998 

Attn: Teresa Engeldinger 
Woodburn Planning Department 
Woodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Dear Teresa: 

A REA CODE 5D3 

TE LEPHONE 873· 8 871 

~ REC'D tt 

SEP 2 4 1998 

' This letter confirms my conversation with Steve Goeckritz on September 15, 1998. I 
represent Dale Baker with regard to his property on Butteville Road which is shown on 
a map enclosed with this letter. Mr. Bakec>s property is adjacent to the city boundary 
and urban growth boundary of the City of Woodburn. Previously Mr. Baker had 
applied for and received from the City of W oodbum land use approvals to incorporate 
this property into the city. Marion County, however, never ratified the approval. 
Therefore, it sits in limbo. 

It is my understanding that you will be in charge of the updating by the City of 
Woodburn of its buildable lands inventory. Please consider this letter Mr. Baker 's 
request that both he and I be kept informed of the progress of the buildable lands study 
and discussion as it proceeds. We would like to receive copies of all of the agendas 
which are sent out as well as any minutes or memoranda of action taken by your 
committee. 

It is obv ious that the growth of the City of Woodburn will require additional 
res idential land. Since the area between the city boundary and Butteville Road, 
including Mr. Baker 's property, is already committed to residential use, it makes an 
obvious addition to the City of W oodbum. Most of the rest of the land surrounding 
the City of Woodburn is high quality farm land in agricultural production or is 
otherwise unsuitable for inclusion in the urban growth boundary. 

We would be glad to assisl you and your group in anyway that you feel is appropriate. 

If you have any questions, please fee l free to call me. 
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Teresa Engeldinger • W oodbum Planning Department 
September 21, 1998 
Page 2 

Thank you for your courtesy and cooperation in this regard. 

Yours truly, 

KELLEY & KELLEY 

DONALD M. KELLEY 

DMK:cf 
cc: Dale Baker 
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Loverna Wilson, En vironmental Consull anl 

1835 N.E. Steele Avenue 
Corvallis, Oregon 97330 
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PERIODIC REVIEW ASSISTANCE TEAM 
Housing & Community Services Dept. 
Attn: David Foster 
1600 State St 
Salem, OR 97310 

Dept. of Environmental Quality 
Attn: Roberta Young 
Intergovernmental Coordinator 
811 SW 6111 Ave 
Portland, OR 97204 

Economic Development Dept. 
Attn: Arthur Fish 
775 Summer St. NE 
Salem, OR 97310 

Norris, Beggs, & Simpson 
121 S. w. Morrison St., Suite 200 
Portland, OR 97204 

Statesman Journal 
P. 0. Box 13009 
Salem, OR 97309 

Mid-WIIIamette Valley C. 0 . G. 
105 High St., S. E. 
Salem, OR 97301-3667 

.:1 Hispanic Newspaper 
2130 S. W. fifth, Suite 200 
Portland, OR 97201 

Marion-County Bldg. Industry Assoc. 
Attn: Mr. Erick L. Meurer 
385 Taylor St N. E. 
Salem, OR 97303 

Woodburn Public Works 

Woodburn Parks 

Woodburn Police Dept. 

Woodburn Fire District 
1776 Newberg Hwy. 
Woodburn OR 97071 

Woodburn Independent 
605 N. First St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Phone 986-2112 - Fax 986-2020 

229-6408 229-6124 

986-0140 581-5115 
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PERIODIC REVIEW ASSISTANCE TEAM- PG 2 

Senior Estates Board 
· 1776 Country Club Rd. 
Woodbum, OR 97071 

Mr. Donovan Harding 
470 Arthur St. 
Woodbum, OR 97071 

Woodbum Downtown Assoc. 
P. 0 . Box344 
Woodbum, OR 97071 

Mr. Robert L. Engle 
Engle & Schmidtman 
Northwood Office Park 
61 0 Glatt Circle 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Woodburn Chamber of Commerce 
P. 0. Box 194 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Mr. Jack Reeves, Superintendent 
Woodburn School District 
965 N. Boones Ferry Rd. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Mrs. Barbara Lucas 
214 E. Clackamas 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

KWBYRadio 
1585 N. Pacific Hwy. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

DirectLink 
635 Ray J. Glatt Circle 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Kelly & Kelly 
110 N. Second Street 
Silverton, OR 97381 

Fairway Inn Motel 
2450 Country Club Ct. 
Woodburn. OR 97071 

Dept. of Land Conservation & Development 
Richard P. Benner, Director 
1175 Court St. NE 
Salem, OR 97310 
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·PERIODIC REVIEW ASSISTANCE TEAM· PG 3 

Dept. Of Agriculture . 
Attn: Jim Johnson 
Natural Resources Division 
635 Capitol St 
Salem, OR 97310 

Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 
Land Use Program Manager 
2501 SW First St 
Portland, OR 97207 

Dept. of Forestry 
Kevin Birch, Land Use Coordinator 
2600 State St. 
Salem, OR 97310 

Dept. of Geology & Mineral Industries 
Dennis Olmstead, Land Use Coordinator 
State Office Building 
800 NE Oregon, Suite 965 
Portland, OR 97232 

State Health Division 
Dave Phelps, Funding Coordinator Drinking Water Systems 
State Office Building 
800 NE Oregon, Suite 611 
Portland, OR 97232 

0 arks & Recreation Dept. 
Marguerite Nabeta, Planner 
1115 Commercial St. NE 
Salem, OR 97310 

Division of State Lands 
Attn: John Lilly 
775 Summer St 
Salem, OR 9731 o 

Dept. of Transportation 
Attn: Peter Russell 
Corridor and General Planning 
555 13 th St. NE 

. Salem, OR 97310 

Water Resources Dept. 
Attn: Rebecca Geisen 
158 12111 St NE 
Salem, OR 97310 

Marion County 
Attn: Rob Hallyburton, Principal Planner 
285 Church St. NE 
Salem, OR 97301 

986-4706 

229-6967 
Ext 442 

945-7405 

731-4100 

731-4010 

378-6378 
Ext. 236 

378-3805 

986-4220 

588-5038 

378-2590 

229-5602 

373-1937 

731-4066 

731-4077 

378-6447 

378-4844 

986-4174 

588-7948 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Jim, 

Jason Richling 
Mulder, Jim 
9/27/2004 5:00:13 PM 
Jim, 

A Patty Allen called me and would like to be on the mailing list for upcoming public open houses regarding 
the UGB expansion. She is affiliated with 16540 Arney Road just outside the UGB near the Company 
Stores. Her mailing address is: 

Patty Allen 
3607 SE Umatilla Loop 
Prineville, OR 97754 

-J 
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From: · 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Hello Jim, 

"Sid Friedman" <sid@friends.org> 
"Jim Mulder" <Jim.Mulder@ci.woodburn.or.us> 
9/29/2004 2:44:12 PM 
Correct address 

I hope you had a good summer and that things are going well for you. 

While most correspondence from the City has been sent to our correct address, the City's notice of the 
September 20 work session on the TSP was sent to our old address and was not received until yesterday. 
We have not been at that address for over a year. Our current address is 1000 Friends of Oregon, 189 
Liberty St NE, #307A, Salem OR 97301. Please update your department's contact info for us. Thank you. 

Sid Friedman 
Willamette Valley Regional Planning Advocate 
1 000 Friends of Oregon 
189 Liberty St NE, #307A 
Salem OR 97301 
(503) 371-7261 phone 
(503) 371 -7596 fax 
web: www.friends.org 
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CASE NO(S): URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
PROJECT OPEN HOUSE 

STATE OF OREGON 

COUNTY OF MARION 

) 
) 
) 

ss 

) 
) 
) 
) AFFIDAVIT PURSUANT TO 
) ORS 197.763 
) 
) 

I, JIM MULDER , being first duly sworn upon oath do depose and say as follows: 
Name or Employee 

That I am an employee of the City of Woodburn. 

That on April 1st . 2004 , I mailed copies of the open house notice attached to this 

affidavit as Exhibit "A" to the applicant and to each of the individuals whose names appear on 

Exhibit "B" attached to this affidavit. The notice.s were sealed and addressed as noted in 

Exhibit "8", and were deposited in the United States mail at Woodburn, Oregon, with postage 

thereon prepaid. 

That the names and addresses contained in Exhibit "B" represent owners of record in 

the notification area as provided by ORS 197.763, said names and addresses being supplied 

by the applicant. 

Dated this~ day of April , 2004. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me thi 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
NANCY DE VAULT 

NOTARY PUBLIC·OREGON 

/ ! 
;j 

1 st day of Apri l , 2004. 

euJk 
• COMMISSION NO. 373679 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES OCT. 15, 2007 My commission expires: 

C E\AFFIMAIL.PN 
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OPEN HOUSE 
for the 

CITY OF WOODBURN 
Urban Growth Management Project 

THURSDAY, APRIL 15, 2004 FROM 5:00PM -7:00PM 
WOODBURN CITY HALL 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

You are cordially invited to an urban growth management open house to review proposed 
changes to the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). You have 
been invited to participate in this Open House because you own property In one of the 
eight study areas located just outside the existing Woodburn UGB. Many of the 
properties in these study areas are included within the proposed UGB expansion area. 
Your property may be one of the properties included within the proposed UGB. 

Comprehensive Plan amendments and UGB expansions are governed by the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission's (LCDC's) 14 Statewide Planning Goals and state 
statutes. These goals generally require that cities provide a 20-year supply of buildable land for 
housing, employment, parks and schools- while minimizing the loss of agricultural land. 
Woodburn's consultants estimate that the City will need about 1 ,000 acres of additional land to 
accommodate growth needs over the next 20 years. Woodburn's Year 2020 population is 
projected to increase to 35,000 by the Year 2020. 

The purpose of this Open House is to hear from you - those who live, work or own property in 
potential UGB expansion areas - regarding: 

• The need for land to accommodate growth and livability needs, and 
• Where such growth should occur. 

What the Open House will cover 
You will be able to review the buildable lands, land use, transportation and natural resource 
inventory maps, as well as existing and proposed Comprehensive Plan map designations. 
Background information regarding the reasons for the proposed changes will also be available. 
City staff and members of the consultant team (Winterbrook Planning) will be available to 
answer questions about the urban growth management project. 

Your participation is requested 
Woodburn has been engaged in growth management planning for the last seven years. We 
appreciate and value the involvement and input that we have received from the community to 
date, and request your continued participation in the next steps of the process. Woodburn is 
now making a special effort to involve property owners outside the existing UGB to provide 
comments and advice regarding future urban expansion areas. We want to better understand 
how planned land uses in or adjacent to your property might affect you, your fami ly or your 
business. 

Thank you for helping us plan for the community's growth, quality of life and resource 
conservation. 

If you have any questions, please con tact Jim Mulder, Woodburn Community Development 
Director at (503) 982-5246, or email him at j im.mulder@ci.woodburn.or.us. 
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• -~ ~"''-'•'"•""'i.JJ'~i.J \..- 6l ANN J 
11860 CHATEAU DR NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

AFP..,..' ~IEV,ANA 

PO 943 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

<\LAGOZ,AF AN ASI & EVFllvUA 
~233 MOLALLA RD 
vVOODBURN, OR 97071 

\NDERSON,GARY R & CAROL C 
6475 BUTIEVILLE RD 
VOODBURN, OR 97071 

NGELL,LA WRENCE G & 
l&5 ARNEY LN 
'OODBURN, OR 97071 

;sOCIATES HOUSING FINANCE LLC 
7 MARKETST 
-.!OX' . E, TN 37902 

.JSCH,CLARENCE R & JOANNE R 
553 PACIFIC CT NE 
)ODBURN, OR 9707 1 

LL,AruvlON L JR & DORlS G 
J 6 CHATEAU DR NE 
ODBURJ'I, O R 9707 1 

Jlv!AN,THOMAS C 
l BOONES FERRY RD S 
J DDURN, OR 9707 1 

:__ E PASS! CEM ETARY ASS~ 
lRN 
::ORNW ILL,CHARLES B REG 
'-IT 
J 2ND r'"r 

DBL OR 9707 1 

!e Printing ® AVERY® 

ADNEY,JAMES A & VIRGINIA 
9075 ARNEY LN NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

AFONIN,AUDREY I & KSENIA 
9478 CROSBY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

ALEX & ANN SHEVCHUK TRUST 
SHEVCHUK,ANN V -TRE 
11622 PACIFIC CT NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

ANDERSON,K.EITH D & 
8249 STATE HY219NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

ARNDT, GARY LEE & SUSAN K 
1101 BELLE PASS! RD 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

AUDRlTSH,JAMES M & RUTHANN 
16775 BUTTEVILLE ROAD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

BAKER,DALE W 
16705 BUTTEVILLE RD NE 
WOODBURt'l, OR 9707 1 

BANW ART,DON & 
11 834 NE CHATEAU DR 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

BEDELL,WINFlELD & KATHLEEN­
TRUST 
8322 CARSON CT 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

BELLE PASS! CEMETERY ASSN 
997 BELLE PASS! RD 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

AFANASIEV,ALEX & EVGENIA 
8215 VERA LN NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

AKUTAGAW A,MARK & 
8269 HY 219 NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

ALTIZER,MERCEDES F & 
RAMIREZ-GUZMAN,RUBEN 

· 11831 NE CHATEAU DR 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

ANDERSON,ROBERT A & PATRICIA 1 
15041 SILVERTON RD 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

ASHLEY,LARRY L & NlNA SUE 
980 CHURCH ST 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

A VGI,ELESEE 
8797 PARR RD NE 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

BAKER,DALE W & PAMELA R 
16705 BUTTEVILLE RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

BASARGIN,IV ANT & IRJNA 
PO BOX 379 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

BEEBE,MURL D 
11 837 CHATEAU DR NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

BELLE PASS I ESTATES LLC 
15536 SW SCHOLLS FERRY RD 
BEAVERTON, OR 97007 
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.ELLE PASS I MEMORIAL INC 
90N2ND ST 
v'OODBURN, OR 9707 1 

·LALOCK,JOHN W & JACQUELINE 
0689 CROSBY RD NE 
/OODBURN, OR 9707i 

RADLEY ,DAVID G 
9390 SE SEMPLE RD 
'LACKAMAS, OR 97015 

RENTANO,DUANE A & SANDRA Y 
0749 CROSBY RD NE 
TOODBURN, OR 97071 

ROWN,CARL D & LAURA J 
1018 CROSBY RD 
TOODBURN, OR 97071 

ROWN,JEFFREY R & 
5716 BUTIEVILLE RD NE 
TOODBURN, OR 97071 

URRESS,EDW ARD F & LINDA L 
l28 SW DOLPH CT 
ORTLAND, OR 97219 

AM,IVAN & 
384 MT ANGEL-GERVAIS HW 
ERVAIS, OR 97026 

A TTERSON,JOHN W & EDNA L 
)55 S PACIFIC HlGHWA Y 
100DBUR!'J", OR 9707 1 

HASTEK,JUDITH MARIE 
WE CLACKAMAS CR 
'00DBURN, OR 9707 1 
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BERNING,RONALD L 
8801 W RIVER BEACH LN 
GARDEN CITY, ID 83714 

BORCHERS,JERRY L 
1880 BOONES FERRY RD S 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

BRANDT,JEFFREY R 
, 11884DIMMICKLN 

WOODBURN, OR 97071 

BRESHEARS,LARRY B & CHRISTINE 
A 
16555 BUTTEVILLE RD NE · 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

BROWN,DANIEL & MARGARET­
TRUSTEE 
500 E CLACKAMAS CR 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

BURLINGHAM FARMS INC 
POBOX? 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

CALDWELL,JOSEPH R & LINDA S · 
I 0538 NE CROSBY RD 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

CAM,PIRFIL G & 
1600 BELLE P ASSI RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR, 97071 

CAUGHLIN,KATHRYN L 
16505 BUTIEVILLE RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

CHATEAU RANCHETTS WATER 
SYSTEM 
11834 CHATEAU DR NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

BILL L ROSE LLC 
17236 BUTTEVILLE RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

BOWMAN,HOMER N & NANCY­
TRUSTEES 
111 N SEITLEMIER ST 

· WOODBURN, OR 97071 

BRANNOCK,DUNY A 
11861 CHATEAU DR NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

BRINEGAR,CLAUDE E III 
16625 BUTTEVILLE RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

BROWN,HENRY H 
16968 ARNEY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

' 

BURLINGHAM,SCOTT & PATRICIA­
TR 

· 1800 E LINCOLN RD 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

CALDWELL,ROY F & DORISE 
11 866 CHATEAU DR NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

CASTOR,DENNIS N ET AL 
16548 ARNEY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

CHASTEK,DON ALD M & JUDITH M 
990 S PACIFIC HWY 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

CHAUDHARY,MAQSOOD & 
POBOX 3 17 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

www.avery.com 
1-800-GO-AVERY (462-8379) 



~ _ _ .. .. a. \..L.I ..... , 

15027 STUBB RD NE 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

CHISH0LM,GLENN A & 
po · 46 
AURv.~, OR 97002 

:HUPROV,MIHAIL & ANNA 
14967 STUBB RD NE 
:JERVAIS, OR 97026 

~OBANK,ACB 
'0BOX5110 
lENVER, CO 802 17 

ONTRERAS,DEMETRIO & 
~29 HY219 NE 
'OODBURN, OR 9707 1 

ZOSBY HOP F ARlvl 
845 BUTIEVILLE RD NE 
ooDr-· ~. OR 9707 1 

.OSBY,KEY1N W 
· BOX 7 0 
)ODBURN, OR 9707 1 

TSFORTH,GAEL REVOCABLE 
'TNG 
fSFORTH,LEONRA E TRUSTEE 
CENTRAL ST 
fES, OR 973 46 

1AULT,JAMES P & JONlE L 
l I BUTTEVILLE RD NE 
:)DBURN, OR 97071 

DEN,ROBERT J 
E U NCOLN RD 

)DBURN, OR 9707 1 

:!e Printing @ AVERY® 

Lrt.tU<.PANOV,MIHAIL JR & ANNA 
15137 STUBB RD NE 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

CHRISTENSEN,DANIEL M & MARY S 
17011 BOONES FERRY ROAD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

CITY OF WOODBURN 
270 MONTGOMERY ST 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

COLEMAN,DONNA C TRUSTEE 
15895 BUTTEVILLE RD 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

COX,BETIYE C 
11856 CHA TTEAU DR NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

CROSBY LAND CO LLC 
PO BOX70 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

CROXTON,DONOV AN C 
C/0 CHERNISHOFF,ARTHUR & KAP A 
E 
5688 LEBRUN RD 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

DANSKEY,CHARLES & MYRTLE J 
875 S PACIFIC HWY 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

DON BURLINGHAM FAMILY CORP 
868 N FRONT ST 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

DUBENKO,GREGORY I & ELENA 
7 17 GATCH ST 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

CHIPMAN,PETE & JANICE 
. 11852 CHATEAU DR NE 
. WOODBURN, OR 97071 

CHRISTIE,RICHARD C & 
11602 NE PACIFIC Cf 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

CLUBB,WARD EUGENE & DARLENE S 
POBOX333 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

COLEMAN,STEPHEN D & CATIIARINE 
15151 FEYRER PARKRD 
MOLALLA, OR 97038 

CROOKER,LARRY 
10419 CROSBY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

CROSBY,EDGAR W JR TRUSTEE ET 
AL 
32200 SW FRENCH PRAIRIE RD 
WILSONVILLE, OR 97070 

CUTLER,FREDERlCK & VIOLET E 
11 839 CHATEAU DR 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

DARlVIA REAL ESTATE 
3765 PARK PLACE 
ADDISON, TX 7500 I 

DOOLEY, LEONARD M & YVONNE E 
16795 BUTIEVILLE RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

DUMANOVSKY,ALEXANDER & 
RAYA 
16766 BUTIEV1LLE RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 
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AGLES,ALICE S 
1014 KOENER RD NE 
IOODBURN, OR 97071 

.GBERG,CHRJSTOPHER M & 
697 NEST AFNEY LN NE 
IERVAIS, OR 97026 

LSASSER,HENRY J & SUSAN M 
1098 CROSBY RD NE 
fOODBURN, OR 97071 

ENDER, THOMAS F 114 INT & 
ENDER,ROBERT T & CHRISTINE B 
f2 
6838 HY 99E NE 
fOODBURN, OR 97071 

ESSLER,ROBERT & MARTHA­
RUSTEES 
1796 MONITOR-MCKEE RD 
fOODBURN, OR 97071 

IRST REFORMED CHRISTIAN 
OBOX 1056 
TOODBURN, OR 97071 

LECK,MARTIN EDWARD & 
9390 SE SEMPLE RD 
LACKAMAS, OR 970 15 

RANKE,RONALD R & JANET M 
58 15 BUTTEVILLE RD NE 
IOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

ARCIA,DAVID & ROSA M 
g27 PARR RD NE 
·ER V AIS, OR 97026 

LICK,HELEN L 
7080 BOONES COURT NE 
!OODBURI'\1, OR 9707 1 
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EARLS,STEPHANIE M 
11872 CHATEAU DR NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

EGOROFF,NICK 
POBOX 830 · 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

F & G FUTSEV FARMS INC 
1845 BOONES FERRY RD 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

FENDER, THOMAS F-TRUSTEE & 
16838 HIGHWAY 99E NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

FICEK,RUSSELL J & JUDY 
16786 BUTTEVILLE RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

FISCHER,FREDERICK H & JODY A 
16863 FRONT ST NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

FLORA,LEL YN E & SHIRLEY L 
TRUSTE 
C/0 NELSON,JA Y G LLC 
17280 BOONES FERRY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

FUHRMAN,KENNETH W & CHONG 1M 
2350 MEADOW LANE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

GA YKEN,ST EP ANIDA I 
2395 MEADOW LN 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

GODSY,JOHN A & HOYT,BEVERL Y E 
1111 8 CROSBY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

EDMONDS,L YLE R & CAROL ANN 
f1843 NE CHATEAU ORNE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

ELLIOTT,HOW ARD L & JEWEL F­
TRUST 
8132 ELDER ST 
ELVERTA, CA 95626 

FENDER,THOMAS F & V EVELYN & 
16838 HY 99E NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

FERSCHWEILER,LARRY & DEBORAH 
R 
16598 ARNEY RD 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

FIET ,FRED KENNETH 
13918 PORTLAND ROAD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

FITCH, THOMAS P & 
POBOX 558 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

FORDICE,MICHAEL C 
7980 STATE HWY 2 19 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

FURST,LARR Y ROBERT 
344 SE KELLY ST 
GRESHAM, OR 97030 

GEORGE,EVERETI & CHRISTINE 
7978 ST AFNEY LANE NE 
GERV AJS, OR 97026 

GOHLKE,NELSON & IRMA L 
996 BELLE PASSI RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 
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Ju!'.l.JVN,lJ.t:..t:. r.. & MAXINE I 
! 1864 CHATEAU DR NE 
;voODBURN, OR 97071 

1REr 'Y ,RA ThfOND A & GA YLLE 
656.. /Y 99E NE 
VOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

UTIIRJE,TODD M & 
)509 CROSBY RD NE 
' 00DBURN, OR 9707 1 

ALL,W ALTERE JR 
650 GOUDY GARDENS RD 
·o oDBURN, OR 9707 1 

\NAUSK.A, VICTOR J & SHIRLEY E 
723 FRONT ST NE 
OODBURN, OR 97071 

~ITZ,VIRGINlA M-TRUSTEE 
SO S PACIFIC HWY 
J on· "1, oR 9707 1 

lPPER,GEORGE M & STELLA­
USTEE 
i56 BUTIEV1LLE RD NE 
)0DBURN, OR 9707 1 

NT,JACK H TRffRE & 
0 SE HARO LD CT 
U LAND, O R 97202 

::ERS,ALBERT R & 
58 CROSBY RD 
:)DBURN, OR 9707 1 

UGIN,KARN ILY & AGAFTA 
7 DUCK INN RD NE 
EM, O R 97305 

ee Printing ~ AVERY® 

GOTISACKER,DELBERT 
85 18PARR RD NE 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

GREGORY,ROBERT E & KAREN L 
I 0729 CROSBY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

HAGENAUER,DENNIS J & LAURA L 
1129 BELLA PASSI RD 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

HALTER,JANET L 
7885 SW FAIRWAY DR 
WILSONVILLE, OR 97070 

HANSEN,JOYCE 
8908 PARR RD NE 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

HENDERSHOTT,DELBERT Y & 
BEVERLY 
1590 EAST BLAINE ST 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

HOPPER, TIMOTHY W & NANCY L 
!6326 BUTIEVILLE RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

JACKSON,KENNETH L & VIRGINIA 1 
16655 BUTIEVILLE RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

JLR LLC 
PO I30X 540 
SILVERTON, OR 9738 1 

K.A.MlS,SAV fN & ANNA 
16937 HWY 99E 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

GREGORY,JAMES B & GRACE L 
10619 CROSBY ROAD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

GRUMBLING,HENRY M & BETIY L . 
C/0 SHAWN ROERIG 
11145 OAK MEADOW 
AURORA, OR 97002 

HAIGHT, TONI KAY 
11 844 CHATEAU DR NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

HANAUSKA, VICTOR J 
16723 FRONT STNE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

HATCH, WILLIAM R & MARY V 
16236 BUTTEVILLE ROAD 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

HENN,RUBYE 
l &90 NEWBERG HIGHWAY # 108 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

HOWELL,W ALTER L & 
16316 BUTIEVILLE RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

JACKSON,LAURA L 
11 944 DIMMICK RD NE 
WOODBUR.J"l', O R 9707 1 

JOSI,GREGORY N & 
16455 BUTIEVILLE RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

KELLA Y,CHRJSTOPHER M 
11 869 CHATEAU DR NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 
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ENNARD,DA VID & SANDRA A 
343 NE CARSON CT 
fOODBURN, OR 97071 

.OCHER,JERRY LEE 
0789 CROSBY RD NE 
IOODBURN, OR 97071 

.ONOV ALOV,PETER JACK & DIANA 

360 MEADOW LANE . 
IOODBURN, OR 97071 

RUEGER, VIRGINIA MAE 
~409 CAYUSE RD 
ENDLETON, OR 97801 

.UTSEV,PA VEL F & 
'!.737 S VERNA ST 
IOODBURN, OR 97071 

AIRSON,LEROY M & FRANCES J 
1847 CHATEAU DR NE 
IOODBURN, O R 97071 

EAR, THO !\liAS C & AMY L 
957 STAFNEY LANE NE 
iERV AIS, OR 97026 

.EMESHKO,IVAN & TAl'vfARA 
370 MEADOW LN 
iOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

.ONERGAN,THOMAS 0 & SANDRA J 
0519 CROSBY RD 
VOODBUR..!~ . OR 9707 1 

.OUX,LARR Y L & LILLIA N E 
OBOX72 
VOODBURN, OR 9707 1 
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KIRK,MICHAEL J & ANDREA M 
10769 CROSBY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

KOERNER,DANIEL 
POBOX634 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

KOWASH,ALBERT J-TRUST 
14543 MANNING RD 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

KUNTZE,ERNEST 
4539 CROSBY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

KUZNETSOV,Y AKOV 
2365 MEADOW LANE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

LAPOINT,GARRY L & KATHERINE M 
10618 CROSBY ROAD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

LEHMAN, TIFF ANY 
11 841 CHATEAU DR NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

LIVINGSTON,URSEL & ELNORA­
TRUST 
1700 E LINCOLN RD 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

LOPEZ,FELIPE J & 
13926 PORTLAND RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

LUCHT,HELEN L DUNCAN 
34251 S DRYLAND RD 
MOLALLA, OR 97038 

KNIGHT,DENNIS B SR 99'V<IJNT 
11838 CHATEAU DR NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

KONEV ,FEDOSIA 
POBOX238 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

KRIVOSHEIN,NADEZDA M 
POBOX362 
SCOTIS MILLS, OR 97375 

KUTSEV,IPIF AN & FEDOSIA 
POBOX403 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

L&PFLLC 
15243 MANNING RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

LARKO,JOSEPH L & 
11855 CHATEAU DR 
WOODBURN, O R 97071 

LEIMBACH,MARY ANN 
13988 PORTLAND NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

LOBASYUK,ANDREY & 
735 HERMANSON ST 
WOODBURN, O R 9707 1 

LOSCUTOFF,ELIZABETH 
2230 MEADOW LANE 
WOODBURN, O R 9707 1 

MACINTOSH,DANIEL B & 
KATHERiNE 
299 1 N BOONES FERRY RD 
WOOD BURN, OR 9707 1 

www.avery.com 
1-800-GO-AVERY (462-8379) 



MANVAL,MICHAEL B & TERl S 
8757 PARR RD NE 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

\IIAT 'SU,JAMES A 
1670 . • 99E NE 
NOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

.1CCOIUv1ICK,PATRICK &DOROTHY­
~RUST 
400 S VALLEY VIEW BV #1101 
.AS VEGAS, NV 89102 

1CGUIRE,GARY L & MERIAL E 
7090 HARDEL CT NE 
vOODBURN, OR 97071 

[CNANNA Y,JAMES 
)629 CROSBY RD 
'00DBURN, OR 9707 1 

ITTS,BRUCE & BEATRICE 
853 CT-l '\ TEAU DR NE 
·ooc N, OR 9707 1 

OTI,OR VJLLE W ET AL 
865 CHATEAU DR NE 
OODBURN, OR 9707 1 

:LSON,BARRY & GLENDA 
n3 CHATEAU DR NE 
)0DI3URJ"'J , OR 9707 1 

LSON,CI-IERYL A 
80 BOONES FERRY RD NE 
•ODBURN, OR 9707 1 

ZIEN,ANNETTE L 
16 CHATEAU DR NE 
ODOURN, OR 97071 
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MARTIN,ELVEN L & MARY A 
17190 BOONES FERRY NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

MA Y,ALCUIN L 
10588 NE CROSBY RD 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

MCCORMICK,RA YMOND F 
1999 JANSEN WAY #52 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

MCINTYRE,JOYCE I 
11845 CHATEAU DR NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

MELKOMUKOV,GRIGORY & ZINOVIA 
14535 MONITOR-MCKEE RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

MONTGOMERY,MARGARET A 
I 0358 CROSBY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

MURA VIOV,ALEX F & IRENE 
1722 1 BOONES FERRYRD 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

NELSON,BRENT J 
17280 BOONES FERRY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

NELSON,ODENE D & HENRIETTA 
16575 BUTf EVILLE RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

OCEAN,ALDEN W & ADA B 
1270 COOLEY RD 
WOODB URN, OR 9707 1 

MARTIN,ROBERT D JR 
16898 HIGHWAY 99E NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

MCCARTNEY,J L & ROSEMARY 
11380 GOUDY GARDEN LN NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

MCCORMICK,RICHARD J 
8169 HIGHWAY 219 NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

MCINTYRE,ROSELLA M 
11850 CHATEAU DRNE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

MILLER,HAROLD & ELLEN­
TRUSTEES 
POBOX 379 
HUBBARD, OR 97032 

MORlN,STEVEN E & PAMELA 
PO BOX 145 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

MYERS,P ATRJCK L 
11849 CHATEAU DR NE 
WOODBUR..t'-1, OR 9707 1 

NELSON,BRENT J & CHERYL A 
17280 BOONES FERRY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

OAKWOOD ACCEPTANCE CORP LLC 
ESTATE DEPT 
2205 S HOLDEN RD 
GREENSBO RO, NC 27407 

OLCUTT,KENNETH A & MA YUMI 
17108 1300N ES FERRY RD NE 
WOODBU R.J"\1, OR 9707 1 
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)NEAL,LUCY E 
96 NW BAKER ST 
:ANBY, OR 97013 

>STERGREN,GARY 
185 1 CHATEAU ORNE 
vOODBURN, OR 97071 

ADBERG,MICHAEL W & 
1798 CARL RD NE 
TOODBURN, OR 97071 

ARADIS,DA VlD L & SUSAN W 
l331 GOUDY GARDENS LNNE 
700DBURN, OR 97071 

~RE~,CAR1D & 
)BOX 985 
'OODBURN, OR 97071 

~TZEL,GERALD A 
:615 BUTfEVILLE RD NE 
ERVAIS, OR 97026 

PPERT,JAMES C & PEGGY A 
963 FRONT ST 
OODBURN, OR 9707 1 

>RTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC CO 
I SW SALMON ST 
>RTLAND, O R 97204 

:L ENTERPRJSES INC 
~5 CROSBY RD 
JODBURN, OR 9707 1 

ITv!AN,THOMAS A & TERRIE 
589 CROSBY RD NE 
)ODBURN, OR 9707 1 
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OREGON GOLF ASSOCIATION 
OGA MEMBERS COURSE 
2850 HAZELNUT DR 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

OV ALLE,ELIZAETH 
11837 CHATEAU DR NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

P ALMER,MICHAEL J & DEBRA A 
11868 CHATEAU ORNE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

PARK, WILLIAM F 
19366HWY 42 
MYRTLE POINT, OR 97458 

PEREZ,FRANK. & RACHEL 
9929 CROSBY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

PETZEL,ROY & MILDRED-TRUST 
ETAL 
15615 BUTTEVILLE RD NE 
GERV AJS, OR 97026 

PIPPERT,JON P & PEGGY ANN 
16963 FRONT ST NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

RADKE,BRUCE D & 
8362 CARSON CT NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

REIUNG,NEAL 
28777 SW MEADOWS LP 
WILSONVILLE, OR 97070 

REITAN,LESTER R & MARY C 
PO BOX 96 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

ORTON,JOHN B 
11792 CARL RD NE 

. WOODBURN, OR 97071 

OVCHINNIKOV,IRINA 
33027 S NEEDY RD 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

PANIAGUA,AL V ARO 
1050 S PACIFIC HY 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

P ARMETER,STANTON N & NANCY J 
10478 CROSBY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

PETERSEN,DOUGLAS P & 
9355 GLEN HOLLOW RD 
NEWBERG, OR 97132 

PIPER,HARLEY A & MARIAN­
TRUSTEES 
I 0469 CROSBY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

PLASENCIA,OLIVIA 0 & 
ORTEGA,ANTONIO 
11340 GOUDY GARDENS LN NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

RAMOS,BENJAMIN C 
11857 CHATEAU DR NE 

. WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

REIL!NG,SANDRA 
28777 SW MEADOWS LP 
WILSONVILLE, OR 97070 

RlCHIE,WESLEY W & RESSIE E 
111 98 CROS BY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 
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' '-VJ.JL.l\.1.:), VY f\0 1 .CK V 

l 1601 GOUDY GARDENS LN NE 
NOOPBU RN, OR 97071 

tOHP - -.. .MARTIN W 
6 S\ >ELARD 
.AKE OSWEGO, OR 97035 

:ALDANA,ROSALIO & 
989 GESCHWILL LN NE 
VOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

ANDERS,BEN & NORMA 
1863 CHATEAU ORNE 
!OODBURN, OR 9707 1 

:~MIDTMAN,KIRK A & ROSEMARY 

>861 FRONT ST NE 
·ooDBURN, OR 9707 1 

::HULTZ, CHARLES M & NEELIE A 
·7 10N BOON ES FERRY RD 
ooo· 'N, oR 9707 1 

:RRES F ARlvlS LLC & 
40 LINCOLN RD 
)ODBURN, OR 97071 

EPHERD,STEPHEN & NANETTE 
i3S BUTI' EY ILLE RD NE 
)0DI3URN, OR 9707 1 

RJER,PETER 
33 CHATEAU DR NE 
lODBURN, OR 9707 1 

lON,GARY 
68 CROSBY R.D NE 
OD13URN, OR 9707 1 
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ROBINSON, VICKI C 
7707 ST AFNEY LN NE 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

ROSS,MARVIN DEAN 
POBOX 488 
STANFIELD, OR 97875 

SALINAS,ISMAEL & MARIA 
1655 SBOONES FERRYRD 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

SANDERS, WAYNE A & STACIE E 
11871 CHATEAU DR NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

SCHRANTZ,JOHN M & CYNTHIA A 
16817 ARNEY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

SEATON,NORRIS MERLIN & 
THERESAR 
17240 NE BOONES FERRY 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

SERRES,PAUL J 
11 283 SERRES LANE NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

SHEVCHUK,ALEXANDER C & 
11622 PACIFIC CT NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

SHROCK,D KEITH & DELORES A 
8363 CARSON CT 
WOODBURN, O R 9707 1 

SIMON,GARY & DIANE D 
10768 CROSBY ROAD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

ROGERS,DOYLE A & JUDITH A 
16847 ARNEY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

RYDER,NAT ASHA 
POBOX 797 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

SANCHEZ,UBALDO F & MARIA G 
459 4TH ST 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

SANDO,RODNEY W 
17040 BOONES CT NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

SCHULTZ FARM LLC 
16710 BOONES FERRY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

SEIBEL, MEL YIN 
83 18 PARR RD NE 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

SHADE,DONALD RAY & KATHLEEN 
JO 
16056 N BUTIEVILLE RD 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

SHONES,P AUL F & LINDA M 
16707 ARNEY RD 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

SIKES,LOYD E & BARBARA J 
11 858 CHATEAU D RIVE NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

SKABO,CEDRIC J 
PO BOX 274 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 
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MIDT,TERRY L & 
)408 CROSBY RD NE 
TOODBURN, OR 97071 

ORENSEN,JEROME J 
1613 PACIFIC CT NE 
IOODBURN, OR 97071 

PAGLE,LARRY M & 
6395 BUTIEVILLE RD NE 
IOODBURN, OR 97071 

TATE OF OREGON-ODOT 
55 CAPITOL ST NE #420 
ALEM, OR 97301 

TRITZKE,ERIC G & PATRICIA B 
l85 E HARDCASTLE RD 
IOODBURN, OR 97071 

ENNANT,THOMAS P & MARY E 
342 CARSON COURT NE 
IOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

OWLES,CARL F TRUSTEE 
6700 ARNEY RD NE 
fOODBURN, OR 97071 

UKWILA PARTNERS 
55 TUKWTLA DR 
fOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

ALLEY FRESH FOODS INC 
OBOX910 
U R..LOCK , CA 9538 1 

.ANDER M EER,JACK R & ALICE E­
RU 
332 STEVEN ST 
/ OOD BURN, OR 9707 1 
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SMITII,JAMES A & ESTIIER L 
17110 HARDEL CTNE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

SOUTHER,COLEEN J 
POBOX770 
AURORA, OR 97002 

STAFNEY,JALMER B JR & DARLENE 
7878 STAFNEY LNNE 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

STEGEN,JOHN 0 & CAROLE 
17146 EDWIN RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

STUBBLEFIELD,DA VID A & 
POBOX 324 
HUBBARD, OR 97032 

TERRY,ANDREW 
11874 NE CHATEAU DR 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

TOWNSEND,MICHAEL ET AL 
23303 NE SANDY BLVD 
TROUTDALE, OR 97060 

URMSON,BRUCE H & COX,DONNA L 
8239 HWY 2 19 NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

VALVERDE,LIONEL V & MARIA G 
17 18 1 BOONES FERRY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

VEGA,CHRlSTINA 
8089 HY 2 14 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

SONNEN TRUST 1/2% & 
CROOKS,FRANK L TRUSTEE. 
4605 ELMWOOD RD 
EL SOBRANTE, CA 94803 

SOWA,PAUL J & SYLVIA M~TRUST 
10349 CROSBY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

STATE OF OREGON 
1225 FERRY ST SE 
SALEM, OR 97310 

. ·STILSON;JACK H 
C/0 COOPER FAMILY MINISTRIES OF 
OR 
1952 JENTIF CT 
KEIZER, OR 97303 

. TANZER,WA YNE E SR & CONNIE M 
16605 BUTTEVILLE RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

TIPIKIN,STEF AN & ALEXANDRA 
9932 HOWELL PRAIRIE RD NE 
SALEM, OR 97305 

TRI-REDI MIX INC DBA 
l988NE 19TH AVE 
CANBY, OR 9701 3 

V ALLEE,ALBERT & E JOANNE 
9899 CROSBY RD N E 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

VANDECOEVERING,C J & HATTIE­
TRUS 
II 094 KOERNER RD NE 
WOODBURi'-1, OR 9707 1 

VELDHUISEN ,HENDRlCK & 
DELORES-TR 
1200 BELLE PAS S! RD 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 
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PO BOX 20610 
KEIZER, OR 97307 

WAJ~ 'iRANK J 
)33b JSBY RD NE 
NOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

NALTNER,HAROLD J & VIRGENE A 
.1867 CHATEAU DR NE 
VOODBURN, OR 97071 

VEEKS,STEPHEN A SR & JOANN 
225 VERA LN 
VOODBURN, OR 97071 

fELCH,RA Th10ND E & FRANCES P 
7210 BOONES FERRY RD NE 
fOODBURN, OR 97071 

' ILHITE,ROGER & NANCY 
790 S BOONES FERRY RD 
'OOf "tN, OR 97071 

ILSON,MICHAEL L & MERCEDES L 
i826 BUTIEVILLE RD 
OODBURN, OR 9707 1 

OOD,JOHN F & SUSAN M 
146 BUTTEYILLE RD NE 
OODBURN, OR 9707 1 

JRDfNGER,ARLENE D 
-l9 CROSI3 Y RD NE 
JODBURN, OR 9707 1 

RKOH ,NIKON & ANASTAS IA 
;s MOLALLA RD 
)00BURN, OR 9707 1 
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W J NAZAROFF TRUST 
10359 CROSBY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

W AITE,FRANKLIN J & SHIRLEY 
9338 CROSBY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

W ANNER,PAUL E & CHARLENE E 
17280 BOONES FERRY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

WEISZ FAMILY LLC 
14905 BUTTEVILLE RD NE 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

WESTCOTT,EILEEN A 
895 S PACIFIC HWY 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

WILLIAMS,GAIL ET AL 
950 S PACIFIC HWY 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

WILSON,ST ANLEY R & GAIL P 
11 859 CHATEAU DR 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

WOODBURN FERTILIZER INC 
PO BOX 7 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

WURDINGER,DA VID W 
9209 CROSBY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

ZJMMER,FA YE E & BOCCHI,NANCY K 
19164 SW CHESAPEAKE DR 
TUALATIN, OR 97062 

WAGNER, WILLIAM P & MARY A 
11612 PACIFIC CT NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

W AITE,SHIRLEY M 
9338 CROSBY RD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

WEBB,RONNY 0 & JANICE M 
16857 ARNEY ROAD NE 
WOODBURN, OR 97071 

WEISZ,JOHN 50% & DARMA & %JOHN 
WEISZJR 
14905 BUTIEVILLE RD NE 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

WILDE,PAUL R & MARIE L 
8097 PARR RD NE 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

WILLIAMS,MICHAEL LEE & GWYN F 
15097 STUBB RD NE 
GERVAIS, OR 97026 

WONDZELL,ROBERT L & FAITH A 
995 SOUTH PACIFIC HIGHWAY 
WOODBURN, OR 9707 1 

WOODBURN SCHOOL DISTRICT 103 
965 N BOONES FERRY RD 
WOODBUR.!"l, OR 9707 1 

WURDfNGER-KELL Y,LUCfNDA A 
774 N P ACTFIC HWY 
WOODBUR.t"', OR 9707 1 

ZYRYANOFF,JANICE 
12490 ANDERSON RD 
fNDEPENDENCE, OR 9735 1 
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>NTE GRAHAM, DISTRICT MGR 
.RION SOIL & WATER. 
:ONSERVATION DISTRICT 
57 WOLVERINE ST. NESTE. 16 
LEM, OR 97305 

1NALD KELLEY 
LLEY, KELLEY, DOYLE 
) N. SECOND ST. 
.VERTON ,OR 97381 

'BERT ENGLE 
GLE & SCHMIDTMAN 
) GLATT ORCLE 
)ODBURN, OR 97071 
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KEVIN CRONIN 
DEPT. LAND CONSERVATION 

DISTRICT 
800 NE OREGON ST. STE. 18 
PORTLAND, OR 97232 

LES SASAKI, PRINOPAL PLANNER 
MARION COUNTY PLANNING DEPT. 
PO BOX 14500 
SALEM, OR 97309 

OREGON DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE 
635 CAPITOL ST. NE 
SALEM, OR 97301-2532 

SID FRIEDMAN 
1,000 FRIENDS OF OREGON 
388 STATE ST. #604 
SALEM, OR 97301 

OREGON FARM BUREAU 
3415 COMMERCIAL ST. SE 
SALEM, OR 97302 

WILL DENECKE 
OPUS NORTHWEST 
1000 SW BROADWAY, STE. 1130 
PORll..AND, OR 97205 

Exhibit " B" 



AprillS, 2004 Woodburn UGB Open House 
Summary of Responses to Questionnaire 

I. Responses received: 37 

II. Respondents that own property within study area: 35 

A. Respondents wi th property located within proposed UGB: 17 

1. Respondents desiring to be in UGB: 11 (65%) 

a. Respondents located in Exception Area: 2 

b. Respondents not located in Exception Area: 3 

2. Respondents desiring not to be in UGB: 5 (29%) 

a. Respondents located in Exception Area: 4 

b. Respondents not located in Exception Area: 1 

B. Respondents with property not located within proposed UGB: 18 

l. Respondents desiring to be in UGB: 9 (50%) 

2 . Respondents desiring not to be in UGB: 9 (50%) 

Volume 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April15, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own prope11y within one or more of the study areas? 

l2J Yes D No 
2 . If yes , is your property: 

[] Inside the proposed UGB? 

If you are unce1tain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industiial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
P ark 

DYes 
'g) Yes 
ii]Yes 
~Yes 

@ No 
[]No 
[]No 
[]No 

If you answered·"no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too sm all [] too large g) about ri ght 0 no opinion 

Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identi fied 
housing, school, park and em ployment needs? 

[] Yes ~ No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the fo llowing UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better m et by this location: 

[] Be tter Protec ts AgJicul tu ral Land 
0 Be tter Protec ts S treams or Wetlands 
0 Better Provides Transportati on 

Access 
0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Serv.ices 

0 Better Meets Industri al Sit ing Needs 
0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets P ark or School Needs 
0 Other _________ _ _ 

I f located with in one o f the 8 study areas. do you wan t yo ur property to be inside or ou tside UGB') 

~ Ins ide 0 Outside 

If you would like to be notified of future meetings or publi c hearin gs, please provide your name and 

add ress: 0 (} . V\/1 ~ 
N ame(s )_~---=-----rr--f-I _ L _'777--..,.-,--.....,----------­

Acldress I 2' I 9 0 eo:z;;VJ-<ZJ ~~f-L-72'---=~=-------
• \ .. JJ~~J CJ_A_e./ 7-?CJ?/ 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April IS, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own propetty within one or more of the study areas? 

~ Yes [] No 
~. 1 .s, is your property: 

D Inside the proposed UGB? .® Outside the proposed UGB ? 

If you are uncettain , please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential , 
school anciJor park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

[]Yes 

I Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

~No 
[]No 
[]No 
[]No 

If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too small [] too large J8J about right 0 no opinion 

Are ,re better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

[] Yes ~ No 
If "yes," please desc1ibe where: 

f you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational facto rs are 
·etter met by th is location: 

[] Better Pro tects Agricultural Land 
[] Better Protec ts Streams or W etlands 
[] Better Provides T ransportat ion 

Access 
0 More Efficient ly Provi ~les Urban 

Services 

[] Better Meets Industrial Si ting Needs 
[] Beller Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other _________ _ 

Jf located within one of the 8 study areas, do you wan t you r property to be inside or outside UGB? 

~ Inside 0 Oulside 

If you would li ke to be noti fied of future meetings or public heari ngs, please provide your name and 
acl · ·.;s: 

N '-- J(s) R ~ b e y T D Y ~y d e ;J 
Address L-CJ 6 o E. /.... 1 IJ c {;; N ; Volume 3 
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1 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April15, 2004 Open Ho1:1se 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 
I 

g)_ Yes [_, ·No 
2; If yes, is your property: 

0 Inside the proposed UGB? ~ Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

it REC'D tr 

APR 1-9 2004 

WOODBURN COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

DYes 

0No 
0 No ,., 
0No ~ 
f.& No 

t If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
met within the exis~ UGB. 

rKS fl o 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

~too s~all D too large D about right D noopinion 

Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

·-~-: Yes . D No 
If yes," please describe w ere~ 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location: 

0 Better Protects Agricultural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
~ Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

Q1 Better Meets Industri al Siting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other _ _____ ___ _ 

If located with in one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be ins ide or outside UGB? 

~ Inside D Outside 

If you would like to be notifi ed of future meetings or public heruings, please provide yo ur name and 

~:~~:)]t~D~ ~ ~s ~rm ,'ck ~ 
' Address i ::-= =:;7 'j!Jw l9 ~~: ;>~ l II 0 I . 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April IS, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

~ Yes [] No 
2. s, is your property: 

!KJ Inside the proposed UGB? 0 Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain , please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industri al, residential, 
school and/or park ne.eds? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

[81 Yes 
IEJ,Yes 
[&Yes 
DYes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
I.K]No 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too small 0 too large 0 about right [J:f no opinion 

AI. ~re better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

[XI Yes . 0 No , ~f3o_.dc_ 
If "yes," please descnbe where: . ~ 

tJC(I-::!OVJi:~;!::t::f:!:c/(:1 r;:~; 
uJ AJuh /2~r> ~ -

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by thi s location: 

0 Better Protects Agricultu ral Land 
0 Better Pro tec ts Streams or Wetlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industrial Si ting Needs 
0 Better Meets Res idential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other _________ _ 

If located within o ne of the 8 study areas, do you want you r prope r1y to be inside or outside UGB? 

0 Inside ~ Outside 

If you would like to be notified of future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 

acldress: ~ 
1e(s) R. . , 

Address t~®~ ~tt Q?Q Ntf3 
(J oo~b ttv(~~ OR-

I -
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4L5<) 1 Off) ())\JUY <fl. Co-rJ~~ /4-.::f:lu ~(Me< fr-r /IIYI~uf)c 
'fl~t wh=h ,{4 vJ~· ~ ~ r ~ oJv_~: J5( ~ 

c lkoh"' cV!c/ ~ ( 6cco4 7D ::di.Wi A-<ra_od {)J~ k 
~ _vn uYLfD/1 uY.; ct Jh 7Ju ~ ) DR ~ J cfko.,~ ~) eunJ 

~? 

, ~_z uJfJ<-J cf, _&_ J~ a.:m e 'ru, u j '-f:zh""u.,_ F tMlfi-1/7-:f- , 
~d1M ~ "'t; ol" vLL~ pot<tla.,J cJJL•o. -rJ~J 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
Apri115, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of~ study ~re~s? 

.TZJ Yes 0 No 1JQ,~ 
2. ~s. ts .your property: 

0 Inside the proposed UGB? If( Outside the proposed UG~? 
If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

L Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs ? 

Industrial-· 
Residential 
School 
Park 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: ~\ ~ 

0 too small 0 too large D about right D no opinion 

At !re better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
hous mg, school , park and employment needs? 

.f%l Yes D No 
If "yes," ~describe where : , 

s c._~ ~ c;·0._ ctJJO.i-~ , 

' . . L" 
. . 

If you answered_ "yes" _to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion .n_:edst,~r l?cational factors are 
better met by th1s locatwn: . Jefa/l!Lu~ ,>uc/JJ!J.,tV] jtwu!J jN2. ~ 

D Better Protects Ag.Ii cultural Land ------~ v>)vVVfi J._.;QC;Af> :dl. Better Meets Industri al S iting Needs 
D Better Protects Streams or Wellands 0 0 Wcctter Meets Residential Land Needs 
Wetter Provides Transportation etter Meets Park or School Needs 

Access Other 
More Efficiently Provides Urban 

ervtces 
If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be inside or out side UGB? 

~ Inside D Outside 

If you would like to be notified of fu ture meetings or publi c hearings, please provide yo ur name and 
address: ~ . '---' j: 
.- c( s) ·~ ) +{~ 5-vVL~lJ J7J r; ) U,O S vv(_ ," , .,9 - , c-

Audrcss 17:1 ,' ~ it'7(dt! ,/!A 1 1-'D )')b~ ) f)) 
3 lA./ } -(' ---...iV / (). ......._ ql ()'] I Volume 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
Aprill5, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you ow~perty within one or more of the study areas? 

0" Yes D No 
~s, is your property: . 

1 
0 · ff · tzujl1b~ -r 

2. 

<.::: / ...--; . j AJ.A - 1 h ~ 71J;fY) l' h o7~~ ~ -

If you are un:::~::::e:::p,:~:: ~~h:?UGB ex~nsio~:~t. the pr:osed ~GB3? cc' fi~ t1vYJf!!/v4 

cf~ {dJ./'tVV - .(_ ~~~ra_v 1 v/1 i?-t~-. 
3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industri , residential, 

school and/or park needs? · 

Industrial ~ Yes 0 No 
Residential Yes 0 No 
School Yes D No 
Park Yes 0No 

L If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

/t- . i 

U-rrz-~ie iftrt.:r· s-;Jh. #h . 'l-It~ w ~ 
:. Do you think the recommendedUGB expansion is: 

..L2t'1oo small D too large D about right 
../J . .. q · l-1' _' • i . / /i /i , '( 2 {: L't 
f v f.' ( '!/ '-l ' l ' fL-- --. ._ i!--· ,1 .</---1'(· -·· ··o --.. • 

0 no opinion 

·. A tere better locations (than s'howX on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 

housing, sc_.!;9ol, park and employment needs? pttl"v~..,f--t.-· . / fi:P-"'h-~ ·, ;} c~/w-rCJ 1 f;c.j{_? 1 
[}f Yes D No · 

If~'-~)~~- :~ase4:~~~v~\: wh~;: ~ t .~-:: V:f?ctf!c~£... tu __ 
l/Jt/) . vJ-·VfYL - .A~~ - '() --?/l...t.f'Ji-.t?i...-J-(-{)-;-.-:J ?Ji '--er-v/"u.-;~, .. ~:.J 

~~-' {hA.. ~'1- ~ , ~~<.- .; t--/<rM. L~r:-..... - -:,. J'{c.-·y~1,.,.-,.,.-,.· -rr : 
If f6u answered "yeJ to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
bette r met by thi s location: 

CJ Better Protects Agricultural Land 
D Better Protects Streams or Wet lands 
[3i3etter Provides Transportation 

Access 
~re Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

~~r Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
~<;!-ter Meets Residential Land Needs 
W--tfetter M eets Park or School Needs 
G}Otherf}j _..,,_,..J &G~.--!Lt .->~.-a ... --cc 1 f.:/-r.i'J-::> 

fa;,.A &.,·~#. I /)r,p:/,,U/./1!-l (/.. cC,,(J.'.-.-~ 0 :e..f;.:'" :' 

If located wi thin one of the 8 study areas, do you want you r property to be inside or outside UGB? 

~~side 0 Outs ide 

If you would like to be notifi ed of future meetings or public hearings, please provide you r name and 
<> rldress: · 

.ne( s )_,::7'--""<-..>C----"---""--{t-· .. _<b_~_u .... _O._t_-_C\...._ .... _~_--;._L_;.J_·_ .... .J_,~=-""-; __.,. __ ,$.'_y -'--'r _c._,"6_· {_.f_- -_r...._._ . .J----, __ 
' · .. pi I / I~ 

Address ,M' gi'r-!.:f-'{;+0-r----?LZ,,..---.:....1 4.t4,yt£.~"41-<"-· '--""+'f.~.........c.-·· _,/2""""7!;!~- '.-.-, ~~ -';.<-,qf-.7~--c:A?(r:--~1 t'-tL)L.lY!"'--'11.~/f'----'\.~)'t--; -"f/::.....::_L.{:._ Volume 
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, , vv,..uo.aau OU&IUAU '-I&VYY~U .UVUIIUAIJ \[Ut:~UUIJJiaJJ"C 

Apri115, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

OK Yes ~ ·!'Io 
2. r£ ves, is your property: 

0 Inside the proposed UGB? ~ Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

~Yes 
i2fYes 
!){Yes 
[)rYes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

f . If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

]:?~...; e I oR · {'<\ s r-c 
we Jl 

>. Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

Q1 too small 0 t~o large 0 about right D no opinion 

). A· •here better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
h .ng, school, park and employment needs? 

Yes [] No 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors ,ar_e ~ 
better met by this location: 1' v r DCC"~S , ... ,~. ) "V ..,...,.~..n t: 

"tv:· (f 
0 Better Protects Agricultural Land !]I' Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs-/YA 
Q Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
lSJ Better Provides Transportation 0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 

Access 0 Other 
~ More Efficiently Provides Urban -----------

Services 
If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be inside or outside UGB ? · 

r'fJ Inside 0 Outside 

If you would li ke to be notified of future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 
address: 

1 
, 1 

"" r ~11ne( s ) ___ :B---"-="-'-~--='"E~\..0€=:=../_J,..._-+--=-L ..:::..:.I.-<_:..L-t-'l......CO::::.__' N_t=-t_, \'-------
Jdress _____ =:p.l.......:v::....;..__:_..P ..c>O=.loL..... . .....:.fD_,.....c7-=L1...-c _________ _ 

Ot'" b ., .V •c 
) c.,··-; !,) \ ''::1._ 

~--
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"uuuuurn uroan \irowtn .uoundary (.luestionnaire 
AprillS, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 
t 

~ Yes C.., ·.No 
2. If yes, is your property: 

D Inside the proposed UGB ? S Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

! Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

~Yes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

4. If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

5. Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

D too small 0 too large ~·· about right 0 no opinion 

6. Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

0 Yes .§ No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

7 If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location: 

0 Better Protects Agricul tural Land 0 Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Provides Transportation 0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 

Access 0 Other _ ______ ___ _ 
0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 
8. If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be ins ide or outside UGB? 

.E{ Inside 0 Outside 

~ . If you would like to be notified of future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 
address: . 
Name(s) Oo d-t ide( ):( ri VD skJV\ 
Address c2500 Jlt1t·~do~.v L. 1'1 NE-

' 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
Apri115, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own ~~rty within one or more of the study areas? 

[1" Yes 0 No 
2. es, is your property: 

0 Inside the proposed UGB? r_:a/outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

I2J Yes 
[2]Yes 
[3yes 
[3"Yes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

L If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

f2l, too small · D too large D about right 0 no opinion 

< ~ ~ot CkVr · ~ -ev-- , 
A 1ere better loc~an sho~ on the prop UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

l;2l Yes D No 
If "yes," lease descri~e where· 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location: 

0 Better Protects Agricul tural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 

0 Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residen ti al Land Needs 
1;1 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other __________ _ 

Services . 
If located within one of tl& 1cly are(ls , do you want your property to be inside or outside UGB? 

@ lns ide 0 Outside~ 2.iu-~ ~ ~ • 
If you would li ke to be notifi ed of future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 
arldress: t\ 

ne(s)_tA_t(r--;C;_~VJ,.....:. . ..:::..O-=--\~......_l--ru_v.......,'i_CCC_~..,--~~-----
Address_~.......,efil.....:.-4,.. _,o'--I,...E..::::.~ ........ ::--=lL"-l'--J,...:.......:=..c.:.....d'f-""-'-V)L-!..jf;.>..J./Jt..L.ir: _____ _ 

wo-oAbunn
1 
~ Cf1o-r 1 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
AprillS, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you owjYProperty within one or more of the study areas? 

[}1 Yes 0 No 
2. - ·es, is your property: 

0 Inside the proposed UGB? ~Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

(E(Yes 
[fJYes 
[{}Y.es 
Clrfes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

L If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 0 r6nj W.(~ '-ID r#.-f,~v..~ ¢">~"< a..<·f~([;. 
(Q(too small 0 too large D about right 0 no opinion 

A ere better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
hOt.v.ng, school, park and employment needs? 

o:;r Yes 0 No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

SM/)A/) Ft¥01\...J .' 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location: 

0 Better Protects Agri cultural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
c;M43etter Provides Transportation 

Access 
[i:}More Efficient ly Provides Urban 

Services 

[J]13etter Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
o;}13etter Meets Residential Land Needs 

etter Meets Park or School Needs 
Other ----------------------

If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be inside or outside UGB ? 

[[]/ [nside 0 Outside 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April15, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you ow~roperty within one or more of the study areas? 

~Yes D No 
~. If yes, is your property: 

0 Inside the proposed UGB? f:Y{)utside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

I. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs ? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

Et"Yes 
BYes 
BYes 
[}Yes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too small 0 too large 0 about right D no opinion 

Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

~es D No 
If "yes.:J/ease desctibe where: 

.f./ 1/(.%1 l a///rn 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location : 

D Better Protects Agyicultural Land 
0 ],3-ed.er Prot~cts Streams or yYetlands 
!k:rBetter Provtdes Transportation 
_ _fo-ceess 
0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Serv ices 

// 

0 ,Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
cg· Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
G{Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other ________ _ _ 

If locat~vithin one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be inside or outside UGB? 

. EJ' Ins ide D Outside 

/ / v 
'·· 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
AprillS, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

"EJ Yes 0 No 
2. r s, is your property: 

0 Inside the proposed UGB? ~ Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

I. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

~Yes 
~Yes 
~Yes 
~Yes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

If you answered "no,. to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for· how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

~ too small D too large D about right D no opinion 

A1 ~re better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
hotl<>tOg, school , park and employment needs? 

"EJ Yes 0 No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

ffiwe:) ~D . ·m-e A 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location: 

D Better Protec ts Agricultural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More Effici ently Provides Urban 

Services 

"t:J Better Meets Industrial S iting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other _________ _ 

If located with in one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be inside or outside UGB ? 

TI Inside 0 Outside 

If you would like to be notified of future meetings or public hearin gs, please provide your name and 
address: 

· \e(s)W' ~~\L'J'.:.~J q 1 o)~ 
h.uJress_j 'tV He\ \ 9 \.-J :i)(} . 
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woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
AprillS, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

~Yes ~ ·N"o 
2. If yes, is your property: 

0 Inside the proposed UGB? ~Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansiqn map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

~Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

4. If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. )' ; 

' flr: .. ~ c 

5. Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

~ too small 0 too large 0 about right 0 no opinion 

6. Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, s9I1ool, park and employment needs? 

;t;l Yes D No 
If "yes," lease describe where: 

/ (J I' ·- 'Fl[ 

' If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location: 

0 Better Protects Agricultural Land ifHetter Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
~ Better Provides Transportation 0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 

Access 0 Other __________ _ 
0 More Efficient! y Provides Urban 

Services 
L If locat~d within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be inside or outside UGB? ,.. 
~ Inside D Outside I , 

If you would like to be notified of future meetings or public heaJings, please provide your name and 

address: ~ \..... 
N ame(s )-~~(J~U~(_·· t.::_::'j.J.,--_...------._---+---.:::~-c:r----:::---:o------=:----~ 
Address ~ ~be \ tu-(') Lflt:r C)j\; ):_rc;o o R 97~'3 .~; 

I :J 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
AprillS, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

~es ~ ·.No 
2. If yes, is your property: 

0 Inside the proposed UGB? r:a--Dutside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion ·map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

DYes 
DYes 
DYes 
DYes 

4. If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

(A ~.. (/ G. c Q t>~.J b (.~ t ' / cl r' f'-~ "'-. I I c:>"f ':::• I b 

i . Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

D too small ~ too large D about ri ght D no opinion 

'· Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

IRJ Yes D No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

Ct~ 
. { ,.. 

r ,. J'/- t r- ""· ~ 
) 

\,' J 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by thi s location: 

trBetter Protects Agricultural Land 
D Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
D More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industri al Siting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets P ark or School Needs 
0 Other _________ _ 

If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your propetty to be inside or outside UGB? 

0 Inside [2((}utside 

If you would like to be notified of future meetings or publ ic hearings, please provide your name and 
address: 

D I ) , : -~~-
N ame(s ) __ ~ (()c;~, c;"'-' ....... "'---.l.LtA_,_~,....l.l-'-/'.:..._;_· -'--' ...:::c..'----------~-,.----
Address ___ J_~I~/-~~·o~~~-r~-~~r~-~f~'~--~'~-'-~~~'---~-~----~---
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Woodburn Urban Growth ~oundary Questionnaire 
AprillS, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study ~reas? 

gj Yes D No 
2. • 1. 1es, is your property: 

D Inside the proposed UGB? 51·· Outside the proposed _UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

I. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

DYes 
~Yes 
DYes 
DYes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

~too small D too large D about right D no opinion 

Arc .nere better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

D Yes 0 No 
If "yes," please desciibe where: 

If you answe red "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locationa1 factors are 
better met by this location: 

0 Better Protects Agricultural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or ·w etlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

0 Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
0 Better M eets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 

Access D Other _________ _ 

0 M ore Efficie nt ly Provides Urban 
Services 

If located withi n one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be inside or outs ide UGB? 

0 Inside S Outside 

If you would like to be noti fied of future meetings or public hearings , please provide your name and 
··ess : 

( ) --IC0 Y' Lf S' ht 1 r-.. -T 
1 . ... me s ____ .J....L_. ____ ~v· '-~-----------

Add ress 1 o Yo 8- t..R-0<; 13 1 ~. ;--J.G . 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
AprillS~ 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

f1l Yes 0 No 
2. If yes, is your property: 

D Inside the proposed UGB? ~ Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

DYes 
DYes 
DYes 
DYes 

t If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

>. Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

D too small D too large D about right D no opinion 

>. Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school , park.and employment needs? 

~Yes ·· D No 
If "y6 please describe where: _ . . . , 

~(kl-- ~~e ,4t:91££!> lcirt!E«---~-

--~ 
If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location: 

~Better Protects Agricultural Land 
fiBetter Protects Streams or Wetl ands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industri al Siting Needs 
0 Bette r Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other _________ _ 

If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be inside or outside UGB? 

0 Inside ~ Outside 

If you would like to b notifi ed of future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 
address: ;/ 
N ame(s )_ --+..-0r.,-"g;;. ~~~+C-~4Jl~.L.__--,..--,--~.---------
Adclress __ ----'..,+t~;T-,L---+---1..-A.-6L--"-"'-"'4!__-~W~~-.L.../."'==-----
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April 15, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you owl property within one or more of the study areas? 

Q Yes D No . 
2. _ J es, is your property: 

D Inside the proposed UGB? 

j 

[2{ Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to exp~nd the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? ' 

I 

Industrial D Yes [j,No 
Residential DYes 0 · .. 110· 
School DYes ~o 
Park DYes []No 

k If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 
/ 

[] too small 0 too large [J about right []no opinion 

Al~ .. tere better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
hous ing, school , park and employ;P'ent needs? 

[] Yes [j No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the fo llowing UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by thi s location: 

0 Better Protects Agricultural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other _ ________ _ _ 

If located wi thin one of the 8; study areas , do you want your property lobe inside or outside UGB? 

D Inside ~ Outside 

If you would li ke to be n~tifi ed of fu ture meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 
r . ···ess. ~ ~ f 
• .oe(s.) C~ , J ,c) ~ .. 1 P 
Address I 1... c." L 3 Cctl / 9 .. ;)t 

....v 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April15, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

[]:1 Yes ~_±0Mo 
2. If yes, is your property: 

0 Inside the proposed UGB? ~ Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain , please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

L Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industri al, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

DYes 
DYes 
DYes 
DYes 

~No 
,I8J No 
~No 
~No 

k If you answered ••no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

(A_ -h "tt ;_ e vtk. ~'f .C.u "-~:{~ ~ .-.e . ..t., ,. a -

·. Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

D too small ~too large D about right D no opinion 

·. Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

~ Yes D No 
If "yes," please describe where: 
~ !A~ s~u tr S'e "'-+h iu'.e -:. + ,J + 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locationaJ factors are 
better met by thi s location: 

~ Better Protects Agricultural Land 
~ Better Protects Streams or Wetl ands 
0. Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
121, More Efficientl y Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industrial S iting Needs 
~ Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
[KI Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other _____ ___ _ _ _ 

If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be ins ide or outside UGB? 

D Inside ~ Outside 

If you would like to be noti fi ed of future meetings or publ ic hearings, please provide your name and 
address: 1 
Name(s) ~ 6... 1 1 ~u/ C~(£)() ke-J" 
Address ( 0 L-{( q D--o r; b,J lZ d d_E; 

I 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April 15~ 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

D Yes ·~ No 
2. _ ..:s, is your property: 

. D Inside the proposed UGB? ~ Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

DYes 
DYes 
DYes 
DYes 

fl1,No 
DNo 
0No 
0No 

L If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too small 0 too large 0 about right 5Q no opinion 

A. .tere better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs ? 

D Yes 0 No 
If "yes ," please describe where: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location: 

D Better Protects Agricultural Land 
D Better Protects Streams or Wetl ands 
D Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More E fficient! y Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
D Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
D Better Meets Park or School Needs 
D Other _ _________ _ 

lf located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be inside or outs ide UGB? 

0 Inside 0 Outside 

If you would like to be notified of futu re meetings or public hdllings, please provide your name and 
~ ' -tress: 

.ne(s) 
Address 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April 15, 2004 Open House 

l . Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

D Yes ~ No 
> If yes, is your property: 

D Inside the proposed UGB? ~ Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

'· Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

DYes 
DYes 
DYes 
DYes 

J:R]No 
!RlNo 
52} No 
fKI No 

·. If you answered "no,. to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can A:et within the existing UGB. · · . 

. ~ ~ )1k0J: ~ ~~ /lM~1 C1k. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too small 0 too large 0 about right [ZJ no opinion 

Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

0 Yes IZJ No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location: 

D Better Protects Agricultural Land 
D Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
D Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
D More Effic iently Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industri al Siting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets P ark or School Needs 
0 Other _________ _ 

If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be inside or outside UGB ? 

D Inside ~ Outside 

If you would like to be notified of futL~re meetings or public hearings , please provide your name and 

address: -1- sib 
Name(s) <:::)f}[J..'(l.{j...4..-- , c;GVV'.ur-tu 

Address i r= eC'--4~ .Qil. Yl (fi ~ 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April15, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

J2( Yes D No 
2. .!S, is your property: 

D Inside the proposed UGB? ~ Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

DYes 
DYes 
DYes 
DYes 

If you answered .. no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is : 

D too small D too large [}(~bout right D no opinion 

Ar, .;re better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

/ 

0 Yes (3'. No 
If "yes," please describe .where: 

U you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
)etter met by this location: 

0 Better Protects Agricultural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
D Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
D Better Meets Park or School Needs 
D Other _ _______ _ _ 

If located within one of the 8 stud y areas, do you want your property to be inside or outside UGB ? 

D Ins ide Ql· Outside 

If you would li ke to be notifi ed of future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 
ar ..l ·~.ss : ~ .. 

I I , L ;' I / : ~ · . -·· ' t\ ..: (s) y..J.--:~ ... -. ··~· . \ : . , /~ .,. 

Address I r· ; i .:A, :• 11• 'l ·"' 
1

' ..r· 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
AprillS, 2004 Open House 

1. Do yo~w~ property within o~e or more of the study areas? 

)2} Yes [_, ·No 
2. If yes, is your property: 

D. Inside the proposed UGB? ~ Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please·refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB. to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

DYes 
DYes 
DYes 
QYes 

0 

0 

0 

4. If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 

can be met within the existing UGB0=!:' =~.p Jo 2...SJ..!JY 6£ a I'Wrf 
scttHI m tkn r ~~~ 

5. Do you think the rec~nded UGB expansion is: 

D too small ~too large D about right 0 no opinion 

•. Are there better locations (than.shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housin~ sc~ool, park and employment needs? 

~Yes D No 
If "yes," please describe where: · 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better mt by this location : 

Better Protects Agricultural Land 
etter Protects Streams or Wetlands 

Better Provides Transportation 
r~ccess 

~ ~ore Efficiently Prov ides Urban 
Services 

If located within one of ~tudy areas , do you want your property to be inside or outside UGB? 

0 Ins ide A Outside 



Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April 15, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

.~ Yes D No 
2 . ~s. ts your property: 

~ Inside the proposed UGB? 0 Ou~side the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/ or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

bZI Yes 
5ZI Yes 
6{1 Yes 
~Yes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

D too small D too large '.8J. about right D no opinion 

A1 ~re better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identi fied 
hous ing, school, park and employment needs? 

[] Yes ~ No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs cir locational factors are 
better met by thi s location: 

0 Better Protects Agricul tural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
D Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other _________ _ 

If located wi thin one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be inside or ou tside UGB? 

!li Inside 0 Outside 

If you would like to be notified of future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 
ar"4 ··ess: 
r c(s )___.,"=-""~,.-J--'-----r...---'.,.~'--'-"--_,___ ________ _ 

Address __ ~4--=--~~~~W-~~~~~----------------- Volume - - --3 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April 15, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you e;m property within one or more of the study areas? 

}?fi- Yes 0 No 
2. If yes, IS your property: 

'Jf Inside the proposed UGB? JZl Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you. are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

I Yes 
Yes 

~Yes 
!~Yes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

L If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too small 0 too large Jil about right 0 no opinion 

Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

D Yes 0 No 
If "yes," please desc1ibe wher;ip-f: ,;;C/ y(!__ 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the fo llowing UGB expansion needs or locational fac tors are 
better met by this location: 

.m Better Pro tects Agricul tural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
~Better Prov ides Transportation 

Access 
D More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
D Other _ ________ _ 

If located withi n one of the 8 study areas, do you wan t your property to be inside or outside UGB? 

~ Inside 0 Outside 

f f ture meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and If you would like to be notifie 
add ress: 
N ame(s )-f-1-.:::..=.=-l-'--1.~-,l!'---f.L-+'--=cf?-.-~_:::B_~_V _ _ _ _ ____ _ 

Address~~p..-.:"F--..L---I--j.f-~~v.---=c~.c-,z/:.____.,.2q::::::...-I-!___,CZ~------
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
AprillS, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

· .~·· Yes ~ ·No 
2. es, is your property: 

rRJ Inside the proposed UGB? 0 Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

DYes 
DYes 
DYes 
DYes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

:j., If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

). Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

D too small D too large D about right 0 no opinion 

,_ P 1ere better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
hou.smg, school, park and employment needs? 

~ Yes D No 
If ' yes," please describe where: 

i4.c /1 

6o ,ldf~ , 
If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location: 

0 Better Protects Agricultural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other _________ _ 

If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be inside or outside UGB? 

0 Inside J.!& Outside 

If you would like to be notified of future meetings or public heari ngs, please provi de your name and 

address: ,_ ,7 . ./J )' 1 
n e( s) {VI//; /f;;t 1\ }-7-J Tc:..Jj 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
Apri115, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

~ Yes [] No 
2. If yes, is your property: 

tfj Inside the proposed UGB? 0 Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

L Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

[]Yes 
DYes 
DYes 
DYes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. uv 7:?-- => }./ s CJq r---f;, i · 1 d .AJ /r ~:JJ f!Ct ~ s:~ d'CJV>- « -c-t::-_L r 

cn·-~u v~ ~ "t!.-U ::J? d'( ~ ~ I 1 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too small 0 too large 0 about right 0 no opinion 

Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

D Yes 0 No 
If "yes," please desctibe where: · 
A 1/'( fA--.-t...-, (""~L..{ c~~x./· §(tci-er~ -frc) ,,.t, If ~~ - :t~x. !SSU~ 

LV C..~"'-' ~,;u, '; ( r-c.~ 1 d.. e ~ 1 '-;J --t-" ?X.../ .AJ J b...e. p u -f I r- / {:::> t:'....-<- "' 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location: 

D Better Protects Agticultural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More Effic iently Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other _________ _ 

If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you wan t your property to be inside or outside UGB? 

0 Inside ~ Outside 

If you would like to be notified of future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 
address: 
Name(s) L-eotv?y·-cf m ~Du )-e...t._ '( 
Address I~ 7 9 5 iJ{.,J !/-,.. v 1 '( ( = {Lc(J 6/ ["; 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April 1St 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

0 Yes D No 
2. , es, is your property: 

's;J Inside the proposed UGB? 0 Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain , please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

DYes 
~Yes 
g) Yes 
fSl Yes 

NNo 
0No 
0No 
0No 

If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

D too small D too large 0 about right lsJ' no opinion 

Al .ere better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

[] Yes tg No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or Jocational factors are 
better met by this location: 

[] Better Protects Agricultural Land 
[] Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
[] Better Provides Transportation 

0 Better Meets Industri al Si ting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residenti al Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 

Access 0 Other ___ ______ _ 
0 MoFe Efficientl y Provides Urban 

Services 
If located wi th in one of the 8 study areas, do you wan t you r propert y to be inside or outside UGB ? 

0 Inside 0 Outside 

If you would like to be no ti fied of future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 
? -· 

1'·ess: 
.lees ) _ _:_fYi_,__i .!.....!..! ~~~=-----'""s"+-c.L..I) r..L.mf-SH-2..:c:>.....:;- {2!.= ...... ;__-=----:::--=---------

Actdress _ _J...m-l..-<· U->·.-LS9-J.-I-Lfi..LL-'!;,)'-'1~6?"-~-· ,-J-q _ _ q+-i ..L..7 =-0 -'-7...L.! _ _ __ _ 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
Aprill5, 2004 Open House 

l . Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? a Yes 0 No 
~ . If yes, is your property: 

~ Inside the proposed UGB? D Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

•. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

1 
. 

Industrial 0 Yes 
Residential 0 Yes 
School 0 Yes 
Park 0 Yes 

·. If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 

~i~~n~ti?. :7' ~-
Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

D too small )04oo large D about right D no opinion 

Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school , park and employment needs? 

~ Yes D No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location: 

D Better Protects Agricultural Land 
D Better Protects Streams or ·wetl ands 
D Better Provides T ransportation 

Access 
0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other _ _ ______ _ _ _ 

If located withi n one of the 8 study areas , do you want your property to be inside or outside UGB? 

0 Ins ide ~ Outs ide 

If yo u would like to be notified of future meetings or public hearin gs, please provide your name and 
address: --:1 D ~ 
Name(s) ...Yov lL ~ bA-c:le,___, 
Aclclress__Lu?o 54? ,&u/?e:u:.--//6 4-/A..JC:. 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
Apri115, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

[Zl Yes D No 7ZJ o PTioN e..J P~fbfi,l'l--f 
2. s, is your property: 

lKJ Inside the proposed UGB? 0 Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

L Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

~Yes 
DYes 
DYes 
DYes 

DNo 
DNo 
DNo 
DNo 

·. If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

D too s mall D too large ~ about right D no opinion 

A. .ere better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

0 Yes @] No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by thi s location: 

0 Better Protects Agricultural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

0 Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 

Access 0 Other _________ _ 

0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 
Services 

If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be inside or outside UGB? 

~ Inside 0 Outside 

If yo u would like to be notified of future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 
::> rldress: 

. ne( s ) __ :.T_o_t-_l_t-l __ ts_}r.-{L_ n;-_1 _L_L...-~).~-r--e-_9_\...G_~ 'A'~-~--"-:n_t\-U_t._·-s_:r_ 
Address IC?Qo 5w BRoA-~r.»MJ :a:: t t'So PoQ..Il-~)b , O(L i -, 'J o! 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April15, 2004 Open House 

I. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

~Yes 0 No 
2. If yes, is your property: 

~·Inside the proposed UGB? 0 Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

DYes 
[!h'es 
DYes 
DYes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

:J.. If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs· 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too small 0 too large [Y"about right D no opinion 

Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

~Yes 0 No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expans ion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location : 

0 Better Protects Agricultural Land 
D Better Protec ts Streams or Wetlands 
8-Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
D More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

D Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other ______ ___ _ 

If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your propert y to be inside or outside UGB ? 

t=J Inside 0 Outside 

If you wouldl1-e to be notified of future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 

address: ~/ _ .._ / /1 ~ 
Name(s) ~"' ~_/ C;/1 ,A-/'-·· 
Address=-"'= C {0_.1/'.t/ ll A' t; i5/2 -· 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April15, 2004 Open House 

1. D~u own property within one or more of the study areas? 

~ Yes · D No 
2. , ~s your property: 

B Inside the proposed UGB? D Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial , residential, 
school and/or park needs-~_ 

Industrial ~Yes 0 No 
Residential ~~ Ye~ No 
School 'E) Yes No 
Park 0 Yes No 

t If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existin UGB. 

,J. A ibLI ftiw,..., ~~ 

Do you think th~ recommended u;;i3~~sion is: 

D too small D too large-- -1iij about right 0 no opinion 

A .tere better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park an~mployment needs? 

D Yes "iiJ No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expans ion needs or locational factors are 
better met by thi s location: 

0 Better Protects Agricultural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residen ti al Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other _________ _ 

·-"~located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be inside or outside UGB? 

"QJ Inside 0 Outs ide 

If you would like to be notified of future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 
~ -' ,\ress: . 

ne(s) ~~ ¥- §cv !flt /JJ;!/irw...s 
Address I ro Cj' 7 5 tu b b J'!.d llJC Volume 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
Apri115, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 
l Jth Yes [_, ·No 

2. If yes, is your property: 

~ Inside the proposed UGB? 0 Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

DYes 
DYes 
DYes 
DYes 

[21No 
~No 
~No 
?1No 

4. If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 
EVt:::fl-)r lJ /II VS &.-

5. Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too small .tKl too large 0 about right 0 no opinion 

). Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, ·park and employment needs? 

IXJ Yes D No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

.5o u T H (._!'rrd) N oT It s 
v 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locationaJ factors are 
better met by this location: 

[Zl Better Protects Agricultural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
[)1 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
lZ] More Efficientl y Provides Urban 
· Services 

~ Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
[2g Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other _ _ _______ _ 

If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be inside or outside UOB? 

IVl o .d ') ;, ,_. ,. " - ~ · •J · ]·· ·'J·· • ' r- -. . . :r· ,. i} --\C'J UtSI e (i'·-~_; Tl-/~r<-- 1.::- / / \;-Vt lv•rt vvA·r_, r c- •,:,C 

b I)Afi..-CI\Jtv(?t~?} )t \I ,(} £ V t:.-irJ/l;>' 7C::,-;,/"J· ...,. l i'"" 

D Inside 

If you would like to be notified of future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 
address: 
Name( s )_......:.J:~o-;.y_,{""--'t::_::-_· -=--_~._HL-<..!.;r-'-;-,____..· . s'--'::::..-:c-'-YV"'------------
Address (;;-t-? ~ 8: //t /L;I;'_ e\ 0 tv t; -' rt. t.A\ VA/)" c? 4 I 9/ (J A..(, 

/ 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
Apri115, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

~Yes [., ·No 
2. -yes, is your property: 

ff'rnside the proposed UGB? 0 Outside the proposed UGB ? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

c::fYes 
[]Yes 
[2lYes 
E]Yes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

4. If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

>. Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

D too small D too large D about right Ono opinion 

A ·,ere better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
hv ...... 1ng, school, park and employment needs? 

0 Yes C:f No 
If "yes," please describe w here: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the fo llowing UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location: 

0 Better Protects Agricu ltural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or W etlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More Effic iently Provides Urban 

Services 

D Better Meets Industri al S iting Needs 
D Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
D Better Meets Park or School Needs 
D Other _________ _ 

If located within one of the 8 study areas , do you want your property to be inside or ou tside UGB? 

ct Ins ide D Outside 

If you wou ld like to be notified of future meetings or public hearings , please provide your name and 
address: ~ 

1 
C Volume 3 
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. Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April 15, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

~ Yes 0 No 
2. If yes, is your property: 

.[1 Inside the proposed UGB? 0 Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain , please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? · 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

IZJ Yes 
1;81 Yes 
[81 Yes 
L8}Yes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

L. If you answered "no,. to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too small 0 too large IKJ about right 0 no opinion 

Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

D Yes !XI No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expans ion needs or locational fac tors are 
better met by this location: 

D Better Protects Agricultural Land 
D Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
D Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
D More Effic iently Provides Urban 

Services 

D Better Meets Industri al S i.ting Needs 
D Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
D Better Meets Park or School Needs 
D Other _____ _ _ ___ _ 

If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you wan t you r property to be inside or outside UGB? 

tXJ Inside D Outside 

If you would like to be notified of future meetings or public hearings, please provide you r name and 

~ad~~(~) ~eo~ cj:!'e/t:r//tlt/ 
Address ~-=X i'f'/zeY//?/1~/ !J/Z . r ?.::y6,.-
Volume 3 
Page 780 



Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
AprillS~ 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 
t 

g Yes C.., ·.No 
2. • 'S, is your property: 

@ Inside the proposed UGB? 0 Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

>. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? · 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

{8l Yes 
gJYes 
DYes 
DYes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

~ . If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met .within the existing UGB. 

. Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too small 0 too large ~ about right D no opinion 

A ere better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
hou.,1ng, school, park and employment needs? 

[] Yes [] No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location : 

0 Better Protects Agricultural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industri al S itin g Needs 
0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other _________ _ 

If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you wan t your property to be ins ide or outside UGB? 

~ Inside 0 Outside 

If you would li ke to be notified of future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 
address: 

n e(s) ___________ ___ _______ _ 
, .-..~dress _______________________ _ 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
AprillS, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

ji1 Yes 0 No 
2. If yes, IS your property: 

IKJ Inside the proposed UGB? 0 Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

rxJ Yes 
IKJ Yes 
IXJ Yes 
(4Yes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

L If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too small 0 too large Q about right 0 no opinion 

·. Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school , park and employment needs ? 

D Yes 00 No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by thi s location: 

0 Better Protects Agricul tural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 Mo re Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
0 Be tter Meets Residenti al Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other _________ _ _ 

If located with in one of the 8 s tud y areas, do you want your property to be inside or outs ide UGB ? 

t¥1 Inside D Outside 

If you wou ld like to be notified of fu ture meetings or public hearings , please prov ide your name and 
address: 
Name( s )--"'Bo"'---b=---t._j~.Y.._:--'-l.v'N...:..___--,-_).:_"""""-~_s_/_.P..r-r---,-----==--:---,.-::----­
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
Apri115, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study ·areas? 

~ Yes 0 No 
2. ~- J cs, ~r property: 

3:l Inside the proposed UGB? 0 Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain , please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

·. If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too sm all 0 too large ~ about right D no opinion 

Ah .. .tere better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school , park and employment needs? 

D Yes 0 No 
If "yes," please describe w here: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locati onal factors are 
better met by this location: 

0 Better Protects Agricultural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

D Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
D Better Meets Residenti al Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 
0 Other __________ _ 

If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be ins ide or outside UGB? 

li.1_ Ins ide D Outs ide 

If you would like to be notified of future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 

'ress: \') G 
.. ne(s) Y0-I'"Y ]Cu rz__o,. . 

Address p.o I Bo '/ 5 o-7 w '\ So (\\(, l \<?I (){:_ <; --)0 -,c) 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April IS, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

ISZf Yes 0 No 
2. If yes, if;;ur property: 

~ Inside the proposed UGB? 0 Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

L Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

DYes 
BYes 
SYes 
~Yes 

0No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

·. If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

IZJ too small D too large D about right 0 no opinion 

Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

0 Yes [LJ No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

If you answered " yes " to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location: -

D Better Protects Agricultural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or ·w etlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More Efficient ly Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Better Meets Industri al S iting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residen ti al Land Needs 
0 Better Meets P ark or School Needs 
0 Other _______ __ _ 

If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your property to be inside or outside UGB ? 

ckf inside 0 Outside 

future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
April 15, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 
I 

0 Yes ~ ·No 
2. ~s. is your property: 

0 Inside the proposed UGB? 0 Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial-: 
Residential 
School 
Park 

DYes 
DYes 
DYes 
DYes 

!21No 
lEINo 
I5?No 
l)rNo 

k If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB . 

. t? . . v 

+vv V\..~ ~'\· -. '-'6 , 
·. Do you think the recommepded UGB expansion is: 

0 too small [L1 too large 0 about right 0 no opinion 

A ere better loc ations ( than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
ho~...,1ng, school, park and employment needs? 

S' Yes 0 No 
If "yes," please describe where: 
Oil~ .'. .) rx; \;I~ ,.._) ~«.S ,J;:;(>.'J·r4 {-

11\.d .. U.S-kt:V-..e.~ {lA~£", _e, .. t, ·) 
If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or locational factors are 
better met by this location: 

~Better Protects Agricu ltural Land 
0 Better Prot~cts Streams or 'Yetlands 
!ZJ Better Prov1des TransportatiOn 

0 Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residenti al Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 

Access 
L8[ More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

0 Other _________ _ 

If located within one of the 8 study areas, do you want your propet·ty to be inside or outside UGB? 

D Inside D Outside 

If you would like to be notified of future meetings or publ ic hearings, please provide your name and 
address: · 

ne(s) _____________ _________ _ 
, . ...,dress _ _ ____ _________________ _ 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
Aprill5, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

0 Yes (81 No 
2. If yes, is your property: 

0 Inside the proposed UGB? 0 Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

>. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial, residential, 
school and/or park needs? · 

Industrial 0 Yes 
Residential 0 Yes 
School 0 Yes 
Park 0 Yes 

[k1 No 
0No 
0No 
0No 

If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 

can ?.:(within th~GB.____ · 
~L q~c___, 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

D too small D too large 0 about right 00 no opinion 

Are there better locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housing, school, park and employment needs? 

D Yes 0 No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the following UGB expansion needs or Jocational fac tors are 
better met by this location: 

D Better Protects Agricultural Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or ·w etlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

Access 
0 More Efficiently Provides Urban 

Services 

D Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
D Better Meets Residenti al Land Needs 
D Better Meets Park or School Needs 
D Other _________ _ 

If located within one of the 8 stud y areas, do you want you r propert y to be inside or outside UGB ? 

0 Inside D Outside 

If you would li ke to be notified of future meetings or public heari ngs, please provide your name and 
address: 
Name(s)-L,jj_r-.e.'~_L~~v:.._L._722~t!.~.='~L.:.;~~· ~·£/L!.~~=----=____..,,-----,..,-r----::-....,.---­
Aclclress_..LZ_L· _· l.l.,i_::::;6c....;-u==--.....:C=.:'!A~' t.c.~;:z:':::J.~a.... &J.ac..!:J.ZAI_,:.JJ....c::..... k~)-tZ,...L¢-r-'-· --/-'-'}ff~n::...~·cw·1f'd..<l:C~%?=·-"'"-~''~7f...,'...J::.._____ 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Questionnaire 
Apri115, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property within one or more of the study areas? 

D Yes ~ No HtfJ~~ty ~~ P~~p~ / y {)-VIJ[:_f( 
2. ~s . is your property: 

0 Inside the proposed UGB? 0 Outside the proposed UGB? 

If you are uncertain, please refer to the UGB expansion map. 

3. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand the UGB to provide more land for industrial , residential, 
school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 
Residential 
School 
Park 

DYes DNo 
DYes DNo 
DYes " DNo 
DYes 0No 

·. If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the ex.isting UGB. 

Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too small 0 too large 0 about right 0 no opinion 

Ar ~re be tter locations (than shown on the proposed UGB expansion map) for meeting identified 
housm g, ~chool , park and employment needs? 

D Yes D No 
If "yes," please describe where: 

If you answered "yes" to question 6, which of the fo llowing UGB expansion needs or location a! factors are 
better met by this location: 

0 Better Protects AgJiculturaJ Land 
0 Better Protects Streams or Wetlands 
0 Better Provides Transportation 

D Better Meets Industrial Siting Needs 
0 Better Meets Residential Land Needs 
0 Better Meets Park or School Needs 

Access 0 Other _________ _ 

0 More Efficientl y Provides Urban 
Services 

If located with in one of the 8 study areas, do yo u want your property to be ins ide or outside UGB ? 

0 Inside 0 Outside 

If you would like to be noti fied of future meetings or public hearings, please provide your name and 
address: 

~(s )-'b'--'-"J)OviJ'-"'-"-"~'-'-"· ~-~~11 JE-~'/-,.-al· -. r+-----c--..-------o 
Auuress __ ~+-~-f-'-L-~~i_ __ ~(i_..p.}v_.w,j_+-f __,,'--"'-2+-t----+/-S...J.-.4-j-; l--~t"-""1\GfJlj:zJ.l.l 1 () ~~ 11 J<C J 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Open House 
April15, 2004 

SIGN-IN SHEET 

NAME ADDRESS 

n ., I I 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Open House 
April15, 2004 

SIGN-IN SHEET 

NAME ADDRESS PHONE # 

Cf-1~ 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Open House 
April15, 2004 

SIGN-IN SHEET 

NAME ADDRESS PHONE# 

5li3-1-1-s-~z 

I 

T9 z - L/ S!. 
5 CJ7 

~. n ( r ww~P! 4 ·
1 

~-V I _D l _ ·yA-(LfWt'S ~ '3 5J ~tAJ>· - ~iY=---.J L-,~ l<_ 91"2- 0 0 3 L-

jl PL[ C-AJd4t~ J)r #£" tclaJd~IL 9~1-P-o?'Y' 

_p. 
i . 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Open House 
Aprill5, 2004 

SIGN-IN SHEET 

. NAME ADDRESS 

t(f47(!)~~ 

i \ ' .. 
,,~,- ri /"\ I ~-
1 . ' •• l. / ..... 

PHONE # 

Volume 3 

Page 793 



Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Open House 
April15, 2004 

SIGN-IN SHEET 

NAME ADDRESS 

/Zct() 

((;,. LjCf J/7~ 
/tJC/~? .··) R_:>~c.B!.( c.:. (. ..;;_) lv C!, 

1 o'-i o8 ~~a ;2J. )-) . ~ 

J}1JJ~ ~ 
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Woodburn. Urban Growth Boundary Open House 
· April 15, 2004 

SIGN-IN SHEET 

NAME ADDRESS PHONE# 
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'.L f eroes are not giant statues 
framed against a red sky. They 
are people who say, ·'This is 
my community, and it 's my 
responsibility to make it better." 

-Tom McCall 

Wovdl>um residena enjoy a soccer game at Legion Field. 

Get Involved! 
If you are interested in learning 

more about the Friends and 
Neighbors of Woodburn group, 

or if you would like to attend 
one of our upcoming meetings, 

please contact: 

Carla.Mikkelson '='- -- ..... . -~-···-·::-.:::._--::-..,..__ 

Phone - (503) 981 -4240 
E-mail - tnwoodburn @ yahoo. com 
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Frien ·sand 
Neighbors .ot 

Woodburn: 

Friends and Neighbors of Woodbu. 
group of citi~ens who are vitally inter . . 

in how our local community dev~Jc 
Decisions made by Woodburn hav• 

impact on the quality of life for all of l 
live within the city and nearby. In fac 

Woodburn grows in the next 20 yea1 
affect the health of the agricultural ec 

on which we depend, the strength of o . . 

businesses, and the transportati.on s: 
in the mid-Willamette Valley. Wood 

will soon begin public hearings on its 

range growth plans. Please help Woe 
become an even better place to live ar 

by participating in this process. 



--- " --
Members of Friends and 
Neighbors of Woodburn have 
a set of shared values for 
community development that 
we hope-to see promoted in the 
W oodbum area. Some of these 
are: 

~conomic Development 

l. Develop an economic plan that" benefits the 
~xisting population-of Woodburn. Focus on 
ocal businesses rather than mega-employers 
hat detract from the community's unique 
dentity. 

:. Adopt policies to promote development of 
'acant and unused commercial and industrial 
ites within the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB.) 
~ncourage redevelopment of these sites through 
ax breaks and other incentives. Take care of 
axpayer investment by utilizing existing 
nfrastructure first. 

. Recognize the impact of agriculture on the 
conomic life of Woodburn and Marion County. 
~onsider UGB expansion onto high-value 
mnland only after promoting in-fill and 
~evelopment. 

. Encourage the downtown's role as the 
thnically diverse center of civic, cultural, and 
conomic life. 

Transportation 

1. Encourage traffic patterns that preserve 
and promote the integrity and viability of 
Woodburn's core area. 

2. Improve neighborhood livability and 
shopping opportunities by encouraging 
alternatives such as walking, bicycling, 
or use of golf carts. 

3. Upgrade streets to allow easier access 
to the city center. Accommodate the 
planned rail service for downtown Woodburn 
by increasing parking in the core area. 

Housing 

1. Build homes with 
a range of prices to 
meet various income 
levels and family sizes. 

2. Create inviting 
housing with a variety 
of architectural styles. 

Livability 

1. Maintain the individual identity of Woodburn 
and surrounding communities by providing 
adequate farmland buffers between them. 

2. Develop a greenway/trails system that links 
parks, schools, and low-traffic areas. Actively 
pursue acquiring more park and open space land. 

3. Provide a pleasant streetscape for 
pedestrians and bicyclists. Include landscaping, 
street benches, attractive lighting and inviting 
storefronts. 

Ci tizens pore over maps and ideas during an open house to 
discuss the 1-5 interchange. -Photo by John Gervais 

We can maintain a small-town 
atmosphere in W oodbum while 
supporting economic growth. 

00 
('f")IO\ 
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Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Open House 
April 29, 2004 · 

SIGN-IN SHEET 
NAME 

C ) ,, · I 1 , 
I j .· .. " ) , V1 .. (j-. 11 - i

7
, ., '' ' '~f·• , / •'i1r·'r•·•) ! v".,fi'-' , " '...( ... I . ' " • · ' • ,• .~ - t • ,,,...., :r.i :· ,, 

ADDRESS 

! 3? rJ·r c,f~ 1t?.d. 
,r.h,t .. i:;.6~ ..( .:.'J.·t- q;o ~z... 

W?'liJ f'} ~ A I\,/ 

I .J-15 / .... ~ 1 ,._.... r"Jt./.-·~ }/ ff..,./ 

PHONE# 
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noooourn comprehensive Plan Periodic Review Questio-nnaire 
Apri129, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property that is subject to a proposed comprehensive plan or zo~ing map change? 

0 Yes ~ No 
If yes, do you agree with the proposed change? 0 Yes 0 No 

Comments: ________________ ~------------------

2. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand its Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to provide more land 
for industrial, residential, school and/or park needs? 

Industrial []Yes []No 
Residential [] Yes []No 
School []Yes []No 
Park []Yes []No 

If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

3. Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

D too small 0 too large D about right 
Comments: 

D no opinion 

Do you believe that the proposed comprehensive plan and zoning map amendments, UGB expansion, and 
transportation jmprovements will adequately meet the growth needs of Woodburn for the next 20 years? 

D Yes [] No iR] No opin ion 

Comments : 

.:::C (,) c)t.) I cl no+ VflcW hoW ·lv d e c. , s / o ,, ~ . 

, 
r: <.) r."' :;':~ ,~ e, ' .s , ::> , • s: . 

I 

If you would like to be notified of futu re meetings or public hearings , please provide your name and 
address : 

N ame(s) _ _,G-~eo...::o_,(-;:;:;d)-'e::..........._.&'--"'-v...::b:....:b"'"''--'-. ' ..<...1 ""'5'-----------------
Address __ Y-'--"-~-"<{__,LJ=-'-. --=L-'-; •:...:.' ) -"-£""-o.c...i ·.'-'-1---'·:>~t ----"c,""";....:::o_,a'-"t'-'( h><-u::....l:....:'..:...' _____ _ 
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_____ _ . __ ---· _ --·~ ... ·- ..... .., •• "" '-!uc.:n.Juunatre 

Apri129, 2004 Open House 

1. Do you own property that is subject to a proposed comprehensive plan or zoning map change? 

[] Yes ~ No 
If yes, do you agree with the proposed change? 0 
~~- a. 

2. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand its Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to provide more land 
for industrial, residential, school and/or park needs? 

Industrial DYes ~No 
Residential 0 Yes No 
School D Yes No 
Park DYes EZJ No 

· If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. ~ 

rJtif::tf!f ;;t}.d/f/;p'; ~:J!i1~ uGfg~~~faJ;i_;lP 
\~t!.c -A{*f1144·1? I . 

3. Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

J too small [g) too large D about right D no opinion 
Comments : 

Do you believe that the proposed comprehensive plan and zoning map amendments, UGB expansion, and 
transportation improvements will adequately meet the growth needs of Woodburn for the nex t 20 years? 

0 Yes 0 No 0 No opi nion 

[f you would like to be noti fied of future meetings or public hearings , please provide your name and 
address: 
Name(s) _____________________ _ 
A ~dress ____________________________________________ ___ 
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n uuoourn Lomprenensive Plan Periodic Review Questionnaire 
Apri129~ 2004 Open House 

l. Do you own property that is subject to a proposed comprehensive plan or zoning map change? 

D Yes . ~ No 
If yes, do you agree with the proposed change? 0 Yes D No 

Comments: _____________________ _ _ ______ _____ _ 

2. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand its Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to provide more land 
f~r industrial, residential, school and/or park needs? 

IXJ Yes 0 No 
~Yes 0No 
DYes @No 
0 Yes ElJ No 

If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met withi9 the existing UGB. . . =;. _ 
~.c_ -:J;:::;::;}:(~tt~£~*~d J'd--£,c 

3. Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too small 0 too large !;& about right 0 no opinion 
Comments: 

Do you believe that the proposed comprehensive plan and zoning map amendments , UGB expansion, and 
transportation improvements wi ll adequately meet the growth needs of Woodburn for the next 20 years? 

~ Yes 0 No 0 No opinion 

Comments: 

If you would like to be notifi ed of future meetings or public heartngs, please provide your name and 
address : 
N ame(s )-~~-;::;.-'-. ,_L -'-;;--'_~·c '-."-"-,.. _ _..-=-__ J;( ___ ?_r_e--_.se_.~_· _' ---.,.--------

'1 ...-,:;;, rl/- / //' 
Address~~~~-~~-~~~~k~·~q~·~· ~~-:.~,~~~~-'-· '-'-~~~~-· -~L=,&~-~v _____ _ _ 

t!c. '--"(·' _ .. / ,.~--,- . ,, L- ,.. .._~. , ,- r . 
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_ • -- - ,.- - ------~-, ~ ...... a "a avuu.; n.~vu:w \[UeStiODDaire 
April 29, 2004 Open House 

l. Do you own property that is subject to a proposed comprehensive plan or zoning map change? 

0 Yes ·m:: No 
If yes, do you agree with the proposed change? 0 Yes ~No . 

c x; C6'1 5, t)") . to D I tr e O,)r} I -? c/vJP J 

7 ;o 

2. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand its Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to provide more land 
for industrial, residential , school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 0 Yes [3:No 
Residential 0 Yes tSI:No 
School 0 Yes ~No 
Park DYes ~o 

If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 

, -le NJO (i /'lA.,, j ~--. c . 
' r . 

{ 1/1 j I - /?. / • {_ 

f..! t / ( li) :J'"' l t-

OJ 
5 "1 4 //~ . !Of S - ~ 1'0 {/v- - v/-) 1 /}VI 

3. Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

_] too sma11 Brtoo large 0 about right 0 no opinion 

u (Jf.~.J . ; / "f-.. 

D o you be lieve that the proposed comprehensive plan and zoning map amendments, UGB expansion, and 
transporta ti on improvements will adequately meet the growth needs of Woodburn for the next 20 years? 

0 Yes D No 0 No opinion 

0../. , '/I 
. l J 

( C('J.\ 
I ~j 

.,.l . ., 
J /_). (' (:-

1 , 
I 

/ 0 

' J· Jf">nJ'f /v( 

/1 

If you would like to be notifi ed of future meetings or pub lic heari ngs, please provide your name and 
address: 
Name(s) _____________________ _ 
" rl dress _____ _ _____________ ___ _ 
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r r vv.auua u 'VV&II,P& ~ll._lll)l ,._ .1. Ji:IIJ C~J.IUUI\: I\.~l' I~W \lUt!StiODDaJre 

Apri129, 2004 Open House 

l. Do you own property that is subject to a proposed comprehensive plan or zoning map change? 

D Yes [2:f No 
If yes, do you agree with the proposed change? 0 Yes D No 

Comments: __________________________________ _ 

2. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand its Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to provide more land 
for indus trial, residential, school and/or park needs? 

Industrial D Yes ~ No 
Residential DYes gj No 
School D Yes IXJ No 
Park DYes fllNo 

If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 
~;;u~~~ ~ ~~~ 

3. Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too small [81 too large D about right D no opinion 
Comments: . 
~~ ~ AA!h...- .. 0 ~~r ~~ <--<-~ - ~/~ ~-..../ 
c::<_..)/~ ~~ cu; 6 . P~~~ ~k. ) p4d ~..< ..& ~ 
~C-~ :;r '~6-c#7 ez.,~~ ~ ~«-.. ~ 

D o you believe that the proposed comprehensive plan and zoning map amendments, UGB expans ion, and 
transportation improvements will adequate ly meet the growth needs of W oodburn for the next 20 years? 

0 Yes Jll- No D No opinion 

Comme nts: 
u_/~..,._..._~ A~~~~~~~-

~ ,t?-=e~6·~ ~ - ,n,..·ti"?)J; ~~~? ~ 
q5 ~ -~~ &h--~ ~<' ,~6-~ ~,i_-<-<V'+= 

If yo u would li ke to be noti fied of future meetings or publi c hearings, please provide your name and 
address: 
Name(s) Z:~~O---- /Vl-~ 
Address / 3'3'a s-C~ /?b /zf.v/i6~'-,L-- ~ q]iJ.6 . ..< 
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.. ___ -···1:"· .............. , ...... auu .& ._, auu1c 1\evtew '-,lUesuonnaire 
Apri129, 2004 Open House 

l. Do you own property that is subject to a· proposed comprehensive plan or zoning map change? 

0 Yes 0 No 
If yes, <;io you agree with the proposed change? 0 Yes ~o 

ht5 -Ia 

:5etuer; poc.u e-<r-

2. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand its Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to provide more land 
for industrial, residential, school and/or park needs? 

Industrial DYes @No 
Residential D Yes [iJ'No 
School 0 Yes !]}'No 
Park 0 Yes GJN'o 

i. D0 vou think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

_j too small [Sf too large 0 about right 0 no opinion 
Comments : 

Do you believe that the proposed comprehensive plan and zoning map amendments , UGB expansion, and 
transportation improvements will adequately meet the growth needs of Woodburn for the next 20 years? 

0 Yes D No 0 No opinion 

Comments : 

If you would like to be noti fied of fu tu re meetings or public heari ngs, please provide your name and 
address: 
Name(s) ______________________ _ 

' ·'dress ----------------------------
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Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review Questi.onnaire 
Apri129, 2004 Open House 

l . Do you own property that is subject to a proposed comprehensive plan or zoning map change? 

0 Yes 0 No 
If yes, do you agree with the proposed change? CEf Yes D No 

Comments:. _ ___________ ___ ____ ___ _ ___________ _ 

2. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand its Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to provide more land 
for industrial , residential, school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 0 Yes '? 0 No 
Residential ~es ~ 0 No 
School ~yes 0 No 
Park [a"'Yes 0 No 

If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. . . c)__, · -1-- ' 

M:f ~}~.b· t:!J!!:~, huLt<>-V\J-.<.~ 

3. Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

0 too small 0 too large- 0 about right 
Comments : 

~o opinion 

Do you believe that the proposed comprehensive plan and zoning map amendments, UGB expansion, and 
transportation improvements will adequately meet the growth needs of Woodburn for the next 20 years ? 

Gj Yes 0 No 0 No opinion 

Comments: 

If you would l ike to be notifi ed of future meetings or public hearings, please provide you r name and 
address: 
Name(s) ______________________ _ 
Address _____________ _________ _ 
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... - .. -- ---c -- -- -----.- ---~--- ------- --- .-- . . ~--...,··-····-·•-

Apri129, 2004 Open House 

l. Do you own property that is subject to a proposed comprehensive plan or zoning map change? 

0 Yes [$. No 
If yes, do you agree with the proposed change? RJ Yes D No 

\..-vmments: __________________________________ _ 

2. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand its·urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to provide more land 
for industrial, residential, school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 0 Yes ~No :J.. w c...M V\.~- ~" L "- '( rolo lt ........._ v..> I i "'"'\~\T·, .,J 
Residential ~Yes 0No 'i"P...,Ir\...,'.:1~ Q..~ C\\WQ.'1} oC'--'1' ~c..V..~\~"-"~ 
School 16] Yes 0 No '·c.-9· • v..> o-.'i :) -\V-.9 \ ~"' -\<> ~ c."''i ~~:, V'\)... , · · 

Park gj Yes 0 No ~ 

If you answered "no" to any of the above, please explain any specific ideas you have for how growth needs 
can be met within the existing UGB. 
D \,., v ~ c..~ o 0\ ~ C\ " ~ ·, lAC '-1 ~ \ ~ \ "l C v 9 W c\.2-a \ . -r_ 'd---<--> , V\J... '.0 ~;) oiV\J.,O V.. ~ \.Q.x-

3. Q ,.., vou think the recorrunended UGB expansion is: 

~ too small 0 too large ~about right 
Comments: · 

@no opinion 

If you would l ike to be notified of future meetings or public hear ings, please provide your name and 
address: 
Name(s) ___________________ ___ _ 
~ dclress _______ ___ ____________ _ 
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VYOOOOUrn LomprenenSIVe I'Ian l'ertOdlC Keview 'JUestionnaire 
April 29, 2004 Open House 

l. Do you own property that is subject to a proposed comprehensive plan or zoning map change? 

QU Yes [] No 
If yes , do you agree with the proposed change? [] Yes CD No 

• I 

_.L C .CUI SIt ) /_ 'ct t?i 'f?_, IJ, 

2. Do you believe that Woodburn needs to expand its Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to provide more land 
for industrial, residential, school and/or park needs? 

Industrial 0 Yes ~No 
Residential [XI Yes 0 No 
School 0 Yes IKJ No 
Park 0 Yes [61 No 

3. Do you think the recommended UGB expansion is: 

D too small lVI too large D about right 
Comments: \ 

D no opinion 

·' · ....... -~ 

;. ~ Jo you believe that the proposed comprehensive plan and zoning map amendments, UGB expansion, and 
P,ans portation improvements will adequately meet the growth needs of \Voodbum for the next 20 years? 

0 Yes 0 No 0 No opi nion 

'·----~---__....-·· 
/ ,r; 

, J ... . 

tq ,t( () .I 
( / 

>. [f yo u would li ke to be notified of future meet ings or pub lic hearings, please pro vide your name and 
address : 
Name(s) _ _________ ____ ________ _ 
Address _______________ __________________________ ___ 
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Woodburn Lacks an Adequate Land Base 

The existing UGB 
has about 3,400 
acres, about 2,160 
acres are fully 
developed and 
about 740 acres 
are buildable. 

The remainder is 
consumed by 
Open Space and 
Roads. 
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Eight Study Areas 

Flood Plain 

c:JF-MC 
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Key Local Objectives 

00 

~~~ I • Implement the Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA); 

• Provide choice among suitable industrial sites; 

• Provide buildable land for housing, parks and schools; 

• Increase land use efficiency within the UGB; 

• Complete of the City's Periodic Review process; 

• Coordinate with Marion County's Framework Plan; 

• Provide adequate transportation connections- 1-5 Interchange; 

• Minimize impacts on agricultural land; and 

• Protect Woodburn's stream corridors and wetlands . 

• . 
...,..,. . ..., 
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Factors to Consider When -eciding 
Where to Grow 

A. Ability to meet 
• Special needs (industrial) and 
41 General and livability needs (residential, commercial, parks and 

schools) 

B. Goal 14 and ORS 197.298 "Priorities": 
• Rural Residential Exceptions Areas 
• Then Low quality (Class III-IV) agricultural soils 
• Then High Quality (Class I-ll) agricultural soils 

C. Also consider: 

'"d < 
l:l:) 0 

(JQ -t"t> c 
3 
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• Transportation imitations (1-5 Interchange) 
• Relative efficiency of service 
• Environmental impacts 

~~lei~ ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Use Land More Efficiently 

The first place to look is inside the existing UGB. 
What "measures" can the City take to use the 
remaining land within the UGB more efficiently? 

• Plan for higher density- 8.3-8.5 dwelling units I gross 
acre (about 10.4 dwelling units I net acre). 

• Multi-Family Mix- 65/35 Single Family I Multi-Family. 

• Increase Nodal Development Densities- New Overlay 
Zones. 

• Increase Density in Exceptions Areas Adjacent to UG.B. 

• Master Planning Requirement- SWIR and Nodal Areas. 

• Allow Housing over Retail- Downtown and Nodal. 

• Minimum Density Standards- 80°/o of allowable density. 

• Plan for Development of lnfill, Partially Vacant, and 
: 2 Potential Redevelopment Land. 
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Effect of Efficiency Measures 

With growth management efficiency measures, 
Woodburn will still need to expand the UGB by about 
1000 gross acres- around 30°/o: 

• 308 Net Buildable Low Density Residential Acres 
(including Exceptions areas) 

• 52 Net Buildable Medium Density Residential Acres 
• 32 Net Buildable Commercial Acres 
• 377 Net Buildable Industrial Acres 

Efficiency measures have reduced the need to expand 
on to rural land by 170 net- buildable acres. 

• Usage of lnfill, and Potential Redevelopment reduce 
need by 50 net buildable acres. 

• Increased Nodal densities reduce need by 120 net 
buildable acres. 



Nodal Development Policie_ 

Neighborhood Commercial Center 

Surrounded by Higher Density Residential 

Then Small Lot Single-Family Option. Supported by: 
• Integrated Park System 
• Multi-Modal and Connected Transportation System 

Master Planning Required 

Design Standards 
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