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VOLUME V CITY COUNCIL PROCEEDINGS (March- September 
2005) 

1. March 28, 2005 Staff Report to City Council 

Exhibit "A" City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update 
(Documents were already provided under the February 3 
Planning Commission Meeting in Volume IV.) 

Exhibit "B" Written Testimony and Comments received after close of 
Planning Commission record on 2/10/05 and before 
distribution and Staff Report on 3/25/05 

B-62 Craig Robinson, received 2/22/05 
B-63 Darlene Mahan, Received 2/22/05 
B-64 Kim Ashland, received 2/24/05 
B-65 Martin Rohrer, received 3/3/05 
B-66 Serres Family, received 3/8/05 
B-67 Keith Woollen, received 3/14/05 
B-68 Department of Land Conservation and Development, received 

3/18/05 
B-69 Marion County, received 3/21/05 
B-70 Richard Edmonds, received 3/22/05 
B-71 Kim Ashland, received 3/23/05 
B-72 Mark Unger, received 3/23/05 
B-73 Rebecca Jordan, Received 3/23/05 
B-74 Les Schwab Tires, Received 3/23/05 
B-75 Shucks Auto Parts, received 3/23/05 
B-76 Bert Jones, received 3/23/05 
B-77 Serres Family, received 3/23/05 
B-78 Charles Piper, received 3/24/05 
B-79 Fins & Feathers Pet Shop, received 3/24/05 
B-80 Mark Unger, received 3/24/05 
882 Bert Gottsacker, received 3/24/05 
Attachment A Planning Commission Final Order dated 3/1 0/05 
Attachment B Staff Memo to Planning Commission dated 2/24/05 
Attachment C Planning Commission Minutes of 2/24/05 
Attachment D Planning Commission Staff Report dated 2/3/05 
Attachment E Planning Commission Minutes of 2/3/05 

2. Winterbrook Memorandum, re: Soil Types by Study Area, April14, 
2004 

3. April 25, 2005 Staff Report to City Council 

4. Council Meeting Minutes, April 25, 2005 

5 . Memorandum from David Torgeson, re: Response to Serres Letter 
dated March 23, 2005, April 15, 2005 
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6. Winterbrook Memorandum, re: Response to Written Comments to 
Woodburn City Council, May 2005 

7. -Staff Report to City Council, June 13, 2005 (including Community 
Development Director Report) 

Exhibit "A" Draft City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan 
Update (Documents were already provided under the 
February 3 Planning Commission Meeting in Volume 
IV.) 

Exhibit "B" Written testimony and comments received after 
Planning Commission written testimony deadline on 2/10/05 and 
before City Council written testimony deadline on 4/20/05: 

B-62: Craig Robinson, received 2/22/05 
B-63: Darlene Mahan, received 2/22/05 
B-64: Kim Ashland, received 2/24/05 
B-65: Martin Rohrer, received 3/3/05 
B-66: Serres Family, received 3/3/05 
B-67: Keith Woollen, received 3/14/05 
B-68: DLCD, received 3/18/05 
B-(39: Marion County, received 3/21/05 
B-70: - Richard Edmonds, received 3/22/05 
B-71: Kim Ashland, received 3/23/05 
B-72: Mark Unger, received 3/23/05 
B-73: Rebecca Jordan, received 3/23/05 
B-7 4: Les Schwab Tires, received 3/23/05 
B-75: Shucks Auto Parts, received 3/23/05 
B-76: Bert Jones, received 3/23/05 
B-77: Serres Family, received 3/23/05 
B-78: Charles Piper, received 3/24/05 
B-79: Fins & Feathers Pet-Shop, received 3/24.05 
B-80: Mark Unger, received 3/24/05 
B-81 : Mark Unger, received 3/24/05 
B-82: Bert Gottsacker, received 3/24/05 
B-83: PCUN, received 3/25/05 
-B-84: Estelle Watson, received 3/28/05 
B-85: Michael Sowa, received 3/25/05 
B-86: Terry Priser, received 3/25/05 
B-87: Robert and Nadine Eckhardt, received 3/28/05 
B-88: Kevin Mayne (Sharabarin), received 3/28/05 
B-89: Farmworker Housing Dev. Corp., received 3/28. 05 
B-90: Carla Mikkleson, received 3/28/05 
B-91: Lolita Carl, received 3/28/05 
B-92: Toni Spencer, received 3/28/05 
B-93: Brian Moore, received 3/28/05 
B-94: Amanda Dalton, received 3/28/05 
B-95: Martin Rohrer, received 3/28/05 
B-96: 1000 Friends of Oregon, received 3/31/05 
B-97: Kay Peterson, received 4/4/05 
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8-98: Kay McEwen, received 4/18/05 
8-99: Woodburn School District, received 4/19/05 
8-100: Kevin Mayne (Krivoshein), received 4/19/05 
8-101: Serres Family, received 4/19/05 
8-102: Win co Foods, received 4/19/05 
8-103: Oregon Dept. of Agriculture, received 4/19/05 
8-104: Kevin Mayne (Krivoshein), received 4/20/05 
B-105: Kathleen Carl, received 4/20/05 
8-106: Renaissance Development, received 4/20/05 
B: 107: OPUS Northwest, received 4/20/05 
B-1 08: Brian Moore, received 4/20/05 
B-109: 1000 Friends of Oregon, received 4/20/05 
8-110: Bob Lindsey, received 4/20/05 
B-111 : Oregon Transportation Commission, received 4/20/05 
B-112: Kevin Mayne (Sharabarin), received 4/20/05 
B-113: Willamette Valley Realtors Government Affairs Committee, 

received 4/20/05 
Attachment A City Council Minutes of 3/28/05 
Attachment B Winterbrook's Responses to Comments 
Attachment C Draft Response letter to DLCD 
Attachment D Draft Response letter to Marion County 
Attachment E Public Works Dept. Response to Serres Family Comments 
Attachment F Recommended Revisions to Proposed Amendment 

Package (Exhibit "A") including revisions to the: 
Attachment F-1 Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies 
Attachment F-2 Woodburn Development Ordinance 
Attachment F-3 Public Facilities Plan 

Attachment G Recommended Map Revisions, June 14, 2005 
Attachment H Draft Urban Growth Boundary Coordination Agreement 
Attachment I Citizen Involvement Report 

8. City Attorney Memorandum to City Council, re: Reopening Record 
for Submission of Written Materials, June 13, 2005 

9. Notice of Opportunity to Submit Additional Written Testimony, June 
14,2005 

10. Staff Report, July 25, 2005 

Correspondence Received After April20, 2005 Written Testimony 
Deadline and Before 6/13/05 City Council Meeting: 

Attachment A-1 
Attachment A-2 
Attachment A-3 
Attachment A-4 
Attachment A-5 
Attachment A-6 
Attachment B 

Daniel Orsborn 
Serres Family 
Richard Stein 
Roger Alfred 
Richard Stein 
Roger Alfred 
Written Testimony and Correspondence Received 
After 6/13/05 City Council Meeting and Before 
6/27/05 Additional Testimony Deadline: 
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Attachment B-1 
. Attachment B-2 
Attachment B-3 
Attachment B-4 
Attachment B-5 
Attachment B-6 
Attachment B-7 

Roger Alfred 
Brian Moore 
Serres Family 
Dan Blem 
Richard Warnick 
Keith Woollen 
Mark Castor 

11. Legal Opinion No. 2005-01 . 

12. Letter to Marion County Planning from Community Development 
Director, June 15, 2005 

13. Letter to DLCD from Community Development Director, June 15, 
2005 

\ 

14. August 1.8, 2005 article from DJC - "Ridgefield growth continues with 
330-acre mixed-use project" 

15. Items provided to City Council for September 19, 2005 Special 
Meeting 

a. Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory Inside the Proposed 
· Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary (Winterbrook Planning, Revised 

July 2005 
b. Technical Report 2, Woodburn Residential Land Needs Analysis, 

Winterbrook Planning, Revised May 2005 
c. Woodburn UGB Justification Report (Statewide Planning Goal 

Findings Draft Subject to City Attorney and Council Review), Revised 
September 2005 

d. City of Woodburn 2005 Public Facilities Plan, Revised September 7, 
2005 

e. Proposed WDO Amendments, November 2004 (Documents were 
already provided under the February 3 Planning Commission Meeting 
in Volume IV.) 

f. Urban Growth Boundary Coordination Agreement (Approved by City 
Council and Marion County Board of Commissioners, October 2005) 

16. Winterbrook Memorandum, re: Legislative Amendment 05-01 
(Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update, September 8, 2005 

17. Winterbrook Memorandum, re: OHCS Housing Needs Model Update, 
September 19, 2005 
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March 28, 2005 

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council through City Administrator 

FROM: Jim Mulder. Director of Communl1y Development frYJ 
SUBJECT: Legislative Amendment 05-01; Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan 

Update 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It Is recommended that the City Council receive public testimony pertaining to 
Legislative Amendment 05-01, leave the record open until April 4, 2005 to 
accept additional written testimony, and continue deliberation on this matter to 
April 25, 2005. '· · 

BACKGROUND: 

This is a proposal initiated by the Woodburn City Council to amend . the 
Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary, Woodburn Comprehensive Plan text and 
map, Woodburn Development Ordinance, and Woodburn zoning map. These 
amendments, in part, are proposed to complete the City's Periodic Review Work 
Program. 

The City of Woodburn is currently in state mandated periodic review of\lts 
comprehensive plan (Land ConseNation and Development Commission Work 
Order # 00784). Under this review, the City Is required to complete 11 work tasks. 
These work tasks are outlined as follows: 

• Task l.a 
• Task l.b 
• Task 2 
• Task 3.a 
• Task 3.b 
• Task 4 
• Task 5 
• Task 6 
• Task 7 

Buildable Land Inventory 
Prepare Growth Management Ordinance 
Commercial and Industrial Lands Inventory 
Update Public Facilities Plan 
Revise Transportation System Plan (TSP) 
Wetlands Inventory and Natural Resources Study 
Recreation, Parks and Open Spaces Plan 
Historic District and Downtown Plan 
Changes in Goal/Objective, Unanticipated Events 

Agenda Item Review: City Administrator __ City Attorney __ Finance 
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• Task 8 

• Task 9 
• Task 10 
• Task 11 

Update Plan and Zoning Ordinance, Other Related 
Ordinances 
Planning Coordination 
Citizen Involvement 
Collating/Printing/Mapping 

Work Tasks# 5 (Recreation, Parks and Open Spaces Plan) and 6# (Historic District 
and Downtown Plan) have already been completed and acknowledged by 
.the Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC). All 
remaining tasks have been completed, except for Tasks 9, 10, and 11. Work Task 
9 is currently In process with the city coordinating a new urban growth boundary 
management agreement with Marlon County. It Is anticipated a new 
agreement will be approved by the City Council when it adopts the proposed 
amendments. Work Task 10 Is currently in process and will be completed by 
StJbmlttirig a citizen involvement report to LCDC after the City Council adopts 
the proposed amendments. Work Task 11 will be satisfied when the City Council 
adopts the ordinance approving the proposed amendments. 

Completion of the periodic review work program requires the City to revise the 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan text and map, Woodburn Development 
Ordinance, and Woodburn zoning map. In addition, to comply with state 
statutes mandating the city provide a 20-year buildable land supply, the urban 
growth boundary (UGB) Is proposed to be expanded. 

Extensive public involvement has occurred throughout the periodic review 
process that began in 1997. Most recently, four work sessions with the Planning 
Commission to review the proposed amendments and three work sessions with 
the City Council and Planning Commission to review the draft Transportation 
System Plan Update were completed. Notic e · of public hearings (pursuant to 
Measure 56 requirements) regarding the proposed amendments before the 
Planning Commission on February 3, 2005 and the City Council on ·March 28, 
2005 were mailed to all property owners within the current UGB and the study 
area for proposed UGB expansion. As required by the Woodburn Development 
Ord inance, the City Council initiated this legislative land use amendment by 
resolution on January 1 0, 2005. 

The Planning Commission considered the proposed amendments a t a public 
hearing on February 3, 2005. The Commission received oral and written 
testimony at the hearing and left the record open until February 10, 2005 to 
receive additional w ritten testimony. After considering a ll testimony received, 
the Commission deliberated on the proposed amendments on February 24, 

; . 
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2005, and directed staff to prepare a final order recommending the City Council 
approve the proposed amendments. On March 10, 2005, the Commission 
approved its final order recommending the City Council approve the proposed 
amendments with 1wo modifications. 

First the Commission found that the Woodburn School District's site east of 
Highway 99E should be included within the amended UGB. This 19-acre site 
meets an immediate need for the rapidly growing student population, Is 
adjacent to the UGB and has adequate urban seNices. The Commission 
directed staff to justify inclusion of the District's 19-acre site under one of 1wo 
scenarios: (a) work with the District to provide evidence of a special need that 
cannot be met on land within the existing or proposed UGB; or (b) if such 
justification cannot be reasonably provided, Identify and remove residential 
land from another UGB expansion area, as required by state law. 

Second, the Commission received considerable testimony in opposition to 
changing the zoning on properties generally bounded by Second and Fourth 
Streets and Oak and West Lincoln Streets. Many of the affected properties are 
currently zoned RS or RM. This area is currently designated as Commercial on 

,,i\ the Comprehensive Plan Map and has been thus designated since about 1980. 
J ::;::

1 
The City staff proposal was to change the RS and RM zoning to be consistent 

.- with the Comprehensive Plan Commercial designation but to apply to most 
restrictive commercial zone, which is CO (Commercial Office). However, 
because of the significant amount of testimony in opposition to the proposed 
zone changes to CO and because the City Council has established a goal to 
upoate the Downtown Development Plan in the near future, the Commission 
recommends no change of zoning of properties to CO in the downtown area. 

DISCUSSION: 

When the proposed amendments are adopted by the City Council and 
acknowledged by LCDC, the City will have completed its periodic review work 
program. The proposed amendments, maps, and supporting documents are 
compiled in a document called the City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive 
Plan Update (Exhibit ... A"). In addition, the Planning Commission's Final Order 
contains findings of fact that demonstrate compliance with the below 
referenced approval criteria. A summary of the proposed amendments is 
provided as follows: 

Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments 

Volume 5 
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The Comprehensive Plan text Is generally reorganized and updated. 
Significant new and amended goals and policies are proposed as follows: 

• Residential Land Use and Housing goals and policies are amended to 
provide for a Nodal Development Overlay District. 

· • Industrial Development goals and policies are amended to Incorporate 
recommendations of the 2002 Economic Opportunities Analysis and 
Development Strategy and to create a Southwest Industrial Reserve 
Overtay District. 

• Marlon County Economic Coordination goals and policies are added to 
provide for coordination with the Marion County Growth Management 
Framework Plan. 

• Commercial Lands goals and policies are amended to encourage infill 
and redevelopment and to create a Nodal Neighborhood Commercial 
District. 

• Transportation goals and policies are amended to be consistent with 
the updated Transportation Systems Plan and to create an Interchange 
Management Area Overlay District. 

• Public Facilities goals and policies are added to consolidate and 
coordinate the water, wastewater, storm water, and transportation 
p.J.ons. 

• Natural and Cultural Resources goals and policies are amended to 
create a Riparian Corridor and Wetland Overlay District. 

Woodburn Development Ordinance Amendments 

The Woodburn Development Ordinance is amended to implement goals and 
policies of the Comprehensive Plan. Significant new and amended 
regulations are proposed as follows: . 

• Six new overlay districts are created. These are the Nodal Single Family 
Residential (RSN), Nodal Multi-Family Residentia l (RMN), Nodal 
Neighborhood Commercial (NNC), Riparian Corridor and Wetlands 
Overlay (RCW), Southwest Industrial Reserve Overlay (SWIR), and 

Volume __ s __ 
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Interchange Management Area Overlay (IMA). The regulations of these 
proposed overlay districts are summarized as follows: 

o The RCW will generally restrict development within 50 feet of 
designated creeks and watercourses. 

o The SWIR will require master planning of the district to provide for 
minimum lot sizes for targeted types of industries. 

o The RSN and RMN will allow for higher densities and smaller lot sizes. 

o The NNC will be restricted to neighborhood commercial uses and will 
require provision of public space. 

o The IMA will restrict development based on vehicle trip generation 
based on proposed development. 

• Minimum density standards are established in the Single Family 
Residential District (RS), Retirement Single Family Residential District (RlS), 
and the Medium Density ·Residential District (RM). 

• Street improvement cross-sectional standards are generally reduced. 

Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Mop Amendments 

The Comprehensive Plan Map is amended to apply land use designations to 
areas proposed to be added to the City's UGB, to apply proposed overlay 
districts to areas within the current UGB, and to change land use designations 
within the current UGB to maximize efficient use of land and provide more 
appropriate land use designations considering surrounding land use and 
future development potential. Proposed changes will affect many properties 
in the proposed UGB and within the existing City limits. 

Woodburn Zoning Mop Amendments 

The Zoning Map is amended to apply the Nodal Single Family Residential (RSN) 
and Nodal Multi-Family Residential (RMN) overlay districts to existing RS and RM 
zoned properties south of the southerly extension of Evergreen Road. The 
Southwest Industrial ReseNe Overlay (SWIR) is applied to the southerly portion 
of the Winco Distribution Center property. The Interchange Management 
Area Overlay (IMA) is applied to commercial and industrial zoned property 

Volume 5 
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around the freeway interchange and to undeveloped residential zoned 
property south of the southerly extension of Evergreen Road. In addition, zone 
changes are proposed to many properties within the existing City limits to 
maximize efficient use of land and provide more appropriate zoning 
considering existing comprehensive plan designation, surrounding land use 
and future development potential. 

Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Amendment 

Based on the results of the City's periodic review, the City proposes to expand 
the UGB to provide a 20-year buildable land supply and provide for 20-year 
projected economic growth. The City proposes to expand the UGB primarily to 
the west and southwest of the existing UGB and to the north of the existing UGB 
on either side of Boones Ferry Road. Smaller UGB expansions are proposed 
along Highway 99E at the north and south ends of the existing UGB. 

The following criteria apply to review of the proposed amendments: 

1. City of Woodburn Comprehensive Plan - Chapter IX. Goals and 
Policies 

2. Woodburn Development Ordinance Section 4.1 
3. Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapters 197 and 227 
4. Statewide Planning Goals 1 through 14 

Staff recommends that the City Council receive public testimony pertaining to 
Legislative Amendment 05-01, leave the record open until April 4, 2005 to 
accept additional written testimony, and continue deliberation on this matter to 
April 25, 2005. · This should provide staff and the City's planning consultant 
sufficient time to prepare responses to public testimony and comments received 
for Council consideration. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

The proposed amendments, if adopted by the City Council, are anticipated to 
have a significant positive financial effect on the City. The proposed 
amendments include addition of approximately 430 acres of industrial land that 
when developed, is expected to result in a significant increase in tax revenue 
received by the City. In addition, the proposed amendments include the 
creation of a nodal overlay in the southwest portion of the City that will result in 
higher residential densities and more efficient use of land than presently found in 
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Woodburn. Higher residential densities generally have a lower per dwelling unit 
cost of providing public services as compared to lower residential densities. 

In addition to direct positive impacts to City finances, the proposed 
amendments are expected to incre.ase the economic prosperity of the 
community. The proposed amendments are Intended to attract Industries that 
are expected to provide family wage jobs ($35,CXX) a year or more) that will 
provide the opportunity for Woodburn residents to raise their Income levels. 
Typically, along with rising income levels come other positive effects to a 

· community such as increased home ownership, improved business and 
economic climate, lower crime rates, greater community Involvement, and a 
greater ability of the City to provide public services and facilities to Its citizens. 

Attachments: 
Exhibit .. A" 

Exhibit "BN 

Attachment A 

City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update 
(provided to Council under separate cover) 
Written Testimony and Comments Received After Close of 
Planning Commission Record on 2/10/05 and Before 

· Distribution of Staff Report on 3/25/05: 
B-62: Craig Robinson, received 2/22/05 
B-63: Darlene Mahan, received 2/22/05 
B-64: . Kim Ashland, received 2/24/05 
B-65: Martin Rohrer, received 3/3/05 
B-66: Serres Family, received 3/8/05 
B-67: Keith Woollen, received 3/14/05 
B-68: DLCD, rec eived 3/18/05 
B-69: Marlon County, received 3/21 /05 
B-70: Richard Edmonds, received 3/22/05 
B-71: Kim Ashland, received 3/23/05 
B-72: Mark Unger, received 3/23/05 
B-73: Rebecca Jordan, received 3/23/05 
B-7 4: Les Sc hwab Tires, received 3/23/05 
B-75: Shuc ks Auto Parts, received 3/23/05 
B-76: Bert Jones,·· received 3/23/05 
B-77: Serres Family, received 3/23/05 
B-78: Charles Piper, received 3/24/05 
B-79: Fins & Feathers Pet Shop, received 3/24/05 
B-80: Mark Unger, received 3/24/05 
B-81: Mark Unger, received 3/24/05 
B-82: Bert Gottsacker, received 3/24/05 
Planning Commission Final Order dated 3/10/05 
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Attachment B 
Attachment C 
Attachment D 
Attachment E 
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Staff Memo to Planning Commission dated 2/24/05 
Planning Commission Minutes of 2/24/05 
Planning Commission Staff Report dated 2/3/05 
Planning Commission Minutes of 2/3/05 

. . . 



WOODBURN COMPREHENSIVE PLAN- VOLUME I (2004) 

PROPOSED GOAL AND POLICY AMENDMENTS 

Volume 5 

Page . 17 
Proposed Woodburn Comprehensive Plan -Volume I-Goal and Policy Amendments 

Winterbrook Planning • November 2004 • Page i 



··. 

Volume 5 
Page 18 



: J 

CITY OF WOODBURN 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

·volume I Goals and Policies 
(2004 Amendment Package) 

Prepared by: 
The City of Woodburn Planning Department 
with Assistance f rom Winterbrook Planning 

Originally Adopted on December 1978 

Amended: 
March 198 1, 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 

Proposed March 2004 Amendments 
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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 beenfound by the Land Conservation & 
Development Commission (LCDC) to comply with the 14 appl.icable "Statewide 
Planning Goqls," which are, in effect, state planning requirements that must be 
met by each city and cqunty 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, arJnexations, 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") 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 lang·uage (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 
information 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 !!. Thus, Volume If 
fonns a part the "legislative history" that supports the goals, policies and plan 
map. 
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'· Planning History . 
This Planfirst 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.20,0QO 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 m 2003. Volume II of the Plan is also intended as an 
informational 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 Plaa was deYelopeel through: a series of publie workshops. The first 
vrorkshof)s were held in December of 1976 ·.vaere past patterns ·of City growth: 
were eJut$ined and Yarious altemath•es for future growta· were also considered. 
Out of these three publie workshops. tae 1977 "Sketch: ·Plan" '""as de·1eloped. This 
was to be the general guideline for tae consultants 'i't'h:iea would be working on 
' 'arious aspects of the City's Plan. Over the next 18 moath:s se,•eral consultants 
were hired to develop the more technical aspects of the Comprehensive Plan. 
Each of the consultants helel workshops wita the Planaiag CoHliilissioa and 
geaeral pHblie to obtaia input duriag the deYelopmeat of tae elements aad also 
after the elemeats vlere finished. After the varioHs elemeats of the Plan 'Nere 
completed, the Planning Commissioa reexamiaed the viability of the Sketch Plaa. 
Se•,•eral changes vt'ere deemed necessary due to the new data waica had been 
gathered by the consultants duriag the plaflfling period. After three pHblie 
v,rorkshops by tae City Council. However, additioaal time was takeR to obtaiR 
approval from various Local, RegioRal, and State ageacies prior to 
·acknowledgment of compliance from the LaRd CoRservation and De,•elopment 
Commission in March 19&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 prinwry focus of the periodic review process was 
economic development and the Council's determination to provide a sufficient 
industrial/and base to provide for family-wage jobs and a sound fiscal basis for 
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 finns . 
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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 bui/dab(e lands for a range of housing types and 

densities; 
• Increasing land use efficiency within the UGB to minimize impacts on 

agricultural land; and 
• Protectin$ Woodburn's stream corridors and wetlands. 

Natural Setting 
Woodburn is a town of approximately M20,000 persons located midway between 
Portlan.d iUld Salem in Oregon's Willamette Valley. Woodburn is 17 miles north 
of SaJem and is 30 miles south of Portland. Its location is central with respect to 
transportation corridors running north and south in the Mid Willamette 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 transportat~on route, runs through the east end of Woodburn. 
State Highway 214, a primary state road, runs east and west bisecting the town. In 
addition, there are two railroaq tracks that run ei~her 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 of the City is on an extremely flat area of the Willamette 
Valley. The highest point in Woodburn is approx~mately 187 feet above sea level, 
located in west Woodbufll. 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 of the 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 o 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 lO months of the year except for July and August when 
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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 IV soils (See i\ppeadix A). 

Because of the flatness of the terrain around Woodburn and also because of the 
basically stable physical environmt;nt there are very f~w 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 ~lay 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, tne arri·,ral of maa, the site upon which Woodburn is 
located would have appeared quite different from today. Several areas in the 
immediate vicinity of Woodburn, most notably the Senior 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-defined, 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 arri>r•al of Indians in the area the open grasslands would 
haYe increased in expanse. It is commonly belie>r•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 Iadiaas to other locations. It ·.vould be difficult to imagiae 
Iadiaas aot estaelishiag campsites ia or aear the areas arouad Woodburn ~ 
would ha¥e provided a great deal of habitat for wildlife and was likely the site of 

. Native American settlements; which ·.vaS' their staple. Treaties signed in 1854 and 
1855 officially tenninated 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 
mile.s on the east side of the Willamette River. Champoeg became the seat for 
OreganOs 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, Woodburn 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 (;,;-?;~;::l 
Settlernier 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. Settlt~mier 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 
corning 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 187 1 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. 187 1 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 baset railroad and geographic centrality were its strongest 
features~ In additiont Settlemier w~ at this time successful in subsidizing the 
railroad to construct a flag station at Woodburnt 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. Alsot in 1888 
the Woodburn lndependentt the town newspaper, was established. 

During the 1890'st Woodburn was realizing some of the commercial and 
industrial growth which it had boasted it could achieve. A flour millt planning 
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 notedt 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, 10 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 Oregon 
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 W oodbum underwent 
some interesting demographic changes. In the decade from 1960 to 1970 there 
were three separate migrations into W oodbum. 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 contiimed 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 Woodburn, 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 tlHoHga 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 and has maintained its identity as a community in the area. 
It is Woodburn'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 be described by discussing •,yhere each of the four major land 
uses have been located. 

Comprehensive Plan Designations 
Woodburn has six principal comprehensive plan map designations, and 
two overlay designations, with corresponding zoning districts: 
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PI' ~ bl I C h Pia D ' ti dl l ti z D' . t o rcy a e . ompre ensrve n esrgna ons an mpjemen nr: omng rstric s . 
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 F amity 5-7 6,000 Interior Lot 

Residential 8,000 Corner Lot 
10,000 Duplex Lot 

RSl Retirement 9-12 3,600 Interior Lot 

Community SFR 3,600 Comer Lot 
4,000 Interior Lot 

Nodal Development RSN Nodal Development 8-11 4,500 Comer 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 Rowhouse 
3,600 Comer Rowhouse 

Commercial CG General Commercial 
DDC Downtown Not applicable 
Development and 
Conservation 

Nodal J)evelopment CO Commercial Office 
Overlay (NDO) NCN Nodal 

Neighborhood 
Commercial 

Industrial IP Industrial Park 
LI Light Industrial Not applicable 

Southwest Industrial SWIR Southwest 
Reserve Overlay (SWIO) 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 I 0 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 may 
be increased throul[h the discretionary planned 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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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, ~a5ically 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 (Ordiaanee 
No. 1915) aas eeea repea:led and replaced •Nita Ordinane.e No. 2170. It 
defines tee includes goals and objectives, of tee transportation plaa, 
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 easie guidelines 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 Improvements 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 CTP can be broken down into tv,ro 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 1 

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 ar~a. 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 
aqopted 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. \Vhile this is not 
a serious problem at present, the potential exists in Woodburn for this to 
become a problem in the future, 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 \Voodburn 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. , 
have 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 $ l ,000,000 in a 
revolving loan fund. As these monies are paid back to the City, they will 
be recycled to do additional housing rehabilitation 'Nork. 

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 bui lding 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 shou.ld 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 review of 
des,·elopmeat applicatioas for historie properties by the PlanRiflg 
Cofl'Hnissioa. i\ny of these above ordiRanees ·.vouhi be useless if Rot 
''igorously eaforeed by the City. The rece:flt additioa of a codes 
e:flforeemeat officer to the Departmeat of CommuRity DeYelopmeRt will 
e:flsure that City ordi:flances are eaforced 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. In most cases for decision the Planning 
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 Conunission 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 of the 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, s trict 
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, 
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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. 

Citizen and Agency Involvement Policies 

Volume 
. Page 
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Policies 

B-l. 

B-2. 

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 community 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. 

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 (DEQ) 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 Oregon Department 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 
fac ilities and historic preservation are the Oregon Parks 
Department and the State Office of Historic Preservation. These 
agencies will be notified and asked to comment when changes 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 collaborative 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 farm, 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 form 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 cities in coordinating 
planning efforts with the County. " 

Volume 

Page 
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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 2 (Land 
Use Planning and Coordination), 12 (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 plan 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 hous"ing needs. 

Residential Plan Designations· 

High Density Residential Lands (:?: 12 Units per acre) 
High density residential lands present a conflict in t'tvo •,yays, First of all, 
as they are residential they must be protected from encroaching 
commercial and industrial uses or other uses which v,rould 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 col!ector 
and arterial streets. Most ef-.High Density Residential areas these-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 asre} 
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 
Ih addition to the four major types of land uses, lands for public use are 
shown. These are lands which are used or intended for governmental 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-l. 

D-2. 

Residential areas should be designed around a neighborhood concept. 
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 I I 
in such a way that they will not seriously deteriorate over time. Zoning \1) ~ 
ordinances should be strictly enforced to prevent encroachment o f 
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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 aecessary, additional City determines sho\:lld be 
imposed to enst~re aon degradiag hot~sing t~nhs, shot~ld be encot~rage 
ey the City. 

D-3. Development should promote, through the use of moderate density 
standards and creative design, a feeling of openness and spaciousness 
with sufficient landscaped ~ea and ope~ space to create a pleasant 
living environment. Higher density areas should be located near jobs, 
shopping and/or potential transit services. 

D-4. 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. 

D-5. 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. 

D-6. Except in areas intended f or 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. 

D-7. Home occupations and combination business and home 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. 

D-8. 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 f rom this policy. 

D-9. Industrial and commercial uses which locate adjacent to residential 
areas should buffe r their use by screening and design control, and 
should be controlled with suffic ient setback so as their location wi ll not 
adversely affect the residential areas . 

D- l 0. High density res idential 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, dens ity 
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should decrease in those . areas immediately adjacent to . low density 
residential larid. 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. 

0-11. 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 

02. The housing goal of the City is to ensure that adequate housing for 
all sectors of the _community is provided. 

Policies 

02-1. 

02-2. 

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: 

Volume 5 
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f ~ bl 2 N d dR dl I T z D' Po rcy a e . ee e OUSJnJ! ~pes an mp1 ementinJ! omnJ! rstricts . 
Needed Housing Type lmplementinJ! Zoning District(s) 
Single Family RS Single Family Residential 
Detached RSI Retirement Community SFR 
Residential RSN Nodal Development SFR 
Manufactured Dwellings RS Single Family Residential 
On Individual Lots RSI 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 H.ousing* 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. 

02-3. 

02-4. 

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 f or seniors, by allowing singlejamily 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 sha ll ensure a pedestrian orien tation 
and compatibility between the residential and commercial uses. 
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D2-6. 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-family homes on smaller lots (4,000 sq. ft. minimums) 
within Nodal Development areas. 

D2-7. 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 the re-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. 

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: 

l. In the southeast quadrant of the City; 
Volume 
Page 
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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 area was really the beginning of Woodburn's industrial 
expansion in the 1970s. It has been very successful and now covers a large 
amount of land between the Southern Pacific Railroad and Highway 99-E north of 
State Highway 214. However, as of the writing of this Plaa almost all of the 
developable land has either been sold to industries which intend to locate in 

,.,.. .... 
( 

Woodburn or is under development. The remaiaing vacaHt laad in the 1.VoodbHra ( 'F·. 
lndHstria! Park is cofllfllitted to development. It is expected that full build-out will :V·'·?) 
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 are.a. 
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. sHch as electronic industries. It shoHid 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 along Interstate-S provides the primary location for targeted industries aft 

alternative 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 
image. 

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 of the five industrial areas in Woodburn, only two, the 
North Front Street area and the Interstate 5 area are available for future large­
scale industrial expansion. 

Industrial Development Goals and Policies 

Dl. 

Policies 

Dl-1 

Dl-2. 

Dl-3. 

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. 

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 se to take advantage of as to ensure 
~Interstate 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 goo&-soils and that are free 
from flooding dangers. 
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Dl-4. 

Dl-5. 

Dl-6. 

Dl-7. 

Dl-8. 

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. 

Industries which, through their operating nature, would contribute 
significantly to a deterioration of the environmental quality of air, land, 
or water resources of the City should be forbidden to locate within the 
City limits. · 

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 shall 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. 

Industries located in areas which are presently non-confonning shall be 
encouraged to find other areas to locate. 

Industrial lands should 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. 

D 1-9. 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-l. 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 

Proposed Woodburn Comprehensive Plan- Volume I- Goal and Policy Amendments 

5 Winterbrook Planning • November 2004 • Page 24 

44 

('•':: ··, . 
. . 



·.;,-, to serve the entire SW/0 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. 

. . 

D2-3. This SWIO master plan shall demonstrate how 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 
~ Is Th h h M t Pla . Pr arce rougJ t e as er nmng ocess 

Tax Lot Gross Retained Site Land Division 
Number(s) (Buildable) Size Permitted? 

Site Acres 
West of Interstate 5 
52WI1 Tax Lot 300 108 (91) I@ 25 Yes, with Master 

1@ 10 Plan approval 
2 @5 . 

Eastern [20rtion o[ 56 (56) I@ 50 acres No 
52W/4 Tax Lot 1300 Reserved for Firm 

~ 200 employees 

52WI1 Tax Lot 100 19 ( 19) 1@ 19 No (Access from 
(inside existing UGB) TL 300 required) 
52WI4 Tax Lot 200 9 (9) I @9 No 
52W14 Tax Lot 600 13 ( 13) I@ 13 No 
West of 1-5 Tax Lots 205 (188)) See above See above 
East of Interstate 5 
52W13 Tax Lot 1100, 103 ( 100) I @ 100 acres No, ROW 
52WI4 Tax Lots 1500 Reserved for Firm dedication 
and I60d > 300 employees 
52W14 Tax Lot 800 51 (44) I @ 15 Yes, with Master 

I@ 10 Plan approval; 
ROW dedication 
required 

52W14 Tax Lot 900 43 (36) 1 @ 10 Yes, with Master 
1@ 25 Plan approval; 

ROW dedication 
required 

52W14 Tax Lot 1000 10 (9) 1 @ 9 No 
52W/4 Tax Lot I 100 20 (20) 1 @ 20 No 
East of I-5 Tax Lots 227 (2091 See above No 

*Note: Tax Lots 1/00, 1500 and /600 are considered one 100-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 of job types (e.g., service and industry 
jobs); promote economic opportunity for all segments of society; 
encourage a su,stainable local and regional economy; and tailor 
economic development to the unique assets and needs of the county 
and the City of Woodburn. 

Policies 

D3-l. 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 jobs in existing Commercial and 

Industrial plan designations; 
(c) Forecasts future employment by sector,· 
(d) Identifies industries that are likely to locate in Woodburn; 
(e) Detennines the siting needs of targeted industries; 
(f) Detennines 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. 

DJ-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. 

DJ-4. Work with Marion County, economic development agencies, area 
economic development groups, and major institutions to provide 
infonnation to support development of a region-wide strategy promoting 
a sustainable economy. 
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F . . Commercial Land Development and E_mployment 

Commercial Land Designations 
Commercial lands also pose difficulty in deciding their proper location because of 
the high traffic which is generated by commerciai 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 coln.mercial areas of the City should be aimed to 
develop at higher densities instead of a sprawling type development. There are 
basically five fetif major commercial areas in Woodl:mm. 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 flreseatly suffers from a lack of maintenance 
and outmoded buildings, some have been . These Reed to be remodeled and 
updated to so it can provide ~ greater share of Woodburn's services in the future. 

The second large commercial area which has developed in the City is the 
commercial strip along Highway 99E. The strip zoning along 99E has caused 
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 While there is little which can 
be dorie v,rith the areas \vhieh have already been· develop·ed, 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. , esfleeially north of Liaeola 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 
tnterchange. This contains one small shopping center, a large retail use (Wal­
Mart), a developing outlet mall, already and a other large amouat 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 justifies it. Access control in the 1-5 interchange area is extremely 
important, because traffic congestion is the limiting factor for growth west of the 
freeway. This issue is addressed extensively in the 2004 Woodburn 
Trnnsportation Systems Plan .. 
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The fourth commercial area is the Highway 214/2ll/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 area 
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 10-acre site has been reserved for neighborhood 
commercial uses that will serve the higlier 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 .few:-major areas there are three twa-other minor 
commercial areas, two ~f 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 phm concept for these two areas, although 
neighborhood-serving retail uses such as delicatessens and coffee shops are (J .. bt:~ 
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. 
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Policies 

-Fl-1. 

Fl-2. 

Fl-3. -

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 redeyelopment. The City presently 
has five fffiH:-major commercial areas: 99E, 1-5 Interchange, the 
downtown area. the Parr Road Nodal Commercial area, and the 
214/211199E four comers intersection area. No new areas should be 
established. 

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 unproductive 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 opportunity. Commercial 
developments or commercial development patterns which require the 
use of the private automobile shall be discouraged . 

Fl-4. 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. 

Fl-5. It would be of benefit 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. 

F l -6. Commercial office and other low traffic generating commercial retail 
uses can be located on collectors or in 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. 

· F 1-7. 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. 

F1-9. 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 

Growth Management 
The proceeding chapter has dealt extensiYely vt'ith growth management. For the 
City to accomplish its goals it is essential that an ordinance be developed which 
will act as a standby to git,·e the City a legal basis for stimulating or slowing dovm 
growth in accordance to its plans. The City's past experience with the Petaluma 
type ordinance .,.,,hich establishes a quality point system in allocating a limited 
number of building permits has been satisfactory, ho·Ne-,•er, as this is an 
e'!'er changing field, there is no doubt that many nev+' techniques will be 
developed in the future. The City should continue to inYestigate any altematiYe 
courses of action for growth management. In addition to the thiee mainstays of 
implementation, there are several types of implementation which should be 
re'Aewed 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 2002-04 planning process, Woodburn has incorporated growth 
management measures to incr~ase efficiency of land use and improved livability, 
Woodburn is committed to: 

• Reserving la.nd near Interstate 5 for. basi.c employment, rather than 
freeway oriented commercial developm~nt. 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 (SW/0) area. 

• Integrating its stream corridors and wetlands into the design of 
neighborhoods and commercial developments. Accordingly, Woodburn 
has inventoried its locally significant w.etlands 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 SW/0 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 UGB. Towards 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 
. 10 units per nef b!-tildable acre (8 units per gr.os.s 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. to grow to a population of approximately 
26,000 ·JS,OOO by the year 2020. This growth shall be orderly 
and aeeompanied by the neeessary publie ser•,riees. The growth 
should be balaneed in residential, industrial, and retail seetors 
of the City. The growth shall not add any additionf'l hul"dens 
on the City's taxpayers. Volume 5 
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Gl-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. '.Voodbum is a City that strives to provide a coasisteat 
level of quality pub He services and Facilities to all parts of the City. 
As tlie City grows, aew developmeat mast support and maiataia 
the serYices aad facilities that equal or eKeeed those ia the 
remaiader of the comrn~:~aity. 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're aad maiataia City bouadaries that support 
the efficieflt delP.·ery of publie sePt'iees. The urban growth 
bouadary of the City defiaes the limits of urban developmeat and 
urban services. Ia defiaiag the urban sePt'ice are, the City limits 
shaJ>e the f)attem of f>Oliee J>atrols, J>ark service areas and the 
neighborhood resideats ideatify v/ith. The Urbaa Growth 
Bouadary identifies the ultimate area and shaJ>e of the City ia the 
foreseeable future. In order to acffieve the efficieat delivery of 
facilities and sef'lices, the City must aot SJ>rawl as it gro•Ns. Rather 
the City waats to take a f>FO acti're aJ>J>Foaeh aad maaage growth so 
that the beaefits of a well desigaed comnumity are acffie..,·ed. 

G4. The goal is to limit the amouat of yacant laad withia the City iR 
order to enjoy the beRefits of an ord.erly de,'eloJ>ment J>attern, that 
reduces the rate that farm land is coa•,rerted to urban use aRd the 
Of)timum use of f>Ublic service and utility caJ>aeity. There are 

. multif)le beaefits to the comrnuaity from managing the amount and 
locatioR of land available for residential use. 
(a) Quantitatiye adYaatages. iRelude more efficient utilization of 

existing facilities and sep,·ices that accrue because the amouRt 
of by passed, URaevelof>ed laRd is reduced. The result includes 
a more orderly transitioa in the coRversioR of farmland to 
urban uses, coaserving agricultural resources ia the Urban 
Growth cBouRdary to the most J>ractical ex.tent. Furthermore, 
not only is the im'estmeat iR unused and URderused facilities 
a'f•oided, but also the operation and maintenance costs are 
reduc~d due to a more compact development pattern. 

(b) Based on principles of supply and demand, reducing the 
available supply of residential laRd slo•Ns the rate of ( 

t· 
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de¥_eletJm~at vt'llieh makes it mere ma:aageaele. Wita fewer 
tJroperti~s availaele te developt tae valse ef existiag 
develetJmeat and pre(lerty availaele to de¥eleflmeat will 
iaerease. Wita an estimate!! l e 2Q year ia¥eatory of 11acant 
siagl$ family resideatial land withie the City tae iffiffiediate 
flFOspeet of iacreased laad costs does aot materially detraet 
frofB: the poteatial eeaefits of tae goal. The la:Ad resosrces 
witkia . ta~ . UreaB Growth. Besedary defiee the la:ad availaele 
for sreaaizatioa. . It is p~deat for the City to maAage the 
coa•1ersioa of tkis area te wi>an sse ia a stetJ wise fa5hiea that 
recognizes. eeaefit~ .. ef efficieat service and faeility delivery aad 
a cohesi·1e tJattem of eommsaity de¥elotJmeat a:ad ideatity. 

(c) Eqaally itllflorta:At is the sease-of ideatity a:Ad eeediag that 
oeesfS as a City grows taat make a comtm~ftity. A City that is 
a"tJilt ~p ia ij_ cohesive pattern as it gFOWS Qlloids the adverse 
affeets of sprawl aAd leatJ from developmeat. 

GI-2. Woodburn will encourage The goal is to achieve the optimum use 
of the residential land. inventory by . · Managieg the geograpme 
extJaesioa of the City providing es a-n opportunities to iaitiate the 
o9jeeti¥e of eacouragieg the iaelusioe of resideetial eecla¥es aed 
the develotJmeat of for infilllotst as a R:igher priority thaA laHd oe 
the friages of the City limits. l\naexatioa provides a poiat to. 
iatrodaee tms eoacept to the City by applyiag it to aew territory 
added to the City. 
(a) Aaother coacept is to intensifying development along transit 

corrido.rs, and due to eahanced accessibility. Increased 
deesity may be eoasidered aloag transit corridors through 
applieatioa of elusteriag deasity ia PUDs and from more 
iateasi¥e. zoeiag elassifieatioas., 

(b)Aaaexatioa pro¥ides an opporrunity to iatroduce these concepts 
iato the area by starting ·nrith coasideration of the requirement 
ia newly annexed areas. The application of nummum 
densities. Vt'ill be based on target densities that consider 
transit service, need and coffiffiunity scale. Target density 
standards will be established based on specific proposals. lA 
so doing, the City v,rill promote a wider range of living 
environments and better serYe the needs of a dh•erse 
population. 

G 1-3. The City shall provide goal is to further the incremental extension 
of-an interconnected street system to . An interconnected 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 
ac ti'<'ity centers and makes the de'r'elopment of passed o•,•er land 
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more attraeth'e. It is eommoa ia most eommunities tkat streets ia 
aew ae¥elotJmeat are "stueeea." This means a aeaa eaa street 
uatil the stue is tJOt~atially eoaaeeteEl ey · a furore tJhase of 
aevelOtJffieRt. AAReKatioas tJroviae OfJf)OrtuRities to emtJhasii3e the 
ultimate eKteasioa ana eomtJletioa of streets. Tke tJoteatial eeeefit 
is imtJroveEl €08Reeti•rity iR the street tJattem as the City aevelOtJS. 

GJ-4. The City shall It is tae goal to assure the provision of major streets 
as shown in the Transportation Systems Plan. The TSP lays out 
the arterial and eolleetor street · eKtensioes aaEl impronmeats 
neeessary to SHfJtJOft atJtJroKimately a aoublieg of the tJopalatioa . 
withia the City. Q\:le · to limitations on the responsibility that 

· developers mast eKereise regarEliag offsite transportatioa 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 prm•ide oppommities to fulfill eommaaity aeeds 
identified by the Coaneil. From time to time the site for a faeility 
to serviee the eoHUil\:lRity is ideatified at the edge the City." The 
City Coaaeil shall hold a pablio hearing oa such proposals prior to 
aceeptiag aa annexation application to determine that sueh E~~{:~<::; 
faeilities are of a community wide seope and that a perimeter 
loeatioa is appropriate. 

G 1-5. The goal is to . reflect the City's policy is to consider the 
de,·elopmeat objecth•es iaeluded ia the CIP. The Capital 
Improvemen.tProgram. (CIP) when investing is the City's process 
of guiding public investment. Such im•estment of public funds or 
also serve to leveraging private investment. that coincide vlith the 
City's priorities. In order to leverage the greatest benefit from 
public projects, speeial consideration will be considered for 
compatible and murnally supportiYe private projec ts. 

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 Planned 
Unit De,'elopment (PUD) is a planning and desiga technique that 
provides greater flexibility in design than is allowed in the 
application of other techniques, such as the standard subdiv ision 
process. The benefits of the PUD techniques include allO'Ning 
deYelopment with mixed uses, housing that is sited based on 
density 'Nith compensating open space, and control of archi tectural 
reYiew and common land ownership and management. 
Consequently, it pro't'ides greater opportunities for creati't'e 
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.Gl-7. 

soh:ltioRs ami diversity tha:R the applicatioR of traaitioRa:l oraiRa.ace 
reqHiremeRts. 

The City's policy goa:! is to accommodate industrial and 
commercial growth consistent with the 2001 Woodburn Economic 
Opportunities Analysis ( EOA). that proviaes local employmeRt bHt 
aoes Rot reqHire special commuaity HAancial iaceath•es. It is clear 
that loeal iRdustrial at1tl commercial aevelopmeRt will pro\·iae 
local employmeat. Such local jobs provide oppommities for local 
resideats aad fer efl:lplo}'ees attraetea to the Wooaaum area. To . . 

beaefit the eoftlllluRity, Rot oRly fflHSt the developmeRt create jobs 
bHt is must also operate withiR the capacity of the City's 
iRfrastrHeture. The City is UR'Nilliag to aesore the costs of 
aecoftllllodatiag Rew employmeat that require special fiaancial 
ia·1olvemeat from the City. 

Gl-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 

GI-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 easure that the City's grovlth aoes not exceed its ability to 
proYide publie services, the City shall adopt a growth control 
ordiaance, similar to the Lirriited·Growth Ordinance now in effect. 
When and if the growth control is used, the City shall reexamine 
the public facilities plaa 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 deve lopment plans for land within Nodal 
Overlay or Industrial Overlay designations. Master plans shall 
address street connectivity and access, efficien t provision of public 
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facilities, and retention of large parcels for their intended 
purpose(s). ( ::·" ,) 

G 1-11 . The City shall pay for !&-public facilities now being bHilt are to be 
paid for by the with system development charges from the 
anticipated growth. To ensHre that the City's growth does not fall 
short of the expeeted growth rate, the City woHld only take 
necessary measHres to stimHlate growth Hader extreme 
eirc1:1mstanees. 

Gl-12. The County shall retain responsibility for regulating land 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. 

01-13. 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 res·pond within twenty days, 
unless the City requests and the County grants an extension. 

G l 14 . Upoa reeeipt of aa · annexation reEIUest or the initiation of 
annexation proeeedings by the City, the City shall fonvard 
information regarding the reEIUest (inducting any proposed zoae 
change) to the CoHnty for comments and recommendations. The 
CoHnty shall h<we twenty days to respoad Hnless they request and 
the City aliov,rs additional time to submit comments before the City 
makes 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 
Pla11$1ing Goals. 

G 1-17. The City and County shall strive to enhance the livability of the 
urban grow~h 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. 

G 1-18. C~mversion of land within the boundary to urban uses shall be 
based on a consideration of: 

Gl-19. 

Gl-20. 

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 of vacant 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. 

Woodburn is committed to working with Marion County to 
minimize conversion of rural farm and forest lands, by achieving a 
compac·t urban .growth f orm. The City shall zone b~ildable Land 
such that the private sector can achieve ·B 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 emits, but no new land consumption, effectively increasing the 
density measurement. 

Woodburn shall apply mtntmum 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. tri t omng JS cs 
Zoning District( s) Minimum Density Standard 

In Dwelling Units Per Net Buildable Acre 
l 

RS. Single Family Residential 5.8 DUI Net Buildable Acre 
RSl 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 [?esidential 
(Multi-Family) 1?.6 DU I Net Build{;zble Acre 
(Row Houses, Duplexes or Small 10 DU I Net Buildable Acre 
Lot SF) 

1 ... 
Appltes to developments approved through the subdtvtswn and planned development process, 

and does not include protected natural areas, common open space, public rights-of-way or non­
residential uses. 

G1-21 . · 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 f orecasts and site suitability analysis e>>::: 
found in the 2001 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA). 

G1-22 Woodburn will consider residential and commercial redevelopment and 
inftll potential f or purposes of calculating UGB capacity, prior to 
expanding · the UGB. Woodburn will also constrain the supply of 
commercia/land to encourage redevelopment along Highway 214 west 
of In terstate 5, and along Highway 99W. 

GJ-23. Woodb urn has identified two areas f or 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 overlaydistricts. 

Annexation Goals and Policies 

G2 The goal is to guide the shape and geographic area of the City 
within the urban growth boundary so the City limits: 
(a) Define a compact service .area for the City; 
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(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 

02 I 

G2-J. The goals is te Woodburn will clearly establish the intent of 
each proposed expansion of the 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. 

G2-2. 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 of benefit 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 of urban 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 ). 

G2-3. 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. 

G 17. The goals is to balance residential development with pub lie 
facilities and ser,rices and with other types of land use in order 
te allovl the community to maintain its equilibrium as it 
assimilates growth. 

Annexation policies are extremely important for the City. While it is 
important that enough land is available to allo'n' for choice in the 
market place it is also essential to pre't•ent too much land being 
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iaeluded ia the City limits as this leads to iRefficieat, spraviliag 
deYelopmeRt. 

02-4. 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 

G2-5. 

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. 

04 4 Prior to deeming an annexation application complete, the applicant for 
an annexation shall participate 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. 

05 5 A complete annexation petition/application shall be required to include: 
(a) All the territory that 'Nill be encla~·ed by the petition, or 
(b) Document the lack of consent by the encla~'ed property ov,rners or 

by the resident electors necessary to include the enclax,•e(s) as part 
of the consent annexation application. 

G6 6 Annexation applications that do not conform with the annexation criteria 
and standards may be considered by the Planning Commission, after a 
public 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 reYiew the Commission's action. 
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H. Transportation 

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 sc.enario" 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" sub§ection is added to ensure coordination with the Goals and 
Policies of the Marion County G_rowth 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 aaEieF 
pFajeeteEI yeaF 2029 tFaffie eoaEiitions, as required by Statewide 

Policies 

Hl-1. 

Hl-2. 

Hl-3. 

Hl-4. 

Hl-5. 

- Planning Goal12 (Transportation) and OAR Chapter 660, Division 
12 (Transportation). 

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 function 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, serv ice 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 W oodbum 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. ae adopted access · managemeat plan 
for speeifie streets. New development shall meet Oregon Highway Plan 
access requirements. (betweea the west City limits aad Settlemier 
AvEmue/Booaes Ferry Road) and Righway 99B betweea Liaeola Street 
and the South City limits . . The 1991 Oregoa Highway Plan classifies 
the folloviiRg as Category 5 Highways: 
-Public roads shall be spaced a miRimHm of oRe qHarter mile apart; 
-Private dri·;eways shall be full access spaced at least 300 feet apart 

(which eq:Hates to 18 driveways per mile oR each side of the 
road'Nay); aad . 

• Traffic sigRals shall be spaced at least oRe quarter mile apart. 

Consistent with the TSP, Where possible, driveway access along 
-Highway 214 and Highway 99E shall be consolidated. to meet the 
dri¥eway deRsity gHideliRes outliRed iR the Access ManagemeRt Plan. 
\Vhere possible, dri\'eway access aloRg the followiRg sectioRs of 
Highway 214 shall be coRsolidated: 
-1 5 I E\'ergreeR Road; 
-Evergreea Road I GregoR \Vay; 
-GregoR Way I BroughtoR \Vay; and 
-BroHghtoR Way I Settlemier Avenue. 

Where possible, driveway access along the follo·Ning sections of 
Highvlay 99E shall be consolidated: 
-Lincoln Street I Aztec DriYe; 
-Aztec Drive I Laurel AYenue; 
-Laurel Avenue I Highway 214 ; and 
-Highway 2141 End of Curb. 

In order to bring Highway 214 and Highway 99E into compliance vt'ith 
the Access Management Policy guidelines, the City of Woodburn shall 
coordinate with ODOT to: 
(a) De,•elop ·a parallel road system to pro,•ide local access to 

businesses adjacent to Highvrays 214 and 99E and reduce the 
traffic "'o iumes on Highway 99E; 

(b) Develop a "riflg road" system that connects Butteville Read to 
Highway 99\4~ ~~ ia Crosby and Parr Roads; and 
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Goal 

(e) lftsta:ll two 'Nay left tara laAes a:loag tee sectioas of llighways 214 
aaa 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 . . 

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. aad the etili~atioa of availaele transit system capacity 
prior to the coastructioa of major aew transportatioa facilities 

Encourage the design and development of transportation facilities that 
can be readily modified to accommodate future demands. 

H2-5. The City shall encourage a reduction in parking for single-occupancy 
vehicle travel. Where carpooUvanpool, or shared parking is provided, 
minimum parking requirements may be reduced by 10%. 
. . . ~ . .'• . . 

.Goal 

H3. To provide adequate levels of mobility with a minimum of energy 
consumption and environmental, social, aesthetic and economic 
impacts. 

Policies 

H3-l. Encourage the use and development of transportation modes which are 
the least energy consuming for the movement of people and goods. 

H3-2. Provide a level of transportation services to the urban area that are 
compatible with the environmental, economic and social objectives of 
the community. 

Goal Volume 
Page 
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H4. 

Policies 

H4-l . 

H4-2. 

H4-3. 

H4-4. 

H4-5. 

H4-6. 

H4-7. 

Goal 

To develop an area-wide bicycle and pedestrian plan. 

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. 

HS. Increase safety and improve security for pedestrians, bicyclists and 
bicycle equipment. 

Policies 

H5-l. Provide bicycle and pedestrian routes along arterial and collec tor streets 
as these streets are improved, or as programmed into jurisdictional 
capital improvement plans. 
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HS-2. 

HS-3. 

HS-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 

H6-1 . 

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: 
(a) Encouraging use of alternative modes of transportation including 

mass transit, bicycling, walking and carpooling; and 
(b) Addressing tramportation needs appropriate to both urban and rural 

areas throughout the county. 
Volume 

Page 
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Policies 

H7-l. 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 per 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 jurisdiction. · < ;: 

(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. 

Hl-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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H7-6. 

H7-7. 

methods, locations, and processes for traffic calming in both existing and 
new developments. 

Woodburn will coordinate with Marion County in planning for freight 
movement by both rail and truck. 

The Woodburn TSP shall include measures to improve the walking and 
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 

(b) Prohibiting comprehensive plan amendments that do not meet 
adopted performance standards. 

H8-l. 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. 

Volume 5 
Page 67 

Proposed Woodburn Comprehensive Plan- Volume I- Goal and Policy Amendments 
Winterbrook Planning • November 2004 • Page 47 



Volume 
Page 

HB-2. The City shall implement medium term conservation measures to limit 
access to Highways 214 and 219. 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. 

Policies 

Public facilities and services shall be provided at levels necessary 
and suitable for existing uses. The provision for future public 
facilities and services in these 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. 

Il-l. Public Facilities and services shall be appropriate to support sufficient 
amounts of land to maintain an adequate housing market in 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. 

Policies 

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 CityDs 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) pro.gram 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 

!3-l. 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 fu ll 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 sludge, as needed to accommodat~ 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 CityOs 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 q tyOs drinking water supply. 

15. Develop a plaa that will To economically provide safe, plentiful 
drinking water to the CityOs water system customers accounting 
for projected growth through the year 2020 in accordance with the 
City of Woodburn Water Master Plan. 

Policies 

15- l. 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 City 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 adeq~acy 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 Woodbum UGB Oow without 
regard to political boundaries~ and their health depends on a consistent and 
coordinated conBict-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. Woodbum is committed 
to working with the County and these agencies to protect streams, wedands, riparian 
corridors, Doodplains, and associated wildlife areas from the negative effects of 
development in accordance with Statewide Planning Goals 5 (Natural Resources), 6 
(Water Resources Quality)~ and 7 (Natural Hazards). 

Woodbum's urban natural resources are found within the Mill Creek and Seneca 
Creek floodplains, riparian areas and locaDy signilicant wedands. Woodbum has 
adopted a "safe harbor" approach to protecting these riparian corridors and 
wedands, in accordance with the GoalS administrative rule. 

Natural and Cultural Resources Goals and Policies 

Volume 

Page 

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 (7}}:

1 
riparian system, as shown on the Buildable lAnds Map. natural 
reseurees iii the City iReladiRg the aahtae stands ef trees, the 
seenie areas within the City, and the floedway aad fleedplaiRa 

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. 

]4. 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 requirin'g 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 riparidn corridors, dGevelopers should be required to 
be encouraged te-leave standing trees in developments where feasible. 
it is possible rather than remo'\'e them and replant young trees. 

J-2. New development within the 100-year jPloodplain 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. Woodbum will work with Marion County, watershed groups, affected 
agencies to protect environmentally sensitive areas critical to 
watershed health as mapped on the Woodb~1m Buildable Lands 
In ventory. Natural and scenic areas associated with Woodbum 's 
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J-4 

J-5 

riparian systems shall reHHHAlAg ia tfie City sl:lo1:Jld be preserved 
through the City's Riparian Corridor and Wetland Overlay (RCWO) 
District. 

Woodburn has used the Division of State Lands (DSL) standards to 
identify locally significant wetlands. · Locally-significant wetlands and 
buffers are protected by RCWO District standards. 

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 buildable lands. The basic provisions of the 
RCWO District are as follows: 
(a) Except for planned public facilities and streets and riparian 

restoration and enJumcement 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 99E, 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 assoc iated 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, laad shoeld Hot be used ia 
sech a manaer that irre\'ersible damage is doae which prohibits further 
use of the land. 

J-12. · Such uses as landfills, junk yards pr 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 
encotlrage preservation of historically or architecturally significant 
buildings .. AH iaventory of historic buildiHgs should be completed aHd 
aHalyzed for priorities. 

J 14. An application for a develop meAt im•olviHg a structure iH.,'entoried as a 
poteHtial historic site shall be re'.'iev1ed by the Planning Commission 
'ivhich shall make findings aHd recommeHdations coHcerning the 
historical status of the structure. The Planning Corrunission may 
impose coHditioHs on the structure . to satisfy the requirements of 
Section 35 of the \Voodburn Zoning Ordinance. 

K. Downtown Design 
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i· Vision Statements 
During 1997, City officials, downtown business and property owners, Downtown 
W oodbum 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. 

l. 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 
customer service and convenient hours of operation. 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 services. Throughout this central neighborhood, both 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. 
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8. PARKING: DowntO'tvR eontains aa ample aa eonYenieat sl:lpply of parkiag for 
eustomers aHd employees. While it is not possible appropriate to provide 
downtown parking at the same le.vel 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. 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 O'Nners with 
O"e8 ·ie'" from the ur oodbi:Jrn Do'"AtO'"A A ssociation ('uD A) i ~ ,_, FF fi h 1 1: 4r 11:: • 

Kl-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: 
(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 witlt 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 

K2-1. Maintain and support Escourage the organization of a downtown 
business watch group, where property ·owners can assist police in 
eliminating undesirable, illegal behavior in the DDCD. 

K2-2. Business owners should encourage the involvement and education of 
their employees in downtown activities., such as the \¥oodbum 
Chambe.r of Commerce and the WDA 

K2-3 Encourage The City shall aftd the Woodburn Do•;r,rntO't~t'n Association to 
oversee all development and ensure general conformance with this 
document. 

K3. Improve Open Space Within the DDCD. 

Policies 

KJ-1. Introduce new plant materials to the Downtown Design and 
Conservation District, including: ground cover; shrubs; and trees. A 
program to introduce new plant materials wou ld enhance the 
appearance of the entire downtown. Participation on the part of both the 
City and the downtown merchants wi ll be needed to see these projects 
through to a reasonable conclusion. 
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K3-2. 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. 

KJ-3. 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 

K4-1. 

K4-2. 

K4-3. 

K4-4. 

Evaluate alternative circulation patterns for traffic flow. Patterns 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 of the 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-l. Plans for capital improvement should include a schedule for 
replacement of overhead power and telephone lines with underground 
utilities. 
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KS-2. 

K5-3. 

K5-4. 

Without an adequate system of underground irrigation within the 
DDCD, plans for landscaping not be as successful. It is therefore 
reeOfnmended 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 Woodburn Urban Renewal 
Agency Do•.vntown Assoeiation ('NDA) in cooperation with the City 
should develop a schedule for improvement that phases development 
. and utilizes annual donations from downtown protJerty owners to assist 
in the tJUrchase and installation costs. 

Long Range and Continuous Goals 

K6. Attract Business to the DDCD. 

Policies 

K6-l. 

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 for education and tourism. 

Complete alley improvements and implement Urban Renewal Plan. 
Encourage imtJro,.'ement 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 (:-. ·, 

L. 

K7. Preserve, to the greatest extent practical, the architectural integrity 
of Woodburn's "older'' (1890-1940) neighborhoods. 

Policies 

K7- l. Identify residentiij.} neighborhoods that contain dwellings built between 
1890-1940 which represents that period of time the DDCD was 
developing. 

K7-2. 

K7-3. 

Encourage those areas that are determined tq be the City's older 
neighborhoods (1890-1940) to implement the neighborhood 
conservation overlay district. 

Seek funding sources to assist homeowners in rehabilitation efforts that 
implement overlay conservation districts standards. 

Parks and Recreation 

Open Space I Parks 
Open space lands are indicated for three new 3 5 acre neighborhood parks . The 
vicinities for 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 Hv,ry. 99E; and another east of Hwy. 99E, south of Blaine and north 
of H•,1,•y. 211 . Additionally, the floodplain areas of the City are indicated for open 
space. This does . not mean . that the City vlill necessarily o•.-.·n these lands, 
ho•Never, any development scheme should lea•,re these floodplain lands as open 
and unde.,·eloped '+Vith structures. 

In 1998, the City annexed the 25 acre Centennial Park site located south of Parr 
Road. In 1999, the City completed Phase 1 of the park's deYelopment including 
two soccer fields , a softball/baseball field and two playgrounds. Future phases, 
projected for completion in 2006, will 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 ser.'e as transportation 
routes for pedestrian traffic, golf carts and bicycle paths. There would have to be 
a concerted effort by the City to acquire R.O.W. easements through pri'l'ate 
properties to establish these routes. 
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Goals and Policies 

Goals 

Rl. 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. 

R2. Downtown Woodburn should remain a centerpiece of activity, 
culture, and commerce within the City. Library Park, the 
Downtown Plaza, W oodbum Aquatic Center, Settlemier Park, 
the Woodburn World's Berry. Center Museum, and 
Locomotive· Park should be used as catalysts for downtown 
revitalization. 

Policies 

Rl-1. 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 1999 Parks 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. 

Rl-2. 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. 

Rl-3 . 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. 

Rl-4. 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 
subdi't'isions to prm'ide mini parks, meeting City approved 
standards. The City shall ensure that the excessiYe maintenance 
impacts of mini parks are a't'oided by requiring ownership to be 
retained by the de't'eloper or a homeo\'l'ner association, with 
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maiateaaace ~ro·vided ay the de\'elo~er, the homeowaer 
assooiatioa, or ay the City through a maiateaaace · LID. These ( · : ) 

Rl-5. 

Rl-6. 

Rl-7. 

Rl -8. 

Rl-9. 

facilities may aot ee !:!Sed to reduce the requiremeats for System 
Developmeat Charge ~aymeats. 

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 patk 
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 

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 
W oodbum area. 

l-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 feasible, the City 
should attempt to retrofit, •.vkea it beeomes eost effective, 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. 

l-1. Offer developers a density bonus for development utilizing energy 
conservation and solar energy measures. 
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The aHachments for Item 1 OA are not Included In the agenda 

packet. The entire document has been given to the City Council 

and Is available for review by the public In the City Recorder's office, 

In the City Administrator's office, and at the reference desk of the 

Woodburn Public Library. 
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1f REC'D -It 
WOODBURN PLANNING COMMISSION METTING 

FEBURARY 34r ~G05 FEB J I 2005 

IN THE MATTER OF THE SOUTIWEST ) OBJECTIO~~ 
· INDUSTRIAL RESERVE DISTRICT ) PARCEL SIZE REQUIREMENT 

( SWIR) IN THE WOODBURN GROWTH ' ~TT : ·; ·~.:~EMP.IiOUl£1 REQUIREMENT 
BOUNDRY EXTENSION. ) MASTER PLANNING REQUIREMENT 

TRANSPORTATION PLAN IN SWIE 

RECITALS: 

1. We the undersigned are owners of-100 t of the land, 

by deed, and owned since the _60s, in the proposed Southwest Industrial 

Reserve District (SWIR). 

2. We the undersigned are --100\ of the owners of the land 

in the proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve District. 

3. The undersigned are desirous of making this Petition a 

part of the record of the meeting of Feburary 2f,2005, deliberating 

on what was said at the Public Hearing Feburary 3, 2005. 

4. We the undersigned were not approached on any of the planninq 

of the Southwest Industrial Reserve District and therefore feel it is 

the City of Woodburns responsibility to do their own master planning 
on any parcels. 

5 . We the undersigned are oppsed to being told how we will 

divide our farm land in the Southwest Indu~rial Reserve District. 
6. We the undersigned are opposed to being told wb~ we will 

sell our land to, in the Southwest Industrial Reserve District, as 
to the amount of employees that must be employeed. 

7 . We the undersigned feel we are quite capable of deciding, 
to who and how we will dispose of our land. 

8 . We the undersigned are opposed to the Transportation Plan 
in the Southwest Industrial Reserve District. If the land need is 

greater that the proposed street width and if it follows a property 

line and does no~~ake. ! off each side of the proposed street 

NOW, THEREFORE, the undersigned hereby : 
1 . Affix their signature to this document for the purpose 

of objecting to the above recitals. 

2. Certify that they are the owners, either in fee o r under 
contract purchase, of one or more parcels i n the proposed Southwest 
Industrial Reserve District. 
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WOODBVRN CITY COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING 

MARCH 28, UU 

REC'D ... 

MAR 2 I 2005 

WOODBURN 
cnY ADMINISTMTOR'I OFfiCE .. 

. ' 

IN THE MATTER OF THE SOUTHWEST ) 
INDUSTRIAL RESERVB DISTRICT ) 
(SWIR) IN THE WOODBURN GROWTH ) 
BOUNDRY EXTENSION. ) 

RECITALS: 

OBJECTION TO: 
PARCEL SIZE REQUIREMENT 
EMPLOYEB REQUIREMENT 
MASTER PLANNING REQUIREMENT 
TRANSPORATION PLAN IN SWIR 

1. We the undersigned are owners of 100 \of the land, 

by deed, · and owned since the 60s, in the proposed Sourhwest Industrial 
Reserve District(SWIR). 

2. We the und•~aigned are ~' of the owners of the land 
in the proposed southwest Industrial Reserve District. 

3. The undersigned are desirous of making this Petition a 
part of the record of the Public Hearing on March 28, 2005 at 7:00 p.m. 

4. We the undersigned were not approached on any of the planning 

of the Southwest Industrial Reserve District and therefore feel it is 
the City of Woodburns responsibility to do their own master planning 
on any parcels. 

5. We the undersigned are opposed to being told how we will 
devide our farm land in the Southwest Industrial Reserve District. 

6. We the undersigned are opposed to being told who we will 
sell our land to in the Southwest Industrial Reserve District, as 

to the amount of employees that must be employeed. ~::;-:<:~~ 

7. We the undersigned feel we are quite capable o~ deciding, ' · · 
to who and how we will dispose of our land. 

8." we the undersigned are opposed to the Transportation Plan 
in the Southwest Industrial Reserve District. If the land need is 
greater than the proposed street width and if it follows a property 
line and does not take i off each side o f the proposed street. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the undersigned hereby: 
1. Affix their signature to this document for the purpose 

of objecting to the above recitals. 
2. Certify tha t they are the owners, e ither in fee or under 

o f one or mor e parcels in the proposed Southwest 
District. 
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·. ~ ... February 24, 2005 

City of Woodburn 
Planning Chairman, Commissioners & 
Woodbum Planning Commission 

Exhibit "B" ... ,'/ ; 

FEB .2 4 ·zoos 
wgooBURNCOMMUNOY 

EVEL0PMENT DEPt 

It has come to our attention that the Woodburn Comprehensive plan is in 
the process of being amended or changed. The current comprehensive 
plan has our properties, 2055 & 2425 Molalla Avenue {approximately 18 
acres) slated to go to a commercial type zoning. Due to the recent 
developments, we do not think that this is the ideal zoning for this 
property. 

We propose that single family residential housing makes more sense at this 
time due to the following reasons: 

1. These 18 acres are isolated on the edge of the new expanded 
urban growth boundary, far from the 99E traffic streams. 

2. The neW nine acre Mormon church facility at 2045 Molalla Avenue, 
our direct neighbor to the West (we share the entire length of the 
lot), would blend much nicer into a friendly residential setting. 

3. The property directly South and across Molalla Highway from our 
property and parallel to Cooley Road is currently planned to be 
changed to single family residential. This property lines up directly 
across from ours. The highest and best use for our properties would 
be single family residential also. 

In conclusion, the direction of the master plan should be modified since 
the approval of the Mormon church creates more of a community area. 
Single family residential would better serve the area and create more of a 
balance. 

s~zv 
Kim Ashland, Property Owner- Contact Person (503) 390-0308 
Kevin Ashland, Property Owner 
Dan Blem, Property Owner 
Ivan Smerkoff, Property Owner 
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Exhibit "8"-'s- , 
MAR 0 3 2005 

~08URMCOMMUNnY 
OM\.OPMENT OEPT. 

W oodbum City Council 
c/o Jim Mulder 
W oodbum City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
W oodbuin, OR 97071 

Dear Mayor Figley and Councilors: 

16 Abelard 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035-2342 
March 1, 2005 

This letter and its enclosures are submitted for your consideration relative to your 
March 28, 2005, hearing on the UGB expansion (and other matters.) I will be testifying 
at the hearing on behalf of myself and three of my neighbors (Castor, Adney, and 
Coleman) who also own properties along Arney Road. 

The enclosures are: 
1. Aerial photograph looking down on Arney Road. The area outlined in red is 

approximately 125 acres and our four properties comprise about 110 acres of the 
total of 125 acres. 

2. Aerial photograph looking down on the Woodburn I-5 Interchange. Both the 
approxim~tely 125-acre area and the proposed South By-Pass are shown in red. 

3. My map showing the northwest quadrant of staff's proposed UGH' adjustments to 
the Comprehensive Plan. I have added to the map the approximately 125-acre 
area, the roads, and the identification of the properties owned by their owners. 

4. Letter to the Woodburn Planning Commission dated February 7, 2005. 
5. Letter to Greg Winterowd and Jim Mulder dated April 29, 2004. 
6. Letter to John Brown dated April26, 1999, with enclosures (which include the 

July 23, 1996, letter of Robert L. Engle sent on my behalf to Steve Goeckritz.) 

·As you can see, we have been consistent and persistent in our efforts to be included 
within the UGB since 1996. I last testified before the Woodburn Planning Commission 
on February 3, 2005. At their deliberations on February 24, 2005, Jim Mulder was asked 
by the Planning Commission why he recommended that our area not be included in the 
currently proposed UGB expansion. He said that his view is that the west part of our area 
should be developed for multi-family residential use and the rest of our area (that which 
is north of Woodburn Company Stores) should be developed for commercial use. He 
said there is already enough proposed to be designated for multi-family residential and 
commercial uses, and that what we should do is ftnd a developer who will come in after 
the approval (by Marion County and the State of Oregon) of the UGB expansion and ask 
for a separate and specific plan amendment (Post-Acknowledgment Plan Amendment). 
He suggested that one appropriate use for the part of our area along Arney Road would be 
as the site for ;1 "big box" retailer. (That would be like Home Depot, Costco, Wince, etc.) 
Three Planning Commissioners said that they agree with Mr. Mulder regarding the 
appropriateness of a Commercial designation. 
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Woodburn City Council 
March 1, 200S 
Page2 

We think that the best way to attract a developer who would look at the big picture and 
who would be willing to make any necessary and appropriate improvements to the 
roadways and traffic situation and to protect the other neighbors who remain in our area 
would be for our area to be included within the UGB. What we have had in mind is 
developing the area for uses that arc something between Commercial and Industrial. An 
example of the kinds of businesses that would fit well into such a development would be 
distributors or manufacturers who produce a product and show and market a substantial 
part of their inventory from the site of manufacture. That would be compatible with 
Woodburn Company Stores, and both would benefit from being in the same visible, 
successful location. If we are brought into the UGB at this time, we would look for one 
developer who specializes in that kind of development for all ll 0 of tho l2S acres. 

A Post-Acknowledgment Plan Amendment is available only for up to SO acres. We will, 
of course, go that route if you so prefer. That process, because it is more limited in terms 
of the acreage being developed, makes it more difficult for us to find a developer who 
will be able to look at the big picture, be able to finance all necessary and appropriate 
improvements, and be able to most properly protect the remaining neighbors. 

The South By-Pass concept has been discussed for a long time. Greg Winterowd and Jim 
Mulder no doubt were influenced by the South By-Pass history and its proponents. · 

. Whether the South By-Pass ever gets approved, funded, and built remains to be seen. 
Even if that all happens, will a freeway exit to accommodate it ever be built? If it is built, 
will it be within any of our lifetimes? Even if it is built, does it make sense to now 
develop around it, so that it's more difficult and costly to build the exit? Please look 
carefully at enclosure #2. Notice the extensive amount of fannland proposed to be 
brought into the UGB to make the South By-Pass work. Do you wonder if 1,000 Friends 
of Oregon can find a way to let.that picture telll,OOO words? Now look at the 125 acres 
we propose to bring into the UGB. It is surrounded on three sides by development, as 
well as adjoining one of the largest and one of the most successful retail areas in the 
Pacific Northwest (Ex-Mayor and new Planning Commissioner Dick Jennings said, 
during the hearing of the Planning Commissio~ that it looks like a drunken sailor drew 
the proposed UGB line around our area and it should be squared off. But then he voted 
with the others against doing it.) 

Do you really think it is more likely that Woodburn will develop all the way to the South 
By-Pass within the next twenty years or that the area next to Woodburn Company Stores 
(with streets, power, water, and sewer running right up to it) will likely develop within 
that twenty-year period? Remember, the whole concept of this part of the planning 
process is to detennine, not only what is a good plan from other than an economic 
standpoint, but also what will be economically viable within the next twenty years. In 
other words, good ideas that won't happen (or at least won't happen for a long time) are 
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Woodburn City Council 
March 1, 200S 
Page3 

not what you arc being asked to come up with or to approve, as · such ideas will not 
improve the near-term economy or livability of Woodburn . 

. For the past year, the public has been invited to analyze and comment on the proposed 
UGB expansion. A number of people have done so. I noticed at the Planning 
· Commission b.carings that only one minor change to the UGB proposal was suggested by 
the Planning Commission. Perhaps the proposal is the best we can come up with an~ . 
therefore, no changes arc appropriate. I would like to think that there is still a reasonable 
opportunity for some changes or additions to the UGB expansion recommendations. The 
rccommendati()DJ are somewhat different than earlier proposals that were formulated by 
citizen groups !ftm: (rather than before) public input. W c presented testimony to the 
Buildable Lands Citizens Advisory Committee (aka Growth Policy T3$k Force) back in 
1999. Dave Christoff chaired that committee. Following the 1999 bearings and that 
committee's review, that committee's recommendation was that a majority ofthc 110 
acres should be brought into the UGB. 

We arc not exactly sure what has changed since 1999, other than (1) the successful 
development and expansion of Woodburn Company Stores, (2) the reversing of the 
chronological order in which the public hearings were scheduled and the UGB expansion 

·· · proposal was presented, and (3) changes of the consultant, the W oodbum Planning. 
Department stat( the W oodbum Planning Commission, the W oodbum Mayor, and most 

.. .. of the W oodbum City Council who make the recommendations and decisions. We 
: apparently haven't done a very good job of continually presenting our case, and for that 
w,e _apologize and ask you for your understanding. 

We will appreciate your consideration of our request 

Very truly yours, 

~~ 
Martin W. Rohrer 
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Woodburn Planning Commission 
c/o Jim Mulder 
Woodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

16 Abelard 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035-2342 
February 7, 2005 

This is a follow-up to my testimony presented at your hearing on Thursday, February 3, 
2005. Please consider this letter in your decision regarding the UGB and include it in the 
record. My testimony was presented, and this letter is written, on behalf of myself and three 
families (Castor, Adney, and Coleman) who own about 110 out of the 12S acres in the area 
along Arney Road and Arney Lane adjoining and immediately north of Woodburn Company 
Stores. We have consistently represented to the City ofWoodbum, since the UGB study 
beg~ .in 1996, that we would all like to be included in any UGB expansion, have all of our 
properties zoned for Light Industrial development, and cooperate with each other to try to 
develop our properties as one entire tract of 110 acres. We pres~nted testimony to the 
Buildable Lands Citizen Advisory Committee (aka Growth Policy Task Force) in 1999 and 
at the hearings before the Woodburn City Council shortly thereafter. In fact, a majority of 
our area was then recommended, as a result of the study, for inclusion within an expanded 
UGB. We were delighted with that recommendation and were ready for the inclusion. We 
haven't changed our minds. All three of my neighbors were at your February 3 hearing, 
.although I was the only one who spoke. They indicate they will be sending letters for 
inclusion in the record that support my testimony and written materials. 

Two maps and an aerial photograph are enclosed and should be helpful in your 
understanding of our request. They include: 

1. Proposed Comprehensive Plan with staffs recommended UGB adjustments added. 
2. My map of the northwest quadrant of Map #1, with the area, roads, and property 

owners indicated. 
3. Aerial photograph of the area we propose for inclusion, with the area outlined and 

with the double lines showing the current UGB line. 

There are three main _reasons we feel we should be included in the UGB expansion. They 
are: 

1. Our area is, and has been for about three decades, the area most surrounded by the 
UGB. That surrounding is even more noticeable if the UGB is now extended both 
north along Butteville Road and all the way to Crosby Road on the east side of I-5. 
Maps #1 and #2 show that very clearly. Although rounding offUGB borders may not 
be required, it would seem to have merit and should be less objectionable to those 
bureaucrats and groups that are concerned about expansion into agricultural areas. 
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With Woodburn Company Stores on one side and housing (or freeway) on the other 
two sides, we are already much more impacted by urbanization than several other 
areas that are outside of the current UGB, but which are proposed for inclusion. 

2. Our area adjoins one of the largest retail centers in the Pacific Northwest. It is hard to 
believe that it would be appropriate for such an area to not be included in the supply 
of land that is listed as being made available for development within the next 20 
years. More than any other area proposed for inclusion in the UGB expansion, except 
perhaps the area in the southwest quadrant that is between Butteville Road and the 
interchange, our area is ready for development The roads, water, sewer, and power 
are right at our doorstep. There is no need for a new interchange (although the 
current one clearly needs improvement) and no need to wait for a south bypass to start 
development. Our area has been proven to be an area that is viable· for development 
with the success of W oodbum Company Stores, the auto dealers, and the other retail 
establishments along Arney Road. We believe empirical evidence of superior 
freeway visibility and traffic flow is demonstrated by that success. 

3. · We would like to develop our area as a Light Industrial development that takes 
advantage of the fairly easy access from and to I-S on the west side of the 
intercbanie, freeway visibility, and the traffic already generated by the retail 
establishments along Arney Road. We think there is a substantial demand for Light 
Industrial land where manufacturing and similar enterprises are able to market and 
sell a portion of their goods from the location at which they are manufactured or 
packaged. (Such sales offices were allowed in recent W oodbum zoning codes. I 
believe those codes were amended, but it would be beneficial to the City and the 
businesses to reestablish such permitted uses.) Our area would be ideal to satisfy the 
particular demand for property where marketing and sales offices are permitted. 
Examples of those kinds of businesses are manufacturers of clothing, cookware, 
microbrews, computer hardware, golf clubs, and wine, as well as those who package 
products such as flower bulbs and high value agricultural products for shipment It 
was noted at your hearing that the City needs to provide a variety of industrial options 
to satisfy different needs. The manufacturers who would be interested in our area 
might be quite different tha.,those who are interested in areas along Parr Road. You 
can make land available; but, if it doesn't meet the needs of the buyers/manufacturers, 
they will go elsewhere to buy and develop. 

If what the City of Woodburn wants is to create new, good jobs as soon as possible, it needs 
to offer land that is what manufacturers want, and.land that can most readily and quickly be 
developed. We feel that our area along Arney Road has those characteristics. We feel it 
would be compatible with Woodburn Company Stores and other retailers along Arney Road 
and, in fact, all would benefit from a symbiotic relationship. We appreciate your 
consideration of our arguments and our request for inclusion. 

Very truly yours, 

Martin W. Rohrer 
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Greg Winterowd 
Winterbrook Planning 
310 SW Fourth Ave-Suite 1000 
Portland, OR 97204 

Jim Mulder 
Woodburn Community Development Director 
W oodbum City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Gentlemen: 

16 Abelard 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035-2342 
April29, 2004 

This is a follow-up to the open house you held at Woodburn City Hall on April16, 2004, 
for the property owners most directly affected by the proposed UGB changes. I told Greg 
that I would provide both of you with this letter and its enclosures to explain what I and 
several other landowners on Arney Road have in mind. Enclosed are the following: 

1. My letter to John Brown dated April26, 1999, and its enclosures. 
2. A (rough) map showing the current location of Arney Road, the landowners 

involved, the current UGB (in blue), and our proposal (in red) for expansion 
of the UGB and industrial zoning along Arney Road. 

As you can see from the enclosures (which include the letter to Steve Goeckritz dated 
July23, 1996) and the record you will find from the various hearings we have attended, 
the four main property owners in this area have consistently requested this expansion of 
the UGB since the very start of the current UGB expansion process in 1996. We thought 
we had previously made our case, and have been trying to avoid making pests of 
ourselves. In fact, most of this Arney Road area was recommended for inclusion in the 
UGB, with an IL designation, in prior studies commissioned by the City of Woodburn. 
With Woodburn Company Stores nearing completion, the o.ther improvements to and 
developments along Arney Road, and the increased need for industrial properties since 
1996, we feel the requested expansion is even more needed and reasonable than it was in 
1996 and that the same arguments for that requested expansion apply more than ever. 

The four owners (Coleman, Adney, Castor, and myself) have three residences on our four 
properties. Within the area of the requested expansion are five other residences and the 
concrete plant. The four owners own about 90% of the entire area and, depending on 
how you calculate industrial acreages, there should be between 110 and 120 acres that 
could be developed for industrial uses from the four properties. We have had meetings 
and have somewhat stayed in contact during the planning process. We are all ready to 
develop our properties when an opportunity presents itself and we have discussed that we 
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Greg Winterowd and Jim Mulder 
April 29, 2004 
Page2 

would like to collectively market our properties, to find one buyer/developer for all four 
of the properties, if possible. The reality seems to be that both developers and 
manufacturers want to work with larger tracts, and the 110 to 120 acres would likely be 
most attractive. If you review the aerial photo in the enclosures, you can see that the 
requested UGB expansion area along Arney Road is somewhat outlined as a natural 
break for the UGB by the trees and Senecal Creek in the back of the area. 

My "vision" for the area is something different than the typical industrial development 
With its great visibility from and access to I-S and with its proximity to and the traffic 
flow associated with Woodburn Company Stores, it would be a great place to have 
manufacturing facilities for manufacturers that desire an aesthetically pleasing site that 
their suppliers, shippers, and other visitors can easily locate and access from 1-5. The site 
would have places nearby for the workers to eat and to shop. It would also probably be a 
plus to these manufacturers if an associated showroom and salesroom for the 
manufactured goods being produced were allowed, although it appears to me that the 
development ordinance has been changed to make that more difficult. (I welcome any 
alternative zoning sUggestions you may have in this regard.) Just a few ideas of the 
products that fit these criteria would be the manufacturing of clothing, shoes, knives, 
cooking ware, computer hardware, or golf clubs~ and flower bulb or nursery plant 
packaging and shipping. This type of an industrial area would supplement and be 
compatible with Woodburn Company Stores and the ,other commercial busine~ses along 
Arney Road. The proximity of the commercial and these types of industries that I 
envision along Arney Road should help to increase business for everyone along the road. 
I assume that such increased economic activity is one of the main goals that Woodburn 
wants to accomplish with the UGB expansion. Industrial areas on Part Road and on the 
west side ofButteville Road will not be as attractive (at least for the types of industries to 
which I refer) as the areas on Arney Road. Developers and manufacturers may face a 
shortage of adequate sites, but they still won't go where their needs and expectations are 
not met. Waiting for a south by-pass to be constructed and being expected to travel to 
and from Woodburn via Highway 99E would not be very attractive to the industries that I 
have in mind. They will simply continue to look in other cities for development and 
business location. (Admittedly, a south by-pass may work for certain other types of 
industrial and residential development, so I'm not suggesting it is a bad idea. It is just not 
likely to attract the industries that I would like to see along Arney Road.) 

One concern that has apparently been expressed by ODOT is the traffic created by the 
new businesses that are already along Arney Road. I have made frequent trips on Arney 
Road over the past few years and have visited with the neighbors. The general consensus 
is that there is no particular problem on Arney Road itself. The main problem is on the 
east side of the freeway exit, with some problem on the west side of the exit. It won't 
solve the traffic problem to route vehicles around to Butteville Road (either north or 
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Greg Winterowd and Jim Mulder 
April29,2004 
Page3 

south of Highway 214). Most of that traffic would still take Highway 214 going east and 
wind up at the exit. The solution is for ODOT to stop passing the buck and to finally put 
in an adequate interchange cloverleaf. (Consider what a great improvement the new 
cloverleaf at I-S and Highway 217 is and how it seems to have solved what formerly was 
an almost impossible interchange situation.) 

Please take a look at your proposed UGB expansion map and note the gap that your latest 
proposal would create between the residential areas on Butteville Road and the proposed 
housing area in the southeast quadrant of the intersection of I-S and Crosby Road. If you 
were to draw a straight line between the northeast comer of the former and the northwest 
comer of the latter, it would entirely encompass the entire area that we propose to bring 
into the UGB on Arney Road. While it may not be a stated goal or absolutely required to 
round off the UGB, it seems generally desirable. In fact, that objective was at least a 
stated desire of the Woodburn City Council in prior hearings on this UGB expansion. 
Bringing within the UGB an area that is bordered on three sides by the City of Woodburn 
seems even more logical and desirable where the area also adjoins one of the largest retail 
malls in the State of Oregon and has a completely improved major road and all the 
necessary utilities right up to its entrance . 

· My understanding is that you held the open house to encourage input. And I assume that 
-the reason for the input is so that you have the opportunity to make adjustments to your 
proposal before you present it to the Planning Commission. This is a sincere request that 
you consider doing so. If you would like us to provide any further information for your 
consideration, please let me know, and I will be glad to try to obtain it for you. I can 
generally be reached at my office (503-499-4675) or horne (503-635-8768). 

Very truly yours, 

Martin W. Rohrer 

Enclosures 
cc: Mr. John Brown 
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' tk. John Brown 
... ity Administrator 

City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery 
Woodburn, OR 97()71 

Dear :Mr. Brown: 

16 Abelard 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035-2342 
April 26, 1999 

The Buildable Lands Citizen Advisory Committee (aka Growth Policy Task Force) held a 
meeting for public input on March 30, 1999. The consultants reported their conclusion that, 
between now and 2020, the City of Woodburn will need about 600 additional acres of land 
suitable for industrial uses within its Urban Growth Boundary. The co~ of Conimittee 
members and the testimony of the public ~to both support that conclusion and indicate a 
preference for encouraging that. type of development. Reference was made to job creatio~ 
increasing the tax base, and taking advantage of Woodburn's location aJld freeway access. I 
spoke at the hearing with respect to the efforts that Bob Engle (my attorney), my neighbors and I 
have made over the past three years to position approximately 125 acres owned by my neighbors 
and myself for inclusion within the Urban Growth Boundary with a Light Industrial designation. 
This letter and the attachments are what I indicated to the Committee 1 would forward to them, 
through you, for their-consideration. Please provide each of the members of the Committee and 
any other officials or staff who you think should receive a copy with one of the enclosed copies. I 
am also sending copies directly to Mayor Jennings, Chairman Christoff and Steve Goeckritz. 

The attachments include: 
1. Aria1 photograph looking south along I-5. The 125 acres is the area I have marked by 

the enclosed lines. The double lines indicate the current Urban Growth Boundary~ 
2. The consultants' map showing current Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Zones. I have · 

marked the 125 acres with the blue diagonal lines. · · 
3. Bob Engle's letter of July 23, 1996. It presents our arguments for inclusion of the area 

within the Urban Growth Boundary and its designation as Light Industrial The 
reasoning and conciusions are, I believe, even more valid today than they were in 1996. 
Since then the outlet mall on the adjoining property has nearly been complet~ the 
demand for freeway industrial properties within Oregon has continued to increase, and 
the City's own consultants have concluded that 600 more acres of property so designated 
will be needed by 2020. The 125 acres we ask to have included is probably, of all the 
alternatives the City has, the best located and most suitable for inclusion and designation 
as Light Industrial 

At the Marcil30 meeting, I was asked if we had discussed our desires with, and received any 
comments from, the Marion County Connnissioners. I responded in the affirmative and that the 
only concern that had been expressed, by one Commissioner, is with respect to the extending of 
Woodburn's Urban Growth Boundary closer to Marion County's landfill. My response was and 
continues to be that, if the concern is that some citizens living north of the current Woodburn City 
Limits will complain that pollution is adversely impacting their water supply, the best resolution of 
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Mr. John Brown 
Apri126, 1999 
Pagel 

that potential problem is to have as many of the current rural residents and any new residents 
added in the future in that area have the benefit of Woodburn's water and storm drainage~ 
The fact is that it may be the controlling of rural development, rather than of proximity to the 
1andfil1, that might be appropriate. With respect to the 125 acres, two additional points for 
Marion County to consider are that (l)the industrial uses we contemplate will probabiy decrease, 
rather than increase, the number of residents that would be living on the 125 acres and (2) it is 
about a full mile between the closest points of both the 125 acres and the 1andfi1l (which would 
mean that any ~n County policy preventing any new development within that distance, te., 
one mile, of any part of~ landfill would effectively condenm to varying degrees about 10 square 
miles on the north border ofWoodbum.) From the City of Woodburn's standpoint, we suggest 
that the issue needs clearly and soon to be. addressed with the Marion CoUDty CoJDJJVssioncrs, 
because the landm is just about as close to the most northwestern parts of Senior· Estates as it is 
to the 125 acres and_ most of any future development north of the current city limits on the east 
side of the freeway between Crosby Road and Boones Ferry Road wou1d actually be as close or 
closer to. the JandfiU than the 125 acres is. Po1lution concerns respect no freeWay boundaries, aiXl 
new developments in that area east of the freeway would most likely be resident~ . What the 
policy ofM.arion County ought to be is (1 )to do more to reduce/elinrinate the pollution concerns 
through good management of the landfill and (2)to encourage expansion of the UGB to the north 
and require that any~ development in the area of coneem be connected to Woodburn's water 
and storm drainage systems. 

;~!.·:·:: 
::,/ A final comment that I would like to make is that I personally support the concept of having a 

pretty firm Urban Growth Boundary and requiring development to occur within it, so long as the 
supply of the various types of zoned acreages within that UGB are adequate to provide for the 
reasonable demands for development. It is als9 .appropriate to shift zoning from one type where 
there is an oversupply to another type where there is an undersupply. The current discussion 
includes one proposal that would essentially resuh in meeting the 600 acre industrial land shortfall 
by changing the designation on single fiUDily residential land to a designation of industrial land. 
That would work where, both economically and politically, in the area under consideration the 
two designations are interchangeable. However, I submit that almost all of the land within the 
current UGB thai is zoned for single fiunily residential development would be unsuitable for 
industrial uses of the type we have in mind. For those uses, the land needs to be close to and 
easily served by a major transportation system and would be best located where the industrial uses 
would _be the most compatible with itS neighbors and current uses. We think that, from an 
economic and political standpoint, the 125·acres and a few other small tracts outside of and on the 
comers of the current UGB are the appropriate answer to the need for designating 600 more 
acres as being for Woodburn's future industrial needs. An additional justification for the inclusion 
of these specific 125 acres within the UGB is that the current UGB is already on three sides of the 
125 acres and its inclusion would actually somewhat help to straighten out the UGB lines. 

Very truly yours, 

Volume __ s __ Martin W. Rohrer 
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July 23, 1996 

Mr. Steve Goeckritz 
Planning Director . 
Cty of Woodburn 
City ·Hall 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

ENGLE & SCHMIDTMAN 
ATrOANl't'l AT ~W 

NOA"nNNIOO omcl! PAAK • t10 QlATr CIACl! 
WOOOIUAN, OR 87071 HNQDA.~ 

PC'I1fiiiD , tiO 

TE!..EPHONI: (503t M1o01U 
FAX: (503t M1o01M 

Re: Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review- Urban Gro~ Boundary 
~~00 . . 

Dear Steve: 

r" recently discussed with you the fa·ct 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 has been iny experience that public 
hearings requesting public comments upon an existing proposal seldom result in any 
significant change or n:todificatio~ to . that proposal 

I am currently representing Martin W. Rohrer, 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 Marion 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. Marty's property is · the portion of that 125 acres 
further indicated by the diagonal lines. We believe that many reasons exist for the 
inclusion of this 125 acres within the City's Urban Growth Boundary. I will use this 
letter as an opportunity to list a few of those reasons which we feel are most 
compelling. 
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The City of W oodbum will need, within the next planning period, an additional 
inventory of light industrial and high density residential property. The 125 acres 
could substantially contnbute to meet that need in several ways: 

1. The 125 acres could currently be brought within the U:rban 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 

. contaills only eight residences. The entire acreage is owned by only eleven 
sep~te 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 pl~t and a sales yard for heavy equipment. Over 90% 
of the 12.S acres is owned by four of the owners. AD 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 also 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 fram the City's . 
. inventory of property previously identified as high density residentiaL A 
portion of the 12S acres oould be zoned high density residential to replace 
the Stampley property lost for such uses. Particularly appropriate for such 
zoning would be the Coleman 30-acre farm on the westerly portion of the 125 
acres, siilce it adjoins residential property in the Nazarene Subdivision to the 
west and the lindeveloped property zoned for high density tesidential to the 
south of that 30-acre farm. 

3. When the Stampley property develops for commercial use, Arney Road 
will be improved and in an probability straightened to front the northwest 
. side of I-S providing very favorable access to the subject property from I-5. 

Volume 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 aty would have much greater difficulty handling additional traffic 
flows east of the 214-I-5 interchange. The development of the subject Ian~ 
northwest of the 214-I-5 interchange would not detrimentally affect the flow 
of traffic into Woodburn east on 214. Much of the traffic would access to 
and from I-5 and only on the west side. Additionally, with proper planning, 
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> Page 3 

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. 

S. Much discussion has occurred on the subject of a new interchange on 
I·S. 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-S would not interfere with the planning and acquisition 
process of a new interchange and, as noted above, would still permit I-S 
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 froin 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 duting that 
period without directly impacting or being lmpacted by the interchange 
improvements. A decade could be a very long time for Woodburn to wait 
for the economic development 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 zoni:l1g 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 1-5 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, 

• ••• .• • ; 'f . - . . • • . . •• • ':"" • • ~ "'- . - • -. 
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July 23, 1996 
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• 

any concerns related to ·the landfill sho\Jld 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 I-S. 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 qua4Iant.. 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 de'sirable 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 
visJ.ble from the freeway that Woodburn "welcomes business activity" as would 
be demonstrated by the kind of development we are suggesting. 

In summary, we recommend 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 ali inventory of 
the currently undeveloped, but zoned, land within the Urban Growth Boundary. My 
sense is that Woodburn has substaritially 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 Utat 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. 

Yours truly, 

RbBERT L ENGLE 
RLE:hez · 
Cc: Martin W. Rohrer../ 
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Letter to the Woodburn City Council, March 1,1005 MAR o·s-2005 

WOODBURN 
- CITY ADMINISTRATOR'S OFRCE 

We, the Serres family, would like to address the omission of our farm from the 
proposed urban growth boundary. Over the past three years we have attempted to 
illustrate the benefits our farm has to increase the city of Woodburn's livability and 
quality of life. We learned that our potential participation in W oodbum' s vision for the 
future fell upon deaf ean. Our message was not conveyed to other "players at large". 
Withholding information regarding this interest of inclusion by the planning department 
has led us to wonder if our participation in the open forums and hearinp was a waste of 
our time and effort. Was there truly an interest in public input and fair balance of 
equality of inclusion? Or was the plan already determined privately and public hearings 
were merely a formality? Perhaps the Woodburn Planning Commission was simply 
trying to come up with a plan that would satisfy Co~ and State mandated plannil)g 
requirements. Jim Mulder, Woodburn City Planner, told Serres family membeis that 
expanding W oodbum to the East did not tit into his plan. We did not realize that the 
decision making process would be closed, leaving Woodburn's future solely in one 
person's bands. -

At the Feb. 24, 2005 Woodburn Planning Commission meeting, commission 
members and the public were lead to believe that our farm would be the most expensive 
property to include. We would like to clarify this misconception about our farm. As Mr. 
Mulder stated, sewage doesn't gravity flow uphill. According to the USGS Woodburn 
7.5 minute qwidrangle map, our farm is located 1h mile South of the Woodburn Sewage 
Treatment Plant on the same upland bench above the Pudding River. 

The City of W oodbum has a gravity flow sewer main running along the North 
boundary of our farm {Hardcastle Street). We are open to discussion regarding the cost 
of any pump station and sewer mains required to service our farm's area. 

Jim Mul4-er also mentioned that Eastward expansion onto our farm would 
incorporate prime farmland and wetlands. Yes, our farm consists of Class II so~ as 
does the land surrounding W oodbum in ALL directions. The only Class I soils are to the 
West and North. The same can be said of the wetlands. Our farm is 92% flat land. 8% is 
rolling forest and Pudding River wetland. 

Consideration for inclusion should not be solely based upon the sewage issue. N; 
the saying goes, a picture is worth a thousand words. A tour of our farm would 
demonstrate the relief of traffic pressure from future growth due to the accessibility of 
our property. The Woodburn School district's property, which borders our property on 
two sides, could have improved road access, as well as room for future growth. Our farm 
also has proven, large capacity wells, expansive views, natural drainage, and forested 
parklan~ all features that can enhance the City of W oodbum. 

East side growth would benefit the business community along 99E. Homeowners 
could enjoy their homes without the noise and air pollution ofl-5. The North South 
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Cooley Road extension suggested· by the W oodbum Economic Opportunities Analysis 
and Development Strategy Firial Report would bisect our farm. 

It is oot reasonable that new development in W oodbum meet the current density 
standard when the Economic Development Study shows that Woodburn already has an 
unusually high ratio of people to household. Is our planning commission afraid of 
pointin_g this out? 

We recOgnize the long hours and careful review that you have put into this 
process. We would like for you to remember that it is not our fault that o.ur active interest 
in this plan was not heard or recognized. We want to be included in this UGB. 

It is not too late to make a better plan for Woodburn's future. We invite you to 
tour our farm so that you can see for yomselves how we can contribute to this vision. 
Ptease· contact any or all of us at 

Ruth Thompson 
Paul Serres . 
Rebecca Kirsch 
Mary Gram 
Susan Duncan 

Sincerely, 

The Serres Family. 

981-1931 
981-6098 
981-0717 
84S-263S 
981-3275 
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Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis and Development Strategy 
Final Report 

Page numben refer to the page numbers of the .pdf version avaUable oa the City of 
Woodbun web site. · 

"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 wiU have little incentive to locate in a community. For the purpose of this 
section, we define infrastructure and services to include transportation, water, sewer, 
. storm water, and parks facilities." · 

-page 100 

"11.2. Determine new transportation facilities needed to implement economic vision and 
amend TSP as appropriate. 

What and why? Good access is essential to the City's economic development strategy. 
The TSP identities several new transportation facilities. The key facilities proposed in 
the TSP include: 

• Development of a south side arterial. 

• Cooley Road extension to create a new north-south road east of Highway 99." 

-page 101 
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Dear Mayor~ 

t-A~R 1 41.005 

W0008URN COMMUNilY 
oE'JE\.OPMENT OEPT. 

Exhibit "B"- '7 · 

lt appears Woodburn's traffic is beginning to move again and various agencies have 
determined the overall route. I have concentrated on the traffic between I-5 and 99E. 
Also 214 to Parr Road extending east from the Butteville Qverpass. Other people have 
considered the northern portion of Parr Road as the cities southern arterial and the zoning 
maps have indicated by arrow the location of the southern arterial. The map shows in 
dark color the arterial best suited for Woodburn's use as starting at the Butteville 
overpass on the west and extending to an exchange at Boones Ferry Road. It may be 
wen for those not familiar with Woodburn's to have a map and the location of vanous 
business. 

ODOT has indicated that they will provide a cloverleaf off of214 going north on l-5. A 
similar cloverleaf on the west side to serve traffic going east on 214. This construction 
may be included in the federal grant. It seems economically sound to do so. . 

1 received a map from W ooQ.bum' s Engineering De~ent showing a ramp off of 1-5 · 
containing a two lanes of traffic merging into access traffic on 214~ another to traffic on 
Lawson Way. 

I was recently traveling to a.newly revised highway in the Tigard area. From i~ it seems 
Woodburn might be able to construct a one way single traffic lane from Taco Bell and 
LawSQn Way to a road servicing Cottage Cafe, Trailer World, and other businessesthat 
may want to be established in this area provided businesses having ~ ~eat deal of in and 
out traffic cannot be located here. Traffic serving the Chevron Station at the SE area 
would receive the various services offered ~d exit one way to a road serving traffic 
from the area of the Cottage Cafe, Trailer World etc. If it were possible to route traffic 
in this manner it would greatly enhance the value of the property the city has proposed to 
purchase for future development. The fact that Garden World located a few miles north 
ofl-5 sold one tree to a New York client for $5,000.00 and Wal-Mart, was able to almost 
double the size of their store in 617 years, indicates the city may have a sound investment. 

There is no assurance the Chevron will agree to this traffic ·pattern and if so traffic on 214 
will then continue down Lawso~ turn right on Stacey Alliso~ access Harvard, and north 
entrance ofWal-Mart and continue south past government housing and entrances to Mrs. 
Smith's property and others and past what would be the north portions of Parr Road if it 
were extended to Stacey Allison Way. Such a road is shown in black in the enclosed 
zoning map #1 and is proposed for development at this time as ODOT has informed us 
that there will be no exit off ofl-5 until Exchange 271 can no longer carry the traffic 
load. Therefore it will be years before the southern arterial could be finished. 

We are informed the owners of the land between the continuation of Parr and of the 
southern portions of Parr Road coming off ofButteville is not desired at this time, If so 
the traffic coming down Stacey Allison could be routed along the north extension of Parr 
Road onto the north/south section of Parr Road and then east over the railroad and to a 
very important interchange as it crosses Boones Ferry. 

ln order to cover Woodburn's traffic pattern more carefully it is requested you go back to 
the map #2 and see where Evergreen accesses off of214. The engineers show drawings 
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it can be three lanes for a short distance and I suggest the three lanes be carried south to 
the intersection with Stacey Allison Way. Traffic on Settlemier would absorb that from 
Hayes, continue south and· it is very important that it develop into four lane arterial map 

f-l\~ #3 with the following exchanges over it. Since designing this arterial it i"s noted tha~ the 
,·,y Country Meadows addition is proposed in this area, it should be served by a special 

access and without numerous in and out. The arterial would continue south and absorb 
the cul-de-sac traffic from government housing and· carried across the shopping n1all that 
would be formed by business area between Stacey Allison and Evergreen. 

The arterial would continue south to a location where Smith drive would continue west 
and cross arteri~ m~ and connect to Stacey Allison Way. 

1 do not deal with zoning but Mrs. Smith requested that she meet with me and 1 showed 
her a map #4 similar to the one enclosed which shows her farm as low density residenti~ 
matching a portion of her present development. This seemed to please her and I 
mentioned that a portion of her property shown on the map might be used for a school 
assembly. Since then city has decided the assembly would be better associated with the 
Aquatic Center. · 

1 did not have time to explain to Mrs. Smith that the developers west of her would be able 
to zone their property as high density and prevent her from ever developing her property 
in a proper manner. I should have mentioned· she could hire a developer to do this in . 
accordance to with-her spectficailons: In so doing would divide her land into two parcels 
instead of one. lt is possible to have Ben Brown lane extended through her property at a 
later time without too much interruption of traffic from east to w~st. 

It was pointed out in previous correspondence that 214 as four lanes and P~ Road as . 
four lanes east of exit off ofButteville, that we would have 16 travel passages between 1-
5 and 99E instead of 6 we have riow. (14 if Ben Brown lane was not developed at this 
time.) This should help in solving Woodburn's traffic. 

Mr. Husby and Mr. Cole have indicated that the city would accept the extension of Parr 
Road east until it crosses Boones Ferry Road and highway 99E and CQntinues to the 
intersection of the Hillsboro Beaverton Highway shown dotted on Map #3. They would 
join the city in making sure that the proper right of way was acquired. 

I think we were all pleased to find that the people.living east of99E are pleased to be 
· included in the city limits. Such a road is shown dotted on map #3 as extending north 
crossing 99E, continuing east till it crosses the railroad, goes south on Front Street till it 
meets Highway 214. · 

Cros~y Road to the north enclosing a residential area continues west to form a loop 
around the city. A loop that all cities have been trying to create since George 
Washington was asked to provide for the relocation of the U.S. He hired a New York 
archite~ he created the District of Columbia. 

This procedure is recorded in a History Channel Tape entitled, Mr. Dreyfuss goes to 
Washington, available at the Woodburn Library for viewing. With my Parkinson's, I 
have not been able to do this in satisfactory form. It may be desirable to have others do 
this. 
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Sincerely, 

Keith Woollen 
Retired Architect 
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CC: ODOT, Mr Husby, Mr. Cole 
County Commissioners 

P.S. 

City Public Work, ATT: Randy Rhoman 
Hazel Smith 
Woodburn Independent 

The solution to Woodburn's traffic problem is to have the mass of traffic coming over the 
l-5 exchange; as much as possible, go to highway 214 and the remaining collection down 
Stacy Allison Way and a four lane expansion of Evergreen till it reaches the east/west 
southern porti<>n of Parr Road as it reaches the most efficient exchange possible with 
Boones Ferry _R.oad, it would proceed east. to 99E and beyo~d. 
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Theodore R. Kulongosld, Governor 

March 16, 2005 

MAR 1 8 ·2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 

Jim Mulder, Community Planning Director 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Oregon 9707 4 

RE: Woodburn Periodic Review Amendment Package 

Dear Jim: 

Salem, Oregon 97301-2524 
Phone: (503) 373-0050 

First Floor/Coastal Fax: (503) 378-6033 
Second Floor/Director's Office:.{503) 378-5518 
Web Address: http:/ /w.ww.oregon.gov /LCD 

The following comments are in response to the city's periodic review work program draft 
amendment package, recclved by the department on January 21,2005, and Findings of 
Fact, received on February 7, 2005. The city requested that the department review the 
draft submittal for perceived deficiencies as they relate to compliance with specific 
statewide goals and administrative rules. The work tasks submitted have been reviewed 
as requested- and these comments reiterate those provided at our March 10, 2005 meeting 
in Woodburn. 

The City of Woodburn's periodic review work program was approved on July 31, 1997. 
Since that time, the Commission has acknowledged work tasks 5 and 6 (March 2000). 
This submittal, when completed, will address the remainder of the city's outstanding 
work program. 

The department would like to commend the city for investing considerable time, effort 
and resources towards completion of its work program. 1bis is a large and complex 
periodic review package, and the city has prepared a sweeping set of plan, policy, code, 
and map amendments to meet local housing, transportation, employment, and other 
needs. The package responds to statewide planning goals and statutory mandates and 
puts forth plan and policy proposals that will set the context for Woodburn's future 
development. 

The department has not found significant issues with the proposed UGB expansion, but 
believes that responses to certain requirements and review criteria need to be modified or 
enhanced to insure the proposal complies with the state planning goals and administrative 
rules. We request the following comments be included in the official record of this 
proposed UGB and plan amendment. Our comments have been provided in order of the 
applicable statewide planning goals, and conclude with recommendations on the plan's 
draft policy and code amendments . 
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Jim Mulder 
City of Woodburn 

!~~} Goall- Public Involvement 

Citizen Involvement Plan 

March 16,2005 

The department has received a draft Citizen Involvement Plan, with the understanding 
that a final version will be completed and submitted to the department upon adoption and 
submittal of the final plan amendment package. This item is work task 10 of the city's 
work program. 

Goal 2- Land Use Planning 

Urban Growth Management Agreement 
The department understands the city is currently working with the county on revisions to 
the city's UGMA and that this product will be submitted after the local adoption process. 
Submittal and review of these materials are required prior to department approval of the 
city's work program. This is work task 9 of the city's work program. 

GoalS. Open Spaces, Scenic: and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources 

Riparian Corridors and Wetlands OAR 660-023-0090-100 
The department commends the city's formation of a Riparian Corridor and Wetlands 
Overlay District (RCW). The city should provide definitions in its code for the terms 
"undeveloped floodplains," and "100-year floodplain outside of developed areas." 
Although the "general location" ofthe RCW district is mapped, without clear definitions 
for these terms there may be instances where the intent or application of the overlay 
district is ambiguous. 

Groundwater Resources- OAR 660-23-0140 
In the water plan of the city' s public facilities plan (PFP), it is noted that a Source Water 
Protection Plan for state certification has been developed to protect the city's drinking 
water supplies.1 However, in its response to Goal 11 and the PFP work task, the city has 
noted in its findings: · "Woodburn has not opted to delineate a wellhead protection area for 
wells or well fields."2 If a source water protection plan has been prepared, the 
department will need a copy as part of this periodic review submittal. If the city has no 
intention to have a certified source water protection plan, the PFP needs to be amended to 
be consistent. While the department encourages the city to prepare a source water 
protection plan, the Troutdale aquifer is not a critical or restrictively classified 
groundwater area and so is not subject to mandatory Goal 5 protections as a significant 
resource. 

1 Draft 2005 Public Facilities Plan, page 7. 
2 Findings of Fact, page 28. 
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Goal 9· Economic Development 

Commitment to provide adequate sites and facilities (OAR 660-009-0020(2)(b)) 
W oodbum needs to provide a rationale for approximately 65 net buildable acres oftand 
'~etained,' within the Southwest Industrial Reserve overlay (SWIR.).3 Although subject 
to the non-industrial conversion restrictions of the SWIR. overlay, this land could. 
potentially be subdivided into smaller lots ( <1 0 acres) of which the citt s BLI and EOA 
have identified there is not a need. The SWIR site requirements table should also account 
for tax lot 52 W14-l200 (adjacent to Butteville Road and 1-S), as it is within the overlay 
district. 

Industrial site serviceability (OAR 660-009-0025(3)) . 
The Goal9 rule requires that the city's public facilities plan demonstrate how a short­
term supply of new industrial and commercial sites will be serviceable. 4 The PFP needs 
to map and identify needed facilities over the 20-year planning period to serve new 
employment lands, and specifically demonstrate that a three-year supply of serviceable 
sites are scheduled for each year, including the final year, of the short-term element of the 
plan.5 

The Goal 9 rule requires that this demonstration of short-term serviceable industrial sites 
is to occur at the time of periodic review.6 Although the rule makes clear that 
implel)lentation o~ or amendments to the comprehensive plan or public facility plan 
which change the supply of serviceable industrial land are not subject to these rule 
requirements, the rule does not make a distinction between initial and subsequent 
periodic reviews that would exempt the city from meeting this requirement. Such a 
distinction has been relied on, in error, in the city's findings of fact.7 Therefore, to 
comply with the rule the city's plan needs to provide specific information regarding a 
three. year supply of serviceable sites over the short-term (5-years). This information 
should be incorporated into the city's PFP (work program subtask 3a). 

Corrections: 
• SWIR. Tables identifying required minimum site sizes for specific parcels are 

inconsistent as found in the Findings ofFact (pages 16, 118, and 204), goal and 
policy amendments (page 22), and proposed WDO (page 2.1-91). Discrepancies 
found include wrong tax lot numbers, inconsistent numeric values for buildable 

3 
Based on proposed standards table Required Minimum Site Size for Specific Parcels, tax lot 52W 11-300, 

and tax lot 52W 14- 800. 
4 A site is serviceable if public facilities have adequate capacity to serve development planned in the 
service area where the site is located or can be upgraded to have adequate capacity within one year; and 
public facilities are either currently extended to the site or can be provided within one year of application 
for building permit or request for service extension (OAR 660-009-0005). 
5 OAR 660-009-0025(3)(c). 
6 

Pursuant to OAR 660-009-0025 "Requirements of this rule apply only to local government decisions 
made at the time of periodic review." 
7 Draft City ofWoodbum Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, Periodic Review and UGB 
Amendment, Page 165. 
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site acres, and incomplete and/or inconsistent data for retention of various site 
sizes. 

• In the text of the Goa19 section of the Findings of Fact (page 88), the following 
correction needs to be made: The table identifies a need for jive left situ of 25 
acres or larger and at least one site larger than 100 acres.8 

• The figure for the "High" industrial employment projection is missing from the 
"Total employment growth by land use type" table on Findings of Fact, page 104. 

• The following correction in the UGB Justification Report needs to be made: 
reference to ORS 197.212 on pages Sand 6 should read ORS 197.712. 

. • A description of Targeted Industry No. 36 was not included in the findings of fact 
(page 86). The department recommends this be included to be complete and 
consistent with the city's EOA and other supporting documentation. 

Goalll- Public Facilities and Services 

Required elements ofPublic Facilities Plan~ OAR 660-011-0010 
The city's public facilities plan (PFP) identifies that service capacity needs can be met 
through year 2020. However, while many of the required elements of the PFP are 
included in the draft, or its supplement, UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, this 
information is not well organized or is incomplete. 

General 

Volume 
Page 

• The PFP needs to be updated to reflect current information on facility 
construction and planned facilities within the existing UGB, as well as for 
proposed expansion areas included in the city's plan amendment. Unlike for 
wastewater facilities, the PFP does not provide the timing, cost and location for 
significant water and storm water facilities necessary to serve future development 
in proposed UGB expansion areas. 

• The PFP does not provide an adequate inventory and assessment of existing 
facilities. 

• The UGB expansion area reports indicate that the regions were analyzed 
independent of other proposed regions, and that the analysis is based on all CIP 
projects in the master plan being completed. This approach does not address the 
cumulative effects of development over time and sequencing (timing) of needed 
facilities. 

· • Policy statements designating the provider of each public facility system or the 
city's urban growth management agreement with Marion County must be 
submitted concurrent with the PFP pursuant to· OAR 660-11-0045. 

8 Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, page 88. 
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Waste Water plan 
• Projects in the table "Wastewater Long-range Facility Projects (5-20 yearsr 

assume no service extensions will occur in UGB expansion areas until 2010.9 

However7 the city's findings indicate all expansion areas are "readily serviceable" 
(although no definition of this tennis provided).10 

• The estimated timing and location for constructing long-term waste water 
facilities should be reassessed due to the Goal9 requirement for a short-term 
supply of serviceable industrial sites (OAR 660-009-0025(3)). 

Water plan 
• PFP text indicates four new wells are needed to increase capacity, yet table 12-lA 

shows six wells proposed (PFP, page 7). This discrepancy should be corrected or 
explained. 

• PFP text indicates storage facilities to be constructed at each of the three new 
treatment plants, yet table 12-lB shows two storage projects to be built in 2004 
(PFP, page 13). Is this information current? 

• PFP Table 12-2, "Proposed Distribution System Projects," shows 10 projects, 
only two of which are future projects. This table should be updated to show 
planned projects, particularly those identified for future planned growth in 
proposed expansion areas (PFP, page 15). 

• The text indicates that the plan does not include project costs for projects in areas 
to be developed into the future, and notes that the plans included in "Chapter 1 0" 
show possible pipe sizes and locations. This information is necessary to include in 
the PFP (PFP, page 16). 

• The water plan (PFP, page 16), states that expansion areas to be developed in the 
future are essentially 'lmknowns .. and, therefore, capital improvements for these 
areas will be planned for later. This is counter to the purpose and intent of Goal 
11. Case law has also determined it is not sufficient to simply demonstrate that 
current services and facilities are adequate to service expansion areas; plans must 
show that they can provide services into the future. 11 

It is not the intent of Division 11 (OAR 660-011) to cause duplication or to supplant 
existing applicable plans or programs. For instance, there could be appendices, etc. from 
the city's current master plans that would provide some of the additional level of 
infonnation requested here. The city could also make amendments to its supplemental 
UGB expansion analysis to comply with the rule and incorporate them into the PFP by 
reference. 

9 Draft 2005 Public Facilities Plan, page 22. 
1° Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, page 196. 
11 City o(LaGrande v. Union County, 25 OR LUBA (1993); 1000 Friends v. City of North Plains, 27 OR 
LUBA 372 (1 994). 
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Corrections-
• Project descriptions and/or costs do not consistently match infonrtation found in 

the UGB expansion analysis (Findings of Fact, page 195). 

• Facility and cost information is not provided for Area 1 in the analysis ofUGB 
expansion areas (Findings ofFact, page195). 

• The findings indicate that the "City shall adopt a growth control ordinance" to 
insure that the city's growth does not exceed its ability to provide public services 
(Findings of Fact, page 162). What is the status of this ordinance? 

• Schools: There are discrepancies in the record concerning land needs for future 
schools that need to be corrected and clarified. The Residential Land Needs 
Analysis shows a need of 17 S acres by 2020 with an unmet need of 60 acres for 
schools:11 The Revised UGB Justification Report indicates there is a need for 
223 acres by 2023, with an unmet need of 108 acres.13 A similar inconsistency is 
located in the Findings of Fact under "Schools" (page 185) and in the year 2020 
Public and Semi Public L.and Needs table (page 186). 

Goal12- Transportation System Plan 

The department provided comments on the citts TSP in March 2004 and in January of 
this year. By.working with the city's consultant we have narrowed our comments to the 
following. 

Street Standards 
The city's local street standards are described in the ordinance (page 9-5) and in the TSP 
(Figure 7 -2). ~e city llas adopted three local street standards as follows: 

• Local Residential with parking both sides: pavement width of 34 ', ROW of 60 '; 
• Local Residential with parking one side: pavement width of 29 ', ROW of 50'; 
• Local Residential with no parking: pavement width of 24 ', ROW of 50. 

There is no description or criteria to decide when one of these street sections will be used 
or required. It appears it will be up to the developer to decide which street section they 
will use. The department has found that these types of standards do not .meet the intent of 
the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR, OAR 660-012). That is because there is no basis 
for local governments to require 34 feet of paved width for all local streets that have 
parking on both sides. It is acceptable for a local government to have a 34 foot street in 
their ordinance for important and/or heavily-traveled local streets. These are usually 
defined by a maximum average daily traffic (ADT), such as all local streets expected to 
carry more than 500 ADT should be 34 feet wide. 

tl Technical Report 2- Residential Land Needs Analysis, page 32. 
13 Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report, page 11 . 
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However, looal governments should also allow a narrower street with parking on both 
sides for local streets that carry lower volwnes of traffic. Alternatively, the department 
has approved (or is in the process of approving) some local government standards for 32-
foot wide looal streets that provide cutb extensions (bulbouts) that narrow the width of 
the street to 20 feet (or 22 feet) at intersections and midblock along long blocks (greater 
than 500 feet). 

Blook Lengths 
It does not appear the city has modified its block length standard. The standard is 
described on page 2-20 as follows: 

"Block length shall not be less than 200 feet and nqt more than 600 feet, EXCEPT where 
the dimen.Jions and alignment of existing blocka and streeu adjacent to or in the vicinity 
of a proposed subdivision, topography, adequate lot size, or need for traffic flow warrant 
other dimensions. The maximum block length shall not exceed 1,200 feet.". 

The city's latest response to our TSP comments state that the city acknowledges this 
language is ambiguous, but that they have faced situations where block lengths of 600 
feet cannot reasonably be accommodated.14 The letter also claims the city has found the 
existing language effective. 

This language is clearly ambiguous and appears to open the door to almost any block 
length less than 1,200 feet for a variety of reasons that may not be completely legitimate. 
For example, topography in Woodburn should simply not be an issue in tenns of 
determining grades and connections for streets. Also, "adequate lot size, should not be a 
significant factor to determine whether a block is 600 feet or 1,200 feet long. Similarly, 
instead of''traffic flow," the language would be improved to read "access management 
on arterials." The city should also modify the code to require a pedestrian accessway 
every 600 feet where it is found that a local street connection is impracticable. The 
department welcomes more information from the city about its existing code language 
and its effectiveness upon implementation. 

Goal14: Urbanization 

Goall4 provides "seven factors,' to evaluate a proposed change in the urban growth 
boundary. The city needs to demonstrate it has fully considered each factor in its 
response to the goal requirements. The department wants to emphasize the importance of 
this step and providing detailed responses in its justification for the UGB amendment. 

Factors 1 & 2 - Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban population 
growth requirements consistent with LCDC goals; Need for housing, employment 
opportunities, and livability: 

Tables in the Findings of Fact (page 89 and 1 07) show different numbers of vacant 
industrial parcels available within the existing UGB. This information pulled into the 

14 Draft TSP Connnents: Response from City of Woodburn, dated January 4, 2005 
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Findings of Fact from the Buildable Lands Inventory is not consistent and could justify 
less industrial land being retained as part of the proposed UGB expansion based on site 
requirements for targeted industries. 

Factor 4- Maximum efficiency of land uses with and on the fringe of the existing urban 
area. 

Factor 4 requires Woodburn to consider and encourage the efficient development of lands 
within the existing UGB, prior to expanding the UGB. This means the city must consider 
changing plan designations within the existing UGB to increase densities and attempt to 
assemble vacant parcels within the existing UGB to produce larger buildable areas to 
accommodate proposed uses, including site requirements for targeted industries.15 The 
city has alluded to these necess~ considerations in its findings, but has not provided a 
full explanation to satisfy them.1 

Correction 
• Findings ofFact, page 197- ORS 197.232 is an incorrect statutory citation. The 

department.assumes the intended citation is ORS 197.732 regarding Goal 
Exceptions. 

Factor 6- Retention of agricultural/and as defined, with Class I being the highest priority 
and Class VI the lowest priority; and ORS 197.298. 

Goall4, Factor 6 and ORS 197.298 are not one and the same, so the city should be 
careful when addressing them together under the same heading. The department believes 
it is more appropriate to use the format from the UGB Justification Report, where each 
statutory requirement. and factor 6, has a corresponding response. 

Study areas 2 and 7 are proposed for partial expansion. Study Area 2 contains additional 
areas of lower priority soils that hav.e not been included and has been found to be optimal 
for expansion based on service efficiency. The city's reliance on the "factor 4-maxirnize 
efficiency" finding is on its face, and without further explanation, insufficient to satisfy 
this criterion. For Study Area 7, findings also need to specifically indicate why 
additional class ill and N soils in this area were not brought in for expansion instead of 
other areas containing lower priority soils. Large parcel sizes in this southernmost 
portion of Study area 7 could also satisfy industrial site requirements. Study area 7 was 
found to be optimal for expansion based on service efficiency. 

Volume 
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In reference to these study areas, the city should elaborate on how the expansion avoids 
the highest value farmland possible while including the lowest soil classes in a feasible 
UGB configuration in compliance with factor 6. 

u Concerned Citizens of the Rogue Valley and Don Carroll v. the Citv of Shady Cove. LUBA 95-173 
il.2.ffi. 
16 Findings of Fact, page 198. 
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Correction 
• Correction on Findings of Fact, page 211. The referenced "Table 13" is missing, 

and should be labeled as Table 10, as found in the Revised UGB Justification · 
Report. 

Factor 7- Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with agricultural activities. 

Based on Winterbrook's response to the department's April2004 comment letter, and as 
discussed in our March 10, 2005 meeting. the city needs to document its intent and 
approach to establish '1ight to fann, covenants that would deed-restrict residential 
"edge" properties proposed in expansion areas to the north of the city (Study Area 2). 
Such an approach would also be appropriate for residential edge properties planned for in 
the southwest part of the city (Study Area 7). In its response letter to the city, 
Winterbrook wrote: 

"As indicated under Goal 14, factor 5 discussion we agreed that additional information 
related to these Goal 2 standard3 will be provided in the Goal 14 analysis and in 
findings. We will consider requiring the property owner to sign a "right io farm" 
covenant as a condition of annexation of residential/and that is adjacent to the UGB. "1 7 

This action would be a response to Goal14, Factor 7, but also to Goal2 (standard 4), to 
demonstrate "measures have been taken to reduce adverse impacts" from residential 
development on adjacent agricultural practices. The department believes this approach 
would effectively address agricultural compatibility issues in these areas. 

Corrections 
• Findings ofFact, page 197- ORS 197.232 is a wrong statutory citation and does 

not exist. The department assumes the intended citation is ORS 197.732 regarding 
Goal Exceptions. 

• Table 13 is missing from the Findings ofFaet, (page 211) under the Goall4 
analysis, Agricultural Soils and. Classifications Summary, and should be relabeled 
"Table 1 0." 

• Findings ofFact, page 193. correct heading to "Factor 3- Orderly and economic 
provision of public facilities and services" 

Proposed Goal and Policy Amendments 

1. Policy Table 1, p 7: Some of the stated density ranges don't appear to be 
consistent with the stated minimum lot sizes. For example, The Nodal Residential 
Overlay Zone (RMN) shows a density range of 10-22 dwelling units (du)/acre, 
but the smallest minimum lot size, 3,000 square feet, yields 14.52 dulgross acre 
(per net acre would be even less). Another example: The RS 1 zone shows a range 

17 
Winterbrook Memo to Jim Mulder, April 26, 2004, (page 17), re: April 21, 2004 letter from Kevin 

Cronin, DLCD to Jim Mulder. 
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of 9-12 du/acre but there is only one minimum lot size, and no stated maximum 
lot size. 

2 . Zoning section, p 8 - last sentence, and Review, Revision and Update section, 
pi 1, 2nd and 4th sentences: It appears that "Comprehensive Plan" should replace 
"Land Use Plan:• 

3. Transportation Plan section, p 9: 2nd sentence is missing a word. Should read: 
''The 2004 TSP includes goals and objectives .. ~" 

Proposed Land Use Zoning Draft Amendments 

Some of the following ~omments are advisory, and intended to help the city establish 
standards that will achieve successful developments and a livable community. 

1. Section 2.102.07 F. l. Landscaping and Sidewalks (RS Zone): These regulations 
allow an option of either curb-tight sidewalks or sidewalks with street trees. In 
residential zones, a planter strip with street trees between the curb and sidewalk 
should be requir~ and needs to be consistent with the proposed street standards 
in the city's final draft Transportation System Plan. 

2. Section 2.105.05 C. 1. a. 2 (CO Zone) and Section 2.106.05.C. 2. a. 2) CCG Zone): 
Setting a max:imum front setback is good, but 150 feet is a very large standard. 
No parking is allowed in the front setback, which is appropriate, so it seems 
counter-productive and land intensive to allow buildings to be sited so far back 
from the street. 

3. Section 2.108.06 A. 3. CNNC Zone): Setting a building size limit is a good idea, 
however 60,000 square feet is too large for a single business in the NNC. This 
means that you could have a building with 3-5 businesses totaling 180,000-
300,000 square feet, which is excessive for achieving the benefits of successful 
neighborhood nodal development. The single business size limit could be 
reduced to 5,000-10,000 square feet, or change the 60,000 square foot standard to 
maximum building size (to allow a supermarket).18 

4 . Section 2.108.06 A. 1. (NNC Zone): Similar to the previous comment, 15 acres is 
too large a maximum site size for the NNC zone. NC zone sites are typically 3-5 
acres.1} 

1 8 
The T GM Model Development Code for Small Cities recommends a maximum Neighborhood 

Corrunercial building floor area of 5,000-1 0,000 square feet, and a maximum single use size of 2,000-5,000 
square feet. 

19 Source: TGM Model Development Code for Small Cities 
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5. Chapter 2.110 (IL Zone): Woodburn has no Heavy or General Industrial Zone, 
just the IP Zone and IL Zones. TheIL allows heavy industrial uses and so should 
be renamed to General Industrial. 

6. Section 2.114.03 (A) )fP/SP Zone): Missing word: "Targeted industries and 
services identified in Table 2.1.21 are allowed in the SWIR. .. .. " 

7. Section 2.115.03 A. (RSN Overlay): Missing word: " ... are allowed in the RSN 
Overlay District . .. '' 

8. Section 2.115 .03 D. 3. a. 2). 2.115.04 E. 2. 2.116.05 D. 4. a. 2)(rear setbacks): 
There is only one rear setback standard for all lots. Twenty feet is appropriate for 
street-access lots but excessive for rear alley-accessed lots. The department 
recommends 6-8 feet. 20 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this package of updates to Woodburn's 
plan and ordinances. If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to contact me at 
(503) 373-0050 extension 289 or geoff.crook@state.or.us. 

Sincerely, 

/~~~ 
Geoff Crook 
Willamette Valley Regional Representative 

cc: Greg Winterowd, Winterbrook Planning 
Les Sasaki, Marion County Planning 
Rob Hallyburton, DLCD 

20 Source: TGM Model Development Code for Small Cities 
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PUBLIC WORKS 

March 21, 2005 

Jim Mulder, CD Director 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

Exhibit "B"-6 <f 

MAR 2 1 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 

Re: City Council Public Hearing- Woodburn Periodic Review Amendments 

Dear Jim: 

Marion County Planning has reviewed the Woodburn Periodic Review amendment 
package that was provided to staff along with the Draft Findings of Fact and Citizen 
Involvement Report. County staff appreciate the City's coordination effort to involve 
the County in both the development and review of the various periodic review tasks 
undertaken by the City to update its comprehensive plan. The amendment package 
is reflective of the extensive work and time invested by the City in formulating a 
planning strategy to address growth issues facing the City along with implementing a 
community vision. The County encourages and supports local decision-making 
control in accomplishing these planning tasks. 

As you are aware, the County has a statutory coordination role to work with cities 
with regard to planning activities affecting land use. The City and County have 
coordinated on the review and update of the City's 2020 population projection which 
is being utilized in the current plan amendment package. Additionally, the City and 
County have worked together and are involved in the City's Transportation System 
Plan (TSP) update, the I-S/Woodburn Interchange Area Management Plan and 
Environmental Assessment, and the development of an updated intergovernmental 
agreement on urban growth boundary coordination. 

It was back in March and April of 2004, that the County along with other agencies 
and interested persons provided the City with preliminary advisory comments and 
suggestions regarding the City's draft Periodic Review task amendment proposals. 
The intent of those staff level discussions/meetings were to provide city staff and the 
consultant team with preliminary feedback on the proposed amendments and raise 
concerns or issu(;)s prior to development of the final amendment review package. 
The County appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendments 
and realizes that urban growth boundary changes are a cooperative process 
between the City and County. The following comments are intended to assist the 
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City in its review of the proposed amendment package with some of the comments similar to those 
provided to the City during the County's preliminary review of the draft amendment package in 2004. 

:.tr.:, Overall, the proposed amendment package contains many good and often innovative measures to n 
t!~· increase the efficient use of land, address specific needs, manage existing and future growth issue~ _ } 

and preserve/protect local natural resources. 

Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Amendments 

-." :-: 
·' 

1. Inclusion of new Marion County Coordination Goals and Policies, Marion County Economic 
Coordination Goals and Policies, and the incorporation of applicable Marion County Growth 
Management Framework coordination language, guidelines and policies regarding housing, 
transportation and the environment into the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. The County is 
supportive of these amendments to improve coordination between the City and County and 
recognize the individual planning interests of both jurisdictions. 

2 . . New plan and zone designations for the proposed nodal development, industrial reserve, and 
riparian conservation and wetland overlay areas to provide for specific types of development to 
meet housing, economic development, and resource protection needs. Also the creation of an 
Interchange Management Area overlay to monitor and manage the transportation capacity, 
safety and functionality of the system around and at the interchange through trip generation 
estimates and numerical ceilings based on land use. These overlay designations and the 
respective implementation measures contained in the Woodburn Development Ordinance are 
positive approaches to efficiently plan for land use and locational needs( and the County is 
supportive of these amendments. 

. f!:>:, 
3. Residential Land Use and Housing goals and policies that provide for adoption of a housing 

code to improve the existing housing stock, encourage and provide for a variety of housing 
types for single-family and multi-family uses, requirements for .application of clear and objective 
design standards, allow for affordable home ownership opportunities through reduced lot sizes 
and increased housing types, and for efficiency of residential lands by allowing provisions for 
increased densities. These amendments provide the framework for the City to address housing 
needs and issues and the County is supportive of these plan amendments. 

4. Commercial Land Use goals and policies that encourage the infill and redevelopment of existing 
commercial areas of the City rather than increasing the commercial land supply or advocating 
for additional commercial around the interchange ar·ea. Also, inclusion of policies encouraging 
establishment of neighborhood commercial to serve designated nodal development areas and 
provisions for vertical mixed uses. These amendments recognize the interrelationship of 
commercial land uses and impacts on the transportation system through increased congestion 
which can affect the ability of the City to attract other types of desired land uses. The County is 
supportive of these plan amendments that discourage the establishment of new commercial 
corridors/areas in the city and place emphasis on redevelopment of the existing commercial 
areas, including the downtown. 

5. Incorporation of the City's May 2001 Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and Economic 
Development Strategy as part of the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. The economic 
development strategy commits the City to provide the infrastructure and land base to attract 
higher paying jobs, provide for the employment needs of the Woodburn area, utilize any ·· 
comparative advantages the city enjoys such as its location, target specific industries desirable 

Volume 
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to the city, educate and train the local labor force, improve the quality of life for residents, assist 
local business development, prevent the redesignation and parcelization of industrial lands, 
utilize master planning as a tool to efficiently usa designated industrial lands, rehabilitate the 
downtown area, provide financing for marketing and creating economic development programs, 
and various other measures. The County is supportive of the City's efforts to provide for the 
employment needs of its residents and the north county region and to work cooperatively with 
the county in addressing economic growth issues and providing employment opportunities. 

Woodburn Development Ordinance 

1. New nodal residential zone designations to implement the new plan designations. New land 
efficiency measures that .provide for infill, redevelopment, vertical mixed uses, smaller lots, a 
variety of housing types, and increased densities. Providing for an increase in the multifamily 
percentage (35%) of the total new housing mix, the provision of minimum and maximum 
allowable densities, requirements for development to occur at 80 percent of allowable density, 
and mast~r planning of designated nodal areas allow for more efficient us~ 9f land whils 
meeting the City's expected housing needs~ The CountY is supportive of these implementation 
measures and of the City's goal to improve .. its overall residential land efficiency for new single­
family and·multl-family uses from 5.7 dwelling units/acre over the past 15 years (1988-2002) 
and 6.7 dwelling units per acre over the past five years (1998-2002) to 7.7 dwelling units/acre 
consistent with the efficiency guidelines in the County's Growth Management Framework. 

2. New industrial overlay zone for the proposed southwest industrial reserve area. The zone 
provides for the retention of specific parcel sizes, prevents the redesignation and use of 
industrial lands for non-industrial uses, and requires that master planning of the entire industrial 
overlay area occur prior to annexation, parcelization and any development of these lands. It is 
also implied that the parcels within the industrial ·reserve area will be retained in agricultural use 
until developed for industrial uses consistent with the zone. 

The County is generally supportive of the concepts of the overlay zone but would recommend 
that specific language be added stipulating the continued use of these lands/parcels for 
agricultural use and retention of existing County EFU zoning until developed for industrial 
purposes. In addition-, the master planning requirements and process as specified in the zone 
are not clear as to whether the review and approval of the master plan is simply for a public 
facility plan, a conceptual or detailed lot layout plan, an actual development plan or something 
else. The zone requires that a master plan for the entire overlay zone area is required though it 
is conceivable development could occur on an individual parcel basis or in phases. It is also 
not clear if the City Council approval of the master plan could be considered a land use decision 
or whether such approval is binding as to lot layouts and configurations. The County believes 
that further considerations of the master planning process being utilized in the overlay zones 
need to be _addressed by the City. Economic Development Policy E 2.2 in the amended 
Comprehensive Plan states that the proposed master plan shall be referred to Marion County 
for comment prior to consideration by the the City Council. It is unclear as to what the County 
would be commenting on under the current proposed master plan requirements contained in 
the proposed overlay zone. · 

A discussion of the parcel sizes and retention of large industrial parcels is contained in the 
section below on the proposed urban growth boundary amendments. Volume 5 
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3. The Riparian Corridor and Watland Overlay Zona provides protection standards for 
undeveloped floodplain, wetland and rrparian areas within the city. The zone utilizes the safe 
harbor provisions under Statewide Planning Goal 5 for riparian resources in providing protectinr:-

·::~ of designated riparian and significant wetland resources. The County is supportive of the Cil : · : · 
~~i;:~ amendments to protect these resources consistent with the Environmental guidelines of the 

County's Growth Management Framework and safe harbor p~ovisions of Administrative Rules. 

Woodburn Transportation System Plan (TSP) Update 

County Public Works (Mike McCarthy) was involved throughout the TSP update process and provided 
input on the plan. All major County issues· raised during the TSP process have been adequately 
addressed and there are no further objections or concerns to the proposed TSP. The County is 
supportive of the TSP for the progress it would make towards maintaining and improving the 
transportation system within the Woodbu·rn area. The County does have an interest in making sure 
that regional traffic utilizing the county road system can get to and from destinations in W.oodbum, and 

·to and from the 1-5 interchange efficiently, and the County wants to make sura that this efficiency is 
protected or improved which the updated TSP seems to work towards meeting this end. The TSP 
identifies a south arterial connecting Highway 99E with the proposed nodal development and industrial 
reserve area along Parr Road and with Buttevilla Road. The County will continue to coordinate with 
the City on transportation issues and projects within the Woodburn area. 

Public Facilities Plan 

County Public Works and Planning staff reviewed the Public Facilities Plan and the Public Services 
Analysis of the eight Study Areas considered for possible expansion of the existing urban growth .-:~:~· .. 

• 17~\ boundary. The County recognizes that the City shall be the provider of public water, sanitary sewe~p·""'··; 
J3 stormwater, and transportation facilities within the urban growth.boundary unless otherwise agreed ~ 

by the City, County and any other applicable party. The City is also responsible for preparing the 
public facilities plan for all lands withing the growth boundary. The County is supportive of the City's 
Public Facilities Plan and the City's efforts to cost-effectively size and provide the necessary facilities 
to serve lands within the urban growth boundary. The County also supports City efforts to coordinate 
its facilities planning with the County with regards to stormwater management and transportation. 

Marion County Urban Growth Management Framework 

Marion County adopted an Urban Growth Management Framework in 2002 as part of the Urbanization 
Element of its Comprehensive Plan. The Framework is a coordination planning strategy that provides 
guidelines a city may choose to follow when coordinating urban growth boundary needs with the 
county. Decisions on how to use any applicable coordination guidelines of the Framework is up to 
each city and there can be several approaches taken by the city to coordinate planning efforts with the 
County consistent with the Framework. 

To facilitate coordination between the City and County, the City has amended the updated Woodburn 
Comprehensive Plan to incorporate applicable policies and guidelines found in the County Framework 
Plan. In addition, the City will consider these applicable Woodburn Comprehensive Plan policies and 
guidelines when making land use decisions within the urban growth area of the growth boundary. The 
County is supportive of the City's approach toward coordinating planning with the County. 
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Additionally, the Coordination Agreement between the City and the County is required to be updated 
as part of Periodic Review to be consistent with the Growth Management Framework. City and 
County staff have been working together to update the current intergovernmental agreement. 

. Jiewing the various background studies and documents supporting the City's proposed plan 
amendments, the existing Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary contains approximately 4,050 acres. 
The UGB amendment proposal that is part of the City's Periodic Review amendment package is for an 
expansion of the existing UGB by approximately 1 ,050 acres. This additional land need to meet 
projected population, housing, employment and other uses is in addition to the 7 46 acres of buildable 
lands within the existing UGB identified in the City's 2002 Buildable Lands Inventory. 

The Plan proposal is based on a 2020 projected population of 34,919 utilizing a 2.8 percent annual 
average growth rate during the 20-year planning horizon of the Plan. The Plan proposal would 
accommodate an increase in population of 14,059 people over the 2002 City population of 20,860 
requiring an additional4,753 dwelling units, assuming a household size of 2.9 persons per dwelling. 
The Woodburn area is projected to add 7,153 jobs/employment during the planning period using a 
medium range employment growth forecast. 

The 746 acre supply of buildable land in the current UGB consists of 403 acres of low density 
residential land, 108 acres of medium density residential land, 6 acres of public/semi-public lands, 108 
acres of commercial land and 127 acres of industrial land. In summary, 517 acres of residential land 
and 235 acres of employment land currently exist within the UGB. 

:"'>~ The proposed approximately 1,050 gross acres expansion would add roughly 590 acres of residential 
jj) l~pj (520 acres of low density residential, 70 acres of medium density), 25 acres of commercial land, 

t::::~~::~430 acres of industrial land. Of the 1050 acres, 188 acres are residential exception lands and 13 
JS are commercial exception lands. In rough land totals, approximately 1100 acres of residential 

land (this number would be reduced when constrained lands, right-of-way needs and some of the 
residential exception lands are subtracted) and 690 acres of employment lands would be available for 
development to meet future housing and employment needs. 

Identified land needs from the UGB expansion needs analysis indicate a need for approximately 555 
acres of buildable residential land (259 acres of low density residential, 178 acres of nodal low density 
residential, 66 acres of medium density, 51 acres of nodal medium density) and an additional210 
acres of public/semi-public lands which are accommodated on residential lands. Employment land 
needs are estimated at 627 acres (141 acres of commercial land and 486 acres of industrial land) with 
industrial land needs based on the provision of specific site sizes instead of an employee/acre ratio. 
The EcoNorthwest analysis of projected land need based on forecast employment increase of 7,139 
employees was for approximately 369 acres with industrial land needs being 224 acres of the total. 

Industrial Land Needs 

Statewide Planning Goal 9 (Economic Development) and corresponding Administrative Rule allow for 
employment land needs to be based on the need to provide for various sites (specified site sizes) to 
meet likely or expected employment uses that would locate in the area. The City has targeted certain 
industries that it desires to locate within the community and has specified a range of industrial sites to 

· accommodate these uses. Analysis by the City indicates a need for large parcel sites, generally 20 
2 .'in size or more with specific target industries requiring sites greater than 50 acres. Overall, the 
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majority of target industries identified by the City require sites in the 5 to 40 acre range, with several 
large manufacturing and high tech industria$ requiring sites over 40 acres. 
The City industrial land expansion proposal to the southwest (both west and east of 1-5) capitalizes o r1_ 

~;- . the 1-5 corridor location and proposes a range of sites comprising an approximate 440 acre industrir -':. 
:'."" area. The industrial overlay zone requires the provision and retention of 11 sites that are 1 0 acres ~ 

size or greater, with the largest being one 100 acre site and ~ 70 acre site. The remaining nine sites 
are between 10 and 25 acres, with provisions for various sit~s under 10 acres in size. 

Target industries that employ large numbers of people and have large site requirements (40 acres or 
more) are highly desirable with a very competitive market to locate such industries within a community. 
Setting aside two very large sites (100 acres and 70 acres) for such industries may commit a large 
part of the proposed industrial reserve area and limit the ability of the City to achieve its employment 
goals through requirements that specific sizes of sites be retained which cannot be reduced in size 
and may not be flexible to meat the needs of targeted industries once certain sized sites have been 
utilized. The County would suggest that the upper size limit threshold be reduced to 40 or 50 acres 
with the number of sites in this range Increased to four or five that can not be reduced below the 
threshold, along with the provision of additional sites in the 1 0 to 20 acre range.- This would allow the 
City soma flexibility in both the layout of sites, the ability to put sites together should larger sites be 
needed by a target industry, and to configure and allow for smaller sites to meat the majority of the site 
needs of the targeted industries. By allowing some flexibility in arranging sites to meat targeted 
industry needs, it would be possible to provide mora available sites or increased choices in the size of 
sites, while also requiring lass land to meat the employment needs and economic goals and strategy 
the City wishes to pursue: Existing industrial lands within the current UGB can also be utilized to meet 
the industrial land needs 9f targeted industries that require sites under 1 0 acres in size. 

,.,, Residential Land Needs {}::~,) 
-~~:] 

~~·' The residential land need to accommodate an additional 4,753 dwelling units and approximately 
14,000 additional people also includes land for public/semi-public uses (schools, parks, institutional 
uses, churches, governmental uses) which .are typically accommodated on residential lands. Analysis 
indicates a need for 210 acres of land to meet public/semi-public land needs during the planning 
period. Through the provision of various land efficiency measures, creation of nodal development 
areas, increased density allowances for single-family and multi-family, infill and redevelopment of 
existing residential lands and residential exception areas, the projected housing demand can be 
accommodated by utilizing existing buildable lands within the current growth boundary and the 
expansion of the boundary to include additional residential lands, primarily for the nodal development 
area which allows for increased densities to occur over current standards. The residential land need is 
for approximately 764 acres to meet both the housing demand (555 acres) and public/semi-public land 
needs (210 acres) for its projected 2020 population. Currently, there are approximately 520 acres 
within the current boundary for such uses and the proposed UGB expansion is to add nearly 600 acres 
of residential lands (200 of which is residential exception lands which have limited capacities for 
additional housing). 

The County realizes that the additional residential acreage is not all buildable land due to constraints, 
allowances for right-of-way/streets (20 percent of gross acreage) and that the net buildable acres 
within the residential expansion areas would be less. The housing demand over the planning period 
can reasonably be met by the supply of existing residential land within the current UGB, the addition of 
residential lands in the nodal overlay area and inclusion of residential areas around the golf course · , · \ 

: the north. The multi-use natura of public lands may be somewhat more difficult to account for due t 
··- ·locational factors and the neighborhoods that they are intended to serve. 
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tn aetermining dwelling units needed to accommodate the projected increase in population during the 
planning period, a critical assumption or factor is household size. The needs analysis utilizes a 2.9 
persons per household which is less than the 2000 Census household size of 3.1 for the City. The 

:~)assumption that h~usehold size decreases over tim~ due to a va~iety of factors .tied to urbanization, 
5:~ ·p~QIOyment, houstng and so forth and as borne out tn other studtes and areas ts reasonable, though 

· 'trend in Woodburn has been an increase in household size due to demographic characteristics of 
,_ . .~opulation: The City's. demographics vary greatly from the state, the region, the county and other 
cities in the area which make comparisons difficult or to follow the trends of these areas when it comes 
to specific assumptions regarding demographics. The County would just like to mention that an 
assumption of a higher household size utilized in the analysis for determining dwelling unit needed 
would result in a lower demand for units within the planning period. 

Woodburn Periodic Review Preferred Growth Scenario (UGB amendments) 

The Marion County Urban Growth Management Plan preferred growth scenario is for the majority of 
projected county growth to be directed to the larger urban areas within the county, such as Woodburn. 
The City of Woodburn preferred growth scenario as proposed by their UGB amendment package is: 

1. Expansion of the UGB to include all adjacent rural exception areas. 

The County is supportive of the City's proposal to include all adjacent rural exception areas within the 
amended UGB. These include the 155 acre residential exception area to the northwest, the 13 acre 
residential exception area to the northeast (east of Highway 99E) though additional capacity or 
redevelopment is limited, and the 34 acre (13 acres of commercial, 21 acres of residential) exception 
area to the south along Highway 99E (west side of the highway). Inclusion of these exception areas 

""'· will allow these areas to transition to urban uses and provided with urban services. 
~f) . .:V:':·. 

~:. ::;:<:::; Expansion of the UGB to the north and southwest to accommodate residential land needs and 
the Parr Road Nodal area. 

The County is supportive of the City's proposal to expand the UGB to the north to include the 100 
acres north of the golf course property within the current UGB. This would allow the portion of the golf 
course currently outside the UGB and adjoining lands to be developed for upper end residential as 
future phases of the Tukwila development and utilized as open space and natural resource protection. 
The City proposal for the area also includes a 2 acre nodal neighborhood commercial area. 

The County is supportive of the City's proposal to expand the UGB to the southwest to include 
approximately 140 acres of residential lands to meet housing needs. This area is part of the proposed 
Parr Road area Nodal Development Overlay that includes nodal commercial (1 0 acres), medium 
density and low density nodal residential areas which are a key component of the City's housing 
strategy to meet residential needs during the planning period. 

The County is not supportive of the City's proposal to include the 160 acres of land to the north, west 
of Boones Ferry Road, south of Crosby Road, and east of 1-5 within the UGB for residential purposes. 
The residential land needs are being met through the existing residential land supply within the current 
UGB and the other residential lands being proposed for addition to the UGB. 

3. Expansion of the UGB to the west and southwest to accommodate employment/industrial land 
needs. Volume 5 
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The County is supportive of the City's need to expand the UGB to include industrial lands to meet -the 
employment needs of the WoOdbum area. The County supports an expansion to the west and 
southwest but sees the inclusion of approximately 430 acres of existing farmland in these areas as 

}) :>eing mora than Is needed to meet the economic development objectives of the city and provide for c-_--., , 
~~;·the site needs of targeted industries. As discussed in the section above on Industrial Land Needs, , / 

expansion for industrial lands in this area to include between 300-325 acres would be adequate to 
meet employment needs and targeted industry site needs in conjunction with the approximately 130 
acres of industrial land currently within the existing UGB along with 130 acres of commercial lands 
being provided. The County has questions about the inclusion of the 56-70 acre parcel west of 
Butteville Road as part of the proposed industrial reserve area as being an intrusion into the 
surrounding farmlands without any physical separation from such resource lands or being physically 
connected to the other lands within the proposed industrial reserve area. Additionally, the City may 
want to consider lands to the south of Hwy 211 and west of Butteville Road adjacent to the rail line 
both from an industrial use transportation standpoint, and the possible eventuality of commuter rail 
service coming to the Wlllamette Valley. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the City's Periodic Review amendment 
package. Hopefully the comments and suggestions provided in this letter will be useful to the City as it 
reviews and makes a decision on this matter. Please include this as_ part of the record before the City 
Council at their public hearing on these amendments on March 28. Staff appreciates the City's efforts 
to coordinate with the County on its periodic review tasks and other planning issues of mutual interest. 
Please let me know if I or County staff can be of further assistance in this matter.-

'?;i) 
:P 

Sincerely, 

Les Sasaki 
Principal Planner 
Marion County PW /Planning 

cc: Board of Commissioners 
John Lattimer 
Sterling Anderson 
Mike McCarthy 
Bill Worcester 
Geoff Crook, DLCD 
Greg Winterowd 

1olume 

'age 
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woooeuRM 
CfN AD~lAAlOR'S OFf\CE 

WOODBURN EASTSIDE RESIDENTIAL GROWTH 

Residential growth on the East side of Woodburn will: 

a. Bring more dollars and people to your business. 
b. Revitalize Hwy. 99E. 
e. Alleviate some of the traffic congestion at Woodburn 1-5 

Interchange 
d. Provide homes away from the noise and pollution of the 

freeway 
e. Provide a better balance for our city 

2. Makes eeonomie sense because: 
a. Sewage treatment plant is on the East Side 
b. PGE Sub station is on the East Side 
e. Existing city streets abut or intersect available property 
d. Good water sources available on the East Side 
e. Natural drainage avallable on the East Side 
f. WeD rounded growth is good for aD 

We understand that many hours have gone into this 20 year plan. That 
isn't a good enough reason to walk into a 20 year bad plan. We need to 
consider the overall best interest of Woodburn. 

Bottom line, more homes on the East Side mean more $$$ for your 
business, and a more weD rounded community • 
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March 21,2005 

Ci1y of Woodburn 
City Council 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Exhibit "B". 7/ 

MAR 2 3 2005 

WOOOAuRN 
CllY AD~ISTRAToR'S OFRCE 

RE: Approximately 18 acres Commercial General Proper1y 
2145 & 2155 Molalla Road 

Attn: Kathy Agley, Walt Nichols, Richard Bjelland, Peter McCallum 
Jim Cox, Frank. Lonergan & Blda Sifuentez 

The property owners listed below feel that this site should be allowed to be 
zoned single family residential for the following reasons: 

l. The proposed LOS church will isolate the 18 acres from the CG zone. 
2. The property Is too deep for Commercial development. Wood bum 

does not have any other Commercial site, including malls that have 
this depth because it Is not practical . 

3. Property across the street is already Residential. 
4. As residential the site embraces the Cities concept of "pocket 

communities" within walking distance to stores . 
. 5. Residential is a much better use adjacent to the proposed church. 
6. Since the city must meet the LCDC commercial land Inventory, we 

suggest that a better place for commercial would be the proposed 
UG B expansion on the 120 acres on Crosby Road and 1-5. This site is 
proposed residential. It would be better if the West 20+ acres 
nearest 1-5 was zoned CG. 

7. It does not seem logical that the City would want to grow the 
commercial activity East on Molalla Road (Hwy 211) to overtax the 
last of the two East-West traffiC arterioles. 

We believe the above items demonstrate the highest and best use for the 
property as residential than commercial. We have provided an 
alternative that would balance the inventory requirements for LCDC. We 
feel the community Is better served with these recommendations. 

Respectfully, 

IW·V\ ~Lwd__ 
Kim Ashland, Property Owner 
Kevin Ashland, Property Owner 
Dan Blem, Property Owner 
Ivan Semerikov, Property Owner 

(503) 390-0308 

(503) 704-9742 
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. Exhibit "B"- 7 z . 
From: 
To: 
Date: 

"MARK UNGER" <marklunger@msn.com> 
<]im.mulder@cl.woodbum.or.us> 
3/2312005 4:07:19 PM 

Dear James P. Mulder, 

I am writing to you In regards of my property, 2265 E Hardcastle, 
Woodburn, OR 97071. I have recieved a proposed UGB (Urban Growth Boundary) 
map, I see that my property map (enclosed with my letter mailed to you) Is 
partially inside of the UGB and partially outside of ill feel strongly 
that it should all be included In the UGB. Also there is a large three to 
four foot culvert with the city's storm run off that goes through my 
property to the Pudding River, this would be needed for future development 
Will you please consider extending the UGB to encumber the whole property. 

Sincerely, 
Mark L. Unger 
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Woowburn City Council 
Woodburn City Hall 

t:XniDit '"B" .. l'j 

MAR 2 3 2005 - ' -:. \ 270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

· ' :·· .:j 

ctry WOOO!UAN 
ADMINISTRATOR'S Office 

March 21, 2005 

Dear Woodburn City Council: 

In October 2004 the citizens of Oregon passed a new land use law, 

known as Measure 37. 

Is the regulations you are holding a Public Hearing on tonight, 

March 28,2005,compatible with Measure 3737 

If it is no~you should send it back to your consultants, as I 

would think thei~ }baiis to make recommendations that abide by all 

state laws. 

You should expect from your consultants, what we expect from 

you, our Commissioners. 

Please don't make us, the citizens of Woodburn liable for Measure 

37 claims, that shouldn't be. 
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Exhibit "B"-7'/ .. 

MAR 2 3 2005 

Attn: Honorable Mayor & Members of The Woodburn City Council WOOOeURN 
CITY ADMINISTRATOR'S OFRCE 

As a business manager, when I was informed that the Urban Growth Boundary did not 
include expansion·on the east side of town, I was very confused. I don't understand why the 
expansion would not include the east side of town. My business is located on the east side of 
highway 99E. If all the growth in business is directed to the south west side of Woodburn, how 
could I rount on an increase in customer flow? The city of Woodburn is expanding very rapidly, 
which is a good asset to all retail business. If we limit the expansion to certain areas we are 
l~ting our ability to grow! 

Thank you for taking your time to listen to my input 

.... · . . ·. , .. 
'· 
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Exhibit "B"- 75' 

March 19, 2005 
MAR 2 3 2005 

Dear Woodburn Eastside Business Owners. CITY W0oo8URN 
ADMINISTRATOR'S OFFrc~ 

Are you aware of the Woodburn Comprehensive Land Use Plan (20 
year)? Do youlmow that it includes expanding the Urban Growth 
Boundary North, South, and West? WHAT HAPPENED TO THE 
EAST???? 

AS AN EAST SIDE BUSINESS OWNER YOU SHOULD KNOW 
THAT THIS WILL AFFEcr YOUR FUTURE ! 

w~ the Serres family on East Lincoln Road, have approached Jlm 
Mulder, your city planner, on multiple oeeasions about meloding part 
o~ or our entire 400 acre parceL 

Jim Molder however, failed to mention this to the Woodburn City 
Planaing commissioners. 

Yoa need to write to your Mayor and City ConneD and ask that they 
reeoDSider the effeet on our side of town. Business needs to grow in aD 
direetiODL 

TIME IS OF THE ESSENCE. Write now, but in addition, plan to 
attend the public: hearing on this matter on March ~ at 7:00pm at the 
W oodbun City BalL You will need .to sign up in advance if you care to 
speak at that hearing, a sign up sheet will be provided that night. 

0. the followiDg page we have listed a few details that you may want to 
consider as yoa write your letters. 

Thank you, 

~--('•"• ···~.-. -·~ · _ .. _ - ~ ····-···· . . .. .. . . . ' . - . -.. -~---· - . 
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March 21. 2005 

Honorable Mayor & Members of the Woodburn City Council 
W oodbum City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn. OR 97071 

R.e: Urban Growth Boundary 

I,.;.AIIILIIL g • /fD . 

MAR .2 3 2005 

CITY AO~~~RN 
""'• f"V\TOR·s OFFJc£ 

I own a business on Hwy 99. in Woodburn and it has come to my attention that there are 
proposals to ex:pand the Urban Growth Boundary for Woodburn to the West and North of 
Woodburn., but very little East ofHwy 99. It would sure be nice to get some additional 
growth east of Hwy 99, which I believe would really help stimulate business along Hwy 
99 and make it a more vibrant and viable area. I ask you to consider the area east of Hwy 
99 for ex:pansion as I think it would be a very positive thing for W oodbum and the 
business op Hwy 99. I believe services to that area are in pretty good shape and would 
appreciate your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

rfts.Jo 
The End Zone Sports Bar & Grill 
980 N Pacific Hwy 
Woodburn, OR 97071 
503-981-3663 
jjones437@wbcable.net 

• • ···· ··--· ·-· -. · - - ,-:·.,...- ;• -·· . -. -. •. . .. • ... .. •r. ·.- -. r . • , .• - -
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To: 

MA~ 2 3 ~005 

WOODBURN COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 

Her Honor, Kathy Figley, Mayor, City of Woodburn 
Mr. John Brown, W oodbum City Administrator 
City Councilor-Ward 1 Walt Nichols 

· City Councilor-Ward 2 Richard Bjelland 
City Councilor-Ward 3 Pete McCallum 
City Councilor-Ward 4 Jim Cox 
City Councilor-Ward S Frank Lonergan 
City Councilor-Ward 6 Elida Sifuentez 

Exhlblt "B"-71 

March 23,2005 

We, the Serres family, would like to address the omission of our farm from the 
proposed urban growth boundary. Over the past three years we have called attention to 
the attributes of our farm that could improve the City of Woodburn's livability and 
quality of life. However, we feel that our participation through normal channels-the 
open forums and hearings, our various communications, both written and oral-has failed 
to convey our message to the parties making UGB decisions. 

Since we believe that communication through normal channels has failed, we feel 
we must write ·to you directly. We trust that you will carefully consider what we have to 
say. We would much rather be a part of Woodburn' s future than not. 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Oregon State Planning Goal #1 provides for citizen involvement. This goal is 

incorp<>rated in the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan as "Citizen and Agency Involvement 
Policies", page 12 of Proposed Woodburn Comprehensive Plan-Volume 1-Goal and 
Policy Amendments. We had· an expectation of an open and transparent planning process 
responsive to our input. However, despite Serres Family attendance of public meetings, 
private discussions with the city planner, and written and telephone commentary to 
Woodburn City Planning, we have not found the process to be either open or transparent. 

Woodburn City Planning presented its draft UGB expansion proposal at a public 
meeting held April 16, 2004. No explanation of the evaluation criteria and methodology 
utilized in deciding which properties were excluded from or incorporated into the UGB 
was provided at this meeting. It was only at the February 24,2005 Woodburn Planning 
Commission meeting, when Planning Director Jim Mulder responded to a question by 
Planning Commissioner David Vancil, that the Serres Family learned that UGB Region 4 
had been excluded because it was identified as having the highest infrastructure 
development costs of any UGB study region. 

We have concerns about a decision process based solely upon infrastructure costs. 
Property value is never solely determined by infrastructure investment. We feel that our 
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property brings value to the City that other UGB study regions do not and that this value 
was not considered in the Planning Department's decision-making methodology. 

In the quest to determine Planning's decision making process, we obtained a copy 
of "City ofWoodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004", which does lay 
out the costs of Sanitary Sewer Service, Storm Sewer Service and Water Service to each 
of the 8 UGB study Regions. We strongly feel, upon examining this document that the 
infrastructure cost estimates applicable to the Serres Family property, located in the 
Southerly 60% ofUGB Region 4, are questionable. Let us examine these cost estimates 
in tum. 

First, oonsider the Woodburn Public Works estimate for Sewer Service. Simple 
inspection of the USGS W oodbum 7 .S minute topographic map and City of W oodbum 
Sewer Main Map dated 10/08/02 shows the following to be true of UGB Region 4: 

• UGB Region 4 is the second closest to the Woodburn Sewage Treatment Plant. 

• UGB Region 4 sits on the same topographic feature as the Woodburn Sewage 
Treatment Plant-a bench above the Pudding River. Most other study areas are in 
the Mill Creek or Senecal Creek drainages, requiring sewage to be pumped across 
the washboard topography created by the parallel drainages of Mill and Senecal 
Creeks and the Pudding River. 

• UGB Region 4 sits at the same elevation as the Woodburn Sewage Treatment 
Plant. 

• The sewer main on Hardcastle Street runs along our North property border. The 
Woodburn Public Work's sewer main map does not accurately show the terminus 
of the sewer main, which, as evidenced by manhole risers, ends some distance 
East of the Har~castle/Cooley Road intersection. 

Despite these facts, the Woodburn Public Works estimate for providing Sanitary 
Sewer infrastructure to UGB Region 4 is $15,160.00/acre. In comparison Region 6 is the 
next most expensive at $13,895.00/acre. The remaining areas vary from $10,167.00/acre 
down to $7,035.94/acre. 

What is it that makes sewer service so expensive on our parcel when the USGS 
map and our familiarity with our property and Woodburn suggests otherwise? Without a 
public vetting of the models and methodologies used to develop the Sanitary Sewer 
Infrastructure costs, we can' t evaluate the validity of Public Work's numbers, and we 
don't think members of the Planning Commission and the City Council can do so, either, 
if all they have is the same Public Works document we have. Based on the information 
available to us-the maps cited, our knowledge of our property, and our knowledge of 
the City of Woodburn and its topography-we do not have confidence in Public Work's 
cost estimate of sanitary sewer infrastructure because it does not make sense that the 
study area close to the treatment plant, at the same elevation as the treatment plant, with 
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no intervening ridges between it and the treatment plant would have the absolute highest 
cost. 

Second, let us look at Storm Sewer infrastructure costs. Again, Region 4 h3s the 
highest per acre cost • $14,577.00. The next most expensive is Region 6 at 
$7 ,737JJO/acre with Region 8 the lowest at $6,173.00/acre. This is a tremendous 
disparity, with the only hint of an explanation being that Public Works states that a 78-
inch diameter storm sewer to the Pudding River would be required to service UGB 
Region 4. 

Simple inspection of the USGS Woodburn 7.5 minute topographic map shows 
that the entirety of the Serres Family property, about 600/o ofUGa Region 4, slopes at 0 
to 3% to the Pudding River. On the Serres property, each and every future East/West 
street could contain a small storm sewer appropriate for the area that it serves. And no 
right-of-way problems will be encountered in connecting these small storm sewers to the 
Pudding River or the Serres Reservoir because the Serres Family owns all of these lands. 

Again, Public Work's methodology for developing Storm Sewer coSts is not 
disclosed. However, Public Work's cost estimate for providing UGB Region 4 Storm 
Sewer service is too high. The stipulation of a 78-inch diameter main drain is completely 
unnecessary on the Serres tract. Storm drainage can be accomplished through a 
distributed network of parallel East!W est mains. 

And how does the Landau/Laurel storm drain capital improvement project fit into 
this cost picture? This $750,000.00 project, which calls for drainage to the Pudding 
River, is item 4 on the City's "List of Short Term Projects", found on page 34 of Draft 
2005 Woodburn Public Facilities Plan. Referring again to the Woodburn 7.5 minute 
topographic map, the shortest path from Landau Lane to the Pudding River would be 
straight East through the Serres tract to the Serres reservoir in UGB Region 4. 

Third, let us consider water service. Public Work's estimate for Water Services to 
UGB Region 4 is $9,446.00 per acre, ranking it the second most expensive Region to 
service. The Serres portion ofUGB Region 4 has a 700 gallon-per-minute well located 
on it. A buried mainline distribution system comes within 150 feet of the City Limits at 
Tomlin Street. A seconcL 900 gallon-per-minute well, located just outside the UGB 
Region 4 boundary is tied in through the mainline system, for a combined capacity of 
1,600 gallons per minute. This is 28.5% of the entire City of Woodburn's well capacity 
of 5,850 gallons per minute (Page 5, Draft 2005 Woodburn Public Facilities Plan). 

At one time, during the 1986-1988 drought, the City contacted the Serres family 
regarding connection of the Serres wells through the Serres distribution system to the 
City of W oodbum system. The City was aware of the Serres water resource at this time. 
So was the value of the existing Serres water infrastructure considered in Public Work's 
water system cost estimate? How can UGB Region 4 have the second highest water 
system infrastructure cost when the Serres portion already bas a developed water resource 
more than ample to meet the needs ofUGB Region 4? 
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Again, there was no public disclosure or vetting of the methodologies used. 
Further, there was no pro-active contact by city staff to ascertain or verify pertinent 
information and features, like the Serres wells, even though city staff should have been 
aware of them. In the case of the Water' Services cost estimate, this lack of transparency 
made it impossible for the Serres family to correct this error of omission. 

Following the February 24,2005 David VanciVJim Mulder exchange Serres 
family members have informally sought information about the cost analyses prepared by 
W oodbum Public Works. Based on these informal conversations, our best assessment is 
that city staff prepared these estimates by applying standardized cost estimating rules to 
an assumed set of conditions without verifying that the assumed conditions corresponded 
to the true lay of the land, or to identify site specific mitigating factors such as the Serres 
wells, or Serres' ability to grant multiple storm drain outlets to the Pudding River. 

To conclude our review of Woodburn Public Works cost analyses, we feel that all 
three systems costs, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, and water supply, are suspect and 
overstate the costs of providing these services to UGB Region 4. 

Moving on, lets look at some positive values that the Serres tract can bring to 
Woodburn. 

Parks and Recreation. 

Lets start with the fourth major component of Woodburn City public services and 
W oodbum City system development charges-Parks and Recreation. The City of . 
Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004 does not provide an estimated 
cost per acre for Parks and Recreation. However, the importance of Parks and Recreation 
is noted in Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis and Development Strategy Final 
Report (page 100 of the .pdf version). At the December 9, 2004 Woodburn Planning 
Commission meeting, Planning Director Jim Mulder stated that Woodburn needed a 
major park. At the same meeting, consultant Greg Winterowd stated that Woodburn 
lacked funding for major park acquisition. 

The Serres tract includes significant acreage, which, due to its location in the 
Pudding River floodplain or, if not in the Pudding River Floodplain, its classification as 
wetlands, is Suitable primarily for recreational use. 1bis contiguous area includes open 
fields, hardwood forest, wetlands, mature Douglas Fir timber, a two-acre pond, a half­
mile of side streams, and a half-mile of Pudding River frontage, which includes a sandy 
beach. This site offers recreational and nature study amenities unequaled in the 
W oodbum area based on the metrics of size, variety of bio types, variety of landforms, 
presence of year round water flow (Pudding River) and ease of public access (from Hi 
214). If a walking trail were constructed inside the perimeter of this area, it would be 
more than two miles in length. 
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The Serres Family would rather be included within the UGB and have potential 
parkland benefit all the citizens of W oodbum. The alternative uses of the potential 
parkland in a Measure 37 process would be either to divide it up among a number oflots, 
or having a number of private lots share it In both of these cases, citizens of W oodbum 
would not benefit 

Transportation Considerations External to the Serres Tract 

The Serres tract fronts State Highway 214 for a mile on its South and Southwest 
sides. The Serres tract communicates to State Highway 211 via Cooley Road on the 
North. It communicates with US 99E through Hardcastle, Lincoln, Tomlin, Laurel, 
Landau, and possibly Aztec to the West 

Contrary to opinion stated' by Woodburn Planning, East Woodburn residents do 
not access 1-S at the 1-S/214 interchange. North bound travelers take 99E and the Aurora 
1-5 cut off to 1-S at Aurora/Cbarbonneau. Southbound travelers take 99E south and 
access 1-5 at either the Brooklake Road/I-S interchange or the 99F11-S interchange. 

Contrary to W oodbum Planning, we believe. that siting residential areas close to 
the freeway intensifies 1-5/214 congestion. For example, consider the future residents of 
the now approved Montebello Phases ll and ill. Because of their close proximity to the 
freeway, these. residents will choose to access the freeway at the 1-5/214 interchange. In 
contrast, residents of any future development in UGB Region 4 will access 1-5 through 
the A\U'ora cut off and Brooks, just as those of us who live in the area do now. 
Residential development in UGB Regions l and 7, and the west sides of Regions 2 and 6 
will exacerbate 1-5/214 congestion to a far greater extent than will residential 
development in UGB Region 4. 

Transportation Considerations Internal to the.Serres Tract. 

The entire tract, from the Woodburn City Limits to the Pudding River, Hi. 214 to 
Hardcastle, is owned by the Serres family. Internal impediments to road/utility design 
and layout are limited to two public rights of way, East Lincoln Road and Serres Lane, 
three tax lots owned by one Serres family member, and two residential lots fronting on 
214. Implementation of a North/South parallel road East of99E, as specified by Final 
Draft, Woodburn Transportation System Plan, Policy K-1-10, (Cooley Road to 214) will 
be easy to accomplish. In contrast, all the other UGB study Regions are more parcelized, 
posing rights-of-way issues and other barriers to efficient road and utility lay out. 

Electric Utility Infrastructure. 

The Woodburn PGE substation is located 200 yards West of the Serres tract on 
214. Because of this proximity, it will be easy to route any required feeder circuits to 
service UGB Region 4. 
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Suitability for High-End Housing. · 

Our assessment is that the Serres Parcel is best suited for high-end housing. This 
assessment is at variance with Winter brook Planning's evaluation. The following 
comments refer to pages 25 through 28 of Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification 
Report. 

The Winterbrook study states that UGB Region 4 should not be included in the 
UGB for the following reasons: high cost of providing city infrastructure, more intensive 
residential usc adjacent to EFU land, and negative consequences for the farming 
community. We believe the infrastructure cost studies are flaw~ as previously detailed. 
As regards EFU ground bordering low density residential-what's new? W oodbum City 
neighborhoods and their streets have dead-ended at our farm's property line for the past 
30 years. Could someone at W"mterbrook explain how converting our land's use 
classification from EFU to Residential is a negative consequence? We can't think of any. 

Volume 
Page 

We have previously expressed concern that W oodbum public works failed to 
verify its design assumptions with site inspections. We have similar concerns about 
Winterbrook's assessment of Region 4's suitability for inclusion in the UGB for several 
reasons. In 2003 both Paul Serres and Susan Duncan participated in Marion County's 
"Urban GroWth Management Framework" workshops held in W oodbum. Both Paul and 
Susan made written recommendations that the entire Serres 1ract be included in the UGB. 
Evidently no 13nd ownership review was performed to identify the EFU landowners to be 
affected ifUGB Region 4 was included in the UGB. If such a study had been performed, 
it would have shown that the largest affected EFU landowner is the Serres family, which 
supports Region 4 inclusion in the UGB. Numerous Serres Family members submitted 
written comments in favor of Region 4 UGB inclusion at the April16, 2004 meeting. Yet 
these written comments are not taken into account in Winterbrook' s Region 4 
assessment. 

The Winterbrook study supports inclusion ofUGB Region 2 for high-end 
housing. We do not feel that UGB Region 2's site attributes compare favorably to those 
of the Serres tract for high-end residential development, except for the semi-private golf 
course. We recognize that this is a subjective matter, so we strongly urge you to tour 
both areas to see for yourselves. 

As we've noted previously, locating more residential development adjacent to the 
freeway (Region 2's Western boundary) increases loading of the I-51214 interchange 
until a second W oodbum freeway interchange is installed. Since upgrading the Crosby 
Road overpass to a freeway interchange would be the cheapest and easiest way to provide 
additional freeway access, shouldn't the planning for this area anticipate this as a 
possibility, which would mean Crosby Road would become a connector to I-5 with and 
dramatic traffic load increases on Boones Ferry Road and Front Street, adversely 
affecting suitability for high end housing? 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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:, 

This concludes our letter. We sincerely and earnestly hope that we have raised 
concerns that merit further discussion and consideration, even if that means delaying your 
approval of the 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update Periodic Review and Urban Growth 
Boundary Amendments. We call these concerns to your attention, not only out of our 
own interests, but also out of an interest in the W oodbum community at large. From our 
perspective the process so far has not been transparent Without access to the process, we 
can't ~ but can only suspect, that errors and omissions have been made in the 
cost estimates and land ·use studies. 

We do \Dlderstand that it is difficult for you as city councilors to render good 
public policy decisions with out accurate infonnation. 

Please enter this letter, and its attachments, into the record of public testimony 
submitted regarding the 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update Periodic Review an4 Urban 
Growth Boundary Amendments. 

Sincerely, 

Ruth Thompson 
Paul Serres 
Rebecca Kirsch 
Mary Grant 
Susan Duncan 

Cc: 

Claudio Lima, Woodburn Planning Commission Chairman 
Patty Grigorieff, Woodburn Planning Commission 
Richard Knoles, Woodburn Planning Commission 
David Vancil, Woodburn Planning Commission 
Ellen Bandelow, Woodburn Planning Commission 
Richard Jennings, Woodburn Planning Commission 
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~~·:· . . . 

WHY? 

Why we want to become urbanized, whether it be as a part of the City of Woodburn or 
through a go-it-alone Measure 37 process. 

The purpose of this letter is to let you know why we have made this choice. No doubt 
this may seem confusing. A great deal of testimony has been submitted to the. Woodburn 
Planning Commission by various individuals and the 1000 Friends of Oregon advocacy 
group that e>etols the virtues and values of farming. Why would a farming family 
abandon its stake in farming enterprise if farming is the hottest enterprise around? 

The argument these folb advance is an economic argument, but if you notice, they do 
not provide farm enterprise statistics to support their argument-only aggregate crop 
values. The Serres family farm experience does not support the positive economic 
scenario 1J1ey portray. The loss of Agripac, Agriftozen, and Smuckers in Woodburn is a 
good indicator that our experience is general to area agriculture, not specific to our 
enterprise. 

During the 1940's, 1950's, and 1960's the Serres fiunily farm was diversified in many 
crops, including walnuts, horseradish, strawberries, all types of row crops, and hops. 
Through prudent management and adoption of new technology, such as the stationary 
hop-picker, the farm enterprise grew. The capital generated by the operation was 
reinvested by purchasing smaller, neighboring farmS, which at the time were valued in 
the real estate market at their farming enterprise value. 

Through out this time peri~ the Serres farm was a major seasonal employer in the 
immediate Woodbmn area. Townspeople were employed stringing and picking pole 
beans, picking strawberries, cultivating various crops, band training.~ pickil).g hops. 

Farm J!lanagement, over time, increaSed itS acreage base in those crops providing the 
greatest financial return. Technological improvements in both equipment and plant 
breeding marginalized many crops, like pole beans. One consequence was the loss of 
diversification across crops, with the farm concentrating on hops. Another consequence 
was the erosion of profit margin across all crops, including hops. 

With a decreasing rate of internal ~ the family operation was less able to invest in 
expansion and new technology. The last land acquisition was the Hermie farm, in 1972. 

You will notice that this year there are no more hop fields to the East of town. For the 
first year in over 70 years the Serres family will not produce a hop crop. Why? We can't 
grow a labor-intensive crop like hops in a global economy at an acceptable rate of return 
given the financial risks and high overhead of insurance, workman's comp, etc. 
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So now the entire farm is in grass ~ And grass seed is the defaUlt crop-the iow cost, 
low man-hour/acre crop that you grow when all the other crops you used to grow no 
longer pay their way. Also, please understand that at 350 planted acres the farm is too 

· . small to be a viable stand-alone grass seed enterprise. So the farm takes on custom 
. .swathing, combining. and hauling for other grass seed growers and specialty hop 

equipment manufacturing for the hop industry. 

Looking at Serres family enterprise another way, lets consider the number of full time 
equivalent (ftc)jobs the Serres Farm bas provided to the Woodburn community over 
time. Owing the 1940's, and SO's, the number of fte's increased. Beginning in the 
1950's, with improvements in equipment, crops, and cropping systems, the number of 
fte's began to decline. This decline accelerated dramatically as the family enterprise 
shifted acreage out of hops in the late 1990's. At the present time, with no hops, the farm 
employs only four people year ~und. lftbc employee hours spent on hop parts 
manufacturina and custom fanning are backed out, the number of fte jobs, including the 
farm operator, is between 2 and 3. 

Looking at the Serres family enterprise from the perspective of return on assets, we see a 
similar scenario. Return on assets bas steadily declined over the past SO years. 
Simultaneously, valu8tion of farmland, particularly farmland adjacent to Urban Growth 
Boundaries, has increased dramatically above its farm enterprise value. If a market rate 
of return on land (niarket value of farm as farmland adjacent to town, not developable 
land) is penciled into the grass seed enterprise budget, the budget does not have a black 
bottom line. 

As pragmatic business_ people, we recognize that continued farming on our parcel, which 
can't be expanded, is a marginal enterprise. Further, at our age, with no successors 
interested in fanning, and little free capital, we do not feel that establishing a new 
fanning enterprise, like specialty nursery stock, a prudent investment. We would rather 
convert our farmland to urban use as a means to provide for our own and our heirs' 
future. 

Sincerely, 

The Serres Family 
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i:: fine jeweCry since 1923 

March 22, 2005 

Mayor Figley and W oodbum City Council 
270 Montgomery St. 
Wood:burn, Oregon 97071 

Mayor Figley and Councilors, 

_ ..... .,.. .., -16 

AEC'U 

MAR ~ .4 2005 

WOODBURN 
CllY AO~ISTRATOR'S OFACE 

Third Generation 

· Woodburn 
503-982-1321 

Wtlsonville 
503-682-8500 

The purpose of my letter is to show support for the inclusion of the ' 'Serres 
Property" within the urban growth boundary for the City of Woodburn. I am 
both a resident of the area (2625 Meadow Lane) and a 99E business owner 
(Mid Valley Plaza). The inclusion appears to be a logical evolution of the 
growth of our 'city. Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 

Since/J. 
:r.~ I! .' .. 
I ~ ' 
\ . l i 

chart 
: i 
'J 
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March ll, 1005 

Honorable ~ayor a~d Members of 
TheW oodbum City Council 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

Re:· Expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary 

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Exhibit "B" .. '1f 

MAR ~ -4 2005 

WOOOSURN 
CITY AOMtNISTRATOR'S OFRCE 

As business owners in the City of Woodburn, potential growth within 
the city and an expansion of the urban growth boundary, along with the 
population increases surelY to follow are always welcome news. With 
WOodbum being at the hub of the northern Willamette VaHey 
commUnitY,.~ growth is inevitable. 

My business partner and I are very interested in the proposed areas 
which the city has chosen for expansion and question both the 
population balance and economic impact of those choices. 

Highway 99E is a major commerce thoroughfare for Woodburn, with 
many well established businesses bringing in money from Portland to 
Salem. Highway 99E is the road of choice for locals who do not wish to 
contend with the congested interchange at Mt. Hood Ave. and 1-5. To 
invest in the existing infrastructure and make use of the services already 
available on 99E by adding housing east of the highway makes more 
sense than building to the west of 1-5 and having those new residents 
commute to the core area of W oodbum to conduct their business. 

We would like to see the city reevaluate this situation and expand the 
city limits in a way that would invigorate the existing asset of Highway 
99E and make use of this thoroughfare to the ease of 1-5. 

Very Truly Yours, 

/.A~ 
Volume 

Scott Henkel and Karen Boulegon , Fins & Feathers Pet Shop 
5 ---
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To James P. Mulder 

tc REC'D * 
MAR J • zoos 

'MXDI.IRN COMMUNITY 
rB&.OPMENT DEPT. 

·Exhiblt-"8" .. &0 

Marcn 'J.J, 'J.UU~ 

I am writing to you in regards of my property, 2265 E Hardcastle, Woodburn, OR 
97071 . I have received a proposed Urban Growth Boundary map, I see that my property 
map (enclosed) is partially inside of the UGB (Urban Growth Boundary) and partially out 
of it. I feel strongly that it should all be included in the UGB. Also there is ~ large three to 
four foot culvert with the city's storm run off that goes through my property to the . 
Pud<Jing River, this would be needed for future development. Will you please consider 
extending the UGB to encumber the whole property. 

Sincerely, 

Mark L. Unger 
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MAR 2--4 2005 
Exhibit "B"- 81 ; 

WOOOBURN 
CllY AOMtNISlRATOR'S OFRCE 

March 23, 200S 

To the Honorable Mayor and Members of the Woodburn City Council, 

I am writing to you in regards of my property, 2265 E Hardcastle, Woodburn, OR 
97071. I have received a proposed Urban Growth Boundary map, I see that my property 
map (enclosed) is partially inside of the UGB (Urban Growth Boundary) and partially out 
of it. I feel strongly that it should all be included in the UGB; Also there is a large three to 
four foot culvert with the city's storm run off that goes through my property to the 
Pudding River, this would be needed for future development. Will you please consider 
extending the UGB to encumber the whole property. 

I also see. that the Serres property (North of mine) is not in the new proposed 
UGB.. I feel that. with the natural"·growth of Woodburn should grow this way because of 
the natural drainage, and the sewer plant is close, the PGB substation is close, and the 
traffic is not as congested as West Woodburn. Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Mark L. Unger 
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W oodburil City Council 
Public Hearing on 
Comprehensive Plan 
and Growth Boundry 
March 28, 2005 
at 7:00P.M. 

Mayor and Council Members: 

I:XntDit ""!3" .. 8"2. 

MAR 2-4 £005 

'MJOOSURN 
CITY ADMINISTRATOR'S OFRCE . 

March 24, 2005 

When the city started their land use planning in earnest, they Adopted Policies to be followed 
then and in the future. The policy that is not being followed is that all different zone uses and 
growth boundries are to go to streets or property lines. 

I am including a copy of a letter sent to the Planning Commission in 1978, sent by Attorney, Bob 
Engle in regards to following the property lines. 

Reviewing properties within the Southwest Growth Boundry, I find many violations, on the 
different uses and Growth Boundries. It is very costley to approve somthing knowingly wrong 
and then have to go back and change it at a latter date, to make it correct, this is taxpayers money. 

There are other viohitions, but I only picked 3- areas , that I am most familiar with, because I live 
in these areas. I will refer to the areas as #1, #2, and #3. 

Area # 1 is located on the north side of Parr Rd. Between Stubb Rd. and west to the comer where 
the proposed Evergreen Street will come to. This area has a number of ownerships, approx. 13, 
in sizes from 1 acre and larger. 

On the map that shows this area it shows a 10 acre tract of Commercial and the balance Medium 
Density Residental. I do not believe you can do it this way when you have to follow property 
boundry lines. All these property owners are entitled to know what their property is zoned 
before the Final Public Hearing. The way it is now some woundn't know for sure what they had. 

Area #2 is on the South side of Parr Rd. And it goes from the comer, East to the point of Stubb 
Rd. , which ~s across Parr Rd. On the north side. This is a 41.7 5 acre tract under a single 
ownership. And here again they split through the middle of his property with two different 
zones, here again they violated the policy. In the past the property was always one zone and if 
later they wanted a different zone they would come in for a zone change. 

I would say this should all be Low Denisity Residential and put the Medium Denisity 
Residential, north and adjacent to Area #1 Medium Density Residential. , which should be 
adjacent to the Commercial Development Sometimes parking is available in commercial 
developments at night, which can be used by people who live in the area 
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Area# 3 is on the west side of I-S Freeway and also on the West side of Butteville Rd. And is 
adjacent to LeBurn rd on the South side. This is a 226.19 acre tract under one ownership~ This 
property is in two school districts Gervais and W oodbum. 

Here again they went through the property about 25% from the front of the property . The 
planning commission documents shows that it is a 56 acre tract, which is in error. In the past 
when an error existed it was corrected by moving the line to the boWldry line~ which in this .case 
it would be moved to the West property line. 

Council Members it is my suggestion that you refer all this back to the Planning Commission for 
corrections of errors and any other corrections that have to be made and then back to the City 
Council for a new Public Hearing. 

st"~~ 
Bert Gottsacker 
8518 Parr Rd. NE 
Gervai~ OR 97026 

Enclosures: 

Copy of Robert L. Engles letter, to plann.mg commission in 1978. 

6 pages of different maps. 

3 pages of property profile information. 

2 sets of information for public hearing. 
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EICHSTEAOT. BOLLAND a ENGLE 

Ho\IIOI.D 4 . IICHITUDt 

~~- MAIIIIIN 0 .OI.I.ANO 

'·;;: ~ODIIIT I. INOI.I 

··jiiC o\, KH .. IDtMo\N 

President and Members of 
Planning Commission 

City Hall 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Gentlemen: 

ATTOitNIIYS AT LAW 

345 NOitTH SIICONO STRIIIT 
1'. 0 . BOX 318 

WOODBURN, OAI. ~7071· 

February 20, 1978 

Re: Woodburn Industrial Park 

TI&.II•HON. 

lt81•0tll 

AIIU CODa 

soa 

Woodburn Development Corp. has the potential ability to sell approximately 
53 acres ot land to an · industry which ·we believe would be highly bene­
ficial. to the city of Woodburn. The proposed parcel which we have offered 
.to sell is outlined in red on the diagram which is attached hereto as I . , 

Exhibit "A". The diagram also shows existing ci~y limits line designated-
by a solid black line and the existing urban growth boundary designated 
by a dotted black line. · · · 

The purpose or this letter is to request that the Woodburn Planning Com­
mission initiate a public· hearing held between t~e Marion County Board or 
Commissioners and the city of Woodburn necessary to extend the urban grow1 
boundary from the present location north to the line designated in ·yellow 

-. The change in the urban growth boundary is necessary to commence annexa-
;) :.:. tion and zone change procedures so that the entire parcel will ultimately 
'1): X<<?e within the ·city limits of the city or Woodburn and will be zoned Indus· 

.,,.trial. . 

The prospective purchaser has not at this time chosen to divulge to 
Woodburn Development Corp. its name. We are, however, informed by highly 
reliable sources that the prospective purchaser is a very well known, 
large . and highly competitive industry which will build upon the site a 
multi-million dollar plant. Its process will be environmentally clean, 
and the number or employees will have minimum a·ffect upon the scho9l d.is­
trict· and. commun~ty housing needs. The valuation of the entire plant whe 
completed will be such to be of enormous benefit economically to the cit~ 
of Woodburn and the surrounding area. 

We ask that the city or Woodburn and the commissioners of Marion County 
consider the northerly extension of the urban growth boundary line for 
the following reasons: 

l) Annexation and zone change are a condition precedent to t he closure 
of the sale. 

2) The community benefit to the city of Woodburn and the surrounding 
area is· extremely high while the detriments are for all practical purpos1 
non-existent. 

3) The original plat map prepared for the city of Woodburn dated Febru­
ary 4, 1974, designa tes this entire area as I ndustrial Park Phase II. 
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President and Members or 
Planning Commission 

Woodburn, OR 91071 

February 20, 1978 

lJ l The urtian ~ow.tn boundary as presently .drawn d.oes not ro.llow existing 
property lines as required by policy and, therefore, a mistake occurred 
in the drawing Qt the original urban growth boundary' line in this location 

5) There is insufficient land within the ex.istlng urban growth boundary 
to permit this sale to occur. 

Respectfully submitted, . 

... -<-:>~ 
~:~:-··. ·-:··' 

RLE:mem 
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Proposed Comprehensive Plan 
for the City ofWoodbum 
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Fidelity l~atiunai- ..... .,.~ ~"AA.&r--J 
73S Glatt Circle, Woodburn, OR 97071 Pbonc:1-S03-981-0623 Pax:1-S03-981-092S 

Visit u on the Web at www.fhtie.com/opslor/salemfmdex.html 
E-mail Customer' Savice at: cusaomcrSavicesalcm@fu.£com r Y~11 /- f'f-1'/ cJ) I T1t .z"'l'rfYe>\4~.,T .S' //! 

lt>~r, .7~,{"~" IJJ,h', ~-r Prepared For : 
Company 

By : Marion(OR) 
PROPERTY PROFILE INFORMATION 

Parcel# : R14794 
Owner : Weisz Family Lie 
Co Owner 
Site : 14905 ButteviDe Rd NE GervaiJ 97026 
Mail 
Land Use : 551 Agr,Farm 
Legal 

Zonin : EFU EXCLUSIVE FARM USE 

ASSESSMENT cl TAX INFORMATION 

Market Total : $445,380 
Mkt Land : $145,360 
Mkt Improvmt : $301t,020 
Exemption 

Owner Phone : 
Tenant Phone : 

: 052W14 01300 

PROPERTY CHARACI'ERISTICS 

Year Built : 1900 
YrRemodel 
Bedroonu : 2 
Bathrooms : 2.00 

3. 

03-04 Taxes : $6,1)14.41 
Levy Code : 10300030 
Millage Rate : 13.5040 
M50 AssdTotal: $445,379 

Total SF : 1,932 (Does Not Include GarageSF) 

SALE & LOAN INFORMATION 

Sale Date 
Sale Amount : 
$Cost/SqFt: $0.00 
Document# : 1666-0370 
Deed Type : Brgn,Grant&Sale 
Loan Amount : 
Lender 
Loan Type 
Interest Type 
Vesting 

Title Co 
Loan Type 

School District Infonnation 

School District : Woodburn School 
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Main Floor : 1,932 
Second Floor : 
Basement SF : 
Basement Fin : 
Lot Size Ac : 151.92 
Lot Size SF 
Roof Type 
Roof Material : 
Foundation 
Ext. Material 
Exterior 
Patio Type 
Patio SF 
Att Gar SF 

: Yes 
: 3,000 

Garage Type : Grg-detached 
Driveway SF : 4,500 
Dri'Y.Jay Mat'/ : Asphalt 
Heat Source 
Fireplace 
Fireplace# 
BldgCondition : 
Neighborhood : 04C 
Impr Type 

1:9·\ 
·: ·J 



. ~ lUt:lli.J .1.-, ""•"--- - _ _ 
735 Glatt Circle, Woodburn. Oll9707l Phone: 1-503-981-0623 Fax: 1-503-981-0925 

Visit ua on the WdJ at: www.Jbtic.com/opslor/saltm/index.html 

~-

>rt.. ed For : ~ , V. 
'::ompany : ~ 

E-mail Customer Service at: customerservicesalem@Mcom 

.94CK. pq.,; /YtJ ~~~8v~lt'?t:~/~ f="'•,f-ftf~f /5/.f'J //<%~~~1 
tJ~/v'~~ 7d(:l#l. J)/.JJi'~r. 1Jllf~-/f.,7 ?! .l? Ht~7'a '~ 

B~ Marion (OR) tt~1'1( t .. ~ .., , J •1• He- " 
PROPERTYPROFILEINFORMAT ~"'-5 '1 . / 

Parcel# : Rl4793 
Owner : Weisz Family Lk 
Co Owner 
Site : 14905 Butteville Rd NE Gervais 97026 
Mail : 14905 Butteville Rd NE Gervais Or 97026 
Land Use : 551 Agr ,Farm 
Legal 

Zoning : BFU EXCLUSIVE FARM USB 

ASSESSMENT & TAX INFORMATION 

Marlcet Total : $65,340 
Mkt Land : $65,340 
Mkt lmprovmt : 

n Exemption 
; .-::';'~})3-04 Taxes : $763.53 

;:;::>/Levy Code : 00100030 

Millage Rate : 11.6856 
M50 AssdTotal: $65,339 

SALE & LOAN INFORMATION 

Sale Date 
Sale Amount : 
$Cost/SqFt: $0.00 
Document# : 1666-0370 
Deed Type : Brgn,Grant&Sale 
Loan Amount : 
Lender 
Loan Type 
Interest Type 
Vesting 

Title Co 
Loan Type 

School District Information 

School District : Gervais School 

Owner Phone : 
Tenant Phone : 

Ref Parcel# : OS2Wt4 01300 
Census : 103.03 2 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

Year Built 
YrRemodel 
Bedrooms 
Bathrooms 
Total SF 
Main Floor 
Second Floor : 
Basement SF : 
Basement Fin : 
Lot Siz~ Ac. : 74.27 
Lot Size SF 
Roof Type 
Roof Material : 
Foundation 
Ext. ·u at erial 
Exterior 
Patio Type 
Patio SF 
Att Gar SF 
Garage Type 
DriveY.Jay SF 
Dri'way Mat'/ : 
Heat Source 
Fireplace 
Fireplace# 
BldgCondition : 
Neighborhood : 04C 
Impr Type 

(Does Not Include GarageSF) 

....... , ,. • • t" ~ . . . ~ .J n - •~ ... 1.1 .. n . .... '- "'-• ,-..____ · , 
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8 ' !1,~0~ tnt.e INSURANCE 
j1 

·.3 

..---------CONSUMER INFORMATION REPORT---------.. 

Prepared for 

1490.5 Buttev111e Rd. NE Gervais 97026 
Property Address ----------------------.-------

Enclosed please find the following information per your request: 

TAX INFORMATION 

Tax Account Number 44161-000 

Description _______ 2_2_6_._1~9 __ a_c_r_e_a __ .-__ s_1_4~~~1_5 ___ &_2_3~, __ T_5 __ R_2_W __________________ _ 

Assessed Value-land 

Assessed Value-Improvements 

H~ 3/4 Tax Amounts 

Assessed Owner 

e!l Map CfCopyDeed 

84/5 TCV-95,450 

84/5 TCV-51,300 

2,720.17 

WEISZ, John Jr. e t al .. 

0 Contract 0 Other Document of Record 

14 05 2W 1231-5310/ V314 P0124 RD 
This title information has been furnished, without charge, in conformance with the guidelines approved by the 
State of Oregon Insurance Commissioner. The Insurance Division cautions intermediaries that this S8f'lice is 
designed to benefit the ultimate insureds; indiscriminate use only benefrting intermediaries will not be permitted. 
Said services may be discontinued. No liability is assumed for any errors in this report. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

IN THE; PLANNING COMMISSION OF WOODBURN, OREGON 

LEGISLATIVE 1\MENDMENT 05..01 
) 
) 
) 

FINAL ORDER 

WHEREAS, the Woodburn City Council initiated a coordinated packag~ of 
amendments to the Woodburn Development Ordinance (WOO and Zoning Map) and 
the WOOdburn Compreher:"~sive Plan (including text and map amendments, the 
Woodburn Economic Development Strategy, the Woodburn Transportation Systems 
Plan Updat~. and.the Woc:xtbum Publ.lc Facilities Plan); and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held four work sessions to consider the 
amendment package in late 2004; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on February 3, 2005 
and left the record open for one week to allow for additional written testimony; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission considered the written and oral testimony 
presented by staff,_ the consultant team, state agencies, and other interested persons at 
a public meeting on February 24, 2004 (including Exhibits "B-1" through "B-61" - Written 
testimony received prior to close of Planning Commission record on February 1 0, 2005}; 
and closed the hearing; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission voted unanimously to recommend City Council 
approval of the draft revisions to the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and WOO 
described in Exhibit A, with two modifications: 

1. School Site. The Commission found that the Woodburn School District's 
site east of Highway 99E should be included within the amended UGB. 
This 19-acre site meets an immediate need for the rapidly-growing student 
population, is adjacent to the UGB and has adequate urban services. The 
Commission directed staff to justify inclusion· of the District's 19-acre site 
under one of two scenarios: (a) work with the District to provide evidence 
of a special need that cannot be met on land within the existing or 
proposed UGB; or (b) if such justification cannot be reasonably provided, 
identify and remove residential land from another UGB expansion area, as 
required by state law. 

2. West Lincoln Street Area. The Commission received considerable 
testimony in opposition to changing the zoning on properties generally 
bounded by Second and Fourth Streets and Oak and West Lincoln 
Streets. Many of the affected properties are currently zoned RS or RM. 
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This area Is currently designated as Commercial on the Comprehensive 
Plan Map and has been thus designat~d $]nee abo~t 1980. The City staff 

. proposal was- to chan'ge the RS a·nd AM zoning to be consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan Commercial designation but to apply to most 
restrictive commercial zone, which is CO (Commercial Office). However, 
because of the significant amount of testimony in oppo~ition to the 
proposed zone changes to CO and because the· City Council -has 
established a goal to update the Downtown Development Plan in the near 
future, the Commission recommends no changes to properties to CO in 
the downtown area. 

FINALLY, the Commission instructed staff to prepare a final order and findings to 
substantiate the Commission's recommendation to the City 9ol.incil. 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED BY THE COMMISSION: 

The Planning ~Commission hereby recommends that the City Council adopt the draft 
revisions to the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and WOO as contained in Exhibit "A• 
and as described below, subject to the two above referenced modifications and based 
on the findings below. · 

• Woodburn Comprehensive Plan -Volume 1- Goal and Policy Revisions 
(Winterbrook Planning, 2005) 

• Woodbum Economic Development Strategy {ECONorthwest, 2002) 

·' '. 

• Woodburn Transportation Systems Plan Update {CH2MHill, 2005) 
• Woodburn Public Facilities Plan {City of Woodburn, 2005) :f::}::: 
• Woodburn Development Ordinance Rev_isions (Winterbrook Planning, 2005) 

Proposed Plan and Zoning Maps 
• Proposed Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and UGB Expansion Map 
• Proposed Woodburn Zoning Map 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission bases its recommendation on the background studies and 
memoranda listed below, which are attached hereto and by reference incorporated 
herein. 

Woodburn Comprehensive Plan and UGB Amendment Justification Studies 
(Volume II) 

.• UGB Justification Report (Winterbrook Planning, 2005) 
• Technical Report 1 -Buildable Lands Inventory (Winterbrook Planning, 2005) 
• UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis (City of Woodburn, 2004) 
• Site Requirements For Woodburn Target Industries (ECONorthwest, 2003) 
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• Technical Report 2- Residential Land Needs Analysis (Winterbrook Planning, 
2004) . < •• . . ' 

• T echnlcal Report 3 - Potential UGB Expansion Area Analysis and Natural 
Resources Inventory (Winterbrook .Planning, 2003) ·· 

• Population and Employment Projections 2000·2020 {ECONorthwest, 2003) 
• Economic Opportunities Analysis {ECONorthwest, 2002) 
• Explanation of Proposed Plan and Zoning Map Changes (City of Woodburn, 

2004) 

Background Maps 
o Buildable Lands Inventory Map (Winterbrook/City of Woodburn, 2004) 
o UGB Study Area Natural Resources and Soil Capability Classes Map {2003) 

The Planning Commission relies on the following secondary sources in making its 
recommendation to the City Council: 

Additional Background Studies and Plans 
• Occupation/Wage Foreeast (ECONorthwest, 2003) 
• Storm Drainage Master Plan (Crane & Merseth, 2002) 
• Water Master Plan (HDR, 2001) 
• City of Woodburn Local Wetlands Inventory and Riparian Assessment (Shapiro, 

2000) -
• Woodburn Local Wetland Inventory Map (Shapiro, 2000) 
• Wastewater Facilities Plan, Volumes 1-3 (CH2MHill, 1995) 

(· ·:::·:) 
'f Population Coordination Documents 

• Marion County Comprehensive Plan Amendments Memo (Winterbrook, 2004) 
• Evaluation of 2004 OEA Population Forecast (ECONorthwest, 2004) 
• Marion County Ordinance 1201 and Findings Approving Population Projection 
• Marion County Board Minutes of November 10, 2004 

Documents Not Relied Upon 
The Planning Commission explicitly does not rely on the following documents in making 
its recommendation to the City Council because these documents have been 
superceded by the documents cited above: 

• Woodburn Buildable Lands and Urbanization Project (McKeever/Marris, 1998) 
• Preliminary Transportation Scenarios (Winterbrook Planning, 2003) 

Commission Responses to Oblectlons 
In responding to objections raised by FAN and 1000 Friends of Oregon, the Planning 
Commission relies on the February 16, 2005 Winterbrook Planning Memorandum to the 
Community Development Director. In partic·ular, the Planning Commission agrees with 
and understands that industrial land needs determination is based on the siting 
requirements of targeted employers identified in the Economic Opportunities Analysis 
(EOA) as authorized under ORS 197.712 et seq. and the Goal 9 administrative ru le­
not on the "~mployee-to-acre" ratio method preferred by 1000 Friends of Oregon. 
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In responding to obJections raised by other parties, the Planning. CommissiQn relies on 
the February 241 ~OQS Memorandum to the Commission from the Community 
Development Director. In particular, the Commission is persuaded by staffs reasoning 
with regard .to expansion of. the UGB. to the east because such expansion will not meet 
the City's land use, transportation and economic goals as well .as other areas proposed 
for inclusion and this are~ will be substantially more expensive to serve with public 
facilities. Although the Commission is sympathetic to testimony in support of including 
the Amey Road area (north of the Woodbum Company Stores) within the 2005 UGB. 
the Commission agrees with staff that (a) these properties may be justified for inclusion 
within the UGB for commercial and residential uses in the future, but (b) are not justified 
for inclusion at this time. 

Approved: ~ die 
Claudio Lima, Chairperson 
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ATTACHMENT B 

CITY OF WOODBURN 
Community Development 

-MEMORANDUM 
270 Montgomery Street Woodburn, Oregon 97071 (503) 982·5248 

Date: 

To: 

February 24, 2005 

Planning Commission 

From: Jim Mulder, Director of Community Development 

Subject: Legislative Amendment 05-Q1, 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update 

At its meeting of February 3, 2005, the Planning Commission received oral and written 
testimony regarding proposed periodic review amendments and proposed· urban growth 
boundary expansion. The Commission closed the hearing for oral testimony and left the 
record open until 5:00 p.m. on February 10, 2005 for additional written testimony. 
Attached to this memorandum is a copy of all written testimony received by February 
10,2005. 

To address substantive issues raised in oral and written testimony received in 
conjunction with the public hearing on this matter, staff provides the following .responses 

i:;:r::/~,1 for Commission consideration. 

Oral Testimony: 

Terry Cole, ODOT: Comment noted. 

Dave Christoff (representing Woodburn School District): See response in Exhibit C. 

Nick Harville: Comment noted. 

Robert Walter Stack: Comment noted. 

Jose Castillo: Comment noted. 

Alfonso: Comment noted. 

Will Denecke: Comment noted. 

Erin Donnelly: See response for Exhibit B-9. 

Martin Rohrer: See response for Exhibit B-44. 
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Diane Mikkleson: Comment noted. 

Bob Lindsey: See response for Exhibit B-55. 

Kathleen Carl: Comment noted. 

Lolita Carl: See response for Exhibit 8-60. 

Randy Sebastian: Comment noted. 

Vasily Mokanukoff: Comment noted. 

Pat Doyle: See response for Exhibit 6-40. 

Toni Spencer: Sea response for Exhibit B-54. 

Kay Peterson: See response for Exhibit B-57. 

·Tom Fessler: Comment noted. 

Mike Celmer: See response for Exhibit B-9. 

Roger Alfred: Comment noted. 

Sid Friedman: See response for Exhibit B-53. 

Theodora Tarbet: See response for Exhibit 8-61 . 

Amanda Deyerle: Comment noted. 

Jim Grigorieff: See response for Exhibit 8-3. 

Craig Robinson: See response for Exhibit 8-3. 

Tom Brawley: Comment noted. 

Written Testimony: 

Exhibit B-1 (Metro): See response in Exhibit C. 

Exhibit B-2 (Keith Woollen): City's proposed Transportation System Plan is similar 
except for completing ring road on east side. Completing the ring road to the east may 
make sense in the very long term, but it would not likely occur within the 20-year 
planning horizon and does not need to be shown at this time. 
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Exhibit B-3 (Jim Grigorleit): ·zoning on this property an.d .tWo adjacent properties to the 
east is RS (Single-Family .Residential) and all three are developed with single-fam.ily 
residences. ·Comprehensive Plan d.~signation is MDR (Medium Density Residential) for 
all three properties. The City proposal. is 'to change the comprehensive plan to be 
consistent with zoning and existing use of properties as single-family dwellings. Also, 
three properties across the street to the south are already zoned RS and designated 
MOR. The City proposal will make the zoning and designation more consistent. 
Testimony was received from both of the other properties· (Esparanza Alvarez and Craig 
Robinson) in support of the City proposal. Staff recommends no change to the City 
proposal. 

Exhibit B-4 (Esparanza Alvarez): See response for Exhibit B-3. 

Exhibit B-5 (John Catterson): Commercial. designation does not extend past Belle Passl 
Road to discOurage extension of strip commercial development alo.ng Highway 99E and 
to provide a transition between urban commercial uses and rural farm uses. Staff 
recommends no change to the City proposal. 

. Exhibit 8-6 (George Haight): Comment noted. 

Exhibit B-7 (Judy and Russell Ficek):. This property is part of the Butteville Road 
exception area that must be included in the proposed UGB expansion before 
agricultural lands may be brought in. Staff recommends no change to the City proposal. 

Exhibit B-8 (Richard Warnick): This property is the only property in the area on the west 
side of Front Street that is developed with a non-residential us~ (excluding the City 
park). An undeveloped 2.74-acre parcel adjoins this property to the west. This 
property, along with the 2.74-acre parcel and the residential properties to the north are 
best designated for multi-family residential uses simil(ir to th..e ap~rtment uses to the 
north. Access to the 2.74-acre parcel for a single-family subdivision is very difficult and 
is better suited for m·ulti-family uses. Commercial use is inconsistent and incompatible 
with adjacent residential uses. Staff recommends no change to the City proposal. 

Exhibits B-9 through B-32: All of this testimony pertains to opposition to changing the 
zoning on properties generally bounded by Second and Fourth Streets and Oak and 
West Lincoln Streets. Many of the affected properties are currently zoned RS or RM. 
This area is currently designated as Commercial on the Comprehensive Plan Map and 
has been thus designated since about 1980. The City proposal is to change the RS and 
RM zoning to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Commercial designation but 
to apply to most restrictive commercial zone, which is CO (Commercial Office). 
However, because of the significant amount of testimony in opposition to the proposed 
zone changes to CO and because the City Council has established a goal to update the 
Downtown Development Plan in the near future, ·staff recommends that the City 
proposal be modified to not change any property to CO In the downtown area. 
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Staff believes a better approach would be to address long-term land use on these 
properties as part of the future update of the Qowntown Development Plan. The update 
of this plan would provide a mQre comprehensive approach to determining how these 
properties fit into the lohg~term land use, transportati9n, and economic goals of the 
downfown and ·would. provide a better ·opp()rtunity for inre·n~lve public inv·olvement In the 
decision making process through neighborhood meetings, open houses·, stakeholder 
meetings, etc. · · · 

Exhibits B-33 and 8-34 (Woodburn School District): See response in Exhibit C. 

Exhibit 8-35 (Ivan Cam): These properties are all located on Carl Road and are a 
significant distance from the proposed UGB expansion area. Staff recommends no 
change to the City proposal. 

Exhibit B-36 (Kevin Crosby): These properties are generally loc~ted north of the 
proposed Buttevill'-. Road excep,ion area that is proposed to be included in the UGB. 
This area does not satisfy land use, transportation, and economic goals as well as· the 
areas proposed for inclusion in the UGB. The Botteville Road exception area is 
included because it is parcelized into smaller lots that are not conducive to farming. 
The Crosby property consists of much larger parcels that are conducive to farming. 
Staff recommends no change to the City proposal. 

Exhibit B-37 (Paui·Serres): These properties include a large amount of farmland on the 
east side of the UGB. This area wa~ not included in the UGB expansion area because 
it is more expensive to serve with public facilities and the area does not satisfy land use, 
transportation, and economic goals as well as other areas proposed for inclusion in the 
UGB. Staff recommends no change to the City proposal. 

Exhibit 8-38 (Dorothy McCormick): These properties consist of about 39 acres located 
at the southwest corner of the intersection of Butteville Road and Hwy. 219. This area 
was not included in the UGB expansion area because it does not satisfy land use goals 
as well as other areas proposed for inclusion in the UGB. Specifically, there is a need 
for a 70-acre industrial parcel in the SWIR. The City proposal provides for this parcel on 
the west side of Butteville Road where it crosses over 1-5. The McCormick properties 
only consist of about 39 acres, which does not satisfy this need. In addition, these 
properties abut low density residential designated land on two sides which could create 
compatibility conflicts between industrial and residential uses. Staff recommends no 
change to the City proposal. 

Exhibit B-39 (Roger Alfred): Comment noted. 

Exhibit 8-40 (Donald Kelley): Comment noted. 

Exhibit B-41 (Will Oenecke): Comment noted. 
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Exhibit B-42. (Daniel Koerner): This property is a 2.5 acre parce_l located south of the 
. . current UGB on the west side ot S. Boones Ferry Road. This area was riot included in 
:::!\the UGB expansion area because it does not satisfy land use and tran$portation goals 

·as well as other areas-proposed. from inci\,Jsion iA-,the UGB. In addition this property Is 
separated from the current UGB and only,_adjoins the current UGij across S. B00nes 
Ferry Road. Staff recommends no change to the City proposal. 

Exhibit B-43 (Kuzma Barsukoff): This property is generally located at the southeast 
comer of the current UGB. This .. area was not included in the UGB exp~sion area 
because it is more expensive to serve with public facilities and the area, does not satisfy 
land use, transportation, and economic goals as well as other areas proposed for 
inclusion in the UGB. Staff recommends no change to the City proposal. 

Exhibits B-44 through B-52 (Martv Rohrer, et. al.): Ail of this testimony supports 
including approximately 125 acres of land in the proposed UGB expansion for industrial 
use. The subject area is generally located north of the existing UGB along both sides of 
Arney Road north of the Woodburn Company Stores. This area was not included in the 
UGB expansion area because it does not satisfy ·land use, transportation, and economic 
goals as well as other areas proposed for inclusion in the UGB. Specifically, the portion 
of this area between 1-5 and East Senecal Creek is best suited for future commercial 
uses consistent with Woodburn Company Stores type development. However, the City 
proposal only justifies 12 acres of new commercial UGB expansion. The portion of this 
area west of East Senecal Creek is best suited for residential uses because of 
compatibility considerations with the adjacent residential development in the City and 
East Senecal Creek. However, residential land needs are better addressed with the 
City proposal. This area is not best suited for industrial use for the reasons stated 
above. This area should be preserved for future commercial and residential uses when 
sufficient justification for such expansion can be provided in the future. Staff 
recommends no change to the City proposal. 

Exhibit B-53 (Sid Friedman, 1000 Friends of Oregon): See response in Exhibit C. 

Exhibit B-54 (Toni Spencer): See response in Exhibit C. 

Exhibits B-55 and 8-56 (Bob Lindsey): See response in Exhibit C. 

Exhibit 8-57 (Kay Peterson): See response in Exhibit C. 

Exhibit B-58 (Mary Jean Fischer): See response in Exhibit C. 

Exhibit 8-59 (Carla Mikkelson): See response in Exhibit C. 

Exhibit B-60 (Lolita Carl) : See response in Exhibit C. 

Exhibit B-61 (Theodora Tarbet): See response in Exhibit C. 
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Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission direct staff to 
prep~~re . a fi11al __ order recommending .that the City Council amend the Woodburn Urban· 
GroW,th Boundary, ,_ Woodburn Comprehensive Plan text and map, W6odbum 
Development Ordinance, and Woodburn zoning map as proposed in the draft 
'Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Pl~m Update" and as modified by this memorandum • . · 

Attachments: 
Exhibit"A" _- Draft Planning Commission Minutes from 213/05 Meeting 
Exhibits "B-1" through "B-61"- Written Testimony Received Prior to Close of Planning 

Commission Record on 211 0/05· 
Exhibit "C" - Winterbrook Response to Written Comments, dated 2116/05 
Exhibit "D" - 1000 Friends of Oregon Letter to DLCD Regarding McMinnville UGB 
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DRAFT 
Exhibit "A" 

WOODBURN PLANNING COMMISSION SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES 
February 3, 2005 

CONVENED The Planning Commission met In a special session at 7:00 p.m. In City Hall Council 
Chambers with Chairperson Lima presiding. 

ROLL CALl. 
Chairperson Lima P 
Commissioner Vancil · P 
Commissioner Grtgorteff P 
VIce Chairperson Bandelow P 
Commissioner Hutchison P 

Staff Present: Jim Mulder, Community Development Director 
Naomi ZW.rdllhg, AGaoclate Planner 
Denlece Won, Assistant City Attorney 

Chairperson Lima set the ground rules for the Public Hearing and provided an opening statement. 

PUBLIC HEARING 
~ Legislative Amendment 05-02. City-Initiated proposal to amend the Woodburn 

Development Ordinance. 
§.tgff reported the proposal was initiated by the Woodburn City Council to amend the Woodburn Urban 
Growth Boundary, Woodburn Comprehensive Text and Map, Woodburn Development Ordinance and the 
Woodburn. Zoning Nap. These amendments are proposed In order to complete the City's Periodic 
Review Work Program. He further stated the City of Woodburn is currently in State mandated Periodic 
Review of its Comprehensive Plan and he outlined the 11 Work Tasks the City Is required to complete. 
Staff also mentioned the City has completed Tasks #5 and #6, Parks and Recreation Plan and the 
Historic DowntO'Nil Plan, they have been acknowledged by the Oregon Land Conservation Development 
Commission. All remaining Tasks have been completed with the exception of Tasks #9, #1 0 and #11. 
Task #9 Coordinating. new Urban Growth Boundary Management Agreementwith Marion County, which 
is currently being coordinated and is anticipated to be done by the time the amendment proposal gets to 
the .City Council. Additionally, he said although he has completed the Citizen Involvement Report (Task 
#10), it would not be finalized until the Council actually adopts the amendments and the same goes for 
Task #11 . Completion of all these Work Tasks requires the City to revise the Woodburn Comprehensive 
Plan Text and Map, the Development Ordinance and Zoning Map. In addition, to comply with State 
Statutes mandating the City provide a 20-year buildable lands supply, the Urban Growth Boundary is 
proposed to be expanded. Staff Indicated public hearings on these proposed Legislative Land Use 
Amendments have been scheduled tonight before the Planning Commission and have also been noticed 
and scheduled for the City Council on March 28, 2005. The applicable approval criteria that apply to 
these proposed amendments were outlined by Staff. Once the proposed amendments are adopted by 
the City Council and acknowledged by LCDC, the City will have completed its Periodic Review Work 
Program. The proposed amendments, maps and supporting documents are compiled in a document 
called The City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update, which has been provided to th~ Planning 
Commission. Moreover, an attachment to the Staff Report contains ·Findings of Fact that demonstrate 
compliance with the approval criteria, which were provided to the Commission tonight. Staff briefly 
summarized the proposed amendments as follows: 

• Proposed Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments: Residential Land Use and Housing Goals 
and Policies are amended to provide for a Nodal Development Overlay District. Industrial 
Development Goals and Policies are amended to incorporate recommendations of the 2002 
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Economic Opportunities Analysis and Development Strategy and to create a Southwest Industrial 
Reserve Overlay District. Marlon County Economic Coordination Goals and Policies are added to 
provide for. coordlnatlc>n with MartorrCQunty, Growth,Management Framework Plan. Commercial 
Lands Goals and Policies are amended to encourage lnflll and redevelopment and to create a 
Nodal Neighborhood Commercial District Transportation Goals and Policies are amended to be 
consistent with the updated Transportation System Plan and to create an Interchange 
Management· Area Overlay Dlsbict.· Public Facilltlea Goals and Policies are added to consolidate 
and coordinate the Water, Wastewater, Stormwater and-Transportation Plana. Natural and 
Cultural Resourcei Gears and Policies are amended to create a Riparian COO'Idor and Wetlands 
Overlay District. The Woodburn Development Ordinance Ia also amended as part of this 
proposal to Implement the Goals and Policies of.the Comprehensive Plan and are proposed as 
follows: Six new overlay dlsbicts are created, Nodal Single. Family Residential, Nodal Multi­
Family Residential, Nodal Neighborhood Commercial, Riparian Corridor and Wetlands Overlay, 
Southwest Industrial Reserve Overlay and the-Interchange Management Area Overlay. 
Regulations of proposed Overlay Districts are. ·summarized as follows: Riparian Corridor 
Wetlands Overlay wUI generally restrict development within 50 ft. of designated cr"kl and water 
courses. The Southwe$t Industrial Reserv.e will require. master planning of the district to provide 

. fcir minimum lot sizes for targeted. types ottndustrl~~~:~ttNodaiResldentlal Single Family and 
Nodal Multi-F amity Overlays will aiiQW for higher densities and generally smaller lot sizes. The 
Neighborhood Commercial Nodal Overlay will be restricted to neighborhood commercial uses and 
will require dedication of public space. The Interchange Management Area Overlay will generally 
restrict development based on vehicle trip generation based on proposed development Minimum 
density starnards are established In the, Single Family Residential District, the Retirement · . 
Residential District and the Medium Density Residential District and the street Improvement cross 
sectional standards are generally reduced. 

• Proposed Cpmprehenslve Plan Map Amendmentst higeneral,·the Comprehensive Plan Map Is 
amended to apply land use designations to areas proposed to be added to the City's Urban 
Growth Boundary, to apply propc;sed.Overtay Districts to areas within the current Urban Growth 
Boundary-and to change land use designations within the·current ·Growth Boundary to maximize 
efficient use of land and provide more appropriate land use designations considering surrounding 
land use and future development potential. · · 

• Proposed Zoning Map Amendments: The Zoning· Map Is amended to apply the Nodal Single 
Family Residential and Nodal Multi-Family Residential Overlay Districts to existing RS and RM 
zoned properties South of the Southerly extension of Evergreen Rd., the Southwest Industrial 
Reserve Overlay Is applied-to the Southerly portion of the WinCo Distribution Center property, the 
Interchange Management Area Overlay Is applied to Commercial and Industrial zoned property 
generally located around the freeway interchange and to undeveloped residentially zoned 
properties South of the Southerly extension of Evergreen Rd. In addition, there are numerous 
zone changes proposed to properties within the existing City limits to maximize efficient use of 
land and provide more appropriate zoning considering existing Comprehensive Plan designation, 
surrounding land use and future development potential. 

• Urban Growth Boundary Expansion Map: Based on the results of the City's Periodic Review, the 
City proposes to expand its Urban Growth Boundary to provide a 20-year buildable land supply 
and provide for 20-year projected economic growth. 

In conclusion, Staff recommended the Planning Commission hear the testimony and leave the record 
open for seven days to allow additional written testimony, at which time Staff will return on February 24, 
2005 with responses to that testimony and the Commission will have the opportunity to review that before 
they begin deliberations on the matter. Staff recommended after that is all done that eventually the 
Commission will direct Staff to prepare a Final Order recommending that the Council adopt the proposed 
amendments to the Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary, Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Text and Map, 
the Woodburn Development Ordinance and the Woodburn Zoning Map. 
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Greg Wlnterowd. Wlnterbrook Planning Consulting provided more de~ils on the analysis and justification 
for the proposed amendments. He reviewed several key objectives they had when they. began this . 
project four years ago. Firstly, to develop and Implement an econqmlc opportunity anatysli and strategy, 
which was adopted In· 2002 by. th' City Council and. provides the foundation for moat of the planning work 
done today. He repcrted the City Counc~ decided It was imperative tq provide local jobs in the •·. 
community so that people would not have to commute to: Portland/Salem to work and to Improve the­
quality of peoples lives as. well as to make it so everyone ln.t.he community had· an equal opportunity. 
The economists that looked at this and Indicated the. ·beat way to achieve that Is to provide. land near 1-5 
because that lt·wherEt development demand Is located. Secondly, It was recognized that you needed to 
provlde.cholce amor.gsl.litable. ln~~strlal sltt)s, which Is required by State Statute. Thlr.dty, provide 
sufficient buildable. land for future housing, parks and schools. Land for quality Qf life, gQOd 
nelghborhOQda and_.land where people can afford to buy their own homes.- Additionally, he stated they 
also had to look very carefully at the StattrNide Planning Goals, w.hich requires the use.of land efficiently 
In order to make sure to use the land within the Urban Growth Boundary efficiently and welt. Mr. . 
Wlnterowd menUQnec;t ~ Clty_1t proposing a substantial Increase ln. net:densitlea on buildable land. for 
that reasqn. They are asking for a rrtore compact Urban G.rowth.form but wi\h good pari<$; schools ~d 
Jobs to balance it·()\Jt. H~ r~ Oregon has many demanding requirements for compliance with 
State\1/l~e Planning Goals and .Periodic Review to onsure ongolng·compllancei' Mr. Wtnterowd stated he 
believed, at this point, the City has a package of plan amendments that meet the Statewide Planning 
Goals .. and achlev~ legitimate obJ~es of Periodic R~lew. Moreover, they looked car¢ully at the ,. 

· Marton County Framework Plan adopted two years ago and made sure that the critical goals and policies 
of the framework plan were Incorporated into the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. N_ext, they looked at 
the Achilles heel that Woodburn faces In terms of economic development, which is traffic congestion. He 
said they worked very closely with OOOT on revising the Transportation System Plan and developing 
ways to limit impacts on the Interchange and to create alternative ways to get to that interchange so that it 
all does not have to go on Hlghw~ ~11 and Highway 214. Mr. Wlnterowd further explained the goals 
require that we take the least productive agricultural land before we move Into the more productive land 
·and the direction. of growth proposed generally has less productive agricultural land than some of the 
other cholc::es • . He further commented Woodburn Is surrounded by Class 2, 3 and some Class 1 

}>>·· agricultural h;md and the only Class 1 agriGttlturalland proposed for Inclusion Is land that Is within the golf 
· · ,. ! course already. Finally, they wanted to make sure In terms of quality of life and neighborhoods that what 

remains of Woodburn's wetlands, streams and flood plains are protected so you have open space 
connectlo11s. to residential areas for future residents. Mr. Wlnterowd remarked the goal of a higher . 
employment projection is to have more of a balan~ between the jobs In this community and the housing 
that is here. He explained they determined a 20-y~ar land use needs for jobs they began with the 
Econorn!.9 Opp~nitle~ Analy~is and identifl.ed probable employment growth and the11 took a very careful 
look at the types of industries and basic employment that Woodburn can attract if it provides services, -
Infrastructure and the land along 1-5 to do that. They then followed the Statewide Statutory requirement 
and also a requirement of Statewide Planning Goal #9 and its administrative rule which compares the 
supply and demand and mat(fh them up. He indicated they attempted to provide the type of housing in 
adequate supply to meet 20-year needs· and matched the buildable lands with the housing needs and ~ 
increased densities. The school needs were based on the existing ratio of developed school land 
population to make sure there is enough land for schools in the future. Mr. Winterowd stated an 
important and legitimate requirement in Oregon Is that we use land efficiently within the Urban Growth 
Boundary, which he recommended by planning for higher density, over ten dwelling units per net 
buildable acre .,.,.ithin the proposed buildable areas of the Urban Growth aoundary and Increase a portion 
of multiple-family development to make it more affordable. The use of Nodal Development Pattern, 
which is an old fashioned situation where you have a neighborhood commercial area surrounded by 
housing where you can walk, bike or drive a car to get to and from shopping was also recommended. 
Also proposed Is to bring in exception areas, which are those areas that are in the County now that State 
law requires that we bring In to the Urban Growth Boundary so that they can be provided with urban 
services and developed more efficiently so we can minimize impacts on agricultural land. Every 
exception area adjacent to the Growth Boundary has been brought In with the exception of Maclaren 
School·and they did not seem to have a great likelihood.of redevelopment at this point. Additionally, 
Master Planning was looked at in the Nodal Development Areas and In the Southwest industrial reserve. 
We have allowed the possibility of housing over retail development in Downtown Woodburn and in Nodal 
Development Areas. Also recommended were minimum density standards so that people do not use 
land that is zoned for 4,000 sq. ft. lots for 8,000 sq. ft. lots because that would be inefficient and would 
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dlscourag~ development of lnflll, partially vacant and potentially redevelopable land. In the Nodal . 
Development Areas we have a neighborhood commercial center s.urrouncfed by·· higher density' residential, 
small Iota single famlty-supported by Integrated park system and multi modal and connected . 
transportation system; Master P.lannlng Is required and we have design standards and that everyone has 
adequate· access to parks and schools. He further reported the land rocated on either side of 1-5, 
accessible to Highway 214 and. Highway 211 via Buttevllle Road and Parr Road:·and a planned Southam 
arterial connection between Butteville Road and Highway 99 Is reserved solely· for Industrial use. Mr. 
Wlnterowd stated they propose to relieve congestion at Hwy. 214/Hwy. 2~ ·1!1:-Sinterch~n~ by taking the 
trafftC·out:of central Woodbum, moving It West of 1~5 where It Is easier to get onto·. t-5 ror trucks and 
employees. Additionally, at the .. request and ·tn collaboration: of the Oregon Department of Transportation 
(COOT} developed what Is-believed to be an Innovative way of maklfl{l sure that the-limited access that 
we ha\le to 1-5, even after. OOOT and the City of Woodburn spends millions of dollars on Improving the 
interchange, we want 1o make 'sure that It does not use up that capacity prematurelY and that It Is used for 
planned commercial and Industrial trips •. Regulations-have been developed that Indicate you can not 
exceed specified numbel'tr of trips In the peak hour and if· you do, you are either a Conditional Use Permit 
or you h8Ve to find ways to decrease peak hour traffic demand to maintain the ca~· of that 
lntercttange area for the jobs that the City wants to see. In clostn·g., Mr~ Wlnterowd commented he.felt a 
thorough and ·credible job has- been done In< justifying the assumptfon·s used and we ha\le ·not lnftated the 
land use n~s. He brlefty-revi4Med the proposed amendments and said everything else that haa been 
proposed for. Inclusion within the Urban GrOWth _Boundary Is land that has already been determined by 
Marlon County to be so cut up and parcellzed that It cannot be used effectively for agricultural purposes. 
Mr. Wlnterowd encouraged testimony and requested to critically look at the work done and to tell the 
Planning Commission exactly what they think. 

TESTIMONY 
Terry Cole. Oregon Department of Transoortatlon Region 2. 455 Airport Rd. SE. Salem. OR 97310 
stated OOOT has worked with the City now for a number of years specifically with reference to the 
Transportation System Plan Update and are very pleased with the draft Transportation System Plan that 
has evolved from that process. The protections talked about for future interchange development, the 
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other transportation system potlcles and plan elements will go a long way towards keeping that )> . , 
interchange In its current configuration and In the future as we hope to have It recor:~structed viable 
through the planning period and beyond. Additionally, Mr. Cole felt what they have come up for 
Woodburn Is an outstanding example that will be looked at as a model throughout the State for how you 
can protect an interchange In· a growing urban area and· do it In such a way that It supports local 
economic development but also retains the ability of people to travel both locally as well as statewide. 
Mr. Cole urged support and endorsement of the proposed Transportation System ?tan and all of the 
supportive elements of Comprehensive Plan Update, as well as all the other elements submitted tonlghl 

Dave Christoff. 671 Ironwood Terrace. Woodburn. OR 97071 spoke on behalf of the Woodburn School 
District. He stated the School District currently owns 19 Ya acres on Lincoln St. and they would like to 
have that included in the inventory. He indicated the difference between the consultant's numbers and 
the School Districts numbers shows fairty realistically that there was a shortage in the estimate for the 
School Districts properties. Currently there are no lands in the City that are large enough to site a school 
because a school has to be sited on a minimum of 10 acr~s and preferably a minimum of 15 acre site. 
Mr. Christoff reported they would like to have this included to the Urban Growth Boundary Expansion for 
. when a bond measure is passed they would have a site In which to build a schoot on because they do not 
currently have anything that they could buy that is not already spoken for to site a school that is available 
to them. 

Nick Harville. Executive Director. Woodburn Chamber of Commerce, 2241 Country Club Rd .. Woodburn. 
OR 97071 he reported he has about 15 years of business and economic development experience and he 
sees Woodburn as a community that has witnessed many changes since it was flrst established by Jesse 
Settlemler. Even when the City was Incorporated In 1889, Mr. Settlemier knew that diversity of the 
business and community were going to be the keys to growth of Woodburn. Today, according to the 
State of Oregon, there are 772 businesses in Woodburn, 75.3 percent of those businesses employ less 
than 10 people. Mr. Harville explained this is a testament to the number of small businesses that help 
generate the flow of funds In this community. In looking at the major Industries that employ citizens in this 
community you will find that 34.5 percent are employed in the retail trade and another 23.9 percent are 
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employed In the service Industry. These businesses are Important to the community and provide needed 
services but In order to broaden the tax base, create new family waged jobs and further the. dlverslty'of 
the economy of Woodburn we need to expand and attract new businesses and companies to the area. 
He further Indicated that at the present rate we will run out of developable lands within 5 years. In talking 
with City officials, the City of Woodburn has the best Interest of the enUre community at heart. The 
business development plans for the community call for further diversity and commerce gen~ated, which 
would further support and enhance Infrastructure and services provided by the Cltyi schools and other . · 
community agencies and groups. Mr. Harville closed by saying new businesses In town help to support 
the retaU and service businesses that alreadY exist here by providing new dollars In to the community: 
Woodburn was born from agricUlture when Jesse Settlemler used his vision and forethought to settle the 
community and he provided developable lots for new· businesses that wanted to move to Woodburn. 
History seems· to be repeating Itself by expanding the Urban Growth Boundaries we are providing--space 
for busln~sses that want to locate here. · 

Robert Walter Staack. 245 Ben Brown Lane. Woodburn. OR 97071 commented he owns property at 585 
Grant Sl, which· Is an area where Nodal density Is Intended for and he was not clear as to what that 
would result In on his renters and neighbors. ··· · '' 

Greg Wlnterowd darlfled the Nodal development area Is located In where Parr Rd. takes a dog leg and 
what they have tried to do for most of the community of Woodburn Is not to go ·1n to neighborhoods· and 
up zone so tha~ pecJple's homes on Individual lots are threatened. He further clarified that is why they are 
moving towards more Vacant areas with the exception of Downtown for Increased densities. 

Jose Castillo. 1 068 2nd St .. Woodburn. OR 97071 through Chairperson Lima providing Spanish language 
interpretation, Mr. Castillo Indicated he did not understand English very well and therefore, he was 
unclear :as to what the. hearing process was about. 

Staff rei>orted there Is a translator In the Planning office that could assist Mr. Castillo and encouraged he 
come by the office or he could submit written testimony, if he preferred. 

Alfonso. 1279 N. Second St .. Woodburn, OR 97071 Inquired whether his taxes will go up due to the 
proposed changes and if Second St. will be paved? 

Staff interjected paving is not part of this proposal and he Is not aware of any proposal to pave Second St. 
however, the person to contact regarding that Issue would be Randy Rohman with the Public Works 
Department. 

Will Oenecke. OPUS Northwest. 1000 SW Broadway, Portland.-OR 97034 was present tonight in support 
of the UGB proposal and would submit a letter to the Commission. He reported OPUS Northwest has 
103 acres of industrial property that they are proposing to develop in to ali industrial park located on the 
West side of 1-5 and they have been involved in this process for ~7 years. Mr. Denecke stated it is really 
nice to see this happening and for them to get to this stage. Additionally, he thought there is very good 
innovative planning by Staff and Winterbrook Consulting particularly in the areas of target industries and 
the interchange overlay. He said target industries are very demanding for a developer like OPUS 
Northwest because they just cannot go In and put up what they want. OPUS will be required to pick 
industries and job opportunities that fall into categories that the City has laid out with demanding criteria in 
terms of type as well as wage and Income opportunities. Mr. Oenecke further commented although it is a 
challenge for OPUS, it will give Woodburn the opportunity to improve its economic base. The interchange 
overlay is creative and a constructive approach to the 1-5 Interchange problem because everybody knows 
that currentiy 1-5 is a big problem and unless that is managed correctiy and improved, it will be a 
constraint on development for Woodburn and the UGB Expansion area. In closing, he added the 
discussion about a formula and how property owners might contribute if there is a funding gap and if the 
City will be looking for additional funding, perhaps In part from stakeholders or property owners, take 
place sooner rather than later. 

Erin Donnelly. 480 N. Third St .. Woodburn. OR 97071 commented her property Is currently zoned 
residential and under the new zoning it would change to commercial office. She stated the entire street, 
with the exception of two properties, is entirely single family housing. It is a very nice neighborhood with 
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some of the original homes to Woodburn. The notable exception that Is not a single family home Is the 
old Woodburn Community Center. M~. Donnelly· did not feel that It Is bene~lal to that neighborhood to 
change It to commercial office to facilitate the sale of the City property. It seemed very logical in her mind 
that the City. has been trying to son the property for quite some time ~d that Is the conneCtlo.n for the City 
to want to have that be ~mmerclal office. She thought It would be better to keep the homes that are 
affordable and historical to Woodburn. · 

S!afllnterjected the· old City Community Center Ia already zoned Commercial General and Ia the only 
commercial general In the Downtown area. The reasoolng.for the commercial offtce Ia to make the 
zoning conslsten.t with the Comprehensive Land Use ~slgnatlon, which Ia commercial. The 
Comprehensive Plan back II\ 19.80 contemplated U1at:p~ would all transition to commercial and aU 
we are dalng. now la,maklng the zontng cons~tent. which currently Ia Inconsistent. Moreover, It Is .not 
legal to ~ave lnconelstencles between the ZQnlng.and Compreh_enaive Plan _ _so we are bringing that . 
zoning In to consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and we are trying to put on the least Intensive and 
intrusive type commercial zone, which Is commercial office. 

' 

Martin Rohrer. 16 Abelard. Lake Oswego. OR 91035 reported he bought a property On /vnf1Y Rd. North 
of the Wood bum Company Stores Outlet Mall back In 1979 and at that time there were thr" neighbors. 
He said they have consistently presented to vartoua bodies of Woodburn their desire to go In as a group 
to develop the area. Mr. Rohrer further commented he and his neighbors were a little surprised when 
they found that U'ley were not lnctuded In the most r~nt proposal. There are about 150. acres that could 
be used for Industrial-land out of about 125 acres In the area that Is designated. Firstly, .that area Is the 
only area not prQposed to be Included that Ia su.rrounded by three sides by land that would be Included In 
the Urban Growth Boundary. Mr. Rohrer further remarked it would be much easier to make a case before 
Marton County, LCDC and 1,000 Friends of Oregon if we take land that Is already surrounded rather than 
expanding Into areas that are outside the proposed Urban Growth Boundary. Secondly, this property 
more than any of the others is pretty much ready to go In terms of utilities. It would not-require a South 
bypass and new freeway access and It would simply require starting the development. His vision of an 
industrial area would allow for sales/marketing offices at the manufacturing location, which Is a little 
different than what Is envisioned In the Southwest area, Lastly, Mr. Rohrer stated the property on Arney 
Rd. comes much closer to meeting the requirements for most manufacturers and developers than the 
other properties currently proposed to be within the Urban Growth Boundary zone to industrial. 

Diane Mikkleson. 1090 N. First St., Woodburn, OR 97071 .commented. she was testifying as an 
individual . . She said the plan for Woodburn's future presented tonight was designed to shape Woodburn's 
development as a community for the next 20 years. There are aspects of the plan that appear to deserve 
support lndudlng Downtown development and the plans for expanded recreational facUitie$ and. 
opportunities for Woodburn citizens. It was Ms. Mikkleson's belief that other aspects of the plan need to 
be given further thought The quest for mega employers may not be the best economic choice for 
Woodburn esp~lally if those companies work force ne~s can not be met by those of us already living in 
or near Woodburn. Moreover, the drive to expand Woodburn's UGB onto valuable farm lands while 
allowing vacant and underdeveloped sites within our current boundaries to Continue to be Idle Is, at best, 
expensive and wasteful. She also remarked the community still relies on agriculture as one of Its most 
important economic factors and we should look for ways to support and further develop this vital industry. 
A plan that emphasizes the accelerated development of large homes on large lots is not in the best 
interest of the community whose primary need is for sufficient multi-family housing. Additionally, it is 
important to support and encourage small and medium sized businesses that exist in Woodburn and 
actively recruit more of them. The need for a proposed Transportation Plan to create traffic patterns that 
preserve and promote the integrity and viability of Woodburn's core area rather than creating a ring-road 
that would pull development further away from existing businesses and already established infrastructure, 
which costs tax payers millions of additional dollars. She felt we could build a stronger, cohesive 
community by working together as we move further Into the 21• Century. · 

Bob Lindsey. 7505 Windsor Island Rd. N .. Salem. OR said he had the privilege of serving Salem in the 
years 1967-1977 first as a member of Council and then as Mayor from 1973-1977. He was part of the 
Urban Growth studies, which led to the concept of Urban Growth Boundaries and brought forth as part of 
the process Senate Bill 100. Mr. Lindsey commented the proposal brought before the Commission 
tonight is not in Woodburn's best interest and Is a recipe for expectations never met. He further reported 
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there are two Issues that surfaced from the Urban Growth studies In the ·early 70's that are stlil germane 
today. The public coat of development and the ~billty of urpan centers to ~nd those costs and for cities 
to survive need to address two Issues: patterns of design and developm~nt· an~ develop ~n elastic 
tundbig base or they are going to go broke. Mi'. Lindsey described the CitY Of Salen1·as a cla_s,~ 
example of an uf'J:)an center In deep economic trouble. In the summer of 1978~ Salem had a triple A credit 
rating and Salem's credit rating as of today has plummeted down to. an _A. In Salem as the population 
numbers lncrealedi all syatenie.came under stress· and the numbers Increased, t:he_llbrary t\Olirs_ . 
decreased; the aquatiC program slipped away, traffic Issues gre_.atJy lncr~ased,_ th~ pub!~ -~a.fetY r~sponse 
decreased, the capacity to supply and treat water decreased, and the·nvablllty and lovablllty In Salem Is 
diminished. He further added the consultants proposaJ In ita present form leads yqu right down that path. 
Woodburn has more than enough land mass In Its existing urban growth boundary"to accOmmOdale those 
populatiOn numbers that have·~n assigned by Marlon ~nty: In closing, he polnted_qut Woodburn Ia a 
service center for the· agricultural Industry and this appro_aCh Is not withln. Wood~m's econ.omlc capacity. 
He commented Wood bum's best course of action would be to look Inward and play to Ita strength. The 
challenge Ia to create a sense of Identify and a place that speaks tO livability' and the ~alienge Ia how to 
build that livable lovable_ eommunlty and not-brl_!"g·paJn and misery to the taX payeri • 

.. r ·, .... t ···-: 

Katbleen Cart. 13324 Cad Rd. NE. Hubbard. OR gzon· strongly· believed that Woodburn's . 
Comprehensive Plan needs to develop. an economiC· ~-Odel that benefits the exlitlng population like 
focusing on local businesses rather th'an large employers·. She remarked many new jobs are created 
without land being developed such as a processing plant or manufactUrer adding ·a second shift or a retail 
business expands ita hours and hires new people. Ms. Cart hoped the Planning Commission looked at 
the needs of existing bUsiness. She believed Woodburn's eeonomlc model should 'focus as much as 
possible on utilizing existing Infrastructure, which takes care ·of our tax payers Investment. Expanding to 
new land Is not of benefit to most taxpayers and a new economic mOdel that turns more Inward would 
capitalize on our assets and· help our citizens. Ms. Cart· closed by stating Woodburn really needs _to build 
a city that works together and looks at businesses that are putting money into Woodburn's pocket right 
now. We can accommOdate the goals of Woodburn with. an expansion that Is more limited. 

. ~ . 

Lolita Cad. 13324 Cad Rd .. Hubbatd. OR 97032 urged to look 5o-75--150 yrs. Into ttie future. She 
reported. her farm has already had ftve generations of family living on It in only 90 years: If we think short 
term, our beautiful valley of mild climate anct rich resource land will be paved over. Some day we might 
not be able to afford to Import strawberries and apples from thousands of miles away ~use agrlcul~re 
is Marton County'~ number one. industry and you can not stack farm fields on top of each other. · 
Moreover, much of the housing and commercial needs for a small city could easily go vertical because it 
Is more efficient to ·have ap·artments with sey~ stort.:~s over co_mmer~ial as seen In· many Oowntowns. 
Ms. Cart further added this smaller footprint makes the city more walkable more ilvable and engenders 
community spirit. She reported Woodburn has Ignored the enormous egg production supporting and 
surrounding It and the thousands of its residents who work in the egg industry. Reference was made to 
EcoNorthwest Woodburn Economic Analysis and she pointed out most of these people's occupation has 
not been counted. Additionally, she indicated Woodburn has recently spent a couple of millions of tax 
payers dollars for land for additional sewage treatment and roadway construction, this only for the land 
not for the future·millions to develop it. She felt Woodburn has a dependable and growing economic base 
in place with agri-business and the farmers are not pushing for new roads and infrastructure. The ones 
who are really pushing for development and expansion are consultants who are paid to say we-need il 
She pointed out Greg Wlnterowd was simultaneously paid by Opus Northwest to try to get its land in the 
expanded UGB while being paid by the City of Woodburn, which Is a serious conflict of. interest that can 
not be ignored. In closing, Ms. Cart remarked our rich Willamette Valley soil can produce new crops of 
food every single year to feed endless generations. How many industries can say that? 

Randy Sebastian. 1677 Boones Ferry Rd .. Lake Oswego. OR supported the Wlnterowd Planning Plan. 
He said Woodburn has unique opportunity as the Tukwila Golf Course is the only course in the Portland 
Metro Area where people can actually buy a new home on a golf course. This Is attracting new residents 
who are coming in from Lake Oswego, Tigard, West Linn, Tualatin and are typically empty nesters paying 
City taxes whose kids are gone and are not putting pressure on local schools. Moreover, all the utilities 
are new and are being brought to the site with an emergency access road being built to the site this 
summer. Mr. Sebastian further commented he has been building at Tukwila Golf Course over the last 
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four years. Although It was slow to start, we now have great momentum and have a waiting list for future 
phases for people wanting to mov• to the Tukwila Golf Course. _,. Y\:• 
Vaslly Molsanukoff. 1031 Queen City Blvd., Woodburn. OR 97011 · lndi6tted he was not familiar with the 
proposal and that such p!~n even existed. He expr~sed concerns with the amount of acreage that Ia 
being proposed for industrialization •. 

§taft Inform~ Mr. Mokanukoff that all of the proposed plana are on the City's website, at the Library or at 
City Hallin the Planning Dlvls!Qn. He stated. one of the Planneri ·could go ovfM any questions Mr. 
Mokanukoff 1Jli9ht have If he came by City Hall. · 

Pat Doyle. Kelley;· Keltey. Doyle. 11 o N. SeCond St.. Silverton.· OR 97381 represented Mr. Dale Baker 
who owns 1 0.. acres zoned AR In the Butteville expan81on area and there: ~e five homes currently on the 
property.· H~ Indicated they were in favor of the UGB expansion. Mr. Doyle entered a legal memorandum 
Into the r'9,Prd and briefly summarized the contents of the memo. He reported this property It already a 
goal exceptloi;l property and It gets a special favor on that basis alone. It It committed to residential use 
arid considered less p~uctfve farmland so we are not reaching In to any of the high productive farmland. 
Secondly, In 1992 the City of Woodburn adopted Ordinance 2081, which essentially expanded the UGB 
to take In this property. Marton Gounty disagreed .with that coriQuslon at the time based on need, 
however, In the erisulng years we have seen that· in fact that need It there and the 10 acres of land will 
help. the City ofWoodbum to meet its buildable lands requirements and will help the City to put people In 
to homes and to make a mora livable community. · . · 

. ·. ~ 

Toni Spencer. 13736 Wllco Hwy. NE. Woodburn, OR 97071 stated sh~ Is a native Oregonian that has 
lived most of her life on a working cattle ranch in a rural area. She felt compelled as a concerned citizen 
to comment on the proposed expansion of the UGB. Ms. Spencer Indicated she had great respect for 
those that live and work on the h:md as well as.she realizes the importancf;t of the economic stability that it 
provides the community. Agriculture and food products are Oregon's largest export by volume and the 
value of thes~ products has Increased-In 16 of the past 1-8 years, according to the Oregon Department of 
Agriculture and Marion County ranks number one in Oregon for growth agricultural sales. She expressed 
concerns In that we may be too eager to Include vall:Jable prime farmland in the proposed UGB. There 
are vacant properties in areas within the current UGB that can be redevelop~ arid reoccupied. 
Additionally, there are at least 8 propertJas in the industrial park just off Hwy. 214 for lease or for sale and 
there was one 1 ~7, 000 sq. fl property· sitting empty •. · Ms. -Spencer further commented all vacant buildings 
are not even counted In the consultant's inventory of vacant industrial properties. She indicated we have 
a responsibility to solicit new industry in to our underdeveloped and undeveloped properties before we 
expand the current UGB because we have the capacity for new industries In our current UGB. It was her 
hope that we carefully determine and decide what is reallY needed before including prime farmland in the 
proposed UGB. Although we all would like to see economic progress in Woodburn, we have to 
remember that new Industry can move in, cost the taxpayers millions of dollars in taxes for sewer, water, 
sidewalks, roads and then up and leave just as fast leaving us with the unemployed and the bill because 
once prime farmland is paved over, it is gone forever. 

Kay Peterson. 13740 Wilco Hwy., NE. Woodburn. OR 97071 she asked the Commission to carefully 
consider the testimony that is being submitted this evening. We all want Woodburn to be an economically 
viable community, however, some of us just differ on how to accomplish this. She described her mother 
having been born In Woodburn and raised on a dairy farm in Hubbard. Additionally, her husband Is a 
small business owner in Woodburn located on Evergreen Rd. South of Hwy. 214 and are members of the 
Woodburn Chamber of Commerce. Both oppose the proposed expansion of the Urban Growth 
Boundary. Ms. Peterson commented expanding the UGB would only make the traffic nightmare on Hwy. 
214 and the freeway interchange worse. She indicated more and mora of her husband's clients have 
complained about how difficult it Is to negotiate the traffic when driving to his office. Pushing growth on 
Woodburn would do nothing to improve the livability of this community. Ms. Peterson felt it was wrong to 
take some of the best farmland in the country out 9f production forever In order to attempt to attract some 
high tech industry to Woodburn, which she doubted a high tech industry would locate in Woodburn 
because many of the high tech industries have abandoned the United States and gone to China. 
Agriculture can quickly retool to respond to current market conditions as other industries just pick up and 
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leave.. In conclusion, Ms. PetersQn stated the 500 acres Wtnterbr9Q~ Consulting says Is needed for 
industrial sites should stay as.lt Is, productive farml~nd for our beneflt and that of the future generation. 

Tom Eessler.14025 Dominic BtL Ml Angel. OR 97362 ~ld he Is a fourth generation farmer ,In the. 
Woodburn area and. Is an affected landowner In the expansion proposal. He favored the expansion· 
proposal as it' currently stands. 

Mike Celmer. 389 W. Hayes St .. Woodburn, OR 97071 reported his family searched for about 2 % yrs. 
consistently trying to find a home ~nd ended up In Woodburn acros• the street fro"' the old community 
center. He said he. works In Woodburn and purchases goods and services here. Mr. Celmer stated he 
would have like to have known of the proposal four years ago before he purchased his home because he 
probably would have not ended up living In Woodburn because the prof)osal affects him financially. He 
felt If the City continues with this proposal it would take equity away frOfll. his home and basically throwing 
it away. 

5-MINUTE BREAK AT 8:.45 PM . 
. . . . . 

Roger Alfred. 1120 NW Couch St.; Portland. OR 9]209 stated. he was pres~nt tonight on behalf of 
Renaissance Development. H~ .. reported Renaissance D~e4opment haS.developed the Unka at Tukwila, 
which Is Immediately South of the propoted. UG~ and ~upportl the proposal put forth by Staff to extend 
the UGB to Include that area to the North which consists mostly of the OGA Golf Course. Mr. Alfred 
further commented Staff has done a very thorough and very comprehensive analysis. The UGB 
Amendment Ia a very complex process that requires the weighing of not only some falrty strict legal rules 
but also a lot of competing interests,. which he felt Staff has done a very good job In weighing all those 
things.. Moreover, the primary thing that th~. law requires Is under Goal14 Is an orderly and efficient. 
extension of urban land onto rural land. The OGA parcel is a unique opportunity from a legal· prospective 
in that you are able to expand onto an area that Is not currently In any kind of resource use at all and It Ia 
already committed ·tO th~ golf course use and hopefully where Re~Jssance will be able to add another 
150 homes and not simultaneously taking any farmland out of production. Lastly, Mr. Alfred mentioned 
expansion in that. direction is consistent with prior City decisions in that approval of the most recent phase 
of the Links of Tukwila Subdivision also InclUded a condition requiring the extension of the road across 
from the North over. to .Boones Ferry Rd., which Is consistent with the future prospect of more residenttal 
developm·ent In that area that can fit In the golf course. 

Sid Friedman. 1.000 Friends of Oregon. 189 Ubertv St. NE #307 A Salem. OR 97071 pointed out many 
community members have a very different vision for Woodburn's economic future than the vision 
presented by the consultant. He commented that community vision can be accommodated using very 
reasonable assumptions that are at least as legally defensible as the consultant's. If the consultant's 
recommendation is adopted, Woodburn would have 500 net buildable acres of developable industrial 
land, which is a huge amount of industrial land. He compared Medford's proposed 431 acres of industrial 
land for the needs of an additional 94,000 thousand people. Salem/keizer with a population that Is seven 
or eight times the size of Woodburn's thinks it could take decades to develop the 500 acre Mill Creek 
Industrial site. Additionally, Woodburn has 7% of Marlon County's population, 8% of Marlon County's jobs 
and between 1990-2000, it captured 11% of Marlon County's job growth. Yet the Wlnterbrook projection 
assumes that Woodburn would capture 23% of Marion County's projected future job growth, which he 
believed was unreasonably optimistic. However, even if this inflated projection occurs, by the 
consultant's own figures, the 503 acres of industrial land would accommodate far more industrial 
employee.s than the 38, 13~ projected under the consultant's most optimistic scenario. 

Theodora Tarbet. 13305 Cad Rd .. Hubbard. OR 97032 commented the Economic Opportunities Analysis 
prepared for Woodburn concedes that It significantly underestimates agricultural employment. The 
employment in the agricultural sector grew by 40% in the Woodburn zip code between 1990-2000. She 
indicated the Economic Opportunity Analysis ignores Woodburn's location in the middle of productive 
farmland and at the center of the County's number one industry. Additionally, it fails to Identify 
Woodburn's role as a commercial and cultural center for the Valley's Hispanic population as a possible 
advantage. Instead, it lists an employment goal that Woodburn Jose up to 222 agricultural section jobs by 
2020. Woodburn is surrounded by prime and high value farmland, which Is protected by State law and 
Oregon Revised Statute Chapter 197.298 governs UGB expansions. In particular, it dictates priority 
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factors for bringing land Into a \JGB and the Statute requires that land of lower soli classification be 
included In a V~B. befor~ land of higher soU classification. Woodburn should expand·further South on to 
the Ianda of lower soU quality If Woodburn ·can prove·a factual basis for needing· to Include more land. 
The same St~tute also prioritizes acknowledged excep~on areas adjacent to a UGB as land that should 
be Included 'In the UGB before lower priority Ianda unless th~ exception areas can not reasonably 
accommodate new development. Ms. Tarbet used the Cart Road exception area In which this statute 
applies. She felt It Is not necessary to bring all13 acres of the exception areas since It can not 
reasonably accommodate Identified land needs. 

Amanda Oeyede. 17iM Arbor Rd. NE. Woo<lbum. OR 97071 ·addressed the transportation Issue and· 
remi1fk.$d transportatiOn plans are generally highly technical and a person can easily get lost In the 
numbers. The Important part of a transportation plan Is how-It wm affect the livability of neighborhoods 
and viability of eQOI'Iomlc activity. Ma. 08yerte pointed out 1~5 separates commercial and residential · 
development from ttie rest of the City and Highway 214 splits schoola and neighborhoods on the North 
from the rest c:A the community to the South. The Transportation Plan needs to addresa the fragmentation 
of commercial and residential areas. She did not believe the funding sources available will be able to 
make the changes except on a piecemeal basis. In the meantime. development Will be occurring that has 
no access to. Parr Rd. and traffic wiU be forced back In to the residential areas between the proposed 
industrt" and H,fOOway 21 .. ;' Me. Oeyerte rePorted experience shows that buUdlng mora roadelncre~a. 
trafflc. lncreaiel development and puts tremendoui stress on core· areas, I.a.; Lancaster. She further 
commented Highway 214 bypQ.a In Woodburn pulls development towards the outer areas economically . 
depressing Downtown and It one of the biggest traffic headachealn the City. 

Jim Gdgor!eff. 1315 James St .. Woodburn. OR 97071 lndlcated'he owns property that Is adjoined by two 
RM propertlea and requested that the property go with·the original comprehensive plan and become RM. 
He statQ<i the p_roperty has unique situations. which Include a 2-story fourplex directly behind and within 
10 ft. of th~ property llne, the entry side of the units face his back yard and the second. storlea have 
windows that look right over his back yard. Needless to say they do not share the same privacy as the 
other R$ lots because the other lots have a 25 ft. driveway plus a single-story garage behind them before 
the 2-story. apartmentts begin and even then they have east and west entry ways, which allows much 
more priVacy as compared to his lot. Mr. Giigorleff also·mentloned he purchased Parkdale Manor, which 
are the apartments to the West of his property and he Intends on being on-site manager and provide 
maintenance for the apartments. In conclusion, he said based on the criteria stated In the notice, his lot 
would be better served adhering to the original comprehensive plan and going through and RM zone 
designation because most of the property on the block is made up of two large apartment complexes, the 
Woodburn Armory and therefore, future development in fitting with the surrounding properties as stated in 
the notice would convince him that an RM zoning for his lot would· be best for the comprehensive plan 
and ,for ~tUre plans. . .. . . . . . . 

Craig Robinson, 1345 James St.. Woodburn, OR 97071 said he would like to keep his property RS 
because he has apartments behind him and gets trash thrown over his fence, urination and all sorts of 
nuisances and would hate to see this happen on all three sides of his property. 

Tom Brawley, 4536 Wintercreek Rd .. Jefferson. OR represented the Marton County Farm Bureau and an 
industry that generated half billion dollars last year, which is agriculture. Marion Country Farm Bureau is 
interested in keeping and preserving all productive agricultural land. He stated one square mile of land is 
a lot of land base to be lost to an industry. We have a unique climate and a unique opportunity for more 
commercial products grown ·than anywhere else in the world. Natural resources that are non-renewable 
have to be protected and it begins here and needs to continue. Mr. Brawley commented there are three 
alterna~ives, look at infill, reduce the number of acres proposed and ease in to it and not take a big block 
and look for other avenues, or do nothing and let the status ride as it is. He felt the plan weakens a 
proven Industry for an unknown. 

Staff restated the record would be left open until 5 pm Thursday, February 10th and encouraged anyone 
who would like to submit additional written testimony addressed to City of Woodburn Planning 
Department, 270 Montgomery St., Woodburn, OR 97071 . Staff will then review all the testimony and 
provide the Commission with responses, as applicable, to that testimony at least a week before the next 
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hearing, assuming tonight's hearing Is continued until February 24th, at which time the Commission may 
continue with deliberations If they chose to do so. 

VIce Chairperson Bandelow moved to close the portion for public testimony except for written testimony 
that would remain open for an additional seven days and we continue the hearing until February 24111, at 
which time discussion among the Commission would be open. Commissioner Grloor!eff seconded the 
motion. Motion unanimously carried. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Vice Chairperson Bandelow moved to adjourn the meeting. Commissioner Hutchison seconded the 
motion, which carried unanimously. Meeting adjourned at 9:30pm. 

APPROVED __ ~-=~~~~~==~~­
CLAUDIO LIMA, CHAIRPERSON 

ATTEST __ ~~------------------­
Jim Mulder, 
Community Development Director 
City of Wo~dburn, Oregon 

Planning Commission Meeting- February 3, 2005 
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EXhibit "S"-' 

* REC'D * • • 0 

lOI) NOIHHtAST GRANO AVt'NUl I· . 'ORTLANO , OUGON 972)1 27U 

TH 5 0 1 7!!7 1540 fAX 50) 797 179] 

Council President David Bragdon 

February 3, 2005 

Jim Mulder 
Community Development Director 
270 Montgomery Street · 
Woodb~ OR 97071 
Fax: 1-503-982-5244 

Subject: Legislative Amendment 05-01, Periodic Review Work Order #00784 

Dear Mr. Mulder: 

WO(DIJVf COMMUNrtY 
DE\S.OPUENT DEP1'. 

We appre~iate the opportunity to 'comment on the record in your consideration of urban growth boundary 
(UGB) expansion ~und WOodb~. · · . . . , . . , 

Early in 2004, Marion County Commissioners ·Patti Milne~ Sain Brentano 'and J aitet Carlron and John 
Brown from Woodbum·met wi~ the Metro'Gci\IDcil to discuss their conceinS·abOut j>o5S1ble expansion of 
Metro's UGB south of the Willamette River ·at'Wilsonville lor industriat 'use." Mariori County officials 
made it clear they strongly opposed proposals for the Metro Council to expand our Urban Growth 
Boundary south of Wilsonville. We were grateful that they took the initiative to meet with us concerning 
the importance of agriculture to Marion County, transportation infrastructure, competition for jobs and 
new industrial land, and the need to raise the standard of living in W oodbum. At the same time, our staff 
consulted with staff from cities south of our jurisdiction, including W oodbum, to solicit their views. 
Again, we heard strong opposition from Marion County jurisdictions and agricultural interests regarding 
the proposal to move Metro's UGB south of Wilsonville. 

During the very constructive conversation at the meeting with Marion County Commissioners, we all 
agreed we are part of a larger economic unit encompassing the north Willamette Valley. The City of 
Woodburn and Marion County officials made clear to Metro that actions the Metro Council takes, such as 
an expansion of the UGB, have an effect on it neighbors. As you probably know, in part due to 

· opposition from our southern neighbors, the Metro Council chose not to expand its UGB south of the 
river at Wilsonville. 

The Metro Council wiU soon be just finishing up its periodic review process, which included expansion of 
the UGB and adoption of policies to use the land inside the existing boundary more efficiently. As we 
wrestledwith 'state planning requirements and how we could create livable and economically viable 
communities, we referred on more than one occasion to our conversation with the principal representing 
Woodburn and the County and the lessons learned that afternoon. 

www . m e tro-r tQ o o n o r9 
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Accordingly, we were concerned to learn ofthe·iriagnlrtl4e'oftho UGB expansion now being 
contemplated by the City of W oodbum. ·~ . ,:._. ~:; 

• •• • 1: 

MetrO is not yet finished with its UGB work. In response .to a remand from Land Conservation and 
Development Commission (LCDC) in December 20~ we expect the Metro Council will have to add 
several hliitdred additional acres tQ the regional UGB in tho next several months. It is in the spirit of last 
year•s convenation with you that we would like to otter to meet with Woodburn and Marion County 
about~· UGB policy issues of mutual concern and explore how our common obligations can be 
addressed in tho best publio interest As· we discussed last year, decisions made in one of our jurisdictions 
affect conditions in the other jurisdiction, and vice versa. Woodburn's potential actions could have an 
influence on the future shape of tho metro region, as well as on the transportation facilities (most notably 
1-S) between the southern edge of tho metro region and Woodburn. We hope that the state government 
will join the affected local jurisdictions in evaluating these external impacts we have on one another. We 
look forward to meeting with y u. 

David Bragdon 
Metro Council President 

cc: K.athyFisley, Mayor of the City of Woodburn 
John V anLandinghaiJ4 Chair, LCDC 
Sam Brentano, Chair, Marion County Commission 
MPAC 

Volume 5 

Page 218 

,. 



Exhibit "B" -2. "'It REC'O -tt 

DEC~ 1 2004 

12-11-2004 VfDrJHrp'L~~~ 

To Whom It May Concern: 

A comprehensive plan has been basically approved by ODOT, county, city and 

developers. The plan is enclosed and the perimeter arterials are shown in color and are 

based on the plan developed to move the U.S. Capitol from Philadelphia to the District of 

Columbia. George Washington hired a New York architect to develop the perimeter plan 

for Washington D .C. We find that Woodburn possesses a perimeter plan that complies 

with that used by large cities. 

Constantly moving traffic would exit 271 with a right tum on Lawson; another . . 
I 

right to the area where room may be found for another motel and an entrance and exit for 

the existing restaurant, opposite the north entrance to Wal-Mart. Most traffic would 

continue on Stacy Allison to Parr Road. Some would exit to Harvard Street east ofWal-

Mart. Most will exit to Evergreen. Every effort should be made to widen Evergreen to 

thr~ lanes, merge with Harvard and the city planning department should redesign this 

intersection so Evergreen and Harvard would merge to four lanes and proceed south to 

Parr Roaci. 
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The fcur lane extension of Evergreen should be complete with bicycle lanes, 

trees, etc. It was never intended that Parr Road north of Centennial Park be used as an 

arterial express, but that Parr Road south of Centennial Park coming from the Butteville 

overpiua would continue east over the railroad and conned to Boones Ferry going south 

.. ___ to 99E. ~ ......... ... ··- _..._ _____ ·- .... _ .. . 

Since Exit 271 is very apt to be overcrowded in 30-50 years it is important that 

the right of way for a four lane highway (Evergreen) continue south to the north/south 

section ofParr Road, then east over a new easement of four lanes, over railroad, and to 

the intersection of Boones Ferry. This intersection would provide access south to 99B and 

north to Settlemier and 214. It would be prudent to plan the intersection of the new road 

south of Centennial Park and Boones Ferry as a first unit of construction. It would also be 

prudent to add a fifth lane so it can carry traffic from 99E to the new shopping center 

without interruption. The intersection would provide continuous travel north on Boones 

Ferry. 

The new road south of Centenni~ Park would be west to Evergreen and go east to 

a new bridge acrosS the widened 99E with access under the bridge going north to Seattle. 

ODOT has assured us that if the perimeter road is followed by the city and others,. 

they would intercede in obtaining the right of way. There is no indication that this 

resistance will happen and it may be contracted back so it can be used for farm purposes. 

The right of way intended is for the road marked (proposed new road) on map. 

The road would continue east as a perimeter road to the intersection of the 

Hillsboro Silverton highway where it would fonn a very important highway from 

Newberg to Silverton. 

The perimeter road would continue to encircle an area already in use for 

residential and business purposes. The perimeter road turns west and crosses 99E north of .. 
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town, goes west over the railroad and so on Front Street to 214. At soltle future time it 

would continue west on Crosby Road to intersect With Buttevilte 'Road. 

The two roads shown through the Smith Addition and, Parr Road north of 

Centennial Park would collect traffic from old town and connect it to the new shopping 

center south ofWal-Matt.- ··· ·· · · 

It seems logical that the area in the Smith Addition be used for residential 

purpcses since there are other areas available and more suitable for manufacturing. The 

roads would collect traffic ~eveloped by those from the Smith Addition. 

The lanes of traffic running east and west w:ording to enclosed map four for 214t 

two for Hayes Street, four for the two lanes through the Smith Addition, two for the road 

riorth of Centennial Park and four for the perimeter road 5outh of Centennial Park. A total 

of sixteen east-west arterials compared to six provided at present time. (Two for 214, two 

because of traffic generated. The area west ofl~S and south of219 should remain zoned 

as it is. The area south ofWal~Mart should be zoned for business. 

Since it was proposed and bonds sold for a Police Station near Legion Park and 

access to 214 is difficult to get7 it might be better to move all city buses and vehicles to 

the area near Legion Park. Purchase run down property near City Hall for a new Police 

Department. 

It is obvious that Chemeketa will never be able to house all or Woodburn's 

growing school population, so with luck and promotiof\ Woodburn might fall heir to 

some acreage near the mass transit station on the Oregon Electric right of way. 
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Recent map ofWaslllngton D.C. enclosed. Original draft and reference on 
film "Mr. Dreyfuss goes to WasQington" available through public hlmuies. 
SQlving Woodburn traffic depends on inducing traffic between Exit 271 and 
99E by way of Boones Ferry Road. 

lt,s noted on television airplanes can fly from Los Angeles to New York and 
back in six hciirs due to st>J#e ·new airplanes covered. widi new material. Mr. 
Husby and I discussed using the right of way of the Oregon Electric Railway 
as an extensim of. Portland Transit system. We both agreed it was too early 
to be considered but maybe we should investigate the possibility of building 
the transit wi1h the same framework and coverings used on these airplanes. I 
even dreamt that these passenger cars ·would be carried on cables on a 
framework like a ski lift and glide over the traffic below. 

-· . . 
I would like to announce that due tQ illness I am no longer able to take an 
active part in solving Woodburn traffic. I believe it would be in order that 
those receiving~ material to be given three or four weeds to study it. At 
which time Mayor Figley would assemble the group and give each recipient 
a chance to submit written opinions or short verbal comments. Based on this, 
elect a small committee to begin solving our traffic as a whole, federal, state, 
county, city, and the publlc as quickly as possible. 

Keith Woollen, Retired Architect 

CC: ODOT, Mr. Husby, Mr. Cole 
County Commissioners 
Mayor Figley, City Council, City Planners 
City Public Works, A TT: Randy Rhoman 
School Board 
Hazel Smith 
Woodburn Independent 
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1-25-0S tr AEC'D tl 

FEB 0 3 2005 

r.:·c::::j 
To: City of Woodburn Planning Coinmission 

Re: Proposed zone change at 131 S James St. ~DBURNCOMMONITY 
DEVELOPMENT DEPT. ( 

My name. is IIDl Grigorieff and I live at 131 S James St.. My wife Elaine and I have 
lived at this address for 1 S y~ and at the apartments next door for another previous 6 
years.. We bave seen a lot of changes in our oeigbl)orbood and feel very much connected 
and a part of it. After managi,ng the 22 apa$lentl next door at Park Del Manor for 
several years we have· now taken ownership of this property, as wen as the property at 
131 S James St.. We would like to respectfully request that the zoning for the property at 
t3i·s J~ St. be designated as RM. 

' . 
Some ofthereasonlwhy this.lot at 1315 is different than the two other RS lots 

designated for an amended zone change are as follows: 

1. This lot bas a 2 story 4 plex directlY behind and within 10 feet of the property line. The 
entry side of these units face our back yard. The r Stories have windows looking 
right over our backyard. Needless to say we do not share the same privacy as the 
other RS lots. These other 2 lots have a 25 ft. driveway plus a single story garage 
behind them befi>re the 2 story apartments begin and even then they have east and 
west entrY ways. This allows much more privacy. 

·/) ..t. Our lot also· has the ~ri of~~ ·RM zoned pro~ies on 2 sides of the property. 
i ·Unlike the other two _lotS: m.question. The 22 apartment units to the west of our lot and 

the_ 4 plex bebjnd us makes this particular lot at 1315 James St. more conducive to an RM 
designation. . · .~.....--.-- ·"' . ·, .... . 

3. We purchased Park DelM&¥>r apartments and the house on 1315 James St. with the 
intent of being on- site managers and also provide maintenance for the apartments. 
The RM zone designation would be more conducive to carrying out these plans with 
less restriction than an RS 7,0ne designation. 

In conclusion I would like to say that based on the criteria stated on the Notice of 
Public.Hearing that our lot at 1315 James St. would be better served adhering to the 
original comprehensive plan and go to aRM zone designation. This is because most of 
the property ori thiS block is made up of the Woodburn Armory and two large apartment 
complexes. Therefore an eye toward future development and fitting in with the 
surrounding properties ( as stated in the notice ) would convince me that an RM zoning 
for our lot at 1315 James St. would be best for the comprehensive plan and for our 
future. 
Thank you, 
JIM GRIGORIEFF 
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tf REC'D 1r [0 Woodlo""r(\ PIVY\f\ \~ ~lsslof\) Fee 

10 

zoos 

ll!ve__ a.t J3Js- lrtrra.._ Ly11Y) JXlvc ~~ 
Yltighbor Who livt~ o.t- /3Js-~~ s~ret.T. 

Exhibit ''B"-'j 

AsK.~ V\-\.l_ to Cot\slctu- Q Uxle_ dt~-Lo 1: 
ho..ucno piM~ -to ~H or~ on io My hOM<., 

I woWd_ I; k to Ke.tp 14_ Rs ~ Ot\ vy hOM~. 
~ CMw.__ o ~V\k. You._ 0 

E_~~ 

Volume 5 - -Page _ 227 _ 



~~?::·:··:~. 
'-" 

Volume 5 

Page 228 



F~B._ 0 3 . Z005 ... 
: ~ .. 

Jim: . · ·· . ·;,_·, _'· ...... :· · _. · ' ·. - ~ - · ~ - · ~~- · 'Ii · l; . . . , _ · · _ ... .,. 

1 writing in regard to any possible imp~fth~~the Pf9Rif~UGB willhave ·o~primaty 
.-:=5 ?ncem or q~estion is this; Why doe,,, ~~;l?~~sed ~~~~-~·~~;z,~~e ~to.p ~~~~r~R6:'"~~~et :· 
=·= =:-::,:=::m proceeding to the south end of the~~ U<;J,ll;. ~-s~ms ohl~r~~ ~~- au~a,t U!F. .~ntago 

)perties would be included as they ~-~ril00.9 ~~oll:~cJUttae~ri~tic.9.~--a ~o-~i!lln~~tt)~~ tb_~· of 
Residence <;>~ly. For that n1atter, why are they inCluded at ail, c.onsidering lhanho common bOundary 
appean to bC Belle Passi rd, with the-exception of the S Properties 1n the-comer SW section of Belle 
Passi & 99E? _ . .R.. . , ,, . __ 

Please see the Document that I've prepwed giving a brief ~~PUP~ .and current usap of e~h Q(U1ese 
properties. It seems pretty convincing th~. this area spould;~ :iJ.i.¢Juc!C4 as -Co~ial~ .. J»l,~ase a15o note 
that" All" the properties from Belle }'~i ~oad to .~~~~-¢'ategop~~ :'C~~al" .. I . . : ·· .. · 

FYI: I have lived in m-y current lbcation-for :more ye~ then· any of the:·curtent re$idents/hmdowners in 
this area. I have owned and live<l;~ my current re~i.~~~9'=~ at l.~~S $. ;Paciftc·Higbway (or aprox 
28 years and have bec<>mc quite_ fami,liar ~i~. t¥ n~S,tl~\Poexl ov~·that c..o.une of time. . 

Thanks: 
John Catterson 
1055 S. Pacific Hwy 
Woodburn, Or 97071 
1-503-981-4448 

:•· .. 

· :::· 

PS;Ileft a message earlier today with hbpes of cllscussi~g. ttns issqe. Please respond if possible today. I 
would like to attend the qteeting, but due.to another appointment, I might not be able to. 
Mobile Phn 503-984-1121 · 

:.=· : . . 
~ t !: :.;:J 

C••••rclal 
·. ·-

.· . 
. . ' .:. 

:1,. 

~~~~~-e~ . .,.._____ ... re.,. •r .. ·--. ·· 
·--~·:. I . 

Below: # l Property SW Comer of Belle Passi Rd x 99E Intersection-Current used as residence with 
large shop being used for commerciallwholesale Woodwork 
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Ll ts44 t.:nateau unve N .~. 
Woodburn, OR. 97071 

February 7, 2005 

Planning Commission 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

President 

Water Master 

Ueorge Haight 503·981-8089 

Mike Palmer 503-981-3967 

tt REC'D -tr 

FEB 0 9 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNITY 
DMLOPMEHT DEPT. 

I attended last week's Public Hearing and was pleased to have confirmed ~ Chateau Drive (on the 
Northeast corner of the Study Area off Carl Road) was not currently included in the expansion.of the 
Urban Growth Boundmy. 

The last seven years I have served as the vohmteer President of our 43 lot subdivision's street light 
taxing authority and community wen system. At our annual meeting last month, I addressed the 
~~Pcation mailings from the City that we all received. No one spoke in favor of inclusion. Each time 
0<\i the past seven years when this topic has arisen, I have never had a property owner speak in favor of 

mling part of the City of Woodburn. 

I chose not to speak at the hearing but to submit this letter for your consideration. 

11844 Chateau Dr NE 
Woodburn, OR 
503-981-8089 
fux 981 - 1855 
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February 7, 200S 

City of Woodburn 
Planning Commission 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, Oil 07071 

Dear Commissioners: 

Exhibit "8"·7 

* 
FEB .. 0. 9 Z005 

'NOOOBURH COMMUNllY 
OMlCPMENT OEP1: 

I attended tho meeting held February 3. 2005. I would like to give written testimony 
concerning the expansion of the urban growth boundary. I realize that the city needs to 
have lands available for future growth, but I would like to ask the commission to please 
look at all sides ~fore making a decision. 

I reside at 16786 Butteville Rd. NE. Woodburn, OR 97071. One of the issues of concern 
is trafttc. Already semi-trucks use our road u a bypass for the truck scales. I am very 
concemecl aboot increased traffic when more industrial land is developed on the south 
side ofButteville Rd. I would hope to see a concrete plan for alleviating this traffic 
problem befcre more traft:lc is dumped onto Buttevilte Rd. I am especially concerned 
with the probability of the Seven Oaks subdivision being resurrected. This_would allow 
at least 37 homes (possibly more with tho increased density proposed) to be located on 
these ten acres further adding to. the traffic flow. At current time. the property baa 
approval to buUd seven hooses on the site. Four have been built, with one existing firm 
house and barn also in place. The property will also be-connected to Ten Oaks Lane also 
bringing more traffic from West Woodburn on to Butteville Rd. 

Volume 
Page 

Is there not a way that the city can annex in the needed industrial lands without 
sacrificing rural residential areas? There are several small tree farms and nurseries on om 
road. These will be greatly affected. 

Thank you for your consideration of this testimony. 

1.4u_ct, 8tU.I -~~ 
k.dy Ficek Russell Ficek 

Cc: Marion County Commissioners 

.·.""':' .. 



Woodburn Ptannina Division, ( ·nm Mulder); 

FEB 1 () 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNI1V 2-10-05 
OMLOPMENT DEPT. 

My name islUchard Warnick. I own tho property at 1365 N. Front st., which is 
approximately • 70 aero zooecl CG. I have been told with your proposod amend menta that 
my property could bo rezoned to RM if pasied. This would radicaUy decrease the value 
and usaa• ot my property. 1 would Ub to make it bown that I oppose tbia amendment 
on those pounds. . 

1 haVe recemly started a businesa on oue eod and getting ~Y· to lease the other 
partial that I am not Uliq; I wu told that I could c:oatinuo if thia were that business or a 
like businaa, but that doa not addreu the ract I am soini to tease the other end 10 
whomever misht want it tor what ever type bulinea and that could change from time to 
time ov« tiM yean. It also does aot address the fact that wbea I ao 10 sen. no one will 
want to bUY ~ametbina with thole CODditioDs attached. ~ devaluina ~ propeaty. 

· In yotr Ddel regardioa my property, it states that the buildinp are ~down an6 ill 
need of repair, this is not true. ·There ue 10,000 square feet of offlce. waiebouae and shop 
space that aro in excellent condidoD. I havt new metal root on an of it, metal sidina on aD 
tho wuehouse. and shop, new siding on the front ot office and the collltruction of 
wuehouse and shop are steel trusae1 with some side~ to the south being block 
construction. Your n«ea also state that this property touchet the RM property to the 
North, thi1 iJ also not true. Tbia . 70 acre does not abut RM zone property. 

Then is yet another issue if you are to proceed. I recently went in and took out 
petmitt 1o install stonn system and blaclttopped everything out front of the property. If 
you had thia .in the works why didn't somebody say something instead you took my 

·money and allowed me to invest.a rather large sum in storm drain and blacldop. 
I <lon,t want to cause problems but I c:anoot .allow thia to go through without some 

provision to leave me zoned u 1 am. 
· If you ·have some ideas how we can work this out please feel ftee to call 503-871-

.0361 cell or 503-792-333S or e-mail at outwest@xpressdata.net or write to Richard 
··wamick at 9925 72r~~~~ ave. Salem, Oregon 97305. · 

1 would appreciate so~ kind of response. 

Thank You .. Richard Warnick 

f{Jy~ 
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FEB l 0 2005 
Exhibit "B" .. 1 

To the ~oodbum Planning Commission: WOODBURN COMMUtllY . February 10, WOo 
DEVElOPMENt DEPt 

On February 10, we delivered to. the Planning Commission offices a petition bearing the 
signatures of what we belleve may be nearly eyeey resident homeowner on 2nd and 3td 
Streets. The petition also includes signatures from many neighbors in adjacent areas, 
who would be impacted by the proposal. 

On February 10, we also presented approximately 20 signed letters from affected 
residents requesting that you permit public testimony on February 24 regarding the 
potential zoning change facing the residential core of historic downtown. · 

This large amount of signatures and letters were pthered ln just two days by four 
neighbors. 'I'hU amazing response shows that your qmstltuents desperately want to have 
a say in the decision yOu wiD make about converting tbdi homes into to commen:ial 

., 

property. 

On behalf of all the petition signors we implore you to ace~ public testimoey on 
February 24. · 

Please note that ,weey affected home owner that we contacted readily signed the 
petition. Please note that virtually every home owner also commented that they felt that 
the notification sent by the city did not properly convey that the zoning changes affected 
our area. Even residents who are well-versed in city business, from newspaper re:Porters 
to city councilorS to business owner9, indicated that they did not realize that their homes 
were included in the proposed changes. Further, many said that because they Uve in a 
historic area, they believed that they didn't have to worry about such changes to an 
almost completely residential area that has been relatively unchanged throughout their 
lifetimes, and for more than 100 years. 

Those of you who serve on the planning commission are our representatives-- and mlL 

only voice. We hope that this overwhelming outpouring of extreme concern from 
. virtually an entire neighborhood will convince you that you must advocate on our behalf 
and arrange to re-open oral testimony on February 24. 

j;~~/U #I~ 
Ruth and Dan Wells, ~2-0552 
Erin Donnelly and Jeff Nemish, 503-981-9787 
Petition Gatherers 
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: . ~ Petition 

Exhibit "B" -I() 

FEB 1.0 2C85 

WOODBURN COMMUNITY 
DEVEl.DPMENT DEPT. 

to Stop the Zoning Change . 
, .,. .,_. ~---,.,,. ~ ... --.. w------.; , , ,.;#<,~"· '• .1- ·· - ·- - ·-- · - -- ·' 

Proposed for . 

Residential Downtown Woodburn 

The undersigned do not want the downtown historic residen~al 

Se.cond and Third Streets area to be zoned commercial/office as 

J:l~oposed by the City of Woodburn. We want this area to remain 

residential to preserve both the historic and residential character . 

. Please note: 

We believe that this petition has signatures from nearly all of the owner­
occupied homes (and most renters) in the affected area. 

The petition also contains some signatures from adjacent areas affected by 
the proposed change. 

Please note that EVERY affected resident we contacted readily signed the 
petition. 

No resident in the affected or adj'l.cent areas refused to sign. 

Delivered to tJu City by Ruth Wells on 2-10-05, 503-982-4220 
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.1 ... 

To the Woodburn City Planning Commission: 

The undersign~ do not want th•. downtt?wn historic iesidential Second and Third Street 
areas to become conui\erdal/ offtee as proposid. We want this area to remain residential 
to preserve both the historic and residential character. 

L._ _______ l,__ _______ "----;------Volume 5 
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To the Woodburn City Planning Commission: 

The undersigned do not want the downtown histo.rlc ~idential Second' and. Third Street 
areas to ~me commercial/ office ~ l?J'Opqsed. We want this cu-ea ·tO" rtmain residential 
_to preserve both the historic: and midentlal character. ·. . 
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To the Woodburn City Planriing Commission: 

The undersigned do nqt want the downtown historiC residential Second.-and Third Street 
areas to become commercial/ office as proposed. We want this area to remain residential 
to preserve both the historic and residential character. 

2-7-05 
.... 1\/.fMt~(rll'~tlJa ) · - ,,J~t. tf'iirlw\ ~JJ~i.;, --· ·· .Pp~,.,"~ 
~~ A ,.s t ~ D tl..,•.r~ II?. f.J~ ~e.~~~, ~~ )\Jcl' 

~ · Al't1iUA-/ .she-ll,. Aflifiez_ ~ /4,.""u,tif st ~~~ 
4~t/- ... ~ /if~ ~~~Cb.~~>~~~,. r~~.J '.J 'r'IJ;-~~~~ 
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To the Woodbum City Planning. CommiSsion: 
. . 

The undersigned do not want the downtoWn historic residential Second and Third Street 
areas to becom~ commercial/ office as proposed. We want this area to remain residential 
to preserve both the historic and residential ~cter __ _ 
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Exhibit "8" ... 1( 270 Montgomery St 
Woodburn, OR 97071 FEB 1 0 2005 

February 8, 2UUb 

. Corrimlsskmers: :;;::· , 
~BURN COMMUNITY 

DEVElOPMENT DEPT. 

In the strongest terms possible, I wish to register my position against the proposed 
zoning changes planned·for our Residential are.a, North Seco.nd an~ Third S~et to 
CommerclaVRetail and reouest that you allow additional o~bJlc testimony. 

There are numerous aspects of this zoning decision that greatly concem· me. Primarily, 
there was not ~ goQd. faith effort to specifically communicate to the affected home 
owne,.. ~ith regards to this dramatic change· of our zoning ~nd the subsequent 
limitations to homeoWners, as well as the potentlallm·pact ·ot the quality ot·tife and loss 
of property values. The wording In the notlflcatlon letter was exceptionally vague and left 
it up to Individual homeowners to determine the Intent and Impact • •• .In addltlon, zone 
changes are proposed to m~ny propertles within the ex~ng City limits to maximize 
efflcient use of land and provide more appropriate· zoning considering existing· · 
comprehensiVe piBn designation, surrounding land use··tmd future development 
potential." 

••• 0 

. ' 

.. 

The apparent lack of understanding and sensitivity of the Planning Commission and 
their staff In their appreciation of the impact of such a decision on homeowners prior to 
proposing this zoning change is troubling. In addition, following a Comprehensive Plan 
(written in 1978 and-amended periodically), without reason or forethought, to bring our 
woo<hlnd brick houses, our hearth and homes 'into compll~nce' with aged pieces of 
paper does not seem a respons\bl~ action by our local govem~ent 

Another major concern was the relentless ~rsuit of the COmprehensive Plan, while 
ignoring the realities of Woodburn. The downtown is a virtual ghost town, but yet you 
are proposing to expand the Commercial area. All this is based upon the 
Comprehensive Plan which projected that the population would be 28,000 in 2014 and, 
if that is so, the ratio of population to land would indicate a needed 448 acres of 
commercial land, which would be an increase from 256 acres from 1996. With little or 
no support from City Government, the downtown has beeh left vacant, while all 
substantial commercial growth has happened along 1-5 and 99E. There is no logical 
reason why we should expand the downtown Commercial area into the core of our 
historical residential area. 

In conclusion, I will restate my opposition to the zoning change proposal, ask that you 
take a hard look at the reasoning behind such a capricious proposal, allow additional 
testimony at your next meeting and urge you to vote against it. 

Sincerely, 

~Wi/A 
Dan Wells 
275 N 3rd 
Woodburn, OR 97071 
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February 9, 200S 
~ .. .: 

;: ·t..:. . · .. 

To the city of Woodburn Planniilg CommiSsion: 

FEB l 0 2005 . 

WOODeURN COMMUNRY 
~DEPt 

~. • l, • : :..: ... ,. .., 

~ /1· ~. .. ' ~ . -~- $-I .. -~:~:.. :··. ·. \. : 

·I am a recent arrival to ·the city, baviri& been hero just over a year •. 1 moved 
here in part ~ause ·of thiS: Pat: neiiJbbOrhoOd .with its old homes that are so full · 
ofli,fc and .<;~~. sty~e. I_saw ~neighborhood as a place that I could raise my 
~ c.lill~)~'i~Js .. '~··P~.~ey~<fJov¢·~ tilJoy·:as m,uch' as· I do, avery 
div~ and ~britu t~ol- ~t tlilib'gh.t ~, iliY'.thiJ.~'#~aiw.ow4: be able to ~up 
here and feel safe, a place_. wliero. neighboti· all'wateh oUt for e&ei.l other aruhheit ·, 
pt'9~''· .. . .. ·"·-··· ·.~ ·. . .· ' . .. . 

,.- . ,..~ .. , ,... )I ' • '.. •" ' ;:: . 

.· . ._ ' l .... · 
.. . . · .. : .. >-·. · .·'' ... ) , .· , . .. . . .. 

The question 1 ilavo for yqu is; whY 1$ _this c~go. ·teany ~ ~all you 
currently bav., a 'YQ\1118 ~d div~ cqmp1un,i9' of~le whO have all inV~ a 
lot of money into restoring their hom~ and 'cie&ting a great Wnily residential' . 
neighborhood. I did not move hero so that I could take my beautiful early 19"-­
century home and tum it into a bar or· a doctors office, and I would· prefer that my 
neigh~ not have to do the Sarile. · · 

- I urae Y0\1 to' qUestion the reason thiS zoning.change is necessary, when this 
residential commwiitY 'is growmg and evoiVingi'· Why take what all of\ls on Third e{>;. 
Street hav~ wo~ ~ hard_tq build and ruin it with commercial offices and 
locations. : Th~ homes~~ built sd'that people could live in them and raise 
families in them. and I hope my kids will have the opportuniiy to do the same. 

Yours truly, . 

/#jt! ~ 
Jeffrey C Nemish 

480 N. Third St 

woodburn, Or 97071 
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-.~~ ... 

Dear City Planning Commissioners: 

FEB 1 0 2005 

W0008URN COMMUNilY 
OMl.Of.MENT DEPT. 

/ 

i;;AIJIDil ""t:J" - f~ 

I feel that you have put a hit out on the best ~ of the city. Converting the 
residential areas of Second and Third Street into a commerci81 area would eff'ecuvely kill 
the heart of Woodburn. The historic houses on these streets have given a pleasant 
reminder of our town's beginnings for generations, but now, these repUnden are being 
threatened with. conversion into a tavern or flea market-or doomed to sit empty and 
soulless. This te7.onbig would successfully transform our traditional downtown in a 
collection of lifeless box~tfectively matching our lifeless K-mart. 

. I haye a~nal stake in the planning of Woodburn, as someone who has lived 
his entire life ()D Third Street; I have. a whole lif'? resting withh\ a little plot of Woodburn. 
Aitd When I brina.any children to see. wl1efe I grew up, am· I suppoSed· to show them tho 
used car lot and say, "thii.is where the Van Winkle kids; my sister and I used to play, 
right there where .that broken down ford is," or will I say, wrbat rundown_ collapsed 
porch is where.l uSed to sit 8nd wait for a ride to SC.hool th>m tile ThOmas's." I woUld 
mueb rather say, "That is my room, this is the tree house that my dad built, here is the 
backyard where we had m<,lst of my birthday parti~" and those spots need to be there. 

As well, family .ho~ arc meant to be passed on from generation to generation, 
. not from business to business. The home of my parents, the house they bought months · 
· before I was born, could not stay in the bands of my sister or I. This rezoning will bar me • 

from painting my Qld house with a new coat of paint or giving my old room to my own 
·son one day, If this proposed zoning change goes through, I will lose my chance to keep 
it my old house. 

_ Sincerely~ 

Chris Wells 
(503).982-0552 
27S North Third Street 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

(541) 954-3657 
3867 Colony Oaks Drive 
Eugene, Oregon 97405 
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Exhibit "8" .. /'/ 

To the City Planning Commission, 

Re: Proposed Zone Change to North Second and Third Streets 

FEB l 0 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNilY 
DEVELOPMEH1' DEPT. 

1 am a W oodbum resident living in the · downtown residential ·historic: district affected by the 
proposed zoning changes. · 

.... ·~ 

I am writing to say that I do not want thta houndaty change to oa;ur, 
.,, 

1 do not want my home or neighborhood to be zoned commercial beca~ of th' following 
reasons (the Woodburn Ordinance is pWvided as ~ocumentatlon): 

• The new zoning allows a tavern, restaurant, pizza deUvery store, ·fast food outlet or 
othef ~,.acul:~ establls~ to open next ~ me. NoM. ~.f ~- uses would allow 
me the relative peace a,td qui~ that 1 have now.· (WD9 ~105.01 K3) 

• The new zoning would permit a hotel or motel to be·tcX:ated next to me. That use is 
not appropriate for the quiet residential streets in my neighborhi)O(f. (WOO 2.105.01 1<1) 

• the new zoning could lower my property valueS if ·a problematic business located near 
me. It could also 'make it difficult or impossible to sen my home as many families would 
be unwilling to buy a home that could someday have a ball bond office or parking 
garage. adjac~t. These uses are permitted under the proposed change. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The new zoning could restrict my ability to use, sell· or will my property. For example, 
if my property sat vacant for aa little aa six months, that property could lose it's 
residential designation, and would have to be sold to a business. lJtere are additional 
circumstances that could prohibit me. from using or selling my house in a business zone, 
or passing it onto my children to be used as a residence. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The following businesses are permitted ~nder the zoning change; all are completely 
inappropriate to a part of town that is almo,t.aU resictel)ces: Ambulance service, delivery 
services, pubs, pool halls, warehouses, radio and 1V stations. (WOO 2.105.01 Cl) 

I urge you to allow Second/Third Street neighboa to be able to speak,during the February 24. 
2005 Planning meeting. The one letter sent by the city was not ·sufficient for anyone in the 
neighborhood to realize that there were impending changes in our status. Because of that, we 
were not even aware of the change during the time when oral testimony was permitted. We very 
much want to convey the dismay and upset felt by virtually every resident of the affected area. 

· There appears to be universal opposition to the change among the affected residents, and we 
very much want to be allowed a voice to tell you that before you make a decision that could 
have a life time of negative impact on us. We urge you to consider permitting brief verbal input 
at your next meeting. 

Signed 

~I£L (Yr)JfXJJ3 
Name Address 
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Exhibit "8"-l~ FEB l 0 2005 
To the City Planning Commission, 

~BURNCOMMUNnY 
· -DEVElDPMENT DEPT. 

In many wa,..,Woodbum's historic downtown has been a hard place to Uve for the past-z5-yeus. AI I·· 
type, 1 heai" the boom of a renter's stereo all the way from aaoss the street. While rve atwa,. loved the 
beautiful histork: houses that surround my 100 year old home, I qukldy grew tireci of a small handful of 
ever-changing renten who blasted stereos throughout the night, sold dNgs, stole and chopped up can, 
and drove down my nurow street at freeway speeds. But through it ~ those of us whO, lOve histork 
homes, conthtuecl to restoft them and raise our families. Now, the tlueat to our homes it not just from 
the on-going aimt and UN:heckecl noise from out-of-control renters. Now an evm more serious maw::e 
originates with the City of Woodbum. Thll ·threat is far more frightening than the speeding can, and 
much more llkely to compel me to finai1y give up and move out than aD the yean of boomins stereot. 

. . 

The thre~ from tht proposed zoning change to 2nd and 3rd Streets meana that century old family homes 
could SO()J\ co-exilt with pubi, pizza shops, an4 'Warehouset. The beautiful VktorW\ Oft 2nd Street coukl 
soon have a tavern 01' pool haD lor a neighbor. A block over, my cololful Craftsman-style houae coukl 
one day have a view ola run-down motel, per Section 11(15 of the Woodbum Development Ord.inaN:e. 

Downtown ~b lib me ue confuae4 why ~- saaifke is required. It makes no sense. Woodbum 
is a city of entpty boxes. We live amcmg dozen~ of abandonee~ bullcUnp. I can't fathom why the Planning 
Commiasloft ·Couhl lind it necneary to convat our thriving tami1y nelghborhooct into a busJnell area 
when this city is over-run with empty structures begging for commerdal usage. Why does an ambulance 
servke or boarding house need to be located next to my vegetable garden and tree house? Wouldn't it 
fit better in one of the dozens of vacant commerdal structures? 

I don't understand why the. zoning change is even being considered at all. "To conform to the 
Comprehensive Plan," says the Planning Office Director. But why must we cannibalize ~ving homes to 
conform with an antiquated, antediluvian standard developed nearly qne-third of a century ago. Adhering 
to this hopelHsly outmoded mandate _from the 7fJs makes no sense. It was intended to provide growing 
space for .a viable commerdal downtOwn that ~ only in memory. Our current coiiUl\Udal downtown 
needs sllrlnkmg spac~ not growins space. This antique plan fits 2005 about as wen as 8 track tapes and 
go-go boots. But there ue evm more compellingly irratiorial aspects to this change. By making the 
residential area become co~ you're forcing the thriving residential area to become more like the 
blighted ··ghost town that is our commercial downtown. It would make far more sense to change 
commercial downtown to be more like the thriving residential section. 

. - . . -
The zoning change appears to residents to be clandestine and undemocratic. Although you· intended it 
to be helpful, the notification letter you sent did not successfully communicate that zoning changes were 
being considered in our area. Although many downtown residents reported reading the mailing, only 3~ 
of the estimated 30-40 families affected by the downtown zoning change, understood the letter to be an 
alert to pQtential changes affecting their neighborhood. A whopping 97~ of downtown residents failed 
to comprehend the al~ suggesting that the mailing was profoundly insufficient. Because of that 97~ 
failure rate, 1 urge you to re-open oral testimony on February 24. 

Affected downtown residents know that the value of their homes wQU].d plummet as potential buyers 
won't buy homes that could one day abut a ball bond office or parldng garage. You only need to look 
around downtown to see there's no market for business property-- even at rock-bottom prices. Further, 
we know that under the new zoning, circumstances can occur that prohibit owners from living in, selling 
or bequeathing their homes for use as residences. You need to hear from us first-hand how lives will be 
destroyed, property values decimated, and the historic: neighborhood shattered. You need to hear how 
families, already worn down by nonstop problems with area renters, will sell and flee, then convert homes 
into more run- down rentals, hastening the demise of downtown's residential area. Please give u.s a voice. 
Let us speak on February 24 so we can save the historic heart and soul of Woodburn. Volume 5 
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February 3, 2005 

City ofWoodbum 
City Planning Committee· 
270 ~oni"gomer)t St. 
Wo9db\inl OR 97071 - ' 

Dear Chainnan and Committee Members, 

. ~ 

FEB 1 0 2005 
I ~ :~ 

.. WOODBURN COMMUNllY 
DEVELOPMENT OEPT. 

. . ··. ~ 

·r 

We, $e. residents. o( Secong _S~, _Third St., West Hayes, Garfield, and Cleveland St. 
(please ~e a~~hed q1ap) w.l\l "e negatively a_ffected by your proll9sed zoning c~ge 
where our currently residential ZQned district will be changed to light commerciatloffice 
zonfng. ·.. "" . 

Tb,is is a bjstorical residential district within th.e City of Woodburn wblch has housed 
-many of the original residents ofWoodbUl'llo. Some residences have been.staiiding siricc 
earty..-1900 and have always b,cen private homes. Losing thi~ tYPe ·of residential ~~ory to 
commercial ventures of any type les~ the value of the area. The area you arc 
considcririg for commerciaVoffice. is a residential area which bas been constantly. working 
to revitalize itself over the last l S yean-and has been very successful in that venture. 

We feel that tlle value and safety of our neighbQrhood would be threatened by the fact 
that we would no "longer be able keep single families in these historic homes should they 

· ·decide to sell for any reason. Eventually we would be stuck between parking lots and­
d~psters while tryi_ng ~ raise our families. No longer would we have the next door 
neighbor who looks. out for 9ur h()ilie when we'"ie out of t6Wn or lets "us know that they 
saw an unfamiliar person perusmg our prop.erty. We would have a neighbor that only is 
around from 9apl to Spm a. few days a week and would rather tell our children not to ride 
their bicycles near their parking lot. Also to consider is that some of"our homes may be 
lost to these very parkiitg lots as there is extremely limited on street parking in the area 
and it is possible that some homes would be tom down to accommodate these lots. 

There is also tourism to consider:~·v a1uah1e tourism could be affected as mariy tourists 
visit older towns and desire to see the old homes that have been renovate.d and appreciate 
·that real families live in them to this day. They are not excited to see a business 
occupying the onetime residence. ·These homes are part of our history and create the 
chann ofhistoric downtown Woodburn, please let them remain the family homes that 
they have always been. 

We respectfully request that the Planning commission take a second look at the proposed 
rezoning plan for the downtown area and leave this historical residential area alone in its 
current residential designation. 

Respectfully; a_ ... 
'The URtiersigllQQ-tpl 

Attachments (2) 

Volume 

Page 

5 
250 

.• ·.·.·· 



. I 

FEB l 0 2005 
To the City Planning Commission, 

WOODBURN COMMUNilY 
DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 

Re: Proposed Zone Change to North Second and Third Streets 

1 am a Woodburn resident living in the downtown residential historic district affected by the 
proposed zoning changes. 

l am writing to say that I do not want thia boundary change to ocQ.tr. 

t do not want my home or neighborhood to be zoned commercial because of the following 
reasons {the Woodburn Ordinance is provided as documentation): 

• The new zonlns allows a tavern, restaurant, pizza delivery store, fast food outlet or 
other drink and food establishment to open next to me. None of these uses would allow 
me the relative peace and quiet that I have now. (WOO 2.105.01 1<3) 

• The new zoning would permit a hotel or motel to be locate~ next to me. That use is 
not appropriate for the quiet resldential _streetsln my neighborhood. (WOO 2.105.01 Kl) 

. • The new ·zoning could lower my property values if a problematic business located near 
me. It could also make it difficult or impossible to sell my home as many families would 
be unwilling to buy a home that could someday have a ball bond office or parking 
garage adjacent. These uses are permitted under the proposed change. (WOO 2~105.01 A) 

• The new zorung could restrict my ability to use, sell or will my property. For example, · 
. if my property sat vacant for as little as six months, that· property could lose it's 
. residential designation, and would have to be sold to a business. lJlere are additional 

· ·· ·· circumstances that could prohibit me. from using or selling my house in a business zone, 
· O! passing it onto my children to be used as a residence. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The following businesses are. permitted ~nder the zoning change; ~ are completely 
inappropriate to a part of town that is almost all residences: Ambulance service, delivery 
services, pubs, pool halls, warehouses, radio and lV stations. (WOO 2.105.01 Cl) 

I urge you to allow Second/Third Street neighbors to be able to speak ,durlng the February 24. 
2005 Planning ·meeijng. The one letter sent by the city was not ·sufficient for anyone in the 
neighborhood to realize that there were impending changes in our status. Because of that, we 
were not even aware of the change during the time when oral testimony was permitted. We very 
much want to convey the dismay and upset felt by virtua11y evay resident of the affected area. 
There appears to be universal opposition to the change among the affected residents, and we 
very much want to be allowed a voice to tell you that before you make a decision that could 
have a life time of negative impact on us. We urge you to consider permitting brief verbal input 
at your next meeting. 

u:d ~ 
Nam~ Address \ ~, N ~\_.uvuif 

\}1 oc::Jb.,v r. o~ 
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Exhlblt "8" .. 1'8 r 

To the City Planning Commission, FEB 1 0 2005 · 

WOODBURN COMMUNlTV 
Re: Proposed Zone Change .to North Second and Third StrMJLOPMENT DEPT. 

t am a Woodburn resident Uving in the downtown residential historic distrj.~ affected by the 
~~m~~~ . · 

I am writing to say that I do not want tbia boundaty .change to oa:ut, 

t do not want my home or neighborhood to be zoned commercial becau$e of the following 
reasons (the Wooqbum OJ'dinance. is provided as docUmentation): 

·':· 

• The new :zoning allows a tavern, restaurant, pizza deUvery store, fast food outlet or 
other c:hi.nk and' fQOd estabUshment to open next to ~~ ~one~ C)f these u~ would allow 
me the relative peaee and quiet that t have now. (WOO 2.105:0tJ<3) · 

. . 

• The new :zoning would permit a. hotel or motel to be located next to me. That use is 
not approprla~ for. the quiet residential streets ln my nelghborh~. (WOO 2.105.01 1<1) 

. ' '· 

• The new zoning could lower my property values if a pro\)lematic busin~ss located near 
me. It co~~ alsQ make it dlfficult or impossible to sell my home as· many families would 

. be uriwilllng to buy a home that could someday have a bail bpnd office or parking 
garage adjacent. These uses are permitted under the proposed 'change. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The new :zoning could restrict my ability to use, sell or will my property. For example, .. <· 

if my property sat vacant for as·'Uttle as six months; that property could lose it's ·:-::::::·~· 
residenttD. designation, and would ~ave to be sold to a busin~. There are additional 
ci.rcianutailces that cou1d prohibit me from ~sing or selling my house 1ri a business zone, 
or passing it onto my children to. be used as ~ residence. (WpO 2:105.01 A) 

• The following businesses are permitted under the zoning changti a1;1 are completely 
inappropriate to a part of town that is almost all residenc,-.: Ambulance service, delivery 
services, pubs, pool hallS, warehouses, radio and 1V stations. (WOO 2.105.01 Cl) 

I urge you· to allow Second/Third Street neighbors to be able to speak during the February 24, 
2005 Planning m=t;ing. The one lett~ sent by the city was "ot sufficient for anyone in the 

. neighborhood to re~e that there were impending changes in our status. Because of that, we 
were not even aware of the change during the time when oral testimony was permitted. We very 
much want to convey the dismay and upset felt by virtually evecy resident of the affected area. 
There appears to be universal opposition to the change among the affected residents, and we 
very much want to be allowe<l a voice to tell you that before you make a decision that could 
have a life time of negative impact on us. We urge you to consider permitting brief verbal input ::;: pn~ Jd a. ' 
Name 

.(At/A ~/t,....,..v J?t f lA~ b 7 st 
r3 r~ c~t-f}t..4.J? 7 ,., c~,. 'ry ~i. 
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WOodburn Planning Commission 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, Oregon· 97071 

Febru3ry 8, 200S 

Dear Commissioners: 

-··· ....... _. I I 

· FEB l.O 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNllY 
DEVE\.OPMENT OEPT. 

I would like to voice my_ ~JDP.laint against proposed zonina changes planned for our 
house and neigbbon in~ No~ Second and 1'liiid Street neighborhood. Even· though I 
am away at college, I am sUfficiently ooricemed to take the time to wntcf in S\lppcirt 
against your zolli.ng changes. The potential long-range impact is not insignificant. 

Again, I wish tc state My OpPoSition to thci zomna ~ge proposal and ~that you 
allow pecple to speak at your next meeting and request that you vote againSt it. 

Sincerely, 

t\tv..u....IM 'N ~ 
M:a~~eu~ 
275N 3nt 

· Woodburn, OR 97071 
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exhibit "B'' .. 2() 

To. tl\e City Planning Commission, FEB 1. 0· 2005 

. WOODBURN COMMUNilY 
Re: Proposed Zone Change to North Second and Third StreetsOEVEt.OPM~NT DEPT. 

1 am a Woodburn resident living in the downtown residential historic district affected by the 
proposed zoning changes. · ----- .. ..._.. ..... .,., .. -... .. _.......,....__. ____ .. _ ___ - ·---·------- ------·--. ·---------- .. ·----- . 
I am writing to say that 1 do not want this boyndaxy chanp to Q('Qtr. 

I do n~ !l~t my hom• or neighborhood to be zqJte<l ~lnmercial because of the following 
reasons (the Woodburn ~nee is provided as documentation): 

• The new zonli\g allows a tavern, restaurant, ·pizza delivery stotet fast food outlet or. 
othu drlJ\k arul' foocl establbhment to open next to 1M. None of these usa would allow 
. me the ~ve peaee and quiet ffiat I have now. (WOO 1105.01 1<3) 

• The new zoning would permit a. hotel or motel to be located next to me. That use is 
not appropriate for the quiet residential streets in my neighborhood. (WOO 2.105.01 I<l) 

• The new.zoning could lower my property values if a problematic business located near 
me. It coul~ also make it difficult or impossible to Sell my home as ~ny families would 
be unwilling to buy a home that could someday have a ball bond office or parking 
garage ad~cent. These uses are permitted under the proposed change. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The new zonins_ could restrict my ability to use, sell or will my property. For example, 
if my property sat vacant for u Uttle as six months, that property coUld lose it's '· · 
residential designation, and would have to be sold to a business. .There are additional 
circumstances that could prohibit me from using or selling my house in a business rone, 
or passing it onto my children to be used as a residence. {WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The following businesses are permitted under the zoning change; all are completely 
inapproprla~e ~ • part of ~own that is almost all residences: Ambulance service, delivery 
services, pubs, pool halls, warehouses, radio and 'IV ~tations. (WOO 2.105.01 C1) 

I urge you to allow Second /Third Street neighbors to be able to speak during the February 24. 
2005 Planning meeting. The one letter sent by the city was not sufficient for anyone in the 
neighborhood to realize that there were impending changes in our status. Because of that, we 
were not even aware of the change during the time when oral testimony was permitted. We very 
much want to convey the dismay and upset felt by virtually every resident of the affected area. 
There appean to be universal opposition to the change among the affected residents, and we 
very much want to be allowed a voice to tell you that before you make a decision that could 
have a life time of negative impact on us. We urge you to consider permitting brief verbal input 
at your next meeting. 

fl ~ /IV\ 
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Exhibit "B"" Z.l 

To the 9ty Planning Commission, FEB 1 o zoo·s 

. WOOOBURN COMMUNllV 
Re: Proposed Zone Change to North Second and Third g~LOPMENT DEPT. 

I am a Woodburn resident Uving in the downtown residential hiStoric d1strid clffected by the 
proposed zoning change~. · 

I am writing to say that I do not want tbfa boundaq change to cm.tr. 

1 do not want my home or neighborhood to ~ zoned commercial because of the following 
reasons (the Woodburn Ordinance is provided as documentation): 

. . ' 

• The . .new zo~ allowl a tavern, restaurant, pizza delivery store, fast food outlet or 
othet drink and foocl estabUahment to open next to me. None of these uses would allow 
me the relative peace and quiet that I have now. (WOO 2.105.01 1<3) 

. . . 
• The new zonlns would permit a. hotel or motel to be located next to me. That use is 

·not appropriate for the quiet residential streets ln my neighborhood. (WOO 2.105.01 Kl) 

• The new zoning could lower my property values if a problematic business located near 
me •. It could also make it difflcu1t or impossible to seU my home as many families would 
. be ~willbia! to buy a home that could· someday hAve a bail bond office or parking 

··garage adj~ent. These uses are permitted under the proposed change. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• nt. new zoning could restrict my ability to use, sell or wiU. my property. For example, 
if , my p10perty Sat vacant for as little as six months, that property could lose it*s 

- residential designation, and would have to be sold to a business.. There are additional 
circumstances that could prohibit me from using or selllng my house in a business zone, 
or passing it onto· my chlldren to be used as a residence. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

.• The following bll$inesses a,re. ~mitted under the zoning mange; all are completely 
inappropriate to a part of town that is almost all residences: Ambulance service, delivery 
services, pubs, pool halls, warehouses, radio and 'IV stations. (WOO 2.105.01 Cl) 

I urge you· to allow Second/Third Street neighhon to be able to speak during the February 24. 
2005 f'1anning meeting. The one letter sent ·by the city was not sufildent for anyone in the 
neighborhood to realize that there were impending changes in our status. Because of that, we 
were not even aware of the change during the time when oral testimony was permitted. We very 
much want to convey the dismay and upset felt by virtually every resident of the affected area. 
There appears to be universal opposition to the change among the affected residents, and we 
very much want to be allowed a voice to tell you that before you make a decision that could 
have a life time of negative impact on us. We urge you to consider permitting brief verbal input 
at your next meeting. 

Signed~-~ 
Name Address 
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To the City Planning Commission, 

__ .. ,...,.. _. ... ~ ...... 

FEB 1 U 2.005 

WOODBURN COMMUNI'TY 
~LOPMENT O£PT. 

Re: Proposed Zone Change to North Second and Third Streets 

I am a Woodburn resident living in the downtown residential historic district affected by the 
proposed. zoning changes. 

1 am writing to say that I do not want thti bouiidacy change to ·m..,---... 

t do not want my home or neighbOrhOod to be zoned commercial bec:ause of the following 
reasons (the WOQcl®m OJ'dis\a~ I,J .. provided u ·documentation): 

• The new zonins allows a tavern, restaurant, pizza deUvery store, fast food outlet or 
other drink and~ food estabUshment to open next to me. None of these u~ would allow 
me the relative peaee and quiet that I have now. (WOO 2.105.01 1<3) 

e The new zonJ,ng would permit a. hotel or motel to be located next to me. That use is 
not .approprlate for the quiet residential streets in my neighborhood. (WOO 2.105.01 Kl) 

• The new zoning could lower my property values if a problematic business located near 
me. It could also make it difficult or. impossible to sell my home as many families would 
be unwilllng to buy a home that could someday have a ball bond office or parking 
garage adjacent. These uses are permitted under the proposed change. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The neW zoning could restrict my ability to use, sell or will my property. For example, 
if my property sat vacant for as little as six months, that property could loSe it's.;,..:···:: 
residential designatio~ and wo\lld have to be sold to a business. There are additional ' 
circumstances that could prc>lu'bit me from ~lng or selling my house ln a business zone, 
or passing it onto my children to. be used as a residence. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The following businesses are permitted under the zoning change; all are completely 
inappropria.te to a part of town that is almost all residences: Ambulance service, delivery 
services, pubs, pool halls~ ·warehou~, radio and 'IV statt~ns. (WOO 2.105.01 C1) 

I urge you· to allow Second/Third Street neighbors to be able to speak during the Fehruary 24, 
2005 Planning meeting. The one letter sent by the city was 110t sufficient for anyone in the 
neighborhood to realize that there were impending changes in our status. Because of that, we 
were not even aware of the change during the time when oral testimony was permitted. We very 
much want to convey the dismay and upset felt by virtually every resident of the affected area. 
There appears to be universal opposition to the change among the affected residents, and we 
very ·much want to be allowed a voice to tell you that before you make a decision that could 
have a life time of negative impact on us. We urge you to consider permitting brief verbal input 
at your next meeting. 

Name Address 

.&rbar-a_ -rlt e & "-
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To the City Planning Commission, 
FEB l 0 ZOOS 

~OBURNCOMMUNnY 
· ... ~;...... · DEVELOPMENT DEPT. # 

Re: Proposed Zone Change to North Second .and Third Streets 

I am a Woodburn resident living in the downtown residential hiStoric distrlct affected by the 
proposed zonlns changes. 

. · ~- . . ' 

1 am writing to say that I do not want tbla houndat)' ~hanp to ocrur. 

I do not want my home or neighborhood to be zoned commercial because of the following 
reasons (the Wocxlbum ~dinance is provided as documentation):· 

• The new zo~s allows a tav~ restaurant; . pizza delivery st,ore, fast food outlet or 
other drlJ\k and food; establishment to open next to me. NoM of these uses would allow 
me the relative peaee and quiet that I have. now~ (WOO 2.105.~1 1<3) 

' . . ·~ 

. • The new zoning: would pemUt a. hotel or motel to be loCated next to me. That use 11 
not appropriate for the quiet residential streets ln my neighborhood. (WOO 2.105.01 Kl) 

' . 
• The new zoning could lower my property values if a problematic business located near 
me. It. could also make it difficult or imposSible to sell my home as many families would 
be qnwilll1ig to buy a home that could someday have a bail bond office or parking 
garage adjacent. These uses are permitted under the proposed change. (WOO 2.105.01 A) ... 
.• The new zoning· could restrict my abilitY to use~ sell or will my property. For example, 
. if. ·my prQperty sat vacant· for ·as little as six· months, that property could lose it's 

residential designation, and would have to be sold to a busineSs. There are additional 
dttumstances that could ~bibit me from using or selling my house in a business· zone, 
or passing it onto my children to be used as a residence. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The following .b.us~esses are permitted un4~ .. tJt~. ~ning ch~g~ all are completely 
inappropriate to a part of town that is alinost all residences: Ambulance service, delivery 
services, pubs, pool halls, warehouses, radio and 'IV stations. (WOO 2.105.01 Cl) 

I urge you· to allow Second/Third Street. neighbors to be able to speak dUring the February 24. 
2ll05_ Planning meeting. The one letter sent by the city was not sufficient for anyone in the 
neighborhood to realize that there were impending changes in our status. Because of that, we 
were not even aware of the change during the time when oral testimony was permitted. We very 
much want to convey the dismay and upset felt by virtually every resident of the affected area. 
There appears to be universal opposition to the change among the affected residents, and we 
very much want to be allowed a voiCe to tell you that before you make a decision that could 
have a life time of negative impact on us. We urge you to consider permitting brief verbal input 
at your next meeting. 

~~(.~ 
Name Address J7o t.?tn-~ --s '171. :sr ~~ ..... 

110.]1 , · '6·~0<1,(4:tt.-cv F ~d .. 
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To the City Planning Commission, 

. ·- - -- - ._T 

FEB 1.0 2005 

woODBURN COMMUNllY 
DEVelOPMENT DEPT. 

Re: Proposed Zone Change to North Second and Third Streets 

1 am a Woodburn resident U~ng in the downtown residential historic district affected by the 
proposed zoning chan..._ 
1 am wrlting to say that I do not want this boundaty change to omtr. 

. . 

1 do not want my home or neighborhood to be zoned commercial because of the following 
reasons (the Woodburn OJ'dlnance it ptQvided as documentation): 

• The new zoning allows a tavern, restaurant, pizza dellvery store, fast food outlet or 
other drlnk and' food establlshme.U to open next to mt.· None of these usa would allow 
~the relative ~C. and quiet that 1 have now. (WOO 1105.01 1<3) · 

• The n~ zoning would permit a. hotel or motel to be located next to me. That use is· _ 
. not appropriate for the quid residential streets in my neighborhood. (WOO 2.105.01 Kl) 

• The new zoning could lower my properly values if a problematic business located near 
me. It coul~ also make it difficult or impossible to sell my home as many families would 
be unwillJ.ng to buy a home that could someday have a bail bond office or parking 
garage adjacent. These uses are permitted und.er the proposed change. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

. I 

e The new zoning could restrict my ability to use, sell or will my property. For example, ... 
if my property sat. vacant for as little as six months, that property could lose it's j\>:,\ 
reside~tlal designation, and would have. to be sold to a business. There are additional 

. circumstances that could prohibit me from ~sing or selllng my house in a business zone, 
or passing it onto my child,ren to.l;>e used as a residence. (WOO· 2.105.01 A) 

• The following businesses are permitted under the zoning change; all are completely 
inappropriate to a part of town that is almost all residences: Ambulance service, delivery 
services~. pubs, pool halls, warehouses, radio and lV stations. (WOO 2.105.01 Cl) 

I urge you· to allow Second /Third Street neighbors to be able to speak during the February 24. 
2005 Planning meeting. The one letter sent by the city was 1'\ot sufficient for anyone in the 
neighborhood to realize that there were impending cha~ges in our s~tus. Because of that, we 

. were not even aware of the change during the time when oral testimony was permitted. We very 
much want to convey the dismay and upset felt by virtually every resident of the affected area. 
There appears to be universal opposition to the change among the affected residents, and we 
very much want to be allowed a voice to tell you that before you make a decision that could 
have a life time of negative impact on us. We urge you to consider permitting brief verbal input 
at your next meeting. 
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To the City Planning Commission, 
FEB l .O 2005 

~URNCOMMUNnY 
OMLOPMEHT DEPT. 

Re: Proposed Zone Change to North Second and Third Streets 

I am a Woodburn resident Uving in the downtown residential hist~ district affected by the 
proposed zoning d\anget. 

. -·· . ·- . _,___ .. __ . . . 

1 am writing to say that I do not want tbts bgundaty change to omtr. 

1 do not warit my home or neighborhood to be zoned commercial because of the. following 
reasons (the Woodburn ~dinance iJ provided u documentation): 

• The new zoning allowa a tavern, resta~ pizza deUvery store, f• food outlet or 
other ddJ\k arut' food estabUshn\ent to open next to me. None of thae usea would allow 
me the relative peaee and quiet that I have now. (WOO 2.105.011<3) 

• The new zo11:\ns. would permit a. hotel or motel to be located next to me. That use is 
not appropriate fot the quiet residentill streets in my neighborhood. (WOO 2.105.01 Kl) 

• The new zoning could lower my property values if a problematic business located near 
me. It c:oul~ also make it difficult or impossible to sell my home as ~y families would 
be unwilU.ng to ~y a home that could someday have a ball bond office or parking 
garage adjacent. These uses are permitted under the proposed change. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

.: 
• The new zoning could restrict my ability to use, seU or will my property. For example, 
if my property sat vacant for as little as six months. that property could lose it's 
residential designation, and would have to be sold to a business. There are additional 
drcumstal'\CU that could prohibit me from using or selling my house in a business zone, 
or passing it onto my children to be used as a residence. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The following businesses are permitted under the zoning change; all are completely 
iriapproprlate tii a pait of toWn that iJ almost all.residences: Ambul.anee service, delivery 
services, pubs, pool halls, warehouses, radio and 'IV stations. (WOO 2.105.01 Cl) 

I urge you· to allow Second/Third Street. neighbors· to be able to speak during tpe february 24. 
2005 Planning meeHng. The one letter sent by the city was not sufficient for anyone in the 
neighborhOod to realize that th~ were impending changes in our status. Because of that, we 
were not even aware of the change. during the time when oral testimony was permitted. We very 
much want to convey the dismay and upset felt by virtually every resident of the affected area. 
There appears to be universal opposition to the change among the affected residents, and we 
very much want to be allowed a voice to tell you that before you make a decision that could 
have a life time of negative impact on us. We urge you to consider permitting brief verbal input 
at your next meeting. 



To ·the· City Planning Commission, 
FEB l 0 2005 

~DBURNCOMMUNnY 
OE\'El.OPMENT DEPT. 

Re: PrOposed Zone Change to North Second and Third Stteets 

I am a Woodburn resident Uvlng in the downtown residential historic district affected by the 
propoSed zoning ·clu\nga. · 

I am writing to say that I do not want thta boundary change to QCCUr. 

I do not want my home or nei~borhood ~ be zoned comm~ because of the following 
reasons (the Woodburn otdinance is provided as documentation): . . 

• The. new zordns allows a tavern, restaurant, pizza delivery store, fast food outlet or 
other ddJlk ancl' fOod eatab~ to· open~- to me. None of these uses would allow 
me the·ietativ~ pea~ iWl quiet that 1 have now. (WOO 2.105.011<3) . 

• The new zordns would permit a. hotel or ·motel to be located next to me. That use is 
not appropriate for the quiet residential streets ln my neighborhood. (WOO 2.105.011<1) 

: ' I • ' • 

e The new zoning could lower my property values if a problematic business located near 
me. It coul~ also make it difficult or impossible to sell my home as many families would 
be unwilllng to buy a home that could someday have a bail bond office or parldng 
garage adj~cent. These uses are permittea under the proposed change. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

,,; 

. :··; .. 
.. , 

• The new zoning could restrict my ability to use, sell or will my property. For example, 
if my property sat vacant for u Uttle as six months, that property could lose it's (F~~~: 
residential designation, and would have to be sold to a business. There are additional 
circumstances that could prohibit me from using or selling my house in a business zone, 
or passing it onto my children to be used as a residence. (WOQ 2.105.01 A) 

• The following businesses are permitted under the zoning change; all are completely 
U\appropm.,t., . to a part of town that is almost all residences: Amb~lance service, delivery 
services, pubs; pool hallS, warehouses, radio and TV stations. (WOO 2.105.01 C1) 

1 urge yoti to aJlow Second/Third Street neigbboa to be able to speak_ during the Eebruaxy 24. 
2005 ?tanning meeting. The one letter sent by the city was not sufficient for anyone in the 
neighborhood to realize that there were impending changes ill our status. Because of that, we 
were not even aware of the change during the time when oral testimony was permitted. We very 
much want to convey the dismay and upset felt by virtually evecy re:rident of the affected area. 
There appears to be universal oppositiOn to the change among the affected residents, and we 
very much want to be allowed a voice to tell you that before you make a decision that could 
have a life time of negative impact on us. We urge you to consider permitting brief verbal input 
at your next meetirtg.-

Signed lh ~ ;??_ 

Name Address 

J!IIYlt (! rfr, ,' lj'-1 
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· Exhibit "B"-Z.7 

To the City Planning Commission, 

Re: Proposed Zone Change to North Stcond and Third Streets 

I am a W~dbutn resident living in the downtown residential historic district affected by the 
proposed zoning changes. 

I am writing to say that I do not want tbta botindaey change to occur. 

I do not want my hqme or neighborhood to be zened commercial because of the following 
reasons (the Woodburn Ordinance is provided as documentation): . 

.. 
e Tht new zonl;ns all.owa a tavern, restaurant, pizza deUvery store, fast food outlet or 
other c::h:lnk and. food mabUshment to open next to me. None of these u~ would allow. 
me thttrelatlve peaee and quiet that I~· now. (WOO 110!.01 10) . 

1 . 

• The new zoriing w~uld pUmit· a. hotel or motel to be located next to me. That use is 
not appropriate for the quiet residential streets ln my neighborhood. (WOO 2.105.01 Kl) 

• The new zoning could lower my property ·values if a problematic business located near 
· m~. It coUl<;l also make it difficult or impossible to sen my home as many families would 
· be. ~nwilllng to buy a. home that could someday have a bail bond office -or parking 
garage adjacent. These uses are permitted under the proposed change. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The new zoning CQuld ~trict my ability to use, sell or will my property. For example, 
if iny property sat vacant for as little as six months, that property could lose it's 
reside.ntial designaijon, ·and would have to be sold to a business. There are additional 
drcums~ces that could ptahibit me from ~ing or selling my hOuse in a business zone, 
or passing it onto q\y children to be used as a residence. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The following businesseS are permitted under the zoning change; all are completely 
inappropriate to a part of town- that is 'almost· ·an residences: Ambulimce service, delivery 
services, pubs, pool halls, warehouses, radio and TV stations. (WOO 2.105.01 Cl) 

I urge you· to allow Second/Third Street neigbbora to be able to speak during the February 24, 
2005 Planning meeting. The one letter sent by th, city was "ot sufficient for anyone in the 
neighborhood to. realize that there were impending changes in our status. Because of that, we 
were not even aware of the change during the time when oral testimony was permitted. We very 
much want to convey the clismay and upset felt by virtually every resident of the affected area. 
There appean to be universal opposition to the change among the affected residents, and we 
very much want to be allowed a voice to tell you that before you make a decision that could 
have a life time of negative impact on us. We urge you to consider permitting brief verbal input 
at your next meeting. 

Signed ltt; ;Jc 
Name Address 

ttLttJ tctrN~u1 4ro NV THtU> sr: 
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To the City Planning Commission, FEB 1. 0 2005. 

WOODBURN COMMUNHY 
DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 

Re! Proposed Zone Change to North Second and Third Streets 
. .• .• 

1 am a Woodbum resident living in the downtown residential historic district affected by the 
proposed zoning changes. 

I am writing to say that I do not want tbts boundary change to OCQ.tt. 

1 do not want my home or neighborhood· to be zoned commercial because of ,the following 
reasons (the Woodburn OJ'dinan~ is provided as documentation): -

• The new zoning allows a tavern, restaurant, pizza dellvery store, fast food outlet or 
other drink and' food establishment to open next to me. None of these u~ would allow 
me the relative peaC. and quiet that I have now. (WD~ 2.105.01 1<3) 

• The new zoning would pennit a hotel or motel to be located next to me. That use is 
not apprppriate for the quiet residential streets in my neighborhood. (WOO 2.105.01 K1) 

• The new zoning could lower my property values if a problematic business located near 
me. It coulf:i also ~ it difficult or impossible to sen my home as many families would 
be unwilling to buy a home that could someday have a bail bond office or parking 
garage_ adjacent. These uses are permitted under the proposed change. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The new zoning could restrict my ability to use, sen or will my property. For example, .. . 
if my property sat vacant for as little as six months, that property could lose it's/::;:./;, 
residential designationt and would have to be sold to a business. There are additional 
circumstances that cOuld prohibit me from ~sing or selling my house in a business zone, 
or passing it onto my children to be used as a residence. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The following businesses are permitted under the zoning change; all are completely 
inappropriate to a part of town that is almost all residences: Ambulance service, delive_ry 
services, pubs, pool halls, warehouses,- radio and 1V stations. (WOO 2.105.01 Cl) 

I urge you· to allow Second/Third Street neighbors to be able to speak during the February 24, 
2005 Planning meeting. The one letter sent by the city was [\Ot sufficient for anyone in the 
neighborhood to realize that there were impending changes in our status. Because of that, we 
were not even aware of the change during the time when oral testimony was permitted. We very 
much want to convey the dismay and upset felt by virtually every resident of the affected area. 
There appears to be universal opposition to the change among the affected residents, and we 
very much want tcf be allowed a voice to tell you that before you make a decision that could 
have a life time of negative impact on us. We urge you to consider permitting brief verbal input 
at your next meeting. 

Signed {];odN.tJ.J,:'jff11/{ t-tP ' 

Name Address c t)/1 dticl 
)~i~OJ{,ufr 

. :·: 
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To the City Planning Commission, 
FEB l 0 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNITY 
DMLOPMENT DEPT. 

Re: Proposed Zone Change to North Second and Third Streets 

1 am a Woodburn resident living in the downtown residential historic district affected by the 
proposed zoning changes. 

1 am writing to say that J do not want this houndaxy change to OCQ.lr. 

I do not want my hOme. or neighborhood to be zoned commercial because of the following 
reasons (the Woodburn Ordinance is provided as documentation): 

• The .. new zonlps allows a tavern, restaurant, piu.a delivery store, fast food outlet or 
other drink· and food estabUshment to open JWXt to me. None of these uses would allow 
me the relative peaC. and quiet that 1 have now. (WOO 1105.01 1<3) 

• The new- zoning would permit ~- hotel or motel to be located next to me. That use is 
not appropriate for the quiet residential streets in my neighborhood. (WOO 2.105.01 I<l) 

• The new i.oning could lower my property values if a problematic business located near 
me. It co~~ also ~ it difficult or impossible to seU my home as many families would 
be unwilling to buy a home that could someday have a ball bond office or parking 

.· garage adjacent. These uses are permitted under the proposed change. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The new zoning could restrict my ability to use, sell or wiU my property. For example, 
if my property sat vacant for as little aa six months, that property could lose it's 

. residential designatiOn, and would have to be sold to a business. There are additional 
·circumstances that could prohibit me &om using or selling my house in a business zone, 
or passing it onto my children to be used as a residence. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The following businesses are permitted under the zoning change; all are completely 
inappropriate to· a part of town that is. almost all residences: Ambulance service, delivery 
services, pubs, pool halls, warehouses, radio and 1V stations. (WOO 2.105.01 C1) 

I urge yoti to allow Second/Third Street neighbors to be able to speak during the February UL 
2005 Planning meeting. The one letter sent by the city was not sufficient for anyone in the 
neighborhood to realize that there were impending changes in our status. Because of that, we 
were not even aware of the change during the time when oral testimony was permitted. We very 
much want to convey the dismfly and upset felt by virtually every resident of the affected area. 
There appean to be universal opposition to the change among the affected residents, and we 
very much want to be allowed a voice to tell you that before you make a d~ion that could 
have a life time of negative impact on us. We urge you to consider permitting brief verbal input 
at your next meeting. 

Signed ~~ 

Name Address 
.T f fl. v.-y HA{,fNA.v c- tt...- ') Cl .f\RT ~ v~ '1 1 
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FEB· 1 0 2005 
To the City Planning Commission, 

WOODBURN COMMUNfTY 
DEVElOPMENT DEPT. 

R~ Proposed Zone Change to North Second and Third Streets 

I am a Woodburn resident living in the downtown residential historic district affected by the 
proposed zoning changes. 

1 am writing to say that I do not want this boundary change to occur. 

I do not want my home or neighborhood to be zoned commercial because of the following 
reasons (the Woodburn. Ordinance is provided as documentation): 

• The new zoning allows a tavern, restaurant, pizza delivery store, fast food outlet or 
other drlnk and' food establishment to open next to me. None of these uses would allow 
me the relative peaCe and quiet that 1 have now. {WOO 2.105.01 1<3) 

• The new zoning would permit a. hotel or motel to be located next to me. That use is 
not appr<>priate for the quiet residential streets in my neighborhood. (WOO 2.105.01 K1) 

• The new zoning could lower my property values if a problematic business located near 
me. It coul~ also mab it difficult or impossible to sell my home as many families would 
be unwilllng to buy a home that could ~meday have a ball bond office or parking 
garage adJacent. These uses are permitted under the proposed change. {WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The new zoning could restrict my ability to use, sell or will my property. For example, ... 
if my property sat vacant for . as little as six months, that property could lose it's:r:·'-:'\ 
residential designation, and would have to be sold to a business. There are additional 
circumstances that could prohibit me from ~sing or selling my heuse in a business zone, 
or passing it onto my children to be used as a residence. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The following businesses are permitted under the zoning change; all are completely 
inappropriate to a part of town that is almost all residences: Ambulance service, delivery 
services, p~bs, pool halls, warehouses, radio and TV stations. (WOO 2.105.01 Cl) 

I urge you· to allow Second/Third Street neighbors to be able to speak during the February 24.. 
2005 Planning meeting. The one letter sent by the city was not sufficient for anyone in the 
neighborhood to realize that there were impending changes in our status.· Because of that, we 
were not even aware of the change during the time when oral testimony was permitted. We very 
much want to convey the dismay and upset felt by virtually every resident of the affected area. 
There appears to be universal opposition to the change among the affected residents, and we 
very much want to be allowed a voice to tell you that before you make a decision that could 
have a life time of negative impact on us. We urge you to consider permitting brief verbal input 
at your n/1 Jeeting. 

Signed f.luwa:? ~e::_ 

Name Address 

--;;loM~ ? LJl( !W £)( 
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To the City Planning Commission, 
FEB 1 0 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 

Re: Proposed Zone Change to North Second and Third Streets 

I am a Woodburn resident Uving in the downtown residential hist~ric: district affected by the 
proposed zoning changes. 

I am writing to say that I do not want thia boundary change to !Xntt. 

1 do not want my home or neighborhood to be zoned commercial because of the folloWing 
reasons (the Woodburn {}fdinance is provided as documentation): 

• The r.nr zo~~ allowa a tavern, mtaurant, pizza deUvery store, fast food outlet or 
other drll\k and food establishment to open next to me. None of_ these uses would. allow 
me the relative peace and quiet that I have now. (WOO 2.105.01 1<3) 

• The new zoning would permit a. hotel or motel to be lQCated next to me. That use is 
not appropriate for the quiet residential streets in my neighborhood. {WOO 2.105.01 I<l) 

• The new zoning could lower my property v~ues if a problem~tic business located near 
me. It coul~ also make it difficult or impossible to sell my home as ~ny families would 
be unwilllng to buy a home that could someday have a bail bond office or parking 
garage adja~. These uses are permitted under the proposed change. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The new zoning could restrict my ability to use, sell or will .my property. For example, 
.,:~:\:'-" · if my property sat vacant for as Uttle as six months, that property could lose it's 
' :· :: :) residential designation, and would have to be sold to a business. There are additional 

circumstances that could prohibit me &om using or selling my house in a business zone, 
or passing it onto my children to be used as a residence. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The following b':ls~esses are permitted under the zoning change; all are completely 
inappropriate to a part of town ~at iS almost all residences: Ambulance service, delivery 
services, pubs, pool halls, warehouses, radio and 1V stations. (WOO 2.105.01 C1) 

I urge you· to allow Second/Third Street neighbors tp ·be able to Speak during the February 24. 
2005 Planning meeting. The one letter sent by the city was not sufficient for anyone in the 
neighborhood to realize that there were impending changes in our status. Because of that, we 
were not even aware of the change during the time.when oral testimony was permitted. We very 
much want to convey the cUsmay and upset felt by virtuall¥ every resident of the affected area. 
There appean to be universal opposition to the change among the affected residents, and we 
very much want to be allowed a voice to tell you that before you make a decision that could 
have a life time of negative impact on us. We urge you to consider permitting brief verbal input 
at your next meeting. 

~~ 
Name Address <;e.tf lt ...... -i.t~ 

t- {'\., 1\) ' 
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FEB 1 0 2005 

To the City Planning Commisalon, WOODBURN COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 

:_ ... 

Re: .Propose<! Zone Change to North Second and Third Streets 

1 am a Woodburn resic:l~~ Uvlng in the downtown residential historic district affected by the 
proposed zoning changes. · 

t am writing to say that 1 do not want this boundary change to occur. 

1 do not want my· home or neighborhood to be zoned commercial because of the following 
reasons (the Woodburn Ordinance is provided as documentation): 

Volume 
Page 

• The new zoning allowa a tavern, restaurant, pizza delivery store, fast food outlet or 
other· drink and'~ establlshment to ·open next b) me. None of these . uses would allow 
me the relative peace and .quiet that I have now. (WOO 2.105.011<3) 

• The new zoning would permit a. hotel or motel to be located next to me. That use is 
not ~ppropriate for the quiet residential streets in· my neighborhood. (WOO 2.105.01 Kl) 

• The new zoning could lower my property values if a problematic business located near 
me. It coul~ also make it difficult 'or impossible to sell my home as many families would 
be unwilling to buy· a home that oould someday have a bail bond office or parldng 
garage adjacent. These uses are permitted under the proposed· change. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The new zoning could restrict my ability to use, sell or will my property. For example, 
if my property sat vacant for as little as six months, that property could lose it's ~r\:,. 
residential designatio~ and would have to be sold to a business. Thete are additional 
circumstances that could prohibit me from using or selling my house in a business zone, 
or passing _it onto my children to be used as_ a residence. (WOO 2.105.01 A) 

• The fo~owing businesses are permitted under the zoning change; an· are completely 
inappropriate tQ a part of town that is almost all residences: Ambulance service, delivery 
services, pubs, pool halls, warehouses, radio 'and 'IV stations. (WOO 2.105.01 Cl) 

I urge you· to allow Second/Third Street neighbon to be able to speak during the Februaty 24. 
2005 Planning meeting. The one letter sent by the city was not sufficient for anyone in the 
neighborhood to realize that there were impending changes in our status. Because of that, we 
were not even aware of the change during the time when oral testimony was permitted. We very 
much want to convey the dismay and upset felt by virtually every resident of the affected area. 
There appears to be universal opposition to the change among the affected residents, and we 
very much want to be allowed a voiee to tell you that before you make a decision that could 
have a life time of negative impact on us. We urge you to consider permitting brief verbal input 
at your next meeting. · 
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Exhibit "B" .. 33 
··.: 

August 30, 20()4 

Jim Mulder 
Director of Communjty Qevelopment 
City ~fWoodQllrn . 

1:r REl'·'D -tl 

270 Montgo~JY Street 
Woodburn. OR97071 

AUG 3 0, Z004 

WOOOeURN COMMUNtlY 
· OEVELOPMENT OEPT. 

Dear Mr. Mulder. 

The W oodbtim School DistriCt bas asked me to address the Periodic Review 
Amendments you submitted to them earlier this year. I have no disputes with the 
fmdings other than on page 32 under the "Parks" bullet item. 

It lookS to me like there is a typo and an error. The typo is minor; it should say 
"122 acres of2020 school lands" instead of 120. This then makes the math come out on 
the "57 acres of park land"". Also, it takes 100% oftbe schools needed land instead of 
50% as noted in ~be preceding sentences. Given that correction it appears that Parks 
needs an additional61 acres (50% of 122 = 61 acres). 

I am attaching the District's projections for enrollment as it relates to land needs, 
labeled Exhibit A This shows by 2013 a need for an additional70 to 85 acres, and by 
2023 a need for 140 to 170 acres. This indicates a need for an additional18 to 48 acres 
more the report's findings. Part of this is due to the minimum lot size requirements that it 
is necessary to site a school facility. The other part is that Woodburn is one ofthe few 
cities in Oregon that is growing younger, I .E . more school aged children. 

Also enclosed are graphs showing District Enrollment History, Exhibit B, B1, B2, 
B3 and 2003 Enrollment By Grade, Exhibit C. Exhibits D & E shows 5 to 10 year 
Projections district wide and by grade. 

In addition to this, the District needs to have a property that they can build on 
before they go out to vote for a bond. Historically that has been a must. Their most 
urgent need is for a school in the SW portion of the city, east ofl-5. However, they 
currently own a 19-acre site on E . Lincoln Street. It is adjacent to the current UGB but 
not in the proposed expansion. The District would like this added for future needs. 

This 19-acres was acquired in 1998. The District checked with the planning 
departments at the City and County and they both gave favorable indication that the site 
would be good for a school 1be conunon element was that they obtain it fo r future use. 
The District employed a consultant and their attorney reviewed the process. 
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At that time it made good setiSe '\1). ~ City,~Bnd thJ District. It would aid in the 
. development of in-fill lots by ext~ing citY. iet-Vices to the property. The County liked 

that as welL Currently they could a}mOst fill a gtade scb:>Ql from the students on the East 
side ofHwy. 99-B~· Once the in-filt1ots are deVeloped they should fill that easily. It also 
would provide additional Park services to an area that needs it and help with the 61-acre 
deficiency noted above. 

Given the District's research and findings within the P~iC Review 
Amendments report the District would like you to consider two things: First, to incr~ 
the future 2020 needs from 122 acres to an additional48 acres. Secondly. they ·would also 
like you to add the 19 acres on E. Lincoln Street to the UGB for future planning. If the 
19 aCres is added, tben only 29 acres needs to be added to the 122 acres proposed in the 
report. 

Please contact me if you have other questio~ regarding this issue. 

Respectfully, 

~ 
David J. Christoff 
Principal Broker 
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Woodburn School District 20-Year Pt .... _ j \ m School Land 

Year Elementary fl. Classrooms Reg/Modular Middle School fl. Claasrooma Reg/Modular High School t# Cla11rooms RegJMOdular 
2003 2371 81/50 1046 4918 1280 5118 
2013 3161 163 1586 80 2050 90 

Dtfference 790 35 :· 540 25 170 31 
Need 2 schools 25-30 acres 1school 15-20acres 1school 30-35 acres 

2023 4114 2126 2820 
Need 2 schools 25-30 acres 1 school 15-20 acres 1 school 30-35 areas 

20-yr.Total 4 schools 50-80 acres 2 schools 30-40 acres 2achools 60-70acrn 140-170 acres 
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ExhibitB-3 

Gr 9·12 Enrollment 
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Gr 6-8 Enrollment 
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Gr K-5 Enrollment 
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February 7, ~oos 

City of Woodburn 
Planning Commission 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

HALLMARK 
PRoPEimES 1NC. 

RE: School District's 19 .S Acres on E. Lincoln St. 

Exhibit "B"-31 

~ REC'D "tl 

FEB 0 8 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNllY 
DMlOPMENT DEPT. 

Thanks for extending written testimony for the UGB Expansion, etc. Briefly, the 
City's consultant estimated in April2004 the school lands needs to be 122 acres. The 
District's estimate is cJoser to 170 acres. 

Just using the consultant's number of 122 acres, there are limited sites available 
within the proposed UGB expansion in which to locate a schooL . The oQly added 
locations with lot sizes adequate fur a school are in the Parr Rd. area where the District 
already ~ facilities. Assuming the District could buy one· of these sites it would still not 

. be sufficient to ineet the entire 122 acres. The District !!lready owns the East Lim:oln St. 
property. . 

Keep in mind the numbers in my August 30, 2004 letter shows a sbortmll of 61 
acres for Parks and Recreation's needs. This location will give Parks and Recreation 
another desired site east ofHwy. 99-E. 

Another added benefit, which.shou1d be embraced by LCDC, is that once the 
District builds in thiS area, it will .Splir in-~ of the residential sites there. 

The District needs to own a buildable site prior to going fur a bond measure. It 
makes sense to approve this site based on need, availability, and overall benefit to the 
City as well as to the District. 

~.1~/~bnilit~ 
o~cmlff 
Realtor of Record 
Woodburn School District 

745 Glatt Circle Woodburn., Oregon 97071 503-981-0621 

s 
Yo\utne ----f11 
-page __...:..:---® 

FAX 503-981-7042 ~ 
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December 22, 2003 

Ivan Cam 
POBoxS67 
9884 Mt. Angel Gervais Road NE 

9~_aij~~~ 11°1~ 
City of Woodburn 
Ptannin·g Division 
270 Montgomery Street Room 4 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

RE: Urban Growth Boundaries 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I, Ivan Cam, owner of the following parcels: 

#OS 1 W04CD00200 
#OS1 W04CD00100 
#OS 1 W04 02800 

--: .. 
..... 

)• . t ~;. -~.t<" . 

· Exhl~~~, ::8~· ~·jf- , 

DEC 13 2003 .. 
'HOOOBURN COMMUim 

DEVELOPMENT O£Pt 

Would like you to consider these parcels for re-zoning purposes to accommodate urban 
sprawl. I am attaching property profile information and plot maps for your convenience. 

s~ 
Ivan Cam 
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735 Glatt Cilde Wooc!bum., OR. 97071 Phoue:t .. 503·981-0613 Fu;t .. S03-98i..()915 
Vllit us on the Wfb at www.fntic.oom 

Prepared For : 
By :Jessica Reed Marion (OR) 

PROPERTY PROFILE INFORMATION 
Parcell# : R12573 Owner Phons : 503-792-4678 . 
Owner : Cam Ivan Tenant Phons .: 

· CoOwner : Cam Natalia 
Sit• : •ao SiteAddreu* &/Parcel# : 051W04CD00200 
Mail : 9884 Mount Angel Gervais R.d NB Gervais Or 97026c.r : 
Land Uu : 550 Agr,Parm,Land Only 
Legal 

Zoning : EFU EXCLUSIVE FARM USB 

ASSESSMENT & TAX INFORMATION 

Marlcet Total : $1,710 
Mkt Land : $:1,710 
Mkt Improvmt : 
%Improved : 
02-03 Taxes : $30.13 
Levy Code : 01500035 
Millage Rate : 11.1137 
M50AssdTotal: $2,711 

SALE & LOAN INFORMATION 

Sale Date : 06/15/2001 
Sale Amount : 
$Cost/SqFt: $0 I 00 
Document# : 1795-0293 
De.edType 
Loan Amount : 
under 
Loan Type 
Interest Type 
Vesting 

Title Co 
Loan Type 

PRIOR SALE INFORMATION 

Previous Transfer : 09/14/1998 
n..~ .. ~_._. • ., .~nl~ Amt : $170 000 

Volume 5 . ' 

PROPERTY CHARACTBR18TIC3 

Year Built 
YrRemodel 
Bedroom:J 
Bathroom:J 
Living Area 
Main Floor 
Upper Level 
Basement SF 
Basement Fin : 
Lot Size Ac : 3.00 
Lot Size SF 
Roof Type 
Roof Material : 
Foundation 
Ext. Material 
Exterior 
Patio Type 
Patio SF 
Garage SF 
Garage Type 
Driveway SF 
Dri'way Ma1'l : 
Heat Source 
Fireplace 
Fireplace # : 
BldgCondition : 
Neighborhood : OSF 
Stat Class : A80 

Page 280 __________________ _. ~------------------------------· 
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7l5 Glatt Cirde Woodbupl. OR. 97071 Phone:t-503-911-0623 :Fax:l-503·981.0925 
Visit ua oa the wm a: W!O!·fDtic.com 

Prepared For : 
By :Jessica Reed Marion (OR) 

PROPER'(¥ PROFILE INFORMATION 

Parcel # : R12S74 
Owner : Camlvaa 
CoOwner :Cam. Natalia 

Owner Phon. : 503-792-4678 
Tenant Phon. : 

. Sit• :*no SlteAddresa* &/Parcel# : OS 1W04CD00100 
Mail : 9884 MCJUnt Anga Gervais R.d NB Gervais Or 97026t.J . . 
Land Us• : SSO Agr,Fum,l.and Only 
Legal 

ZoninR : EFU EXCLUSIVE FARM USB 

ASSESSMENT cl TAX INFORMATION 

Market Total : 5!,300 
M1ct Land : $!,300 
M1ct Improvmt : 
%Improved 

. -:..:-.-. 02-03 Taus : $58.91 
::·:-: .:/, 
:::::::: :::: Levy Cods : 01500035 

MillageRate : 11.1137 
M50 A3SdTotal: 55,300 

Volume 

SALE & LOAN INFORMATION 

Sale Date : 06/15/2001 
Sale Amount : 
$Cost!SqFt: $0.00 
Document # : 1795-0293 
Deed Type 
Loan Amount : 
Lender 
Loan Type 
Interest Type 
Vesting 

Title Co 
Loan Type 

PRIOR SALE INFORMATION 

Previous Transfer : 09/14/1998 
Previous Sale Amt: $170,000 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

Year Built 
YrRemodel 
Bedrooi'NI 
Bathroom4 
Living Area 
Main Floor 
Upper Level 
Basement SF 
Basement Fin : 
Lot Size Ac : 5.85 
Lot Size SF 
Roof Type 
Roof Material : 
Foundation 
Ext. Material 
Exterior 
Patio Type 
Patio SF 
Garage SF 
Garage Type 
Driveway SF 
Dri'way Mal'/ : 
HeatSOUTce 
Fireplace 
Fireplace# 
BldgCondition: 
Neighborhood : OSF 
Stat Class : A80 

5 - --Page 281 The Information Provided Is Deemed Reliable, But Is Not Guaranteed. 
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735 Glatt Cin:1e Woodburn. Oll97071 Phone;l-S03-981~23 Pax:l·S03-981-0925 
Visit ua on the WfJJ at: www.fntic.com 

Prepared For : 
By :Je&Sica Reed Marion (OR) 

... - ···· ... . ····-· .. ·- . . . .. . . PROPERTY PROFILE INFORMATION-~· -· ·· 

Parcel# : lll2572 
Owner : Cam Ivu 
CoOwner : Cam Natalia 

Ownu Photw : 503-792-4678 
Tenant Phon. : 

Sit• . : *no Site Address• Ref Parcel I# : 051 W04 02800 
Mail : 9884 Mount Angel Gervais Rd NE Gervais Or 97026t.t · 
Land Use : 550 Agr,Parm,J.and Only 
Legal 

Zoning_ : EFU EXCLUSIVE. FARM USB 

ASSESSMENT & TAX INFORMATION PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

Marut Total : 513,850 
M1ct Land : $13,850 
Mkt Improvmt : 
%Improved : 

(\H\ 02-03 Taxes : $153.91 
·;' Levy Code :01500035 

Millage Rats : 11.1137 
M50 AssdTotal: $13,849 

SALE & LOA.N INFORMATION 

Sale Date : 06/15/2001 
Sale Amount : 
$Cost/SqFt: $0.00 
Document # : 1795-0293 
Deed Type 
Loan Amount : 
Lender 
Loan Type 
Interest Type 
Vesting 

Title Co 
Loan Type 

PRIOR SALE INFORMATION 

Previous Trcmsfer : 09/14/1998 
Previous Sale Amt : $170,000 

Year Built 
YrRemodel 
Bedroom.t 
Bathrooms 
Living Area 
Main Floor 
Upper Level 
Basement SF : 
Basement Fin : 
Lot Size Ac : 15.53 
Lot Size SF 
Roof 'Type 
Roof Material : 
Foundation 
Ext. Material 
Exterior 
Patio Type 
Patio SF 
Garage SF 
Garage Type 
Driveway SF 
Dri'way Mat' I : 
Heat Source 
Fireplace 
Fireplace # : 
BldgCondition : 
Neighborhood : 05F 
Stat Class : A60 Volume 5 ---.._ ________ Page 283 
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Exhibit "B"· 3' 
From: Kevin Crosby <kevtncrosby@prurep.com> 

<jim.mulder@cl.woodbum.or.us> 
4112/2004 8:14:02 PM 

To: 
Data: 
Subject UGB EXPANSION 

Aprll12 04 

To Jim Mulder 

Jim 

.. .... . 
·-· ;.· · ·:·.j 

•, _1 

;; 

In regards to the letter we recieved regarding the proposed expansion of the UGB boundary our hop farm 
is located north of Woodburn surrounding the Crosby Rd. and Butteville Rd. Intersection. 
We are belng pressured from many directions here are some of the reasons we support an expansion of 
the UGB over al our land. 

1 . Wilt in the soil yields are on the decline for hop and crop production. 

2. safety issues regarding mud on the road during harvest trellis collapse from car accidents and safety 
issues resulting from the dramatic Increase in traffic that endanger our employees. 

3. new regulations that will restrict spraying next to the creek. 

I am considering relocatelng my hop farm I would strongly support expanding the UGB boundary over the 
entire 130 acres that myself and my wife jennifer Crosby own. 

The inclusion of this land would give the citizens of Woodburn a beautiful parklike setting for bike paths 
and recreation and very well located building sites that would easily access the freeway at the Donald exit 
for Portland bound commuters thus mlnimizelng the congestion at the Woodburn Interchange. 
In addition to the Crosby land LLC property, my father Ed and Brother Brian own 11 ac bordering the city 
they wanted me to convey that they also support a UGB expansion. Jim I would appreciate your 
consideration of our request. I know you have alot to consider. 

Regards 
Kevin Crosby Jennifer Crosby 
Crosby Land LLC 
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Exhibit "B" ... 3 7 

1' --,ary 30, 200S 
· .. ·.; :_ 

W oodbum Planning Commission: 

JAN 3 1 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNITY 
0Ml.OPMENT DEPT. 

The Serres Family would lib to take this opportunity to inform the Planning Commission of our 
intent to tile a Measure 37 claim for waiver of restrictions placed on our property. We understand 
that the proposed Woodburn UGB was determined in a thorough and thoughtful process that 
considered current vacant land, possible zoning changes within .the existing UOB, location 8lld 
proximity to roads and services, and protection of Class 1 soils as mandated by the State of Oregon 
land use ~ons. If granted a Measure 37 waiver we will remove obstacles allowina the city to 
move ~the obvious direction. 

Please take a moment to consider our position. Successful farming requires nearly continuous 
growth in size and efficiency using the most current economic farming ~eeL Further growth of 
our farm is limited by the Pudding River to the East, the City of Woodburn to the West and North, 
by State Route 214, the Rail Road and industry to the South. For the~ 10 years we have 
discontinued the use of many economical cultural practices to our economic loss in order to avoid 
conflict with our city neigbbon. To mention ~few: aerial spraying. nighttime cultivation and 
harvesting, application of chicken manure, and limited air blast spraying. We are restricted farmland 
and the proposed UGB expands onto unrestricted farmland. . 

. , 

.We feel that we are positioned well and will be-successful in our applicatiOn for a Measure 37 
t<\5iver. W c are currently planning ~ upsc8le residential devcloplllent with amenities. We feel our 

operty has a lot to offer the city for it's future growth. The property is located just to the East of 
W oodbum and has the natural relief for drainage with existing large bioswales. The property is 
easily accessible from the city by Serres Lane, Hardcastle, Hwy 214, Lincoln or Tomlin. There is 
easy alternate access to 1-:5 without using the already __ clogged Woqd~um interchange by going north 
via Aurora cutoff or scuth at Brooks. · 

The diversity of our 400+ acres includes flat and.rolling fiel~ old growth timber, ponds, wetlands, 
wildlife habitat, Pudding River frontage and incredible views of Mt Hood, These attributes help the 
city meet the needs of"Woodbum Economic Opportunities Analysis and Development Strategy" 
and provide an opportunity for improved quality of life. Your move to include this unique park, 
residential and recreational land in your UGB for all Woodburn residents will be lost forever if we 
go with private development. 

Sincerely, 

~at?~~J-c'~ 
Paul Se&s, for 
The Serres Family 

. ' ·~ 
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Roser A. Altrcd 
ffiOitlt 503.727.2094 
, AX: 503 J46.2094 
!MAIL: ral~e.c:om 

1f REC'D -A 

FEB 0 3 2005 

~OBURNCOMMUNRY 
OMl.OPMENT DEPt 

February 3, 200S 

VIA EMAIL 

Jim Mulder 
Community Development Director 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodbum,~egon 97071 

PerKins\ 
Coie 

1120 N.W. Couch Street. Tenth Floor 

Port tan~ Olt 97109-4111 

I'HOHis SOJ. m .:aooo 
fAX. so3·7Z7·Un 

www.petltlnKDie.com 

Re: Proposed UGB Amendment- OGA Golf Course Property 

Dear Jim: 

As you know, this office represents Renaissance Development in the ongoing 
development of the Links at Tukwila residential PUD. We are writing in support of 
the City's proposal to add portions of the OGA Golf Course to the city's Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB). Please include this letter in the record of City proceedings 
in this matter. 

The expansion of the UGB in the area north of the existing UGB and east of Boones 
Ferry Road provides an orderly and efficient conversion of rural land to urban use 
consistent with Goal14, and will help the City maintain a 20-year supply ofbuildable 
land for housing needs. The expansion in this direction provides the City with 
additional acreage for residential development and also adds desireable open space in 
the form of the existing golf course facility. 

The proposed expansion onto the OGA property is also consistent with the City's prior 
approvals of Phases I-IV of the Tukwila residential development. The City's 
relatively recent approval of Phase IV of the Tukwila PUD specifically contemplates 

· the extension of Olympic Street across OGA golf course property to Boones Ferry 
Road. This new road will provide a second means of access for residents and for 

l -4199~ I fP A050330.1.5()} 

.A. HCHO U .GE · BEIJIN G · 8 HU VUl · BO I S£ · CHIC .A. C O · D ENV ER · HO NG KONG · LO S ANGEL ES 

ME NL O P.A.IK · OlY M P I.A. · PO RTl .A. ND · S .A. N fi A N CI S( O · SE AT Tl E · WASHINGTO N , D. C. 

Perkins Cole llP and Affili ates 
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' -~ 

February 3, 2005 
Pa~c2 

emergency service vehicles if required, and is consistent with an urban designation for 
those portions of the OGA golf course that are not currently within the City's UGB . 

•... ..•. ... _ _..,___.... J ... . --· . . .... -.._ .. ___ ..., . ~. ·-J ·~--. -- ·· ··· 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments in support of the proposed UGB 
amendment. 

~YP?C--
Roger A. Alfred 

RAA:jmm 

cc: Renaissance Development 
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Exhibit "B" .. qo 

FEB 0 3 2005 

WOODBURN COMIUITY DE'a.OPMEHT DEPt . : . 

4 

s 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

IN TilE CITY OF WOODBURN 

In the Matter of the 

Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary. 

) 
) 
) 
) 

LEGAL MEMORANDUM 

1~ COMES "t{OWDALE BAKE~ by and through his attorney DONALD M. KELLEY, 

14 and hereby provides the following Legal Memorandum in support of the addition of his land 

to the Urban Growth Boundary of the city of Woodburn. Mr. Baker's land is approximately· . 

16 10.25 acres along the west side of the City and fronting on the 16600 block ofButteville Road. 

17 SUMMARY OF THE FACTS 

18 In 1988, Mr. Dale Baker applied for and was granted approval by the county to divide 

19 his 10.25 acres into seven acreage homesite lot3. The land is. currently zoned and planned 

20 Acreage Residential(" AR'). The city limits of the City of Woodburn lie adjacent to and east 

21 of Mr. Baker's property. The Marion County Board of Commissioners (Board) recognized 

22 that Mr. Baker's property would likely one day become a part of the City of Woodburn, and 

23 therefore required a design allowing for its re-subdivision into urban lot3. Marion County 

24 Board of Commissioners Order 87-2, p. 2. 

25 In 1991, the City of Woodburn granted approval to the owners of an adjacent property 

26 to subdivide that property into urban lots. The new subdivision, Senecal Estates II, had only a 

Page l -LEGAL MEMORANDUM 

KELLEY • KELLEY • DOYLE 
Attorneys and Counselors 

110 NORTH SICOND STJ • .B&T 
SIL'n1TO,., 0UGON 97341 

(SOl) 17l-4671 
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1 single access point, which had the potential to cut off residents from emergency services. In 

2 light of this probtetD: Mr. B'akcr applied to the City of W oodbum for a change in its Urban 

3 Oro~ BQ~ (''UGB"), a Comprehensive Plan change, a zone change, and annexation of 

4 the application•s property to allow subdivision of the property into more than seven lotS and 

S to provide additional access to the adjacent subdivision. 

6 On Aprill3, 1992, the City of Woodburn passed Ordinance 2081 adopting an 

7 amendment to the Woodburn UGB to expand the UGB to include Mr. Baker's 10.25 acres. 

8 Justification for Ordinance 2081 included the fact that Mr. Baker's propelty was not suitable 

9 for farming unlike the majority of~ ~unding W oodbum, corrected the access problems 
> •· .· , 

10 of Senecal Estates II, created much needed residential housing for west Woodburn, and did 
.. . 

11 not buiden the City's emergency services or infrastructure. Although the Marion County 

12 Board of Commissioners did not ratify the City's actio~ Ordinance 2081 is still in effect. 

13 The ~ity of Woodburn continues to grow at a rapid pace and is in an ever-increasing 

14 need for new resjdential homes. By pl~ing Mr. Baker's property within UGB, the City will 
'•· . . 

· 15 .. move towards meeting this need. City Ordinance .2081 stated a public policy of the city of 

16 Woodburn to place Mr. Baker's property wi~ the Woodburn UGB. The reasons for the 

17 passage of Ordinance 2081 still exist, and have increased with the passage of time. Looking 

18 at the Goal14fact9rs clearly shows this. Mr. Baker's 10.25 acres should be included when 

19 the city of W oodbum expan¢1 its .UGB to meet the needs of its citizens. 
. ~ .. 

20 SUMMARY OF BAKER'S ARGUMENTS 

21 The City of W oodb~ by the passage of city Ordinance 2081, acknowledged that Mr. 

22 Baker's property should be in the UGB. Furthermore~ Mr. Baker's property is unsuitable for 

23 agriculture and exempt from Goals 3 and 4, unlike most of the other surrounding properties 

24 the City of Woodburn could incorporate. This makes Mr. Baker's property particularly well· 

25 suited to meet the needs of the city while protecting Oregon's farmland. 

26 
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17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

A. W~dbuna's passag~ of Ordinance 1081, which remam.·ia effed, maket Mr. 
~ . . 

Baker's property not only the most logical, but also the best, property to 
~ . 

include ID the City's Urban Growth Boundary. 

City Ordinance 2081 placed Mr. Baker's properly within the City of Woodburn's 

UGB. Although Maiion.Co\lnt}r did not agree· that the cit)thad ShOwn the need. for more lind, 

today the need is clear and if the UGB is to be expanded, Bakers property mUst be the first 

land added to the UGB. 

An "urban growth boundary" is a bOundary line established under Ooal14 to separate 

urbanizable land from rural land. City ofSalsm v. FamilieS for Respgnsible Ooyt., 298 Or. 

574, 577 n.3 (1983), reversed on other &rounds. 298 Or. 574, on reman4 73. OrApp. 620 

(1985). 

Goall4 provides a process for either the establishment or change of a UGB. The 

purpose of the goal is to provide an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land 

use. 1000 FriendS of Oregon v. Wasco County Court. 299 Or. 344 (1985). Ooall4 provides 

for seven factors which must be considered when establishing or changing a UGB. They are: 

"( 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 within and on the fringe of the existing urban 

area; . 
(5) Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; 
( 6) Retention of agricultural land as defined with Class I being the highest priority for 

retention and Class VI the lowest priority; and 
(7) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural activities.'~ 

22 OAR 660-040-010(1)(B). The City of Woodburn determine~ with the passing of Ordinance 

23 2081, that Mr. Baker's property met Goal 14 and the concomitant factors. 

24 The City of Woodburn has not repealed Ordinance 2081, it is still a part of the City's 

25 law, and will be so until repealed. There was no language that inferred the Ordinance's effect 

26 would cease with the passage of time or if some event occurred or failed to occur. The fact 
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1 that the Board refu,sed to raticy the City's Ordinance has no bearing of the Ordinance's status 
: l . ·'; \ ~ ... ~ • 

2 

3 

as far as the City is concerned. Ordiiiauce 2081 is a part of Woodburn law. Tho City's 
. . ,• .. . 

Ordinance remains a proposed UGB within the meaning of Goal 14 for the State and County. 

4 ~Cecil v. Jackson. 19 Or LUBA 446, 452 (1990). 

s 
6 and bat p"ority wbea decldln& wblc:h property to include l.a aa expoded 

7 Urbo Growtb Boundary. 

8 Mr. Baker's property is unsuitable for agriculture unlike many other surrounding 

9 properties the City of Woodburn could incorporate, making Mr. Baker's property particularly 

10 well-suited to meet the needs of the city while protecting Oregon's farmland. The City, 

11 Marion County, and the State have c:oncl'uded that Mr. Baker's property is not desirable for 

12 agricultural purposes and exempted it tiom Goals 3 and 4. When the County changed the 

13 zoning from Excl~ive Farm Use('~ to AR it examined, with the State, the properties 

14 value in this regard. The City was required to make its own determination before the passage 

15 .. . of City Ordinance 2081. City, County, and State all agreed that_Mr. Baker;s property was not 

16 well-suited for agricultural. 

17 On January 7, 1992 the Board changed Mr. Baker's property from EFU to AR. In 

18 doing so they adopted a list of findings of fact about the property. The Board found that this 

19 change was consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. They required that the property be 

20 designed to facilitate future redevelopment and incorporation into Woodburn. Most 

21 importantly, th.e Board noted that the County did not want to expand onto good farmland, and 

22 changing Mr. Bak~r's property to ARhelped protect the good farmland. Mr. Baker's property 

23 is wedged between a city neighborhood and Senecal Creek. Finally, the change from EFU to 

24 AR zoning is a result of its exemption from Goals 3 and 4 due. 

25 I I 

26 II 
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~ II 
Although Mr. Baker's property is not subject to Goals 3 and, it is helpful to 

demonstrate the appropriateness of Mr. Baker's property being included in Woodburn's UGB. 

Priorities for including land within a UGB are as follows: 

4 

s 
6 

(1) Urbanreserv~ land; · 
(2) ExceptioQ an4 ~!l:.i~~d .. ~ adjw;~ .tQ ~ UGB;. 
(3) Mariinallands ae3ignate pumw1t to ORS 197 .247; 
(4) Lands designated for agriculture or forestry, or both. 

7 ORS 197 .298(1 ). Furthermore, the higher the quality of soil, the more inappropriate its 

8 inclusion in the UOB. The majority of properties outside the UGB of W oodbum on the East, 

9 northwest, and south sides of Woodburn are designated for agriculture or forestry and subject 

10 to Goals 3 and 4 •. Go~ q fC<l~ ~ ~ l~atioq. of~ UOB Qe b~ on "retention o( 

11 agricultural land" Branscomb v. LCPC. 297 Or. 142, 146-147 (1984). Of the four categories 

12 used in Goal14, Mr. Baker' s land would be considered urban reserve land. Both the City and 

13 County have ensured that his property was planned "in a manner that ensures a range of 

14 opportunities f'or the orderly, ~conomic and efficient provision· of urban services when [his] 

lands are included in the UGB." OAR 660-21-040(1). Mr. Baker's property is a buildable 

.) property within a urbanizable area that is suitable, available and necessary for residential use. 

17 See, ORS 197.295(1). 

18 CONCLUSION 

19 The City of Woodburn should, in reviewing its UGB, give effect to Ordinance 2081, 

20 which was passed by the City and remains in effect for inclusion of the Baker property in 

21 Woodburn's UGB. Mr. Baker's property is not subject to Goals 3 and 4, which are designed 

22 to protect farmland and forestland. Furthermore, Mr. Baker's property is characteristic of 

23 urban reserve land, while the remaining land surrounding W oodbum is predominantly quality 

24 farmland. State law requires W oodbum first incorporate its urban reserve land, and take 

25 farmland only as a last resort 

26 II 
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2 County, Oregon. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this / 5 day of April, 2004 at Silverton, Marion 
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Exhibit "B"-1// 
1000 SW Broadway 

Suite 1130 

Portland, oa 9720S 

Phone 503-916-8963 

Pax 503-916-3964 

lCHITICTS 

ONTlACTOlS 

BVBLOPBlS 

FEB 0 S 2005 

.. 
' 

www.opUICorp.cotD 

February 3, 200S 

Planning Commission 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

Subject: Woodburn UGB Plan Amendment 

Dear Planning Commissi~n: 

I am submitting this letter on behalf of Opus Northwest in support of the proposed urban 
growth boundary expansion plan and plan amendment the city planning commission is 
formally reviewing tonight at the public hearing. 

As you know, opus Northwest has worked with the City over the past six plus years in 
support of the City's proposed UGB expansion. Opus has invested a significant amount 
of money planning for the development of a 103 acre business park Opus controls west of 
I-5 that is within the City's proposed expanded UGB. The Opus business park is 
projected to provide over 1.4 million square feet of development ($85 min value), over 
1,400 new jobs, and $1.45 min annual property taxes for Woodburn when the park is 
fully built out in 3 to 5 years from the date the UGB is formally approved. 

As the City proceeds with planning commission, city council, and Marion County public 
hearings, Opus would appreciate it if you would send us notice of future hearings to be 
held. Please also copy Opus on the formal decisions made by each of the public bodies 
that review the City's proposed UGB plan. 

Si~ly;'A~ 
WillD~e 
Opus Northwest, LLC 

cc: Jim Mulder 
Corinne Sherton 
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Exhibit "B" -"/ 3 

KUZMA BARSUKOFF 
S600 L hwy 111 
Hubbard or. 970)1 

Subject }XOPerty: 

14901 wilc:o bwy. Ne. 
Woodbum or. 97071 

971-lll-4094 

February 9, 200S 

City council 
Woodburn or. 97071 

Dear members, ladies and gentleman 

This letter is concerning the matter of the expansion of the U.G.B. in the surrounding 
W oodbum area. I support the expansion oil ~e industrial areas. I have several FACTS to back up 
my opinion 

A) One of the sites that would be idea was over looked for the addition of industrial ground 
Was the southeast side of Woodburn on the subject property listed above. This site has the 

(~~;;~t~ railioad ruilll!nl along the north side of the property line and borders the U.G.B. on one of 
,: tbC tl1rec p~perty lines. The nine-area parcel next t9 my property shares the railroad track 

and is being develaped with an~~ spur, city water and has been blacked topped 
with plains for a business to supply the nursery growers. Hwy. 214 are the main artery that 
supplies the egress and ingress for my property. 

B) Some ofthe complaints of the expansion were the idea of using all the high value farm 
ground. In fact that on exhibit (A) of the letter shows that most of the production is not a 
food crops and that is in grass seed; nursery. bay and forage, small woodlots and Christmas 
a tree. On exhibit (B) is more of the same infonnation showing the increase from 1997 to 
2003 of the facts thatl stated above. In fact the amount of food crops have declined in 
·production over the course of the years. This is the strongest fact for the expansion. 

C) One of the other issues on my so-called high value ground. (WATER). My property at 
14901 wilco hwy. 214 Woodburn has no water rights. The Oregon water resource 
department has no guarantee that I will or ever will be able to receive a water right 
certificate. If I have no water I have no value. 

D) I believe that my 19.05 acres would be an ideal alternative site to add into the U.G.B. 
expansion with the c prebensive plan of industrial ground to satisfy some of the 

Sincerely, 

bellyacbers on the u west side of town. 

v~J 
• 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
0 YAGER 

NOTAR'f' PUBLICNO-03R~~~r COMMISSION · 
lvf{ COMMISSION EXPIRES N(N. S, 2005 Kuzma Barsukoff 

STATE OF OREGON, COUNTY OF MARION ) ss: 
The above document was signed and executed before me this 9th day of Feb., 
2005, by KUZMA BARSUKOFF to be his voluntary act. 

Befo::~~~'"""" M .. ""-' " ' ·- "··- ' --- • "I~:::· 
5 
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1997 Oregon County.and State Agricultural Estimates 
... :.· 

. Prepared: by Sandy. Sears 
Economic lnfonnatlon Assistant 

Oregon State University 

The following pages report preliminary es~ for the value of sales and agricultural production 
for the 1997 crop year. Also reported are ~evJse·d numbe~s for 1996 and 199S. Preliminary or fll'St 
estimates are revised as updated W:otmatlon is reeeived by our office. Estimates are collected and 
organized through Oregon State Uruversity ·Extension Service personnel. Once county information is 
complete, state totals are tabulated for ·this_ sp~ial repOrt. 

, ) . 

"Other_ farm inco~, .. particulady farm fo .. fe3try or msall woodlot producta, is included in these 
agricultural estimJtte$: F~ foremy ~ liecdm~ q\Ute significant over the yean, reaching $332.2 
million (pg. 8). Uso cautitm wbeil comparing tliese,agicultural estimates with the Department of 
Forestry numbers, u this inayleaq tO the double counting of sales. . . . . . 

This report is designed to provide a quick overview of Oregon's agriculture for this past year. The 
Extension Service maintains detailed information for Oregon and United States agriculture. Com­
modity Data Sheets are publishtt_d .. tbroughout the year, reporting major agricultural commodities 
produced in Oregon. These contain a county-level breakdown of production, data on other Northwest 
states or other states important to the specific commodity, and total figures for the United States. 

. . 
Commodity Data Sheets are published by groupings: grains and hay, field crops, tree fruits and nuts, 
small fruits and berries, vegetable and truck crops, specialty products, livestock and poultry. If you 
are interested in more information contained in the Commodity Data Sheets, contact: 

Economic Information Office 
Agricultural & Resource Economics 

Oregon State University 
219 Ballard Extension Hall 
Corvallis, OR 97331-3601 

(541)737-6126 

Thank you to all the County Extension agents and specialists who assisted our office with the devel­
opment of these estimates for all the crops and livestock throughout Oregon. 

A special thank-you to Robert Clark of Dixon Creek Software for his programming talents. 
Mr. Clark rebuilt our software programs which house our statistics and generate our county- and 
state-level statistical reports. 
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AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY SALES 
ORl!GON. 1997p 

Poul,ry aoA, . Other Arilniill Products .3 °/o 
Dairy Products 60fc, . rains 8°/o 

Cattle & Calves 12°/o 

Specialty Products 
2% 

Nursery& 
Greenhouse 
Crops 13°/o 

Small Woodlots & Chrlstm 
Trees 13o/o 

All Crops 76°/o 
All Livestock 24.,/o 

. Hay & Forage 5°/o 

Grass & Legume 
Seeds 10% 

Field Crops 
8o/o 

Tree Fruit & Nuts 
]OA, 

Small Fruit & Berries 
3%, 

Vegetable & Truck 
Crops 7o/o 

....._------------~---------------~:-::::::::::;. 
1997p Sales By Commodity :~' 

p=prel lmlnary 
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Field Crops 
Grains 

Thousand Dollars 

Grass & Legumes 
Hay & Forage 
Nursery & Greenhouse Crops 
Small Fruit & Berries 
Small Woodlots & Christmas Trees 
Specialty Products 
Tree Fruit & Nuts 
Vegetables & Truck Crops 

ALL CROPS 

Cattle &: Calves 
Dairy Products 
Other Anlmal Products 

ALL LIVESTOCK 

ALL CROPS & LIVESTOCK 

274,859 
269,605 
340,175 
154,259 
413,288 

93,387 
429,029 

60,337 
232,023 
253,156 

$2,520,118 

395,362 
207,676 

90,142 

$781,804 

$3,301,922 
Source: Economic Jnformadon Office, Oregon State Unl•. . '/1 

June 10. 

1 

) 



.. " ----._ ....,. • ..,.., • .,'-'V 

1997p 

n.11o 10,754 . 87,864 209,032 46,181 255,213 87,179 25.356 112,535 181,575 37,828 .. 21,9.493 361,040 76,045 437,085 53,5n 1,432 55,009 79,620 18,723 98.343 173,914 14,003 187,917 149,670 26,535 176,205 1,372,717 258,857 1,829~574 .. 

13,186 5.353 18,539 31,798 4,923 36,721 38,519 22,361 60,880 18,878 4.1n 23,055 12,444 1,682 14,126 9,092 65,353 74,445 123.917 103,849 227,768 
55,255 25,847 81,102 59,790 21,571 81,361 19,622 . 10,047 29,669 134,667 . 57,465 192.132 :"<{~:~I~~~ 
20,976 3,736 24,712 

.. ..:-
59,265 1,596 60,861 92,416 17,951 110,367 25,736 7,459 33,195 267,980 40,278 308,258 53,682 8,130 61,812 2,190 4,639 6,829 522,245 83,789 606,034 
14,893 31,743 46,636 112,034 45,697 157,731 38,810 9,922 48,732 19,010 18,811 37,821 

··.· . 
184,747 106,173 290,920 

.. 

19,680 18,441 38,121 
.. ... 

11,237 14,571 25,808 
.• ·· ·.• ·> •• 

7,087 20,244 27,331 9,749 27,069 36,818 
·.•' 

44,344 11,608 55,952 66,091 60,454 126,545 23,637 21,284 44,921 181,825 173,671 355,496 
$2,520,118 $781,804 $3,301,922 

2 Volume 
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Gro$.s farm & Ranch Sales by Conrinodity Group 
1996r-1997p 

269,605 

154,259 

340,175 

274,859 

232,023 

93,387 

253,156 

902,654 

2,520,118 

395,362 

207,676 

88,624 

90,142 

781,804 

3,301,922 

310,659 

148,737 

316,973 

274,089 

164,291 

98,915 

263,602 

869,656 

2,446,922 

252,141 

237,009 

86,029 

75,218 

650,397 

3,097,319 

Volume _ _ s __ 3 
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-15.2% 

3.6C% 

6.8% 

0.3% 

29.2% 

-5.9% 

-4.1% 

3.7% 

2.9°/o 

36.2% 

-14.1% 

2.9% 

16.6% 

16.8% 

6.2% 

.. · .. 
·, . 

..-~~ . 
:::::':> .:..._. 



Orego.n's Leading Agricultu~!lfC.o~odities 
~anked by Gross Dollar Sales 

4 

395,362 
332,162 
323,261 
227,147 
207,678 

135,203 
129,539 
104,654 
96,847 
90,027 

85,190 
70,532 
59,100 
54,581 
52,515 

49,033 
46,085 
40,141 
35,914 
34,992 

33,109 
26,658 
25,510 
25,435 . 
23,794 

22,754 
22,113 
21,470 
21,212 
20,319 

20,229 
19,943 
19,831 
18,658 
18,596 

15,988 
13,676 
13,572 
13,327 
13,243 

12,494 
9,375 
9,202 
8,782 
8,639 

252,141 
335';107 
307,024 
268,492 
237,009 

124,914 
118,438 
109,387 
89,710 
88,253 

88,QM 
75,391 
60,009 
41·,394 
45,342 

~ 
55,845 
32,138 
16,n4 
40,470 
15,904 

36,843 
16;185 
18,300 
21,709 
24,943 

22,637 
16,891 
18,1.00 
18,250 
14,996 

22,833 
14,367 
15,301 
16,911 
15,718 

15,370 -
19,157 
11,558 
13,322 
11,469 

12,326 
8,745 
8,029 
9,762 
9,752 

296,285 
409,30Q_. 
290,966 
283,90~ 
212,901 

151,609 
82,395 

101,144 
85,517 
83,464 

41.~ 
69,666 
47,530 
52,433 
36,090 

58,125 
22,769 
35,424 
33,760 
18,205 

35,372 
14,884 
15,en 
28,187 
26,171 

20,093 
17,685 
8,432 

17,673 
.15,470 

26,830 
14,235 
13,301 
16,755 
11,938 

12,800 
16,244 
6,900 

10,007 
9,833 

14,250 
15,923 
8,305 
7,692 

13,690 

Volume __ s __ 
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Oreg~n's Lea~ing Agricultural C~llnmodities 
· Ranlle·d o·*oss Dollar Sales ·( Cont' d) ·. 

6,193 
5,948 
5,860 
5,314 
5,229 

4,884 
4,n8 
4,507 
4,252 
4,225 

4,105 
3,912 
3,783 
3,703 
3,672 

3,632 
3,467 
3,022 
2,931 
2,897 

2,519 
2,461 
2,459 
2,341 
2,254 

2,219 
2,018 
2,006 
1,822 
1,615 

1,485 
1,466 
1,332 
1,299 
1,296 

1,258 
1,188 
1,004 

121,909 
3,301,922 

8,1 
7,224 
4,982. 
5,362 
8,033 . 

7,5o8 
6,053 
4,838 
5,427 
8,278 

5,140 
4,133 
4,089 
3,704 
3,175 . 

4,353 
4,331 
3,446 
3,9€}4 
5,193 

6,278 
4,1.10 .. 

19,035 
1,343 
2,645 

4,315 
2,002 
2,834 
2,251 
2,455 

2,113 
1,807 
1,no 
1,938 
1,611 

1,398 
1,443 
1,011 
1,350 
1,503 

1,284 
792 
921 

112,438 
3,097,319 

E::cteruion Economic Information O.fftce, Oregon State Univerlity. 

Volume 

Page 

5 
310 

5 

7,311 
5,230 
4,512 
3,n1 
8,981 

5,180 
2,630 
4,138 
4,602 
1,550 

4,632 
5,460 
3,255 
3,444 
3,750 

4,592 
1,127 .:.:/:-:;: 
2,878 

855 
2,071 

2,933 
1,616 
4,170 
4,867 
2,316 

1,102 
1,956 
1,408 
1,560 
1,438 

1,548 
1,435 
1,930 
1,219 
2,008 

1,166 
1,127 
1,035 

115,522 
3,068,379 

June 12, 1998 
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Oregon Agricultural ·Preliminary Estimates, 1997 

918,787 
118,443 
36,878 
27,966 

1,520 

1,103,594 

398,268 
596,205 
29,460 
34,515 

1,058,44a 

6,916 
13,470 
19,815 
8,050 

13,030 
9,036 

102,202 
4,216 

119,050 
149,223 
20,510 
10,440 

475,958 

68 
74 
88 

189 

Tons 
4.7 
2.5 

26.9 

Pounds 

671 
498 
942 
415 
436 
878 

1427 
758 

1857 
1435 
900 

62,512,619 
8,73'6,150 
3,257,345 
5,281,240 

27,884 

79,815,238 

Tons 

1,855,465 
1,471,023 

792,304 
1,063,760 

Thousand 
Pounds 

4,643 
6,708 

18,666 
3,344 
5,684 
7,934 

145,890 
3,197 

221,133 
214,158 
18,455 
4,888 

654,700 

$3.71 
.$2.80 
$2.21 
$3.29 

Per 'Ibn 

$104.39 
$76.11 
$23.09 

Z31,SS3 
24,423 
7,194 

17,382 
167 

281,159 

193,690 
111,962 
18,297 
41,092 

365,041 

Per Hundred­
weight 

$133.38 
$231.04 
$99.62 
$75.33 

$104.82 
$78.99 
$58.39 
$76.98 
$24.68 
$60.49 
$46.81 

6,193 
15,497 
18,596 
2,519 
5,958 
6,267 

85,190 
2,461 

54,580 
129,539 

8,639 
4,747 

340,187 

Perccmt 
98 
93 
87 
77 

54 
18 
29 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

227.,,147 
22,754 
6,239 

13,327 
138 

269,605 

104,654 
20,319 
5,314 . 

23,972 

154,259 

6,193 
15,497 
18,596 
2,519 
5,946 
6,267 

85,190 
2,461 

54,581 . 
129,539 

8,639 
4,747 

340,175 
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Acres 

53,017 
50,075 
8,353 

18,002 
3,570 
8,378 
2,887 

10,292 
24,551 

179,125 

27,760 
11,489 
11,261 
10,014 
4,760 
1,217 
2,270 
6,540 
2,991 

78,302 

Units 

500 cwt 
71 lbs 

1646 lbs 
23 ton 
23cwt 

2769 lbs 
'· 2459 lbs 

30761bs 
16.0 ton 
3.7 ton 

554 bxs 
17.5 ton 
214 bxs 
4.6 ton 
2.7 ion 

Thousand Per 
uDits 

26,491 
3,571 

13,748 
413 
81 

23,198 
7,100 

42,695 
183.8 
41.8 

5,547 
83.4 
260 

10.5 
17.9 

Unit 

$5.63 
$13.73 
$"1.85 

$61.76 
$28.78 
$0.13 
$0.55 

$0.47 
$321.60 

$1,101.56 
$6.31 

$265.19 
$18.38 

$280.16 
$1,106.15 

$000 

148,139 
49;033 
25,435 
25,508 

2,341 
3,022 
3,912 

18.658 
11,782 

288,830 

40,141 
59,100 
46,085 
34,992 
22,113 
4,776 
2.931 

19,831 
2,054 

·232,023 

Pen;ent 

91 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

$000 

135.203 
49,;033 
•25,435 
25,510 

2,341 
3,022 
3,912 

18,658 
11,745 

274,859 

40,141 
59,100 
46,085 
34,992 
22,113 

4,776 
~.931 

19,831 
2,054 

232.023 
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Oregon Agricultural I 

Total all crop sales for 1997: 

Acres 
5,115 
3,877 
2,013 
2,124 
1,190 
6,340 

20,659 

19,691 
44,840 
20,780 
23,812 

2,540 
4,035 
2,680 
2,645 

12,909 

10,596 

144,528 

6,748 

1,540 
720 

Units 
9852lbs 
5130ibs 

173.6bbl 
87511bs 
1934 lbs 

558 cwt 
8.7 ton 
6.7 ton 
1.8 ton 
5.0 ton 
4.8 ton 
8.2 ton 

134 cwt 

1281 tree 

)~{,Unary Estimates, 1997 (continued) 
,,..;; . 

UniUi 

50,393 
19,888 

350 
18,588 
2,301 

10,981 
389 
140 
43 
13 
20 
22 

355 

8,642 

WI IIIIo 

$0.401 
$0.025 

$61.432 
$0.730 
$1.835 

$7.88 
$85.07 

$170.44 
$224.66 
$387.22 
$350.40 
$111.89 
$.16.50 

$11.21 

$000 
20.229 
12,494 
21,470 
13,572 
4,225 

21,385 

93,375 

86,568 
33,109 
23,794 

9,605 
4~884 
6,836 
2.459 
5,860 

77,435 

19,4n 

~70,027 

323,261 
332,182 
96,847 
90,o27 
15,988 
44,449 

902,774 

Percent 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

81 
100 
100 
98 

100 
100 
100 
100 
99 

99 

99 
100 
10.0 
100 
100 
99 

$000 
20.229 
12,494 
21,470 
13,572 

4.225 
21,397 

93,387 

70,532 
33,109 
23,794 

9,375 
4,884 
6,836 
2,459 

·5,860. 
76,932 

19,375 

253,156 

323.261 
332,182 

96,847 
90,027 
15,988 
44,349 

902,654 

2,520,118 
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Oregon Agricultural Preliminary Estimates, 1997 (continued) 

~ ; 

· ... :. · .. ·. 
:::- Honey ·. ·.,,.· 

Jr9~~ ~~~~! .· .... 
. ,,D~zy. PfQ.Clll~. . . . .. · .. , .. 
: ,:;o~cM~.'.ti~~~tf)~f<;:.,:: .. · ..... , 

Head 

1,475,335 

61,880 

394,893 

2,679,200 layers 

357,730 shorn 

49,200 females 

49,350 hives 

115,550 

92,815 

Total livestock and poultry sales for 1997: 

Total agricultural sales, preUminary estimate for 1997: 

Unit& 

88,640 head 

21,846,000 head 

62,043,000 dozen 

2,380,916 lbs 

192,650 pelts 

14,9n,o96 cwt 

$000 

395,362 

9,202 

26,6S8 

35,914 

52.515 

1,332 

7,549 

2,897 

21.212 

207,676 

21,487 

781,8~ 

3,301,922 

.~~~U·JJ. 19M 

\ 



Oregon Gross I! .au.u ...,_._._ , .. 

1,643 . 2,502 22,989 4,809 1.110 871 9,241 33,745 77,110 3,.ca8 . 6,000 60 1.1~ ' . 10-754 87.8 
980 4,003 8,327 1,138 7,795 -15,119 15,689. 155,981 209.~ . 6,168 . . 4,500 29,061 6,462 . 46.181 255.2 

1,470 2,069 16,534 5,811 6,811 1,679 10,689 42,116 87,179 8,410 5.200 7,455 4,291 25.356 112.! 
1,418 7,944 121,251 10,736 2,821 3,718 8,812 24,875 181,575 6,605 11,500 6,759 12,964 37-.824 219-<f 
3,778 8,035 69,799 32,459 14,030 23,591 67,966 141,382 361,040 9,8&4 . 38.000 20,658 7,493 . 76,045 <137,( 

278 264 152 680 319 4,699 12,126 35,059 53,577 552 230 • 650 1~432 55,"C 
3.275 3,686 30,697 6,940 10.856 1,668 2,2.u 2o,254 79,620 2.518 1o.ooo 4.194 2.011 1a.m ··~ 
7,598 3,953 12,866 2,537 13,938 14,629 7,434 110,959 17a.OU 1.850 8,600 469 2.884 14,0o;s 187,~ 
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88 - - - 257 10 12,831 13,186 1,350 . 1,952 - 2.051 
116 275 79 250 19 481 530 30,048 31,798 2.100 2.105 37 681 

7 174 - - 20 15,442 136 22,740 38,519 8,471 11,600 - 2,290 
22 - - - 5,886 - 12,970 18,878 ' 1,847 547 - 1,683 

131 - - - 113 60 12,140 12.«4 1,122 112 - 448 
168 ~ - - 4 80 8,840 9,092 . 2,805 61,281 - 1.267 

123 858 79 250 39 22,183 816 99,569 123,917 17,795 77,597 37 

194 350 40 65 1,969 226 641 51,570 55.255 : -~- - 1,436 
289 1,503 376 - 37,839 - 929 18,854 . 59,790 11,767 1,509 . 4,037 
72 770 - - 1,418 - 670 16,692 19,622 2,600 6,009 23 
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19,895 398 105 126 421 - - 31 20,978 . 3,649 - - 87 . 3,736 24, 
40 165 - - 55,385 313 50 3,312 59~265 550 338 - 708 1.~ 60, 

36,135 5,902 627 39,834 744 18 7,116 1,980 92,416 "16,899 - - 1,052 17;951 · ·110. 
24,974 206 - 435 49 - - 72 25,736 1,814 - 5,779 66 7.~ '33 
93,349 16,190 11,025 57,241 19,894 37 54,654 15,590 ~67,980 33,725 353 - 6,200 40,278 308 
14,483 1,937 - 316 33,917 - 72 2,957 53,682 6,875 - - 1.255 8.130 61 

55 391 - 67 - - - 1,677 2,190 4,393 - - 246 4,639 6 
188,931 25,189 11,757 98,019 110,410 428 61,892 25,619 522.245 67.705 691 5,779 9,614 83,1'89 606 

2,233 3,739 - 5,466 - - - 3,455 14,893 28.925 2,191 - 627 31,743 46 
~ ~ :'Y'~.!:W~~F.=H;","::,;,:·,;:<'·:' 18,327 6,962 5,197 40,941 461 - 39,571 575 112,034 33,190 9,938 - 2.569 45,697 .157 
~ £ ;U~~ '·'."\}/:if:{ 10,052 2,998 5,198 10,703 1,234 - 152 8,473 38,810 8,SI72 88 - 862 _ 9,922 48 

c ,,~f~)@~.::-::::=:':. =t. 5,815 4,156 60 634 - - 75 8,270 19,o1o 15.434 - - 3,3n· 18.811 31 
~ r\.W.,~~~.?U? '>:U:N 36,427 17,855 10,455 57,744 1,695· - 39,798 20,773 184,747 16,521 12 2H • 7 435 106 173 29Cl 
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10,372 26,194 - . 18,230 - - - 11,295 66,091 45,806 11.557 1,009 2.082 60,-454 12f 

630 20,260 - 15 - - - 2,732 23.637 20,652 - - "632. 21,284 + 
17.486 71.146 9.632 52.355 480 - 3,321 27405 181.825 145473 14,423 1,011 12,764 ' 

93,387 253,156 902,654 2,520,118 '3a5;382 207,ff78 88,624 90,142 
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Oregon ·counties, 1997p 

~.600 9,900 35,480·· 4,69.0 . 633' 190 10i805 1,300 68,598 
3,600 30,100 ·· 8,820 577 . 4,79~ 4,120 5,443 1,930 59,385 
4,200 25,76() 25,700 5,915 4,150 397 7,511 340 73,973 
4,400 22,650 192.700 13,5.15 1,803 705 8,773 ' 130 244,676 

11,700 25,806 75,020 15,529 7,998· 6,295 39,835 ' 2,510 184,687 
920 4,7$) 340 300 125 1,385 5,451 80· 13,361 

11,000 18,600 45,650 5,276 5,598 490 2,105 . 580 90,199 
24,030 26,520' .. 21.495 1,160 7,645 3,700 6,430 290 91,270 
17,800 25,000 35,040 1.1~0 10,825 1,000 7,031 250 98,066 
84.150 189,090 440,245 48,082 43,572 18,282 93,384 7,410 . 924,215 

0 5,®() 0 0 0 . 55 0 330 5,685 
400 9,900 >( 250 200 23 128 950 50· 11,899 
100 19,450 0 0 35 1,462'·.· 60 25 21,132 

o 1,700 o o o· 523 o 210 2,433 
0 3,500 0 0 0 25 10 30 3,565 
0 9,750 0 0 0 7 20 90 9,867 

500 49,600 250 200 58· 2,198 1,040 735 54,581 

650 13,720 90 20 1,015· 75 223 250 16,043 
1,275 35,150 400 0 6,335 0 625 145 43,930 
4~5 13,2~0 0 0 334 0 290 100 14,399 

2,350 62,120 490 20 7,684 75 1,138 495 74,372 

110,061 . 3,335 160 460 50 0 0 0 114,066 
250 2,900 0 0 13,385 64 30 10 16,639 

164,003 22,508 710 16,380 659 25 4,803 0 . 209,088 
121,845 1,900 0 445 15 0 0 0 124,205 
350,750 53,300 8,808 36,614 4,550 15 29,258 430 483,725 

66,800 7,100 0 615 7,255 0 60 28 81,856 
400 11,100 0 70 0 0 . 0 0 11,570 

814,109 102,143 9,678 54,584 25,914 104 34,151 468 1,041,151 

10,500 72,400 0 2,745 0 0 0 0 85,645 
57,200 91,600 6,600 26,067 334 0 12,515 0 194,31E 
44,000 34,300 7,825' 12,559 531 0 500 10 99,72~ 
23,460 46,000 250 293 0 0 50 0 70,05: 

135,160 244,300 14,675 41,664 865 0 13,065 10 449,73! 

1,875 35,020 140 9,673 0 0 0 0 46,70 
700 32,000 70 1,611 0 0 0 185 34,56 
350 36,500 0 400 209 0 0 0 37,45 

5,100 106,000 400 0 0 0 0 0 111,5( 
15,800 20,675 10,010 10,711 0 0 1,750 142 59,0f 
39,300 7 4,000 0 12,100 0 0 0 360 125, 7f 

4,200 107,000 0 80 0 0 0 0 111,21 
67,325 411,195 10,620 34,575 209 0 1,750 687 526,31 

&l~,(~'r?taf ... 1,103,594 1,os8,448 475,958 179,125 78,302 2o,s59 144,528 9,so5 J,o1o.4 

.. :rce: Compiled by Extension Economic Informa tion Office, Oregon State Unviersity. 
mates are not induded for many specialty crops, pasture/and, and rangeland. 
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5,550 
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40 
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130 
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0 
10 

0 
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20 
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10 
0 

10 

0 
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0 · 
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130 
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0 

" 68i0'1~ 
62,239 
78,471 

242,841 
181',880 

12,400 
93,083 
1o2~337 
.100',615 
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5,145 
11,865 
20,776 
·2,479 
3,405 
9,705 

53,375 

40,612 
44,804 
14,585 

100,001 

127 - ". . 
t , ~-_:: .. . ~ . 

16,t 
231,8 .... , 
132,785 
479,486 

88,989 
11,980 

1,089,395 

87,150 
211,454 
100,211 
76,71( 

475,52! 

49,24• 
35,0~ 
37,011 

111,041 
2,000 

0 
0 

2,300 599 

57,70 
127,84 
117,29 
535,16 

1,174,740 1,135,800 455,451 177,501 76,974 20,285 145,274 9,304 3,195,32 ~'=~~~~ 
Source: Compiled by Extension Economic Information Offlce, Oregon State Unviersity. 
Estimates are not Included for many specialty crops, pasture/and, and rangeland. 
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2003 Oregon County and State Agricultural Estimates 

Oregon Agrtculturallnformatlon Network (OAIN) 
Extension Economic Information Office 

Department of Agricultural & Resource Economics 
Oregon State University 

This report provides a quick overvtew of Oregon's recent crop and livestock production. The following 
pages Include 2003 preliminary estimates for production and value. In addition, there are revised 
estimates for 2002 and 2001. Preliminary or first estimate~ are re'(ls~: as needed when updated 
Information Is received. All of the data reported here were In our da~base as of January 21, 2004. We 
collect only farmgate level data. That means that no transportation Charges or government payments 
are Included In our pric1 estlm~tes. 

:. .T. • . 
. . 

Web access Is provided for you to revtew and download the publicly available numbers that we update 
periodically ln. our· da~base. The URL for our h.omepagels: http:Jnudwtg.arec.orst.edu/econlnfo. This 
publication, as well as earlier versions, can be obtained by cllckJrig on the ·commodity Data Sheets• 
button on our homepaga and then clicking on • All Commodity Summaries.• 

To see any portion of our database accessible to the publtc, you may click on the homepage button, 
·oAIN Databases: No usemame or password Is requlfed; just click on the ·Next" button below the login 
boxes. You may then bring up preformatted reports on the menu provided or click on ·user Defined 
Report/Query" to create your own tables·; These tables may be doWnloaded for printing or you may 
cut/paste them Into an EXCEL spreadsheet for further analysis. 

We try hard to protect confidential data from being viewed by agricultural industry members or the 
general public. That Is done by hiding them within our databas~ or by combining them with other com­
modities in countY,' regional, or statewtde _summ~rtes. ourdeftnltion of confldentlallty Is similar to that 
used by the Oregon Agricultural Statistics Ser"VIce, USDA: any· data that represent fewer than three 
producers or one producer with 60 percent or more of the Identified production are confidential. 

The data we provide are obtained from a team of about 70 Extension agents and specialists from 
around the state. They are knowledgeable about seiected crop and livestock production In the counties 
that they serve. These. numbers reflect the best judgment of these OSU faculty members with respect 
to commodity produc11on, prices, and usage patterns over time. The data represent overall annual 
values. lt is Important to recognize that their choice~ for aggregating data may shift the gross farm sales 
ranking of specific commodities and sectors. · · ' 

Commodities such as some livestock forages are frequently produced, in part, for on-farm use. A single 
price· estimate is made for each county's production regardless of whether It Is sold in an open market 
environment or consumed as an Input to the production of other commodities, e.g., beef cattle, dairy 
cattle, or sheep. The value of production estimate reflects the entire value of the commodity without 
regard to whether it is sold or consumed on-farm. The percent of sales for the commodity is also esti­
mated. That percentage Is multiplied by the value of production estimate to derive the estimated value 
of sales. Thus, for commodities that are consumed on-farm In other enterprises, the value of production 
would be significantly higher than the value of sales. 

A special thank you to Robert Clark, Dixon Creek Software, Corvallis, Oregon. Mr. Clark was the 
programmer who created the software necessary to make the OAIN system operational. We are now 
able to collect and disseminate data electronically through our Website. He continues to provide techni­
cal support and Improvements for our system. 
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Vegetal:lles & truck 
crops 

7% 

Tree fn.JK & nuts 
I)~ 

Small woodlots a 
Christmas treea 

9% 

•: ) f.•'.;. ' • 

i oreg~n,'2QO,~p 
,• t~ .. • l 

Hay & forage 
s•4 

Grass & legume seeds 

Nursery & greenhouse· 
crops 

All Crops 72% 19% 
All Livestock 28% 

. ~preliminary. 

Field Crops 
Grains 

2003p Sales by Commodity 
$1,000 

Grass & Legume Seeds 
Hay& Forage 
Nursery & Greenhouse Crops 
Small Fruit & Berries 
Small Woodlots & Christmas Trees 
Specialty Products 
Tree Fruit & Nuts 
Vegetables & Truck Crops 
AJICrops 

Cattle & Calves 
Dairy Products 
Other Animal Products 
Poultry 
All Livestock 

All Crops & Livestock 

8% 

185,438 
160A7a 
287,729 
205,685 
673,315 

98,171 
308,236 
102,016 
222,337 
244,241 

$2,487,646 

543,048 
282,030 

72,832 
80,227 

$978,137 

$3,465,783 

... ource: OragonAgricultural lnformatfon Network (OA IN), Extension Economic lnformaUon Office, Oregon State University. 
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... -: 

79,754 
297,749 

88,230 
149,832 
4Q3,1,.7 
69~~$ ' 
93.~2p 

208,708·~-: 
1~,828: 

1,SI1~.794 

· 2,n3 
20,267 
34,250 
20,511 
8e"118 
2,308 . 

aa;227· 
.. 

36,827 
48,670 
10,990 
98,487 

9,400 
53,530 
86,630 
21,022 

155,760. 
56,020 

1,658 
384,020 

13,994 
95,161 
27,449 
17,263 

153,867 

11 ,675 
8,379 
8,522 

15,294 
29,753 
85,329 
24,300 

183,252 

$2,487,647 

11,036 
43,43() 
25,530 
40,625. 
83,113 
2,443 

25,759 
16,250 
31,173 

279,359 

5~479 
3,359 

15,705 
4,240 
1,626 

87,1n 
117,581 

18,990 
22,628 
11,767 
53,385 

8,039 
1,126 

93,123 
2,071 

44,124 
8,690 
6,970 

164,143 

37,636 
79,271 
11,683 
16,736 

145,328 

24,368 
11,120 
17,501 
42,338 
13,337 
81,662 
28,011 

218,337 

$978,136 

p=prefiminary. 

Source: Oregon Agricultura/lnformatfon Network (OAJN), Extension Economic Information Office, Oregon State University. 

2 

90,790 
341,179 
113,760 
190,457 
488,260 

71,469 
119,279 
222,958 
225,001 

1,881,153 

8,252 
23,628 
49,955 
24,751 

9,744 
89,485 

205,113 

55,817 
71,298 
22,757 

149,872 

17,439 
54,656 
179,7~·.:·:·:·. 
23,09(';. :-:·:·.·>:; 

199,~ 
64,710 
8,628 

548,163 

51,630 
174,432 

39,132 
33,999 

299,193 

36,043 
19,499 
26,023 . 
57,632 
43,090 

166,991 
52,311 

401,589 

$3,465,783 



;tuu;sp, 2002r, & Percentage Cha;nge 

203,425 

287,729 277,804 

185,438 211,061 

222,337 190,27~ 

98,171 83,534 

244,241 218.468 

1,083,567 1,040,838 

2 ... 17,64& 2,381,119 

543,048 462,488 

282,030 271,065 

80,227 81,808 

72,832 69,569 

978,137 884,930 

3,465,783 3,266,049 

p=prellminary, r=1"8vised. 
1Crops Included in Specialty Products ara nursery crops, bulbs, greenhousa crops. turf, miscellaneous specialty crops, 

. . :·mn forest products (small woodlots), Christmas trees, hyl:lrld poplaf'3, and fee hunting and !'Dcrea tlon. 
:.Jource: O!'Dgon Agricutrural Information Network (OAIN), Extension Economic Information Offlclt, Oregon State University. 
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Page 

3.1°~ 

1.1 % 

3.6% 

-12.1°A. 

16.8°~ 

17.5°A. 

11 .8°~ 

-4.1% 

-4.5% 

17.4°A. 

4 .0°4 

-1.9°4 

4.7% 

10.5°4 

6.1°/. 
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..... . 'IIII! D~· • ~ ----~!t~ •g-: • ., ... - ~- -.-- -- ~ - -

· ' · Rank .. CI ~Y ·, · 1rar Sales 

--

..... 

41 .. ~:~~t9rn§~ ,.Q~eP.ir·9;>:::: · .... · · · -:·•.· · 
: 42 • · sus~¢.~~ for Sugar · · 

.,., 43: ... ·.: .. : .9t£ti~r.~sr~~~· :· _:· .. ·· · · · ·:· :· 
44. Hdg·~ & P.lg~ .:. = .: · · 

· 45,· ... · ,,···: ·c9hlJ~r:G.fatri'-':· ... ·: .. 

p=praliminary, r=revfs&d. 

I . 

. 543,048 -· 
54Z797 
262,030 
158,003 
150,233 

134,602 
130,518 
128,541 
116,&49 
103,281 

76,129 
62,761 
53,040 
52,294 
51,288 

43,016 
36,787 
34,202 
34,082 
33,404 

26,750 
25,414 
23,751 
21,217 
21,006 

20,924 
?-0,400 
20,098 
20,043 
19,384 

18,662 
18,067 
17,591 
15,839 
13,081 

12,317 
11,542 
10,931 
10,723 
10,203 

9,755 
9,592 
9,105 
8,801 
8,065 

462,488 
488,410 
271,065 
160,190 
169,659 

126,342 
129,248 
88,993 

121,250 
126,760 

87,158 
42,on 
48,901 
36,06-4 
46,575 

43,431 
37,985 
31,965 
36,056 
30,521 

25,961 
22,184 
12,220 
19,587 
1.8,010 

15,294 
20,745 
16,800 
22,726 
16,500 

22,805 
20,894 

9,322 
14,446 
14,214 

11 ,554 
12,929 

8,120 
16,659 

8,790 

9,896 
11 ,299 
11,275 

8,992 
8,169 

Source: Oregon Agricultural Information Network (OAIN), ElCtanslon Economic Information Office, Oregon State University. 

Volume 5 4 

Page ]26-
~ 

506,6&4 
/ ' 

482;967 

1 268,379 
150;938 
165.~ 

121,918 
1~,350 

98,093 
129.~ 
129,084 

11-4,589 
75,521 
45,628 
31,979 
35,469 

48,989 
41,991 
25,851 
39,862 
29,068 

25,170 
23,644 
20,310 
15,900(3\: 
18,321 ·:: 

16,071 . 
20,610 
18,045 
23,378 
15,027 

23,982 
22,506 

6,245 
13,089 

8,911 

12,316 
12,156 

7,416 
15,849 

8,046 

10,249 
13,018 
10,739 

9,589 
6,S35 

(continued or . '8: 



RanKea Dy uross Dollar-Sales (continued) 

7,064 10,420 
6,973 8,249 
6,662 5,726 
6,586 6,296 
6,387 6,919 

6,270 5,612 5,182 5,981 3,29.2 . 
0 5,133 6,252 6,470 4,803 4,663 4,647 4,585 2,970 2,no 

4,541 6,847 3,085 4,480 4,113 5,415 4,031 3,787 4,243 3,964 5,473 5,621 3,464 4,6()6 4,379 
3,428 3,983 6,155 3,305 3,185 4,085 3,282 3,599 3,905 3,239 2,896 1,875 3,098 4,865 6,949 
3,065 2,817 2,623 2,662 1,726 1,351 2,621 3,614 2,834 2,196 2,160 2,168 2,084 988 2,445 
2,035 3,408 3,408 1,931 1,874 1,838 1,920 2,862 4,376 1,805 2,589 2,688 1,746 1,257 1,031 
1,555 1,645 1,510 1,512· 979 1,958 1,444 1,516 1,210 1,416 . 1,421 1,586 1,244 1,144 910 
1,213 1,064 908 1,195 1,124 1,112 1,090 1,930 1,632 1,080 1,084 1,152 

11 ,912 11,587 8,140 

154,615 148,971 137,783 
3,465,783 3,266,042 3,329,249 oprelimlnary, r=ra•lised. 

·"ourca: Oregon Agricultural Information Network (OAIN), Extension Economic Information Office, Oregon StatiJ University. 
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3 Oregon Agricultural Estimates for Selected Commodities, 2003p 

V-) 

N 
00 

~ 

.:Q~~i9:~-~~ .. 

. :Oth~r:~~d~ · 
.. ·. ·.' 

s~.n~u..J·. 

Acres 

946,700 
82,050 

27,760 

20,750 

2,330 
1,079,590 

A eros 

410,900 

632,150 

22,440 
49,050 

1,114,540 

Acres 

4,500 

8,200 

20,490 

6,760 

11,860 
4,920 

140,990 

7,390 

117,250 

167,130 

18,920 

13,104 
521,514 

Bushels 

42 

59 

74 

182 

(X) 

(X) 

Tons 
4.4 
1.9 

26.7 
(X) 
(X) 

Bushels 

40,206,600 

4,820,050 
2.{)54,200 
3)67,500 

30,264 
50,878,614 

T9f1S 

1,826,205 

1,215,405 
598,522 

1,192,750 

.C,832,882 

Pounds 1,000 Pounds 

666 2.999 

557 4,571 

981 20,097 

716 4,840 
462 5,480 . 

894 4,400 
1442 203,340 

829 6,129 

1624 190,408 
1256 209,950 

815 15,425 . 

(X) ~,260 

(X) 670,899 

·.lcuJations may not balance diHI to rounding. p=preliminary, (X)-noc appliGIJlHo. 
·'-"11rr:.~: Oreaon AgticultiJ/iiJ Information Ntltwonc (OAIN), Extension Economic lr 

\•-t<.·. 

'\<;:.:!1 Office, Oregon StU~ 
·~·;:::! ·.·. 

PerBu$/Jel 
$3.65 

$2.86 
U.31 
$2.41 

(X) 

(X) 

Per Ton 
$94.25 

$81.92 
$24.45 

(X) 
(X) 

PerCwt 

$114.30 

$244.40 

$78.33 

$55.00 

$63.21 

$43.63 
$37.45 
$45.13 

$17.91 
$60.27 

$59.06 
(X) 
(X) 

146,939 

13,763 
4,744 

9,089 

234 
174,769 

$1,000 
172,121 

99,565 

14,634 

39,648 

325.968 

$1,000 
3,428 

11,171 
15,742 

2,662 

3,464 

1,920 

76,144 
2,766 

34,100 

126,546 
9,110 

4,700 
281,753 

PefCIHJt 

92 

95 
96 

89 
81 

82 

Percant 
66 

52 

46 

78 
63 

Percent 
100 

100 
81 

100 

100. 

10Q 
100 
65 

100 
100 
100 

99 
19 

(oonllnwd Gn p/1(/11 '7) 

) 

. 134,60: 

13,08 
4,54 

8,06: 
18' 

160AT. 
.• 

$1,00 
116_84! 

51,28 
6,66 

30.a& 
205,61 

$1,QO .. 
3,42 

11,17 
"12.75 

2.66 
.3,46 

1.~ 
76,12 · . . 
'1,8(] 

34,08 

126,54 
9, 1() 

4,6E 

21.7,73 
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Oregon Agricultural Estimc 

46,180 

21,510 

5,746 

9,470 

3,120 

90 
2,903 

5,674 

15,245 

109,938 

Acres 

28,815 

15,581 

12,674 

7,152 

5,061 

1,004 

1,868 

10,438 

2,444 

85,037 

1,630 lb 

30 ton 
17 cwt 

1,100 lb 

2,6591b 

(X) 

(X) 
(X) 

Units 

1,6161b 

12.1 ton 
3.7 ton . 

470 box 

13.4 ton 

172 box 

3.0 ton 

2.5 ton 
(X) 

(X) 

-~IT})r Selected Commodities, 2003p (continued) 
..:~~~·;.• 

2,021 
S,~6 

283 

52 

99 
7,718 

(X) 

(X) 

(X) 

1,000 Units 

46,570 
188 

47 

3,361 

68 
173 

6 

26 
(X) 

(X) 

$12.78 
$2.14 

$33.69 
$28.42 

$0.10 

$0.58 
(X) 

(X) 

(X) 

Per Unit 
$0.51 

$282.36 

$1,110.55 
$10.22" 

$275.20 

$17.95 

$198.20 

$1,317.82 

(X) 
(X) 

25,836 

20.043 

9,592 

1,478 

10 

4,480 

11,632 

9,735 

193,625 

$1,000 

23,751 

53,040 

52,337 

34,331 

18,6n 

3,108 

1,102 

34,042 

2,846 

223,234 

98 

100 

100 

98 

100 

100 

99 

99 

96 

Percent 
100 

100 

100 

100 
·100 

99 

99 

98 

99 

100 

CaJcuJaCion$ may not baku!Cd due to rounding. JFpreliminary, (Xf=llot applicable. 
·~: 0/"DQon AfJIJ"culluraJ lnfarrn.ll"on IWHworlc (OAIN), ExtM!sion ECtJnOnJic lnlonnalion Orb, Onlgon Stale ~ (~on pi/1(/e IJ) 

103.2-f 

25,41 
20,Q.4 

9~5S 

1,44 
1 

4,4B 
11,54 

9,63 

115,43 

$1,00 

23,75 

53,04 

52.29 , . . 
34,20 

18,66 

3,Q6 

1,09 

33,40 

2,82 
222,33 

.,. 
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Oregon Agricultural Estimates for Selected Commodities, 2003p (continued) ~ f . ·'·. . ... '' . ' ' . ' . ' . ,,. '· . v • . .,,<,,.,,,,,,, ' ,,,,. c~ '"'""' 

w 
w 
0 

··:.··::; 

~:!::~~~1~~ ' ' . " 
.... 

· T~~IAJlCr.~p·.~ . 

2,702 

3,050 

1,205 

7,744 

20,394 

Acres 

21,310 

28,290 

16,545 
3,545 

14,543 

22,256 

13,930 

120,419 

Acres 

(X) 

(X) 
6,540 

(X) 

1,300 

2,730 

(X) 

3,7921b 

163.5 bbl 

8,550 lb 

2,301lb 

(X) 
(X) 

Units 
578 cwt 
9.1 ton 

6.3 ton 
191 cwt 

(X) 
(X) 
(X) 

(X) 

Units 
(X} 
(X) 

1,285 tree 

(X) 

(X) 
(X) 

(X) 

,utations may not baJanc.l dua to rountJins. p=preJiminary, (X);not applicab/@. ·:~:::~ 

9,718 

44Z 
. 26,078 

2,773 

(X) 

(X) 

1,000 Units 
12,321 

258 
104 
678 

(X) 

(X) 

(X) 

(X) 

1,000Pounds 
(X) 

(X) 

8,406 

(X) 

(X) 
(X) 
(X) 

· •.cir~ •ituml •·· · ·;;.,;.. " - !~'lOri< (OAJN), I= lffi+rlslon Economic Info. :)·::Jfb, Oregon State Unlvtrsity. 

$0.727 

$39.811 

$0.8.15 

$1.430 
(X) 

.(X) 

Per Unit 
$6.48 

$81.42 
$174.50 
$15.22 

(X) 

(X) 
(X) 

(X) 

Per Unit 
(X) 

(X) 
$18.80 

(X) 

(X) 

(X) 

(X) 

19,458 

7,064 
17,592 

21,262 

3,964 

28,972 

9&,312 

$1,000 

79,833 

21,006 

18,067 
10,320 

90,624 

14,098 

22.802 
256,750 

$1,000 

544,188 

150.233 
158,003 

132,1.W 

20,625 

90,285 

1,095,474 

100 

100 

100 

100 
100 

100 

PeTCBilt 
86 

100 

100 

99 

99 
100 

100 

95 

Percant 

99 

100 
100 

98 

98 
90 

99 

(contioutP-' .,. Pllflll Sl) ., 

19,384 

7,064 

17,591 

21,217 
3,964 

28,952 

98,1.72 

$1,000 
68,742 

21.006 

1{1,067 

10.203 
89,414 

14,098 

22,711 

244,241 

$1,000 

~,797 

1~,233 

158,003 

130,518 

. 20,400 

81,617 

1.08~56& 

2,.a7,640 
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Oregon Agricultural Estima '- ~)r Selected Commodities, 2003p (continued) 

Head 
1,632,800 

72,700 . 1 oa,®i huaa 

294,900 (X) 
18,304,500 head 

2,618,600 ·layers 64,957,000 dozen 
226,600 shorn 1,567,8431b 

47,200 females 223,000 pelts 

49,500 hives (X) 
123,600 (X) 
113,810 22,164,100 cwt 

(X) (X) 
' ; : . . .· . ~ . . :.: : . '-:. 

·;· •·-T,~~-~-;~i~~.~:1!.~{~·:.,i:;~:o{f?. 

T,~~l~~f:J,,~~!,~f,J,i:- .( ..• :. 

• Produclion and value estimates an: 11ggregatcd up from individulll C()unty d.ta. lJva#o(;k aH;h as c.m. and~ m.y be piNellt in • gillen county forO/fly~ ponion of the 
year. For tho.so commodities, tho Production 1111d Wlluo.,. ~on the v.lue IMJdod wtw. M»o MUoc:t....,. ~In lhe QUI(r. ,...,.then"' lhe lffll#berol.,.,.. «Jkt 
- · " - --- A -.v.. .n,.,.,, Jnfonnotion Notworlc (OAIN), &ton~ Economic lnlortNtion Ofi:l, Oregon Stitt ~ 

8,801 
. 15,839 

36,787 ' 

43,016 
570 

. 6,387 

3,239 

20,099 

282,030 
18,322 

878,138 

3,465,7a.i 



'-..:! 

Oregon Gross Farm Sai~S.:~ . . ,OOO), 2003p 
·~Q ..... ::-:-:.-...-.;~.·.·.· .•: · -!-:•.·.·.•· ( :.··:-.&·:·:·.·.vf..Q.!Q.;., •• J&.~--~..-.-.,,.~.· · ~: ~ ·:. ·· .. ·. · · ··: ·.;y.:.::: ..,::: •.:::.::·~: _. __ ·.:_ .• , . . 

1,091 3,778 17,188 3,088 ~· 1,717 11,134 39,284 - 79.~ 4,200 5,524 78 1,234 • 11,036 90,790 
817 2,~ 8,985 1,224 5.335 14,187 20~ 245,922 • 297,749 7,404 3,828 25.288 8,912 • 43,430 341 ,179 
746 8,1M9 13,536 5,898 9,-498 1,953 10,798 37,154 • 88,230 8,010 5,978 7,697 3,845 25,530 113,7SO 

4,148 15,087 83,204 7,m. 4,083 3,839 12,W 18,452 • 149,832 7,267 14.825 6,805 11,728 40 525 190 457 
4,001 11,321 58,981 26,1112 10,254 30,387 54,971 209,049 • 403,148 9,481 43,033 23,280 7,320 . 83:114 4862so 

4311 - - - ms 3.758 10,538 52.396 1,394 69,027 - - - • 2,443 2,443 71,470 
5,087 3,418 3C,9I55 3,68S 9,8 2,289 2,486 31,894 - 93,520 4,301 14,562 4,720 2,176 • 25,759 119,279 
8,427 - 18,428 - 10,387 14.969 8,917 146,.251 5,291 206,708 3,390 9,208 462 3,192 . 16,250 222,958 
5,852 3,918 30,581 573 17,992 5.834 10,879 118,540 • 193,827 5,754 13,558 7,841 4,020 • 31,173 225,000 

21,D05 4l,nl 2!9,1U ....., 71,221 71,733 141,097 19!,922 1,885 1,511,793 49,807 110512 76,171 40,427 2,443 279,360 1,861,153 

153 - - • • - 2,430 190 2.m f,roo 2.205 1 1,574 • 5,..ao 8 .253 
494 17 • • • - 17,998 1,758 20,267 2.280 - - 510 508 3,358 23,625 
2fiT - • • 12,210 - 21,700 73 34,250 9,434 5,439 - 832 - 15,705 49,955 

14 - • • 5,260 - 15,195 22 20,511 3,298 270 • 672 - 4,240 24,751 
92 - • • • • 7,845 181 8,118 1,300 • - - 326 1,628 9,744 

388 • • • • • 1.no 200 2.30ft 4,500 e2,590 - 87 - 87, 1n 89,485 
1,.401 1T • • 17,00 • 116,888 2_A2( 81,227 22,512 90,504 1 3,675 !9.c 117,586 205,813 

4,894 - • 2,542 748 1,878 26,311 454 38,827 15,499 • - - 3,491 18,990 55,817 
191 5,972 356 73 3!,971 • 1,826 6,280 • 48,669 15,500 742 3,9GG 2,420 - 22.628 71,297 

2,337 • - 1,847 - 768 6,144 94 10,990 3,800 5,940 - 2.028 - 11,768 22.758 
m 13.203 3511 '73 38, 1eo 741 4.472 38,735 543 H,48s 3-4,m 6,6!2 3,96& ..,-448 3,491 53..38& 149,sn 

7,583 571 • 7'80 - - 36 150 290 9,-400 8,000 - - 39 - 8,039 17,439 
f1 • • • 49,715 152 51 3,597 • 53.~ - - • • 1' 126 1,126 54,656 

15,308 1-4,938 2,!506 37,326 527 • 12,245 3,785 • 86,631 43,470 - - - 49,653 93,123 179,754 
19,849 170 • - - • • 500 11M 21,023 2,000 • - • 71 2.071 23,094 
36,954 9,223 11,486 33,093 20,583 12 30,918 13,451 • 155,760 41 ,417 594 - 2,053 - 44,124 199,884 
13,329 2.150 • 101 39,385 • 92 984 • 56,021 - • • - 8,690 8,690 64,711 

8915 • - - - - 850 111 1,857 6,851 • - 119 - 6,970 8,627 
~.'TSfJ 13."2 11,300 110,11'0 184 43,402 .23.317 1,095 384,022 101,7'98 594 • 2,211 S9,S«J 184,143 S48,165 

3,857 - 8,331!1 • - • 2.826 • 13,994 35,620 - • 1,106 910 37,636 51,630 
8,679 3,210 19,277 1,987 • 50,775 290 • 95,160 70,022 7,608 - 1,641 - 79,271 174,431 
3,781 2.1Z7 13,267 • • • 2,013 1,153 27,450 10,743 - - • 940 11,683 39,133 

11,3215 809 1 • - 53 2,201 • 17,263 15,914 - • 822 • 18,736 33,999 
25,.423 B,MI 38,883 1,n7 • S0,821 T ~ 1, 1~ 153,867 132,.219 7,508 • 3,569 1,8g) 145,326 299,19l 

1.oes e.ooe 130 2.024 • • 1.~ 992 • 11,674 24,000 - - 388 - 24.368 36,042 
.C,7M • 484 • • • 2,884 247 8,379 6,181 2,789 - 2,150 - 11,120 19,499 

4) 1,gs3 • • - - • - 6,519 8,522 16,901 - 1 600 • 17,502 26,024 
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Mr. Jim Mulder 
Woodburn Comm\lllity Development Director 
Woodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
W oodburti, QR 97071 

De8.r Jim: 

16Abelard 

Exhibit "B"-IJI/ 

JAN s 1 zoos 
W0008URN COM~lfl 

DEVElOPMENT UCT •• 

Lake Oswego, OR 97035-2342 
January 19, 200S 

This is tQ.remind you to send copies of the letter (arid enclosures), which I delivered to you at 
.' the: Deeember 9 meeting, to the PlaJmi.ng Commission members before the hearings that start 
February 3. ' 

Enclosed herewith is a map of just the northwest quadrant of the map that you and Greg 
,. Winterowd prepared to show your proposed UGB additions. On the enclosed map I have 

added the area that my neighbors and I are requesting that you and the Planning Commission 
members consider for inclusion along with the other proposed UGB additions. I will bring 
additional copies of the enclosed map for distribution to the Planning Commission members 
when I present on" testimony at the ·hearings.. · 

Thanks for your help and consideration. I will see you at the hearings. 

Very truly yours, 

Martin W. Rohrer 

Enclosure 
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Exhibit "B"-'/5' 

Jim Mulder 
W oodbum Community Development Director 
Woodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Dear Mr. Mulder: 

16 Abelard 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035-2342 
December 9, 2004 

Enclosed are 1.0 copies of the letter (and its enclosures) that I sent to you and Greg 
Winterowd on April29, 2004. Please provide each of the Planning Commission 
members with a copy, in advance of the formal hearings that will be held early in 2005 
with respect to UGB expansion. 

I took the liberty of affixing the map that was the second enclosure on the front of the 
letter, because it should be helpful in allowing the commission members to quickly 
identify the properties that are involved in my request. The map is rough, and I should 
add that the curve on Arney Road that is at the north end of the outlet mall has been 
substantially straightened from what shows on the map from which I worked. 

I look forward to presenting testimony at the UGB expansion hearing, as will my 
neighbors on Arney Road. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Enclosures 

Very truly yours, 

Martin W. Rohrer 
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Greg Winterowd 
Winterbrook Planning 
310 SWFourth Ave-Suite 1000 
Portland, OR 97204 

Jim Mulder 
Woodburn Community Development Director 
Woodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
woodburn, OR. 97on 

Gentlemen: 

Exhlblt "8"-L/~ 

16 Abelard 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035-2342 
A~ril29,2004 

* Rec·o- ~ 
AP~ S· 0 2004 

~RN COMMtJNfrY 
. PMENJ' DEPJ: 

This is a follow-up to the open house you held at Woodburn City Hall on Aprill6, 2004, 
for the property ownen most directly affected ·by the proposed UGB changes. I told Greg 
that I would provide both of you with this letter and its enclosures to explain what I and 
several other landownen on Arney Road have in mind. Enclosed are the following: 

1. My letter to John Brown dated April26, 1999, and its enclosures. 
2. A (rough) map showing the current location of Arney Road, the landowners 

involved, the current UGB (in blue), and oUr proposal (in red) for expansion 
of the UGB and industrial zoning along Arney Road. 

As you can see from the enclosures (which include the letter to Steve Goeck:ritz dated 
July 23, 1996) and the record you will find from the various hearings we have attended, 
the four main property owners in this area have consistently requested this expansion of 
the UGB since the very start of the current UGB expansion process in 1996. We thought 
we had previously made our case, and have been trying to avoid making pests of 
ourselves. In fact, most of this Arney Road area was recommended for inclusion in the 
UGB, with an IL designation, in prior studies commissioned by the City of Woodburn. 
With Woodburn Company Stores nearing completiol\ the other improvements to and 
developments along Arney Road, and the increased need for industrial properties since 
1996, we feel the requested expansion is even more needed and reasonable than it was in 
1996 and that the same arguments for that requested expansion apply more than ever. 

The four owners (Coleman, Adney, Castor, and myself) have three residences on our four 
properties. Within the area of the requested expansion are five other residences and the 
concrete plant. The four owners own about 90% of the entire area and, depending ori 
how you calculate industrial acreages, there should be between 110 and 120 acres that 
could be developed for industrial uses from the four properties. We have had meetings 
and have somewhat stayed in contact during the planning process. We are all ready to 
develop our properties when an opportunity presents itself and we have discussed that we 
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Greg Winterowd and Jim Mulder 
April29,2004 
Pago2 

would like to collectively market our properties, to find one buyer/developer for all four 
of the properties, if possible. The reality seems to be that both developers and . 
manufacturers want to work with larger tracts, and the 110 to120 acres would likely be 
most attractive. If you review the aerial photo in the enclosures, you can see that the 
requested UGB expansion area along Aniey Road is somewhat outlined as a natural 
break for the UOB by the trees and Senecal Creek in the back of the area. 

My "vision, for the area is something different than the typical industrial development. 
With its great visibilitY from and access to 1-S and with its proximity to and the traffic 
flow associated with Woodburn Company Stores, it would be a great place to have · 
manufacturing facilities for manufacturers that desire an aesthetically pleasing site that 
their supplien, .shippers, and other visiton can easily locate and access from 1-S. The site 
would have places nearby for the workers to eat and to shop. It would also probably be a 
plus to these manufacturen if an associated showroom and salesroom for the 
manufactured goods being produced were allowed, although it appean to inc that the 
development ordinance has been changed to make that more difficult. (I welcome any 
alternative zoning suggestions you may have in this regard.) Just a few ideas of the 
products that fit these criteria would be the manufacturing of clothing, shoes, knives, 
cooking ware, computer hardware, or golf clubs, and flower bulb or nursery plant 
packaging and shipping. This type of an industrial area would supplement and be 
compatible with Woodburn Company Stores and the other commercial businesses along 
Arney Road. The proximity of the commercial and these types of industries that I 
envision along Arney Road should help to increase business for everyone along the road. 
I assume that such increased economic activity is one ofthe.main goals that Woodburn 
wants to accomplish with the UGB expansion. Industrial areas on Parr Road and on the 
west side ofButteville Road will not be as attractive (at least for the types of industries to 
which I refer) as the areas on Arney Road. Developers and manufacturers may face a 
shortage of adequate sites, but they still won't go where their needs and expectations are 
not met. Waiting for a south by-pass to be constructed and being expected to travel to 
and from Woodburn via Highway 99E would not be very attractive to the industries that I 
have in mind They will simply continue to look in other cities for development and 
business location. (Admittedly, a south by-pass may work for certain other types of 
industrial and residential development, so I'm not suggesting it is a bad idea. It is just not 
likely to attract the industries that I would like to see along Arney Road.) 

One concern that has apparently been expressed by ODOT is the traffic created by the 
new businesses that are already along Arney Road. I have made frequent trips on Arney 
Road over the past few years and have visited with the neighbors. The general consensus 
is that there is no particular problem on Arney Road itself. The main problem is on the 
east side of the freeway exit, with some problem on the west side of the exit. It won't 
solve the traffic problem to route vehicles around to Butteville Road (either north or 

Volume 5 

Page 342 



Greg,Winterowd and Jim Mulder 
April29, 2004 

-, Page 3 
- -") 

/: :::] 
~ ' :.1 

• 
south ofHigh~ay 214). Most of that traffic would still take Highway 214 going east and 
wind up at the exit. The solution is for ODOT to stop passing the buck and to finally put 
in an adequate interchange cloverleaf. (Consider what a great improvement the new 
cloverleaf at I-S and Highway 217 is and bow it seems to have solved what formerly was 
an almost impossible interchange situation.) 

Please take a took at your proposed UGB expansion map and note the gap that your latest 
proposal would create between the residential areas on Butteville Road and the proposed 
housing area ill the southeast quadrant of the intersection ofl-S and Crosby Road. If you 
were to draw a straight line between the northeast comer of the former and the northwest 
comer of the latter, it would entirely encompass the entire area that we propose to biing 
into the UGB on Arney Road. While it may not be a stated goal or absolutely required to 
round off the UGB, it seems generally desirable. In fact, that objective was at least a 
stated desire of the Woodburn City Council in prior hearings on this UGB expansion. 
Bringing within the UGB an area that is bordered on three sides by the City of Woodburn 
seems even more logical and desirable where the area also adjoins one of the largest retail 
malls in the State of Oregon and has a completely improved major road and all the 
necessary utilities right up to its entra.Oce. 

-My understanding is that you held the open house to encourage input. And I assume that' 
the reason for the input is so that you have the opportunity to make adjustments to your 
prqposal before you present it to the Planning Commission. This is a sincere request that 
you consider doiiJ.g so. If you would like us to provide any further information for your 
consideration, please let me know, and 1 will be glad to try to obtain it for you. I can 
generally be reached at my office (503-499-4675) or home (503-635-8768). 

Very truly yours, 

Martin W. Rohrer 

Enclosures 
cc: Mr. John Brown 
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Mr. John Brown 
City Administrator 

1 City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery 
Woodburn, OR. 97071 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

Lake Oswego, OR 9703~·2:54'-l 
AprU 26, 1999 

. The Buildable Lands Citizen Advisoey Committee (aka Growth Policy Task Force) held a 
meeting for pub& input on March 30, 1999. The consultants repo~ their co~lusion that, 
between now and2020, the City of Woodburn will need about 600 additional actes ofland 
suitable for industrial uses within its Urban Qro~ Boundary. The co~ of Committee 
members and the testimony of the public seemed to both support that cOnclusion and indk$e a 
preference for et¥:()uraging that type of development. ~ was made to job creatio~ 
increasing the tax base, and taking advantage of Woodburn's location and freeway access. I 
spoke at the hearing with respect to the efforts that Bob Engle (my attorney), Ill).'. nei~rs and I 
have made over the past three years to position approximately 125 ~es owned by my neighbors 
and myself for ioolusion within the Urban Growth Boundary with a Light Industrial designation. 
This letter and the attachments are what I indicated to the Committee I would forward to them, 
through you, for their consideration. Please provide each of the members of the Connnittee and 
any other officials or $if who you think should receive a copy with one of the enclosed copies. I 
am also sending copies directly to Mayor Jennings, Chairman Clnistoff and Steve Goeckritz. 

The attachments include: 
1. Arial photograph looking 8outh along I-5. The 125 acres is the area I have marked by 

the enclosed lines. The double lines indicate the current Urban Growth Boundary. 
2. The consultants' map showing current Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Zones. I have 

marked the 125 acres with the blue diagonal lines. 
3. Bob Engle's letter of July 23; 1996. It presents our arguments for inclusion of the area 

within the Urban Growth Boundary and its designation as Light Industriai. The 
reasoning and conclusions are, I believe, even more valid today than they were in 1996. 
Since then the outlet mall on the adjoining property bas nearly been completed, the 
demand for freeway industrial properties within Oregon has continued to increase, and 
the City's own consuhants have concluded that 600 more acres of property so designated 
will be needed by 2020. The 125 acres we ask to have included is probably, of all the 
alternatives the City has, the best located and 100st suitable for inclusion and designation 
as Light Industrial 

At the March 30 meeting, I was asked if we had discussed our desires ~ and received any 
comments fro~ the Marion County Commissioners. I responded in the affirmative and that the 
only concern that had been expressed, by one Conunissioner, is with respect to the extending of 
Woodburn's Urban Growth Boundary closer to Marion County's landfill My response was and 
continues to be that, if the concern is that some citizens living north of the current Woodburn City 
Limits will complain that pollution is adversely impacting their water supply, the best resolution of 
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· Mr~ John Brown 
AprU 26, 1999 
Pagel 

that potential problem is to have as many of the current rural residents and any new residents 
added in the future in that area have the benefit of Woodburn's water and storm drainage systems. ,..-- · 
The fact is that it may be the controlling of rural development, rather than of proximity to tho 
landfill, that might be appropriate. W"rth respect to the 125 acres, two additional points for 
Marion County to consider are that (1 )the industrial uses we contemplate will probably _decrease, 
rather than increase, the m•mber of residents that would be living on the 125 acres and (2) n is 
about a full mile between the closest points ofboth the 125 acres and the landfiD (which would 
mean that any Marion County pclicy preventing any new development within that distance, -i.e., 
one mile, o( any part of the landtm would effectively condemn to varying degrees about 10 square 
miles on the oorth border ofWOodbUrD.) From· the City ofWoodbum'·s standpoint, we suggest 
that the issue needs clearly and soon to be addressed with the Marion County Commissiontrs, 
because the 1andfi11 iS' jUst about as close to the most northwestem parts of Senior· Estates as it is 
to the 12S.'acres ml JD>St of any future develOpment mrth oftbe current city limits on the east 
side of the fteeway between Crosby Road and Boones Ferry Road would actually ·be as close or 
closer tO the landfiJI than the 12S acres is. Pollution concerns respect no fteeway boUndaries, and 
new: deVeloPments in that area east of the freeway would most likely be residentiaL What the 
poucy ·of'MariQn County ought to be is (1 )to do more to reduce/eliminate the pollution concerns 
throUgh good· management of the landfiD and (2)to encourage expansion of the UGB to.tbe north 
and require that any new development in the area of concern be connected to Woodburn's water 
and storin drafuage systems~ 

A final comment that I would like to make is that I personally support the concept of having a 
pretty firm Urban Growth Boundary and requiring development to occur within it, so long as the 
supply of the various types of zoned acreages within that UGB are adequate to provide for the 
reasonable demands for development. It is also appropriate to shift zoning.ftom one type where 
there is an oversupply to another type where there is an undersupply. The current discussion 
includes one proposal that would eSsentially result in meeting the 600 acre industrial land shortfiill 
by changing the designation on single family residential land to a designation of industrial land. 
That would work where, both economically and politically, in the area under consideration the 
two designations are interchangeable. However, I submit that almost all of the land within the 
current UGB that is zoned for single fumi1y residential development would be unsuitable for 
industrial uses of the type we have in mind. For those uses, the land needs to be close to and 
easily served by a major transportation system and would be best located where the industrial uses 
would be the most compatible with its neighbors and current uses. We think that, from an 
economic and political standpoint, the 125 acres and a few other small tracts outside of and on the 
comers of the current UGB are the appropriate answer to the need for designating 600 more 
acres as being for Woodburn's future industrial needs. An additional justification for the inclusion 
of these specific 125 acres within the UGB is that the current UGB is already on three sides of the 
125 acres and its inclusion would actually somewhat help to straighten out the UGB lines. 

Very truly·yours, 

Martin W. Rohrer 
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July 23, 1~ 

Mr. Steve Goeckritz 
Planning. Director 
City of Woodburn 
City Hall 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

· ENGLE 6 SCHM!DTMAN 
ATTOANI't'l AT LAW 

NORnfNOOD omcl PAM • 110 QLATT CIACLI 
WOOOIUAH. OR tmt HAIQJI A. mcHI1Ua'r ..,...,,. 

Tll.IPHOHI:- MW1. 
,~-·141. 

Re: Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review- Urban Growth Boundary 
Expansion · 

Dear Steve: · 

I recently discussed with you the faCt that W oodbum ~ 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 has been my experience that public 
hearings requesting public comments upon an existing proposal seldom result in any 
significant change or modificatio~ to. that proposal 

I am currently representing Martin W. Rohrer, ·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 Marion County and LCDC, consider expanding the City's Urban 
GTowth Boundary to include an of the approximately 125 acres indicated by the 
coloring on the attached map. Marty's property is the portion of that 125 acres 
further indicated by the diagonal lines. We believe that many reasons exist for the 
inclusion of this 125 acres within the City's Urban Growth Boundary. I will use this 
Jetter as an opportunity to list a few of those reasons which we feel are most 

. compelling. 
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Mr. Steve Goeclaitz 
July 23, 1996 
.Page 1 

The City of Woodburn will need, within the next planning period, an additional r -:-::·) 
inventory of light industrial and high density residential property. The 125 acres 
could substantially contribute to meet that need in several ways: 

1. The 1.2S acres could currently be brought within the Urban Growth 
Boundary and aU or most of it zoned for light industrial .use with minimal 
opposition or disruption of cunent 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 processin& plm;lt and a sales. yard for heavy equipment. Over ~ 
of the 12S acres is owned by four of the owners. AD are engaged in farmin& 
to some degree; . but Marty has polled the four ownen (Coleman, Adney, 
Castor and himself) and aU would welcome inclusion and light industrial 
designation. That designation would also 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 Gr~ Boundaty 
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 12S acres could be zoned high density residential to replace 
the Stampley property lost for such uses. Particularly appropriate for such 
zoning would be the Coleman 30-acre farm on the westerly portion of the 12S 
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 Road 
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 12S 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 detrimentally affect the flow 
of traffic into Woodburn east on 214. Much of the traffic would access to 
and from I-5 and only on the west side. Additionally, with proper plannin~ 
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July 23, 1996. 
Page 3 

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. 

S. M~ch discussion bas occurred on the subject of a new interchange on 
I-S. It _appears likely. that a· new interchange wo¢d be built at P~ Road and 
not at Crosby Road. . Therefore, the development of land in. the northwest 

· quadrant of 214 and I-s·would not. interfere with the planning and acquisition 
. process of a n.ew interchange and, as noted abOve, would still permit 1-S 
a~ at 214 without substantially increasin& traffi~ east of I-S on 214 and 
would e~~ge .4estin8tion ~el to downtown Woodburn from Crosby 
Road and not froQl 214. It · is particul~ly important · to note that the 
in~hange plannmg, funding and construction coUld tie up ~er meaningful 
development of bod! the southwest and·, southeast quadrants for over a 
decade. Qn1Y 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 econoqlic development that could ·result from such business and 
housing ~ctivity. 

6. The subject property, if zoned most.Iy light industrial, would provide a 
g~ 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 
qopefully, expanded) industrial uses in ~e 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. Furthe.r, it is likely that the north Urban Growth 
Boundary of the City east of 1-5 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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Mr. Steve Goeckritz 
July 23, 1996 
Page 4 

any concerns related to the landfill should be decreased, rather than 
increased. 

9. Woodburn baa just recently been recognized by the developiq public. 
. We are in the initial stages of development that we have sought and 
encouraged fQr ~ny. yean~· One of the greatest features that makes 
Woodburn deSirable to residents and development iS our' access to 1-S. We 
need to Ulke. advantage of our location and plan for development around the 
freeway intercliang~. Substantial development bas' occurred as planned in the 
southwest q~t. Development lw. and wiD occur in the southeast 
q1:18drant and some'Nhat in th~ n~rtheast quadrant. There is no reason why 
the northwest quadn,nt $h.oWd.-not also be available to this freew3y access . 

. In addition to it ~inl. desirable to haVe the Properties· along the freeway be 
available ~ ~evelopment ~cause 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 th8t Woodburn "welcomes business activity" as would 
be demonstrated by the kind of development we are suggesting. 

In summaty, we recommend 'that the City seriously consider and then propose 
inclusion of the approximately 12S acres within Woodburn's Urban Growth 
Boundary during the planning and review process. Although this is not the time to 
consider the ~tiJJ:late .zoning ·of the property, we rec:Ommend 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. revi~w pr~ s~ould inclu,de completing an inventory of 
the currently undeveloped, but zoned, land within the Urban Growth Boundary. My 
sense is that W oodbum 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. H 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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(Cth We appreciate very much the opportunity to offer input at this preliminary ·stage. 
) 

,. :::~···· 
. 1 

'/ 

Youn truly, 

ROBERT L ENGLE 
RLE:hez 
cc: Martin W. Rohrer ~ 

Volume 
Page 

5 



,. ~1 

Volume 5 
Page --3-54--



\ 
~ 

'· \ 
\ · 

\ 

- / 

.... ,: .. 

·- --. - ..... _ 

·_.-........... _ 

Volume 5 

-. :l Page 355 



Volume 5 
Page 356 

·. 

.~·. 
' 



· · W oodbum Planning Commission 
c/o Jim Mulder 
W oodbum City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
WoodbUIJ4 OR 97071 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

16Abelard 
Lake Oswego, dR. 97035-2342 
Feb~7,2~0S 

~ REC)O tr 

m· · o s z.oos 

v.JQOOBURM COMMUNil'l 
OE'JS,OPMENT DEPT. 

This is a follow-up to my testimony presented at your hearing on Thursday, February 3, 
200S. Please consider this letter in your decision regarding the UGB and include it in the 
record. My testimony was presen~ and thia letter is written, on behalf of myself and three 
families (Castor, Adney, and Coleman) who own aboUt 1 ~ 0 o~t of~ 12S acres in the area 
along Arney Road and Arney Lane adjoining and immediately north ofWoodbum Company 
Stores. We have consistently represented to the City ofWoodbum, since the UGB study 
began in 1996, tnat we would all like to be included in any UGB expansion, have all of our 
properties zoned for Light Industrial development, and cooperate with each other to try to . 
develop our properties as one entire tract of 110 acres. We presented testimony to the 
Buildable Landa Ci~ Advisory Committee (aka Gfowth Policy Task Force) in 1999 and 
at the hearin~ befor~ the Woodburn City Council shortly thereafter. In fact, a majority of 
our area was then recommended, as a result of the study, for inclusion within an expanded 
UGB. We were delighted with that recommendation and were ready for the inclusion. We 
haven't changed our minds. All three of my neighbors were at your February 3 hearing, 
although I was the only one who spoke. They indicate. they will be sending letters for 
inclusion in the record that support my testimony and written materials. 

Two maps and an aerial photograph are enclosed and should be helpful in your 
understanding of our request. They include: 

1. Proposed Comprehensive Plan with staffs recommended UGB adjustments added. 
2. My map of the northwest quadrant of Map #1, with the area, roads, and property 

owners indicated. 
3. Aerial photograph of the area we propose for inclusion, with the area outlined and 

with the double lines showing the current UGB line. 

There are three main reasons. we feel we should be included in the UGB expansion. They 
are: 

1. Our area is, and has been for about three decades, the area most surrounded by the 
UGB. That surrounding is even more noticeable if the UGB is now extended both 
north along Butteville Road and all the way to Crosby Road on the east side ofl-5. 
Maps #1 and #2 show that very clearly. Although rounding offUGB borders may not 
be required, it would seem to have merit and should be less objectionable to those 
bureaucrats and groups that are concerned about expansion into agricultural areas. 
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With Woodburn Company St<?~es o~ one side and housing (or freeway) on the other 
two sides,. we are alre~y much'inore impacted by urbanization than several other 
areas that are outside Qfthe current UGB, but which are proposed for inclusion. 

2. Our area adjoins one of the largest retail centers in the Pacific Northwest. It is hard to 
believe that it would be approptja~ for such an area to not be included in the supply 
of land that is listed as being made av'ailabte for development within the next 20 ' 
years. More than any other area proposed for inclusion in the UGB expansion, except 
perhaps the area in the southwest quadrant that is between Butteville Ro·ad and th& 
interchange, our area is ready for deyelopment. The roads, water, sewer, and: power 
are right at our doorstep. Tlierei~ nC:. need for a new interchange (although the 
current one clearly needs improvement) and no need to wait for a south bypass to start 
development. Our area has been proven to be an area that is viable for development 
with~ success of W oodbum Company Stores, tho auto dealers, and the other retail 
estabii~hments along Arney Road. We believe empirical eVidence of superior 
fr~way visibility and traffic flow is demonstrated by that success. · 

3. We woyld like to develop our ar~ as a Li.ghilndustrial development that takes 
advantage of the fairly easy acceSi from and to J.s: on the west side of the 
interchange, freeway visibility, and the traffic akeady generated by- the retail 
establishments along Arney Road. We think there iS a substantial demand for Light 
Industrial land where manufacturing and similar enterprises are able to market and 
sell a portion of their good3 from the location at which they are manufactured or 
packaged. (Such sates offices were allowed in recent Woodburn zoning codes. I 
believe tb.ose .codes were amended, but it would be beneficial to the CitY and the 
busines,Ses to reestablish such permitted uses.) Our area would be ideal to satisfy the 
particuiar demand for property where marketing and sales offices are permitted. 
Examples of those kinds of businesses are manufacturers of clothing, cookware, t: · · 

microbrews, computer hardware, golf clubs, and wine, as well as those who package 
products such as flower bulbs and high value agricultural products for shipmen~ It 
was noted at your hearing that the City needs to provide a variety of industrial options 
to satisfy different needs. The manufacturers who would be interested in our area 
might·be-qllite different thaathose.who are 'interested in areas along.Parr Road. You 
can make land available; but, if it doesn't meet the needs of the buyers/manufacturers, 
they will go elsewhere to buy and develop. 

If what the City of Woodburn wants is to create new, good jobs as soon as possible, it needs 
to offer land that is what manufacturers want, and land that can most readily and quickly be 
developed. We feel that our area along Arney Road has those characteristics. We feel it 
would be compatible with Woodburn Company Stores and other retailers along Arney Road 
and, in fact, all would benefit from a symbiotic relationship~ We appreciate your 
consideration of our arguments and our request for inclusion. 
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Very truly yours, 

~~ 
Martin W. Rohrer 
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August 20, 2004 

Mr. Greg Winterowd 
Winterbrook Planning 
310 SW Fourth Av~Suite 1000 
Portland, OR 97204 

Mr. Jim Mulder 
W oodbum Community Development Director 
W oodbum City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR. 97071 

Dear Gentlemen, 

i:t f\EC'D ... 

"UG i 5 2004 

WOOOSURN COMMUNllY 
oEVE\..OPMOO DEPT. 

• • 

Mark L. Castor 
7052 SE Scenic Drove 
Prineville, OR 97754 

I am writing to you regarding the UGB changes involving Arney Road. I am a landowner of 16548 
Arney Road NE. I am writing to let you know that we are ready to develop our poperty when the 
opportunity arrises. We lost our father i.ri 1988 and our mother has lived there up until she died in 
April of 2004. I, along with my 2 brothers and 1 sister own the property there ori Arney Road and we 
are wanting to be ~ncluded in the UGB expansion area along Arney Road. 

Mr. Martin Rohrer wrote to you on April29, 2004 and included us in his letter to you regarding the 
follow up to the open house you held at Woodburn City Hall on Apri116, 2004. I, along with my 
brothers and sister, want to be able to participate in any future meetings that you have regarding the 
UGB changes involving our property. Please el ~to write me, or call me at (541) 416-1082. 

~rc...q_ 

Sincerely, 

- 777-f£e-
Mark L. Castor 

CC : Mr. Mar tin Ro hrer 

Mr. Denis Castor - 192 Cummings Way, Keizer, OR 97303 

Mr. Perri Castor - 16548 Arney Road NE, Woodburn, OR 97071 

~rs. Patti Allen - 3607 SE Umatilla Loop, Prineville, OR 9 77 54 

Volume 5 

Page 363 



;> 

Volume 5 
Page 364 



,• -~. ~ '· 
. : .- .. 

- ._. 

Exhibit "B"-5o 

. I . 
I 

It REC'O * 
FES 1 0 2005 2eni7Js Ct257b/' 

I .. 'NOgDJlJ,.RN COMMUNITY o .. YIOL.UPMENT DEPt /9~ Ci.J~Mi~ i-Lu>e_ 
/eizer; Or: 973Q3 I 

!~aztbvr.n P!anni'8 Commission 
. Yo vim mv lder' 
Woali>r.Jrn CJo&' 1/a/; 
0( 70. rr101?-t;fomerrY St-ree-;­

'OOC/bv/'/J/ 0/', 97D71 

-ear_ 7>/anni1j Co.l??issioners: 
/ht.:s /e-Her Js a -roJ/DtV t-p Oh '7'--,..'Je h~rj'(Y' 0"? 

'AtJr.:sct1!/ 1 Febrva11 3 ~ .;;J.{)OS_ )'>Ja:;>se 0:::1hsld-€ 
;:.4i..s /e1Jer ;h /:1 OW' o(ecJs;On ~"'Ef;Cln://1# ~ U:T-C 
'17t{ ;::>/et?.se /h&u:ie ;7- ;}; -Ht= r~rd /?JCf /1:1~ 

'lis :Penn;s CiAs-t-or; ny~ address h 19~Cu»n?Jnc 
~ne1 J:::eJzer; Or. 973D3 . :r. al?7 one oPo<-...,e.. 
pwne/'0 a T / f.,S<f'i? ar~ "Ret. I WMdDurn,&.--9: 
1We (1x::J-J/1i.s 1n:irk'fl1::/--rf, >erri Ca.sror)are reaq 
i!fo develop. We S~,LJori~ marril/ ~OA/'er:'5 -~<--sri 
'»iYen on !l~tlrsdqy_1 ki=>ruar!f 3~ owos. _.:z:_ ah. 
: w (} IJ) d I )J:: e 7-0 a act T-/ct_ -;- i:>dd:: I i-J -:!-lie Er1 "/!I '2'0 I 

i ,0 r Wkn eve/' 7-ile ,P /a r;ni 1-ft Co ~">~0i ::s::s/o n W4S a 

!'U,f-231 /?7/:} -f?:U-JJer; N/!e Cas!or f'!hd ne&.hi>o".tL 
!3 ehner1 Y()-lfr/-To -J:;e l hcJodec( ;n +-~e U&-B

1 
-:i>u 

! VOied ; hcorreu-~y. ( mis unc;k rs;t:V;C/J1j r:#Je word! 
' wAiel) exoltdecl rlJe 1:2SctCJ'e.3 ;h T A e q re_a_ a_, 

{}_r 11e If -;f'a(. 4 {)0 //7 i 1f! Q h cl ;;).; h? (:> c(; {2 -Jei.J,L /JOr/-J., ( 

: Volume 5 

Page 365 



I 
,! 
! ~ 

I 
' 

' r 

,II 
'I' I I I 

1;1' 
li 
' · · 

-~-

Wood/x;rn Comp:tJ?!- srores. he J-uve. 6e£?/l ~~ 
. ver #!e Y~~"s -b (f hlsi hesse.s -Hta;r are. v<2rJL. > 
h/eresfr:ti ;h lcca.:fi!ff 1/J rrA;:s areCl wA;u., woo/c. 
e /vera-/fye .fo r:r~e clJfj oP W{){)d/::.orn. /hv?i;­
ov ror bi-DUI' CO/?S)c/en:U-}()/1. 

)A:;vrs +rvly ,~ 

·~~ 
J:JennJ0 Cast-Dr 
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W oodbum Planning Commission 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

re: W oodbum Periodic Review 

Dear Planriing Commissioners and Staff: 

'* REC'D * 
FEB 1 0 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNilY 
DEVElOPMENT DEPt 

We support efforts to actively plan for and shape Woodburn's future and appreciate your 
careful review of tho "periodic review" package recoiJUDCDdecl by Wlnterbrook Consulting. 
At the conclusion of the public bearing on February 3 ... , the written record WIUl left open until 
S P~ February 10111• We wish to supplement our oral remarks with the following written 
comments. Please include them in the official record of this proceeding. 

I. Introduction 

At last Thursday's well-attended public hearing, the Planning Commission heard from a 
large number of eommunity members concerned abo,ut Woodburn's future. Many expressed 
a vision for Woodburn's economic future that is very different from that presented by the 
Greg Winterowd, consultant from Winterbrook Planning. This community vision can be 
accommodated using very reasonable assumptions that are at least as legally defensible as the 
consultant's. 

~t ... · 

Winterbrook is recommending a UGB expansion of752 net buildable acres, or about 930 
total acres. Almost all of this acreage is prime fannland. Much ofWinterbrook's UGB 
proposal is predicated on a very ilggressive development strategy that we belic~;e is both 
outdated and unrealistic. Therefore, it is not in Woodburn's best long-term interests or in the 
best interest of the surrounding community. 

Most new jobs are created by small to medium sized businesses, especially those businesses 
that already have ties to the community. Nonetheless, Woodburn's economic development 
strategy primarily relies upon the inclusion of very large parcels ofland in the UGB to attract 
new large employers. The largest of these parcels is intended to lure a high-tech computer 
silicon plant This is an industry that is shrinking, not growing, in the United States and the 
Pacific Northwest. 

We believe Woodburn would be wiser to instead focus its efforts both on the retention and 
expansion of existing employers and on attracting new small to mediwn-sized employers 
who can: ___ -·-·- __ 

.. --~ 
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a) Strengthen WQO<ibum•s cere business district. :For example, an economic develop~~ ·. · 
strategy that attracts office wOrkers to·lhe periphery of the downtown core will provide · 
potential downtown retailers with a pool of~~ withiQ walking distance of their · . 
businesses. The new Chemeketa campus on the north end of downtown is a good first step in 
this diredion. 

• ; J. 

' b) Complement existing industries and the existing local economy. Year in Bnd year oUt, 
Marion Co.wity 1~ all Oregon counties in gross agricultural sales. .~sri~tute is ~traded 
sector industry. Agricultural exports rank #2 amona all Oregon exportS, accounting for 2So/o 
of -n Oregpn ~rts in 2002. 80'~ of production leaves the state, 400~ l~es the COlJiltry. 
In 2002, A:gncuHural exports increased 4% to S 1.13 billion while high-tech deCreased. 31 o/e. 
W oodbum is located in the agricultural heartland .of. Marion County, where direct agricultural 
sales topped half a billion dollars in 2004 for the first time in any Qregon county. 

F~~·nd•is D9t ~~(o~Jan4 ~thigJor ~on.. It is.Blready ·driet~ industrial 
tan4 ~ · ·• · rti tho Jijidr :~ • ....., in Marion CoUnty. The • cultlitallndustiy is a ~ , .. · .. . · t11.~ .. ~ .. ,. ... ". . ~ . -
~ dri~er ofWpOdbum's ~JilY~ .. Wln~k's proposalwo~d harm the local 
economy 6y'un~ the 1aDd ~that sUppOrts this JCading induStry~ ' 

II. Wlnurbrook's Industrial Land and Employ~Mnt Projections 
1 

IfWinterbrook's pref~ scenario ls adopted, Woodburn will have 503 net buildable acres 
of ind\l$ial !uu;1.: 'fhla is.h,~ ~unt of~ .tand for a city~ size of Woodburn. 
For co~~.~edford li Pi'oP<>sina. ~add 43 t ~of industrialland·to its UGB for the 
needS. of 8n &aditidnat94 000. '· te. Bend ~ : added 33·1· industrial acres to its UGB . . . . •. . . . . ,.. .. . , ... .. . peop . .. . . Y, 
for the' n~. pf ~. ~tionhl41,000 people .• SaleDli'Keizer, Witli :a population 7 or 8 times 
that ofW~~~~ it could tab·.~es to develop the 500-acre Mill Creek industrial 
site. McMinnVille just adopted period review amendments based on a need for 174 actes of 
vacant industrial land for the needs of an additional 13,567 people. 

Winterb~k· ~mmends- an eXtretiiei)' optimistic forecast of 8,373 new jobs by 20201
, of 

which 3,836 will \lSe ind,~ 18nd.1 This iS a substantial jump from Winterbrook's 
previowly recommended forecast of 7,140 new jobs.3 We believe this significantly 
overs1ates what can reasonably be expected to o<:cur. 

Woodburn has about 7% of Marion County's population and just under 8% of Marion 
County's jobs.4 Between 1990 and 2000, 11.2% of all job growth in Marion Civunty 

1 Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Wlnterbrook Planning. January 200~ .. p. 2. 
1 T~hnical Report 2.B, Wlnterbrook Planning. May 2003, p. 8 Table 6 
3 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Wlnterbrook Planning. Novem~ 2003. 
4 In 2000, total employment in Marion County was 131,622. Total employment in Woodburn was 10,388 or 
7 .~A o( Marion County's totaJ. Sourte: .. W oodbum Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report, 
May 2001 , p. 2-10, and "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest 
Memorandum to Winterbroolc., April29, 2002, p.16 
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occurred in W oodbum. 5 . Even Wbrterl>rpo~' s previo~ly reconinlendr-d forecast of 7,140 
new jobs assumed that Woodbum would cai;turo 200.4 ofiilljob growth forecast for Marion 
County.6 This new hi~ fo~ wol,l).d account .for 23% of all future.Marion County job 
growth. This is ~9-· ·. . 

. •, . 

However, even i(Winterbrook's most optimistic projection were to occur, by Wmterbrook's 
own figures WQOC;lbuiu's SO~~ of industrial land will accommodate far more than the 
3,836 new bldusttW ~ployeea-woodburn·· totat employnlent land Will accommodate 
far Ill-Ore employees thail W~rook eXpects to locate on employment land., 

From Technical Report l.il, Wlnterbrook Planllilli, MaY 1003, p. 8: 
4 

Table 6. Total emplomient arowth bY IAA4 use type. Woodbum UGB. 200Q-202Q 

Land Uso · Empl9yment.Orowth 2~2020 · 
Cate&m Low MediUm High. 
Commercial 1,t'64. . f,476 . 1,810 
Office 1,311 t,So8 · 1,718 
Industrial l, 75' 3,180 3~ 
Public 747 876 1.011 
Total 5,981 7,140 8,375 

··~ Bule Assumptiona 
) .. 

·~ . Commercial Retail:- ~0 employees per acre 
·. Commercial Office: 30 ~ployees per acre 

Industrial: 14 employees per acre 
~--------~~~~-------------------------------~--------~ 

What does this mean in terms of land need, assuming the highest projection and 
assuming ev~ry new industrial, commen:ial and office job requires development? 

Commercial: 1,810 jobs at 20 per acre = 91 acres of develoPable land 
Office: 1, 718 jobs at 30 per acre =- 57 acres of developable land 
Industrial: 3,836 jobs at 14 per acre ::al74 acres or developable land 

Land Use Land Need In Existing Deficit WPS proposes WPS proposed 
Categoo: · UGB to add to UGB Total 
Commercial 
&Office 148 acres 108 acres 40acres 32 acres 140 acres 
Industrial 174 acre 117 acres 147 acres 376 acres 503 acres 

422 235 187 408 643 acres 

t 

$ Source: Oregon Office of Economic Analysis and "'Woodburn PopuJation and Employment Projections, 2000-
2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum to Wmterbroolc, April29, 2002, p.l 
6 Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Planning, January 200S. p. S 
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• Even under the most aggre~sive assumptions, WPS is recommending adding to the 
UGB more thaD 2 Vi times the needed industrial land. • 

• Under reasonable assumptions, expected employment growth can be easily 
accommodated with a much smaller expansion or potentially on existing land 

The assumptions above are taken direCtly from Wlnterbrook's background documents. They 
assume that Woodburn captures 23% of Marion County job growth and that every new 
industrial. commercial and office job requires development. Even undei these unreasonable 
assumptions, the industrial portion ofWmterbrook's recommended expansion is more than 
double what is needed for the number of employees who will use industrial land. 

Wlnterbrook•s oWD teehnieal reports include 3 UGB expauloa scenarios: aa 
"lnteuiftc:adoa,. ··expansion of 447 net builcbble acres, a "Medium UGB expansion" of 
481 aet buDdable acres and a "Large UGB expansion". of S!l net buDdable acre~. For 
your reference. these are attached to thla tatlmony. AJ the tnt of the "Large" 
expansloa aeeaarlo aplainl, it II baed on the Jd&heat employment foreeap ud 
provides altenattve sites Cor target Industries Identified ID the Economic Alternative 
Opportunities Analysla. At 7Sl net buUdable acres, Wlnterbrook II now 
rec:ommendiD& a UGB expansfoa that it nearly 200 acres larger than bit "Large 
Expansion" scenario. 

IH. Purported Need for 125 Acre Parcel 

The industrial portion ofWinterbrook's UGB expansion proposal is based in part on "a need 
for one very large site of 100 acres or more."7 The Economic Opportunities Analysis 
includes a list of target industries (fable 4-4) and their site requirements (fable 4-5).1 

The largest site requirements for any target industry listed in Table 4-5 is Electronics- Fab 
Plants at 40-SO acres+. The text of the EOA identifies these as "silicon chip fabrication 
plants,~ with site requirements that exceed 100 acres.9 Since 2000, the silicon chip industry 
in the northwest has closed many plants and retains significant unused capacity. 

r 
It b unreasonable to hue a portion of the UGB expansion on the expectation that a 
silicon chip fabrication plant will locate in Woodburn. 

IV. Reasonabk Assumptions for Industrial Land 

The folloWing industrial land assumptions are reasonable and legally defensible. They 
assume disproportionately large, but credible, increases in W oodbum' s employment. They 
show that using reasonable assumptions, Woodburn's industrial land needs can be 
accommodated between 161 and 195 acres of industrial land Since Woodburn already has 

7 "Woodburn UOB Justification Report" November 2003, p.9 
1 "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report. May 200 I, pp. 4-8, 4-9 
9 "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report. May 200 I, p. 4-8 
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127 buildable acres-.ofindustrialland within its UGB. WOodburn only needs to add between 
34 and 68 8C1'CI of buildable i:Ddustriafland to its UGB. 

A. Industrial Job Growth 

As noted above, the. co~taJ,lt previously recommended a forecast of7,139 new jobs 
between 2000 and 2020.10 This is an aggressive forecast that accounts for 2()C,', of all job 
growth forecast for Mari()Jl County. It assume, a 2.65% average annual growth in 

. employment within W90dbum•s UGB.u WlJlterbrook•s Revised Woodburn UGB . 
Justification Report ca1b thia forecast "o~c. "13 Nonetheless, this "optimistic" forecast 
requires only minimal ~on for i.ndustrialland. 

B. Inconsistency between employment growth period and land inventory 

Wmterbrook recommendecl UOB expulSion is based in p8rt on a projection of job growth 
from 2000 to 2020.11 It is based upOil a lmd inveiitory eonducted in 2002. Two years of job 
growth were absorbed by the date of~ inventory, but the consultant continues to project a 
need for new land for these jobs, even though they have already been accommodated. 

The forecasted employment growth of7,139 new lobs assumes a 2.65% average annual 
growth in employment within Woodburn's UGB. 4 The first two years increment of this 
growth is already accounted for on land that is not included in the land inventqry. 

At 2~65% annual growth~ SSI jobs were absorbed by the time of the land inventory, 
-~ leaVing a need to accommodate 6,581 new jobs in all employment sectors. Winterbrook 

assumes that 46% of all new jobs ·Win locate on industrial land. This means that 3,CY27 new 
jobs will locate on industrial land through 2020. 

C. All New Employment Does Not Require New Development 

Considerable employment growth occurs on exi$ting developed employment land. In the 
real world many new jobs are created without land being developed or redeveloped; a . 
restaurant adds additional staff in the dining room and kitchen, a processing plant or 
manufacturer adds a second shift, a retail business expands its hours and hires new people to 
work those hours. Metro recently found that 21% of new industrial jobs and 52% of non­
industrial jobs are absorbed on developed land without expanding onto vacant land. u 

10 "Revistd Woodburn UGB Justification Report.,. January 200S, p.5 
11 "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000.2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum, April 29, 
2002, Tables 8 and 10, pp. 16-17 . 
12 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 200S, p.S 
13 "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum, April 29, 
2002. See also "Woodburn UGB Justification Report" November 2003, p. 8 
•• "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum, April 29, 
2002, Tables 8 and 10, pp. 16-17 . 
" Metro Report, September 1999, Urban Growth Report Update" p.51 
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These numben.are supported by a recent. McMinnville Chamber Qf Commerce Business 
Survey conducted by EcoNorthwest whicb fo• "that nearly half [45%] of tho respondents. 
that indicated they had expansion plans will not need any &dditiorial floctt sPice to . 
accommodate new employees." 16 

We note that &oNorthwest is one of W. ood~um· s current consultants. In a recent Economic 
Opportunities Analysis ~ for McMinnVille,. this same consultant founck · 

"Some emplQyment growth will~ ICCOtnn\<X.iated on existing developed land. as when an 
existing firm~ empl'?yeei with(»ut ri:pandipa space ••• if a jurisdiction bas high vacancy 
rates .•. then more of the future employment growth can be accommodated in~ . 
buildings. We assume rates of 7% [commercial and office] and 100.4 [industrbl] •.• 1 

We believe the rates assumed bj EcoNorthwest in McMinnVille are too low and that 
empirical data suppo~ m~h higher~ However, Woodburn should recognize that at 
least some new joba Will nOt rcqUiie ncw·vacant or Rdevelop8ht~ land. . 

EveD if only lO% of the :!~017 DeW. lndQtrlal jobl do Dot require buildable industrial 
land, that means that only 1,71! Dew jobt will need to be accommodated oD buUdable 
industrial land. 

D. Irulustrial Land ConclusioM 

Under the "optimistic" forecast of7,139 total new jobs, 2,725 new jobs will require buildable 
industrial land. Winterbrook includes a "basic assumption" that jobs will utilize industrial 
land at 14 employees per acre.11 Thus, only 195 acres ofbuil<lable industrial land are needed 
to accommodate this job growth. Applying the same set of assumptions used above to the ~~}:\, 
consultant's lower forecast ofS,981 total new jobs between 2000 and 202o·retu1u in a need 

Volume 
Page 

for 161 acres of buildable industrial land. 

Since Woodburn already has 127 b~dable acres of industrial land within its UGB, only 34 
to 68 net buildable acres of industrial land needs·to be added to the UGB to meet the need for 
161 to 195 net buildable acres. W'mterbrook recommends adding 376 net buildable acres of 
industrial land to the UGB, which is 308 to 342 acres more than the 34 to 68 acre deficit. 

Winterbrook's highest employment forecast is significantly higher than his "optimistic" 
forecast. Nonetheless, even if this highest forecast is used, under reasonable assumptions 
regarding job absorption, these jobs would only require 229 acres of industrial land, leaving a 
deficit of only 102 acres to be added to the 127 net buildable acres already in the UGB. 

Based on generous but reasonable assumptions regarding industrial employment, the 
overall UGB expansion should be reduced by at least 308 acres; from the 751 net 
buildable acres recommended by Winterbrook to no more than 444 net b;'.ildable acres. 

16 McMinnville Bwlness Survey Results, &<>Northwest, September 2001, p.ll 
17 McMinnville Economic Opportunities Analysis, EcoNorthwest, November 200 l, pp. 6-3 to 6-4 
11 Technical Report 2.8, Winterbrook Planning. May 2003, p. 8 
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V. Expanslo11 Artu 

It is generally recognized that Woodburn has traffic problems associated .with thO I-S 
interchange with Highway 14. These traffic problems will only be~ by expansion 
west of the freeway. W"mterbrook recoJDglends • major expansion west. of the fteeway for 
industrial purposes and for residential purposes west ofBuiteville Road. S~h an expansion 
is ill-advised and is not warranted under state law. · ' 

. '· 
ORS 197.298 establishes the priorities for inclusion of land within a UGB. Under this 
statute, exception land must be brought in before farmland unlu& It cannot reCQonably 
accommodat1 llkntijled land neetb. If farmland must be included, land of lower !oU 
classification must be included before lan4 of higher classification unless it cannot 
reasonably~ identified land needs. 

Goal 14 bas similar provisions. It requires Ulban growth boundaries to be bastwl upon several 
factors, including: 

( 1) Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth requirements 
consistent with LCDC goals; 
(2) Need for housing, employment opportunilies, and livability; 
(3) Orderly and economic' provisioJ;a for public facilities and services; 
( 4) . Maximum efficiency of land wies within and on the fringe of the existing mban area; 

¥... (5) ,Environmental, energy, economic and social conseq~; 
( 6) Retention of agricultmalland as defined, with Class I being the highest priority for 
retention and Class VI the lowest priority; and, 
(7) Compatibility of Ute, proposed urban uses with nead>y agricultural activities. 

Exception A.rey 

According to Winterbrook, the Northeast Rural Residential (Carl Road) area ,.,has no 
remaining development capacity,"19 and neither this exception area nor the Southeast 
Residential Exceptions Area contain land that is "usable for urban purposes.,l() Because 
these areas cannot reasonably accommodate identified land needs and because they would be 
a significant unbuffered intrusion into surrounding agricultural land they should be excluded 
from the UGB expansion under ORS 197.298 and factor 7 of Goal 14. 

Similarly, the Buttevilte Road Rural Residential area west ofButteville Road bas an average 
parcel size of less than 2 acres?1 Because it is so heavily parcel~ further development 
beyond limited low-density residential development is unlikely. Woodburn has a surplus of 
low density residential land for housing; Winterbrook allocates this surplus to schools, parks, 

19 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.22 
20 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p. 38 
21 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.24 

.,· 

Volume~ 
377 page __..:::--

7 



and churches. These uses require parcels substantially larger than those found in tho 
ButtevUle Road area. Therefore, this exception area cannot accommodate tho identified land 
needs. 

In additioO, the Butteville Road Area is located west ofButteville Road adjacent to 
unb~ered farinland_ aDd iS sepai'ited from mOst of Woodburn by the traffic ~blems around 
the freeway interchange. Its incluSion in the UGB would not be consistent with tho various 
Goal14 tactorS. . For these reasons, it should be excluded from the UGB expansion under 
ORS 197.298 and Ooal14. ;. 

We agree that the ~utheast Commercial Exceptions Area should be brought into the UGB. 

Resourt§ Land 

Under ORS 197 298 W oodbum should not· expand onto the prime farmland west of tho 
freeway and north of the existing UOB. Instead, any expansi011 onto resource land should be 
southward onto the predominantly non-prime soilJ south of Parr Road between Boones Ferry 
Road and I-S. 

YJ. Reco~t~~MntlatloM 
; 

• Adopt an employment forecast of either 5,981 or 7,139 total new jobs, based on the 
consultant's "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020. 

• Eliminate Silicon Chip Fabrication plants from the list of target industries. 

• Reduce the overall size of the UGB expansion to no more than 444 net buildable 
acres, based on generous, but reasonable assumptions regarding industrial 
employment. 

• Eliminate the Northeast Rural Residential (Carl Road) ~ the Southeast Residential 
Area, and the Butteville Road Rural Residential area from the proposed UGB 
ex.pansjon because they cannot reasonably accommodate identified land needs and 
because their inclusion would be inconsistent With various factors of Goal·14. 

• Ex<ilude prime farmland west of the freeway and north of the existing pGB from the 
proposed expansion. lnst~ any expansion onto resource land should be southward 
onto the predominantly non-prime soils south of Parr Road between Boones Ferry 
Road and 1-S. 

We hope these comments are helpful. They address what we see as the most significant 
issues raised by the consultanfs proposal. We will try to address any remaining technical 
issues prior to the hearing before the City Council. Once ag~ please include thls 

Volume 5 
Page --37_8_ 

8 



.··:··. •·.·. 

testimony in the official record of this proceeding and please provide us with writtell notice 
~~~~ . -

Sid Friedman 

Attachments: Winterbrook UGB Scenarios from Technical Repo~ 2.8 
.. ~ito Requirements of Target Industrici' p. 3 
ORS 197.298 
Ooall4 

Cc: Marion County 
DLCD 
Oregon. Department of Agriculture 
Marion. County Farm B~ 

' 

'I 
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.a •wm'""' "'~" lfti,IJ 
MayS, 2003 

SCENAIUO #t ~smCATION (447 ACIW) 
Based on medium employment forecast (7,140 new jobs) with intensification meaaurea to 
increase density within UGB for residential and commercial land needs. Thia waa the smallest 
UGB expansion to provide additional buildable· land to meet future residential and industrial use 
needs. Measuree used to ~ density and efficiency of land use are marked with a "•". 

*Hlp Deaslty Resldeadal: 16 dwelling units per acre. Using an assumption of 16 dulnet aero 
increases W oodbum't potential supply ofhigb. ~ty ~ta by approximately 420 •. 

Nortla Golf Couse: LDR.- 6 units per acre. Total of 144 additional potential dwelling units. 

N ortla LDR: 6 uu.ita per acre. Total of 240 additional potential dwelling units. 

So11d BWY 99Z Eueptloa Area: Comm~al. Total of 170 additional ~tential employee~. 

*Commercial: Primarily ~e~ and~ within existina commaclal areu. 
Total additiona of 473 potential employea Thia measure iavea a need for approximately 24 
acres of COJDIJ1aCla1 tmd. 

*Mbed UN Node: IDR. (8 unita per acre}, HDR. (24 units per acre), Commc:tda1 (24 employee. 
per acre). Jncreasins LDR density from 6 to 8 units per acre within the Node adda 102 potential 
dwellina units. Jnc:reasing HDR. density from 12 to 24 units per acre within tho Node adds 200 
potential dwelling units. Increasina Commercial employees per acre from 20 to 24 within the 
Dodo adds 177 potential employees. 

*Pub He/Government: Satisfied t1uu 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 lSS aerca. 

Table 7. Scenario 1: Surplus and Deficit Comparisons 
Current Su rplu• (Oeftclt) 

LandUn Supply Demand Surplua (Deflcltl · 5cenarto Add• 
ReLLow(DU) 2,368du 3,749 du (1,381) du 1,4-43 du 
ReLHlah(DU) 1879 du 1 874 du (196\ du 200du 
Commerelat (EMP) 1888emp 2 878emp (790)emo 790emo 
lnduntal (EMP) 1651 emo 3.578 emo t1 ~7femo 1 927 emo 
Public (Acrea} 6.1 ac 36.1 ac (301 ac 30ac 
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SCENARIO #1. MEDIUM UGB Exr.~&l9N (~81 Acus) . 
Based on medium employment Co~·Ut (7, 140 ~ jobt) without mtensitication mea.sur~ for . 
residential land needs, bllt includes a mix o( intensification (redevelopment) and additional 

- buildable land to meet tuture commercial tand needs. Industrial land added to UGB to meet 
' basic. employmmt nCCda phis provide ono .alternative suitable sito for target in®atries identified 
in tho EConomic Opportunities Analysia. Measures used to increase density and efticieney of 
land uae are mukecl with a "•" •· 

; -

mp D'ella_lty Raldeatbi:Jl dwollina units per ~. 

NW Euepdoa Area Very Low Denaity R.eaidal'tial- 3 unita per acre. Thil allows 218 
potential ctwollin& units in the NW BxceptioD Area. 

Nortla cOlt Come: IDR. ~ 6 \mita per aero. Total of 144 additional potCntial dwellina units. 

Nortla LDR: 61Dit1 per~ Total ot240 additional potential dw'eWna unita. 
. . " ·\, •\ .. ~~: ~-t-:: _,, .. ~; ·. . .. • 

· SoutlapY?'&heeJ~•~~~,Commerclal. · · _ 
·~o·;nna~~ ~:·elopment and intalsitic:atlon withbi existing commercial areu. 
Total i4diticSnl. of '73 potaidal employee.. TbiJ MeasulJ saves a need for approxbnately 24 
~.of~~. 

•.. · .. ··::j 

*Mixed Use Nocle: LDR. (8 units per acre), HDR (24 units per acre), Commercial (24 employees 
pei acre). Increasing LDR density from 6 to 8 units per acre within the Node adda 102 potential 

· dwelling units. Increasing HDR density from 12 to 24 units per acre within the Node adda 200 
·potential dwelling unita. Increasing CoJilDlercial employees per acre from 20 to 24 within the 
node adda 177 potential employees. The increased densities in this node represent approximately 
34 residential acres, and 9 commercial acres. · · 

- . 
*South Residcatlal: lDR. (6 units per acre) 75o/e, HDR (12 units per acre) 25%. ThiJ adds a 
potential for 240 low density dwelling units and 120 high density units. 

*PubUc/Govenament: Satisfied thru LOR. Scenario 2 assumes that 876 potential government 
and education employee. will bo added on existing. developed residential land. Thia saves a 
need for appioximately 44 acres of public/government land. · ..... 

Basic Industrial: West Indus1rial 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. 

10 Winterbrook Pluming 
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May J, 200J 

Table •· Scenarto 2: Surplue and Deficit Compirtlons 

SCENARIO #3 LARGE UGB EXPANSION (558.ACRES) . 
Basically, the same assumptiona·and measures as Scenaiio #2, but it is based on high 
employment forecast (8,375 new jobs) and provides two alternative suitable sites for target 
industries identified in tho Economic Opportunities Analysis. 

Wgh Density Resldenttah 12 dwelling UD;its per acre. 

NW Exception Area: Very Low Density Residential- 3 units per aero. This allows 218 
})Otential dwelling units in the NW Exception ,Area. 
North Golf Coune: LDR- 6 units per aero. Total of 144 additional potential dwelling units. 

North LDR: 6 units per acre. Total of240 additional potential dwelling units. 

South HWY 99E Excepdom Area: Commercial 

*Commercial: Redevelopment and intensification. Total additions of30 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). Incre~ing LDR density from 6 to 8 units per acre within tho Node adds 102 potential 
dwelling units. Increasing HDR density from 12 to 24 units per acre within the Node adds 200 

Winterbrook Planning 
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potential dwelling units. Increasing Commercl~ emp,oyU. per ac.re· from 20 .~ 24 within tho 
node addt 177-pc)tential employees.. The increased densi~ea in this node represent a need for 
apprOximately 34 resi«tentiil·acta. and. 9 commercial acres. · 

. . . .· :· ; ~ ........ . (, . ' . . . .. . . ; : . . . . 

•soutla Resldendal: IDR. (6 Ul)ita P.« acre) 1~o/~ HPll (12 ~taper acre) 25~1. This adds a 
potential for 240 low density dweUins unita and 120 high density umts. 
*PubUeJGovenm.ent: Satisfied~ lDll. Scenario 2 assumes that 876 potential govermnent 
and education employees will be. ac:lded on existins, ·~eloped resi&ntiat land. This aavea a . 
need for approximately 44 ~ ofpmlic(govemmenflaQ(t · · 

Bale IDduatrbl: W eat lndU8t:riiJ: Area. Add. 1,73~ potential indultrial employees oo 155 acrea. 

Two Suitable hd1Utrla1Slta: (i) South. AMI 1,086potential iDduatrial euiployeea on ii 
acres; and (2) West. .Addt 593 potential induatria1 employee~ on ~2 acra. 

. . 

Tabla 9. Scenario 3: Surplua and Deficit Comparisons 

12 

30ao 
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Valley realtors and developers were with expertise on 'developments in target areas in 
the Willamette Valley. 

The required lite 'and building characteristics ror the target industrlea identified· in the 
EOA range widely. Aa such, a variety of parcel aizea, buildin& types and land use · 
designations will be required to attract target industrie8. Ov~, the GlOat impor,tant 
!acton echoed throughout the literature ancJ interviews include appropriate parcel size 
and. location, labor force quality, access to the Interstate highway .system, and 
proximity to cuatomen. 

: ~ 

The Woodburn E()A concluded that 'the site needa of target industries generally fall 
into one of four typea of Site claasitlcationa: tarse lot industrial sitea (40-80+ acre 
parcels); campus research and development (R&D) and amaDer manuf'acturinalitea 
(20 to 40 ~ pucela); amaDer Hgbt industrial/ ofllce aitea (4-20 ~ parcela); and 
specu1ative space within of&e/fltJs and mi?:ed-use developmenta. 

e lot target industriea include E1ectronic and Electric Equipment manufa.c:turinc:J 
silicon chip ·fabrication plants). These usen are general1J more land intenasive 
~ aite requirements exceed 100 acres) and have a relatively high level of 
environmental~ water system impacts. . 

Industries with firma that may locate in campus research and development (R&D) and 
man~s sites include Electronic and E1ect:ric Equipment and the rest of the 
manufacturing industries may ran into this categcny. . 

Smaller light industrialfo16.ce sites (4-20 acre parcels) and speculative space within 
.offlce/fle:x .. and ~d-use developments could a.cc.ommodate 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 target industries for Which data is 
available at this· tim~. 1'he acreage figures for some target industries are slightly 
different than thoSe reported in the EO A. Tbia reflects ·the additional research 
conducted on the site needs of target industries for this analyaia. 
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Oregon's S~atewide Planning Goals & Guidelines 

Goal 14: Urbanization·· 

OAR 660-015-0000(14) 
(Ptease Note: Amended 09/28100; Effective 1 0104/00) 

To provide for an orderly and efficient 
transition frQm rural to urban land 
use. 

Urban growth bOundaries shall be 
establlahed to Jdontify and separate 
urbanizable land frQm rural land. 
Establishment and change of tha 
boundariet shal be based upon 
considerations of the following factors: 

(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 within and on the fringe of the 
existing urban area; 

(5) Environmental, energy,. 
economic and social consequences; 

(6} Retention of agricultural land 
as defined, with Class I being the 
highest priority for retention and Class 
VI the lowest priority; and, 

(7) Compatibility of the proposed 
urban uses with ·nearby agricultural 
activities. 

The results of the above 
considerations shall be included in the 
comprehensive plan. In the case of a 
change of a boundary, a governing body 
proposing such change in the boundary 
separating urbanizable lands from rural 
land, shall follow the procedures and 

1 

requirements aa set forth In the Land 
Use P1annlng goal (Goal 2) for goal 
exceptions. . . 

Any urban growth boundary 
established prior to Janua,., 1, 1975, 
which includes rural Ianda that have not 
been built upon shaU be revt8'Ned by the 
governing body, utilizing the same 
factors applicable to the establishment 
or change of urban growth boundaries. 

Establishment and change of the 
boundaries shall be a cooperative 
process between a city and the county 
or counties that surround it. 

Land within the boundaries 
separating urbanlzable land from rural 
land shall be considered available over 
time for urban uses. Conversion of 
urbanizable land to urban uses shall be 
based on consideration of: 

(1) Orderty. econortaic provision 
for public facilities and services; 

(2) Availability of sufficient land 
for th~ various uses to Insure choices in 
the market place; · 

(3) LCDC goals or the 
acknowledged comprehensive plan; 
and, 

(4) Encouragement of 
development within urban areas before 
conversion of urbanizable areas. 

In unincorporated communities 
outside urban growth boundaries 
counties may approve uses, public 
facilities and services more intensive 
than allowed on rural land~ by Goal 11 
and 14, either by exceptio~ to those 
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goals, or as prq'M~ ,by 90r;nfl!isslqJ\,~ -
rules whlch ensure such uses do not · 

( 1) adversely affect agricultural 
and forest operations, and ,. 

(2) interfere with the efficient 
functioning of urban growth boundaries. 

Notwlthstandlna tht other 
provision• of thlt aoal. tht· , · . · : 
commission may by nalt proylde that 
thlt goal dott· not. Prohibit the . 
develOpment; aDd"u•• of ont slnqlt= 
family dwtlllna on a lot or parcel. that 

tal was.lawfuiiV created; 
(b) llg ouglcl•-•DV" · 

ackpowt!datSJ'YrljibJJrowth 
bouridatt'oronlnc;ot®rated 
commuriltV bOundam . · < . 

tel' I! wJthln an are1 for which 
an exceptfoifto Statewide Planning 
Goal· 3 or 4 has· been acknowledged; 
and . ·-- ·: · . 

· (d) Is planned and zoned 
primarily for residential use, 

GUIDEUNES . . 

A. PLANNING 
· 1. Plans should designate 

sufficient amounts of urbantzable land 
tQJt.SS9Pllll22~!!Jh~ n~ for further 
urban expansiOn, taking· into account (1) 
the growth policy of the area, (2) the 
needs of the forecast population, (3) the 
carrying capacity of the planning area, 
apd (4) ope!"·space and recreational 
needs. · 

2. The size of the parcels of 
urbanizable lan'd that are converted to 
urban land should be of adequate 
dimension so as to maximize the utility 
of the land resource and enable the 
logical and efficient extension of 
services to such parcels. 

3. Plans providing for the 
transition from rural to urban land use 
should take into consideration as to a 
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major qeterminant the carrying capacity 
oftfie air, land and wate(:re•ources of 
the ptannlng area. The 1anf ··. 
conservation and developf,lent actions 
provkied for by such plans should not 
exceed the carrytng capacity of such 
resources •. 

B. IMPLEMENTAT10N 
1. The type, location and 

phasing Of pu~llC facilities and services 
are faCtors whiCK shoutd be utltlzed to 
direct urban expansion. 

2. The type, design. phasing and 
location of rria}or ·public transportation 
facilities (l.e~r al mod•: air• marine, 
raH, mass tranSit, highways, blcyde and · 
ped~trl~nl and lmprovemen~ thereto 
are factors Which should br utilized to 
support urban expansion into 
urbanizable areas and restrict it from 
rural areas~ 

2 

3. Financial incentives should be 
provided to assist in maintaining the use 
and character of lands adjacent to 
urbanizable areas. 

4. Local land use controls and 
ordinances should be mutually 
supporting, adopted and enforced to 
integrate the type, timing and location of 
public facilities and services in a manner 
to accommodate increased pobltc 
demands as lirbanizable lands become 
more urbanized. ·. 

5. Additional meth<.IJs and 
devices for guiding urban land use 
should indude but not be limited to the 
following: (1) tax incentives and 
disincentives; (2) multiple use and joint 
development practices; (3) fee and 
less-than-fee acquisition techniques; 
and (4) capital improvement 
programming. 

6. Plans should provide for a 
detailed management program to assign 
respective implementation roles and 

( .: 



~ -~-

responsibilities to those gov~mme~~~ -· 
bodtea operating tn the planning area_ ·­
and having interests In carrying out the 

. -- qoal. 

~::"· 
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197.198 Priority oflaad to be Included wlthiD urbaa growth bouadary. (1) In addition to any 
requirements established by rule addressing urbanization, land ·tnay not be inclUded within an 
urban growth boundary except under the following priorities: 
(a) First priority is land that is designated urban reserve land under ORS 19S.l4S, rule or 
metropolitan service district action plan. 
(b) If land under paragraph (a) of this subsection is inadequate to accommodate the amount of 
land needed, second 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 21S.710. t 

(c) If land under paragraphs (a) and (b) of this subsection is inadequate to accommodate the 
amount ofland needed. third priority is land designated as marginal land punuant to ORS 
197.247 (1991 Edition). . 
(d) If land under paragraphs (a) to (c) of this subsection is inadequate to accommodate the 
amount of land needed, fourth priority is land designated in an acknowledged comprehensive 
plan for agriculture or forestry, or both. 
(2) Higher priority shall be given to land of lower capability as measured by the capability 
classification system or by cubic foot site c~ whichever is appropriate for the current use. 
(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) of this section for one or more of the following reasons: 
(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 urban growth boundary rlquires 
inclusion of lower priority lands in order to include or to provide services to higher priority 
lands. [1995 c.547 s.S~ 1999 c.59 s.56] 
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Bob Lindsey 
FEB· 0 3 2005 7505 Windsor II Rd N 

Salem, oi. 97303 

Background: 
WOODBURN COM~ 
~Uif. 

. 1967 to 1977, Privilege C'l serving Salem· member of council ,-u Mayor, 73 thtu 77. part of the Urban growth 
studiet which led to concept of urban growth boundaries. put of the process that brought forth Sen. billlOO .. 
Negotiated the UGB ~ implemcntatioo of Scn.lOO fOf City of Salem. 10 yea..'l around city ball you get a feeling 
for what makes cities work and not work. 

-""·.· · .. 
r· . ~·~ ) 

1 can tell you that the proposal in front of you ia not in Woodburn's best interest. Short or long term. Proposal 
in it's present form i1 a recipe fOf expectati0111 never met Recipe for disaster. 

Two issues surfaced from the Urblll growth studiea of early 70(s) that ue still germane today .The public cost of 
Development and ability of Urban centen to fund those costa . .F« cities to survive they need to addreu two issues: 
pattema of desip and development and develop an elutic fundins base Of go broke. Example, we only need to 
took a few miles sooth. The City c:L Salem is a clauic example of urban center in deep economic trouble. 

Summer of 1976, Standard and Poor gave Salem a triple AAA credit rating. Salem credit rating tw plummeted to 
anA. 

pop# increased- All systema came under streaa. 
Library bOWl decreased 
aquatic programs slipped away 
traffic issues increased exponentially 
public safety respome dcaeued. 
capacity to supply, & treat water decreased 
livability diminished. 

Consultants proposal leads you down that same path. 

Wood bum hu more than enough land mass within existing UGB to ac:commodate Population# assigned by 
Marion County. 

Wood bum lw acres an acres of under utilized land 
You are a service center for the Agriculture industry. 
This approach is not within your economic capacity. 

We suggest that you stay within existing service systems to create an economic and liveable-loveable model that 
brings benefit to the taxpayers. 

Ybu do not need to look outward.- Y out best course of action is look inward - play to your strengths - -
regroup, rethink- organize a plan that speaks to community, speaks to Live ability, speaks to sense of place 

The challenge is create that sense of identity- a sense of place- Challenge is how to build a liveable, lovable 
community. Your Challange is to create benefit for the taxpayer- not pain&. misery. 

Those should be the goals 
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TO: Woodburn Planning Commission 
270 Montgomety St 
Woodbum, Oll9707l 

Subject: Comprehensive Plan Public Hearing 

Hello Alt. 

FEB 1 0 ZOOS 

WOODBURN COMMUNnY 
OEVE\..OPMENT DEPt 

The program u presented puts the commission in a very difficult decision making position. 
Wherein; my course of action you recommend will be viewed u wrong. I get 1 sense from thia 
opening shot that many of Woodburn havr little awareneu of what ia proposed and that there may 
not be much support if you push thia issue too fut without strong support from community u 1 
whole. 

The most significant moment ofhearina came early on ft'om the Gentleman who asked," Will 
thia plan make my taxea so up"? Pta u presentecl i1 very vulncnble OD thia point. There are 
plenty ol examples to anawer the question with a" yea", this program. in thia form. will cause 
taxes to go up and service levda so down. 

Many elements presented are unattainable for a variety of reuont, political and economic. ie. 
Nodal areas, transportation pl~ parb. I see no element dealing with issue of increased railroad 
traffic thrrugh core of city. Looking to increased industrial land mua in hopea of creating benefit 
for Woodburn is risky. Plan that does not integrate school locati0t11 is seriously flawed. 

What I took away from public hearing of Thunday eve would suggest that a very deliberate. 
thoughtful revi~ is in order. You need to develop support for a plan to succeed. Plan without 
solid support from community as a whole witt be no plan. Just an exercise. 

Challenge is to create benefit and comfort. Not Pain & Misery 

Resn:nuly, 

Mdsey 
7 50S Windsor Is Rd N 
Salem, OR 97303 

503 551 8585 
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rt.'a \~(\?arne is Kay Peterson. I live at 13740 Wilco Hwy. NB, Woodburn. Before I begin, 

~ke to thank yo~ the Woodburn Planning Commission for your service to the 

~ty. I, too, wanted to serve on the Planning Commission, but unfortunately, my 

' ·. · . application was not accepted. 

I would ask that you carefully consider the testimony that is being submitted this evening. 

We all want Woodburn to be an economically viable community; some of us just differ 

on how to accomplish this. 

My mother was born in W oodbum and raised on a dairy farm in Hubbard. My husband is 
a small business owner. It is located on Evergreen Road, just south of Highway 214. We 

are members of tho Woodburn Chamber of Commerce. We are both opposed to the 
proposed expansion of the UGB. The city bas only recently begun to address the current 

traffic mesa on Hwy. 214 and the freeway interchange. Expanding the UGB is only going 

to make this traffic nightmare worse. More and more of my husband's clients have 

complained about how difficult it is to negotiate the traffic when driving to his office. Of 

what benefit is growth going to be if people can't get to our business'? Pushing growth on 

Woodburn will do nothing to improve the livability of this community. Why sprawl even 

more on the west- side of the 1-5 freeway'? We will never wake up from our traffic 
nightmare if we expand the UGB onto the west-side of 1-5. 

It is just flat out wrong to take some of the best farmland in the country out of production 

forever in order to attempt to attract some high tech industry to Woodburn. I say attempt 

because I quite honestly doubt that a high tech industry will locate in Woodburn. Many. 

high tech industries such as computer chip factories have abandoned the United States 

and gone .to China, just ask Salem, Gresham, or Hillsboro. ;\.griculture can quickly retool, 

so to speak, to respond to current market conditions- other industries just pick up and 

leave. 

The security of our country depends on us being as strong as possible economically. 

Every day the economic security of our country is compromised as more and more 

farmland is eaten up for development. Do you know that for the first time in the history 

of our country the United States imports more food than it exports? Do we want to be 

dependent on foreign countries for our food in the same way we are dependent on foreign 

oil? Each acre eaten up by development adds up quickly. These 500 plus acres 

Winterbrook Consulting says is needed for industrial sites should stay as it is, productive 

farmland, for our benefit and for the benefit of future generations. 
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February 1, 200S 

City of Woodburn 
Planning Commission 
270 Montgomery St 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

W oodbum Planning Commission members: 

WOODBURN COMMUNflY 
DEVEU)PMENT DEPt 

My name is Mary Jean Fischer and I live at 160 Heritage Court, Woodburn, OR 97071. I 
have lived in Woodburn for 40+ years. I am writing about the UGB proposed changes. I 
am very concerned about the annexation of 423 acres into the UGB. I feel we should 
utilize existing space before going out of the current boundaries. We currently have 
empty industrial buildings. Drive through the Industrial Park or north on Front Street. 
Several buildings have for sale signs or bUildings for lease. Our forefathers settled French 
Prairie because ofthe.rich, fertile soil. The land West of the Freeway is some of the best 
land in the valley. Now developers want to put it under concrete. We cannot make more 
land. Once it is under concrete it is gone. Lef s think beyond the immediate. Yes, now a 
lot of our food is ·imported but do we want to put ourselves into the position of relying on 
other countries for food like we do for oil. Our country right now seems to be obsessed 
with importing food. We need to recognize that being able to supply our food is a 
national security item. 

Agriculture is the leading employer of Marion County. 'The majority of residents of 
Woodburn are employed in agriculture. Your talking about-people's livelihood. People 
work here and spend money here-groceries, gas and clothing. 

Woodburn has moved from a strictly agriculture community to an agriculture/industrial 
but the industry is agriculture based. This town was once known as The Berry Capital of 
the World. Now it is known as the nursery and flower center of Oregon. 

Let's not do to this community that has happen to so many communities. Developers 
come in and make all kinds of promises. They get their money and are gone. They don't 
care once they get the money. Everyone testifying for development had addresses 
outside of Woodburn. Doesn't that tell you something? We don't want another 
Hillsboro or Gresham. All kinds of deals were made to Planning Commissions or 
whomever. Expensive infrastructure-streets, water, sewer lines, etc. was done. Large 
buildings were built and then they moved on leaving large empty building sitting empty. 
Cathedral City, CA took a million dollar hit when they gave Wal-Mart a sweet deal. 
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Now the building and land sit empty. Why have these expensive infrastructure projects 
when these structures are already in place in several areas of the community? 

I find it interesting that a community of90,000 in Medford is considering less land in 
their UGB than we a city of24,000 that may be 34,000 in 20 years. 

I think before extending and investing in UGB we should deal with Hwy 214. What a 
nightmare going West or East. I am fortunate to live on the East side of town so if I need 
1-S I go to Brooks or Hubbard. Last summer it took my son-in-law one-half hour to get 
from to US Bank from 99E on a Friday. Many of us use side streets to maneuver around 
214. 

I am for progress but let's do it with proper planning. Let's not let developers be tho 
driving force. I think the local community has a much better idea of how this community 
should grow. 

I appreciate your time and energy on the commission so thanks so much for all you do. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Jean Fisc 
160 Heritage Court 
Woodburn, OR 97071 
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February 10, 200S 

Carla Mikkelson 
17244 Arbor Grove Road NB 
Woodburt1. OR 97071 

Woodburn Planning Commission 
c/o Community Development Department 
City Hall 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Dear·Commissioners: 

Exhibit "B" .. S'1 

* REC'D ~ 

FEB 1.0 2005 

WOOOSURN COMMONTY 
DEVElOPMENT DEPt 

I belong to many groups and am a Co~sioner on the Marlon County Planning Commission, 
however I want to ·make clear that I am speaking as a private citizen. 

I have lived on a f8fiD outside 'of W oodbum most of my life (so far) and I confess my first 
questionmg ofWo.odbum's UGB expansion was that it took up too much agricultural land. But I 
have other concerns about the plan beyond thi~: 

Woodburn has suffered from a lack of vision, not a lack of planning. What kind of community 
did we want to build with the comprehensive plan in the 10' s? The plan developed only met the 
requirements of the state. It 'didn't have a direction. So Woodburn grew, but in an ad hoc 
fashion. C1ty goveinment itself didn't function particularly well. So I believe that this plan is 
handicapped from the start. How do you take a town that is socially, ethnically, and physically 

t:F?> fractured and make a community out of it? 
•) 

I believe we can use this plan to help build a community by remembering that the purpose of the 
plan should be to benefit the people currently living here. We also need to remember 
Woodburn's historic (and current) role as the centerofagri~ulturallife in Marion County. As I 
am sure you've heard a zillion times, agriculture is still Marion County's number one industry. 
While processing jobs have been lost, please remember that nurseries and other farms have 
increased their employment, which doesn't show up in the job inventory. 

I believe the plan addresses some important issues and in some places supports the community 
well: wetland preservation for greenways and parks; downtown redevelopment; improved public 
transit and bicycle/pedestrian improvements; and economic growth that results in better paying 
jobs are all valuable parts of the plan and should be supported 

Parts of this plan, however, make everything harder to achieve. The economic model of 
aggressive expansion puts a ·tot of pressure on local taxpayers. Single- family housing never 
recoups the initial investment in city services. Industrial sites can be a tax positive, but only over 
the long haul. So the initial burden of expansion is put on current taxpayers. As noted in the 
hearing, there are people living in Woodburn who would like to see their tax dollars go to 

1 
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imp~oving tl,leit,' own streets, rather than expanding services to new housing and ind~es in the 
expansion area. 

The industries Woodburn will try to attract are not in Woodburn's best interest. Chip plants and 
other electronic industries produce much pollution, as they use hazardous chemicals. It's not just 
to keep a room ciean that people-have to wear "acid gear". Also, the high paying jobs in these 
plants go to individuals who have associate, bachelor, and advanced gradUate degrees. The 
starting wages for less skilled w~rk are in the $8-9/hour range. Census data shows that bachelors 
and advanced degrees are sparSe in W oodb~ If there are not enou.p Wooqbum citizAms to fill 
these jobs, they wiU go to th_..-unemployed or underemployed, highly skilled individuals in the 
metropolitan area who are looking for jobs since the electronics industry downturn. 

The transportation plan also causes problems for the rest of the community. Instead of trying to 
build links between isolated pockets of the city (west ofi-S, north of214, ~ of99E) the plan 
calls for roads to be linked to "ring" the UGB. Many communities try these "ring roads" to 
reduce traffic. Unfortunately, since developin& open space is easier~ redeveloping urban 
space, development races to the undeveloped "areas along these roads,' ~mg the same traffic 
issues the roads were built to reduce~ and leaving poorly maintained or abandoned development 
bebin~ I don't know how many of you may remember Woodburn before the 214 cutoff was 
built. This cutoff"was designed to avoid downtown, ~by speeding traffic to 99E. The same 
pattern evolved: development followed the new road, devastating downtown Woodburn. And 
the traffic which was supposed to flow quickly to 99E is blocke<l"by traffic lights and at rush 
hour barely moves at all. And if you still don't believe that this will happen here, look at the 
Salem Parkway. It, too, was supposed tO move traffic quickly from 1-:S to downtown Salem. 
The area was zoned-industrial. ·aut a new city adminisqation grew impatient and changed the 
zone to commericial when a 900,000 square foot mall, Keizer Station was proposed. Keizer 
Station construction has only been delayed by a land dispu~. Development follows new roads 
and will again with the proposed transportation plan. 

Two "nit picks". The proposed industrial land east ofl-5 does not have direct access to I-5. The 
plan is to send industrial traffic south to Parr Road and over Butteville Road to 214 and then to I­
S. This is a trip of about 2.5 miles, which is the equivalent of being 2.5 miles from the freeway. 
it also requires considerable road building and intersection improvement, expensive propositions. 
The other is, I don't care that there are all those people in the metropolitan area just panting to 
buy a house on a golf course. They are not Woodburn's concern. The people already here are. 

Growth will happen in Woodburn no matter what. But if you plan to absorb over 20% of the job 
growth in Marion County, you are not only optimistic, you are aggressive in seeking out growth. 
In my vision of Woodburn it does not serve anyone's interest have massive growth. A slower 
pace of growth would allow services to catch up, slow the need for massive infrastnicture 
spending, and better serve the needs of Woodburn's taxpayers. Small and medium-sized 
businesses in the community need the support of the City to survive and grow; transportation 
needs to provide ways for citizens to get around their city as well as for travelers to get through 
it; neighborhoods need sidewalks, street lights, and green spaces; downtown needs to be revived 
and serve as the core of the community. This is how I envision Woodb~ and where the plan 
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helps this vision I support it. But I don't think anyone gains by having W oodbum become more 
industrialized, polluted and sprawled. 

Thank you for reading this letter. 

Sincerely, 

L.tw 71t/Jcicdn:J 
Carla Mikkelson 
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Written T~stlmony f9r. .. W®dbum Planning Commission .. Hearing on the t'roposeo 
Amendm,ents to W.OOdbum's Comp~ensive Pl$n; February 10, -2005 · · 

· . -t . 

. . ~ . ·-· 

·"Thank yo~ foryo.u~ ~ff()~ to ~aka. WQOdbum a ~unity that wort<s. 
. _ ~~ily. yau ~ll.ach ta~ a WOQdbum map with the present UGB. and 
pto~ UGB expansi9n lines.clearly.marked and drive these boundarl... I 
think~- )Vii be aJ1l~ ·• hqW.mudl under-developed land is wtthin the present 
UGB a~·· how much,.<?.f._the propqsed. expanskm is onto prime farmland. If you 
drive around the .alreat,ty included 1nd48t.!fal areas of Progress. Way and North 
Fro~ Street. as well~ nortt\of.Parr Road, you will see acres and acres of land 
for sale, . . . . : 

. · ; We~ ~support and ,sustain the smaU businesae. that are already 
here and provide so many lobs .... Fpr in~n.ce, .W~bum Veterinary Clinic is an 
agfk=YJIII~ business that employs._,14 peoplel local fanners do major 
business \wti' Lenon Implement and Woodburn Fertilizer, but I have known some 
whc) h~i be9bh to drtVe~mi~ furthef tO st Paul and Donald to avoid 
Woodoom'i traffic. · 

I urge· you not to think 20 years into the future, but 50, 75·,·150 years. Our 
family farm just outside of Wood bum has already had five generations of our 
family liVing on it, in only 90 years. 

: ' ·If M think short-terin, our. bea~tiful valley of mild climate, rich soil, and 
abundant resource land will be p~ved. over. This is some of the nation's most 
valuable soil, and the plants and crops that can be grown here include kiwis, 
wheat, vegetables, berries, nuts, grapes, and nursery stock.. In my lifetime, on 
our farm, We have ra~ com, peas, flax, wheat, ·clover, alfalfa, hazelnuts, beef 

e<<::; and dairy cattle, grass seed, fruit, berries, hogs, sheep, trees and chickens. 
·Perhaps you are looking at a grass seed field and thinking: · What good is 

that? ·· Let's put in some houses or a commercial or industrial park." 
Because we now have a planet of 6 ~ billion people, 1-2 billion of whom 

are starving. Because the oil reserves are being used up, and we might not be 
able to afford to import strawberries and apples from thousands of miles away. 
Because agriculture is Marion Cou·nty's #1 industry. 

Yes, Marion County leads the state in agricultural production and 
Woodburn is in the heart of Marion County's ~riculturalland. Our county is #1 
in nursery and greenhouse, 2nd in milk, and 3 in Christmas trees. 

You cannot stack farm fields on top of each other. But much of the 
housing and commercial needs for a small city such as Woodburn could easily 
go more vertical. It is muCh more efficient use of land and infrastructure to have 
apartments with several stories and housing over commercial, as seen in many 
downtowns. The happy result is that it also makes a community more walk-able, 
more livable, and engenders a community spirit 

- -I(IV 

Woodburn is ignoring the enonnous agricultural production surrounding it, 
as well as the fact that thousands of its residents work in the agriculture industry. 

1:l REC'D * 
FEB 1 0 2005 

.) 

JOOBURN COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 
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Moat of these peop\e's occupations have not~ ~n~, ~ ~icatesl in I;~ 
Northwesfs Wood~um E~nomic Q()Porttiri~ ·~atysie:t,g~q,!, ~-~. '···~, ·' , .. · ·(· 

Even-if· WoOdbum'a populatl6ri increl'sea at-the rate·soma people predict. 
we can stiR accommodate it within our present urban _gr~ \)QU.I)d,ry. We ca.~ 
save ourselves billions of donars in taxes kW 'rl'ew. reads and lntrait'h.acfure. Th~re 
are presently hundreds of acres for industrial deveiQpm~nt ~~~-our CUJrent 
urban growth boUndary¥.· Many of these siteS~~· ~ ~~afK.IOI)!4.~ c1 ~ot yet 
developed.; They·already have sewer arid·~·ancfroad$. "lfbetioovls us to 
take. care of theSe areas ftM, and eonSeiv4p · ~rr . ~~-P.fule. fcjhntan<t. .. . .. · .. . · 

· The City·ofWoodbum has juSt recentlY s&e~ a couple. mill~ of~ , 
• .. • J I"'-'" _._ l ! • - - • 

taxpayer's money· for land for additional sewag~ ve~!b.n~--q"~ ~~ 
roa<tway .. con.WUdlon •. This only·b the land;_ not Ult!'. ~lllkSil'- ~· ~~vetqp ih. .. 
infrastructure 'on the land. This Ia' onlY tt\e biginnlng·ot a hUg• drain on the 
taxpayer. We must take care to develop and re-develop the land that ~a· already 
within the present urban growth ~ndary, already Jmh ~ ~ts •. ·powt;r, an(l 
sewer fad,li\iel in· place~· Let's' u8,8 cqmmon sen~~ , . : .. . .·. _ ... . · . . . 

· Alr8ady, WOodbum·h-. a htige ec»nem~·~ in p~Yfflb .. agnbusinesa. 
The, numbers~ in. for the year 2004, and~-~ ':JP fqr th8 m~v!JDey bY . : 
5.6%. The gross value for all farm commodities in Marion County Is $519 million. 
The fanners that are the backbone of this industry a"' not pushing for new roads 
and infrastiUcture. · 

The ones who are really pushing for development and expansiOn are "the 
consultants who are paid to say we need it. People such. a• Greg WinterOwd, 

· who was paid by Opus Northwest to tiy and get its land le, an expanded UGB and 
also paid by the City of Woodburn. This is a huge conflict of interest that cannot 
be ignored. · · .. ··· . · . . 

Please take a moment to reflect on the importariC6 of .our decisions today. (>~\. 
Think of the earty settlers, my own relatives included, who had no idea what the 
value" of one huge old growth tree would be today. Now think of one acre of land 
today. With our rich Willamette Valley soit, it can produce new crops of food 
every single year to feed many, many people for endless generations. How 
. many industries can say that? 
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Respectfully. 

Lolita Carl 
13324 Can Road N.E. 
Hubbard, Oregon 97032 
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lew, ... ....,..., .'!"¥'~··· .""'_.... ---_ _ _ . 
periocllaclude ronaby (·&4), Buildlnc M&ttrialt ltorta (·16), lliUllieavy 
Con8tNetldn (~ 10). · 

? • 

Table 2·2. Covered employment an~ payroll In the 9701.1 zip code 
area 1990· and 1991 · · 
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strong~it~al 
~howing 1M.Y ~lp 

stave off diVeloJmient 

I 
have..,,.__. .. .....; .. .;. .. '&iid aft:· .·:: ; : _.,, the · ·- - ·--~~ . ~ . 

~~~t-~-~-
:rotn~~~tt~r:'~E'. ·. 

~.!!F"~ m&m.facton n~ to the 
~ ..... wtural ecoDOIJlY that · · · · '~ .· 
contribute to 1-. ~ · · .. 
tanc:e.lncludtnl ttl •fj,& 

the-~~~ 
thatlltp~.tbe~·,'~-: ad49<l "'raw · · -:·· · 
~-~·Uit ".. . ., .. 
~. ';J;.:lt--~;;;.~~~ . 

~- uau....- ·J ·'· •·· lonlteni. .. 
'I'fii~-~ . f;. #I' • .. 

. . ""'·~ meaaunt 
c1~~mic - :-
sect« .• th8 vatueat 
the pro4uc;t as lt . 
leaves the gate. We call 
th1s the "Farm Gate-. 
value for agr-1culturi, 
but 1t ~be the pt.ol 
a m.anufacturlna 
company as welL· 
Oregon SUite Unlvmity 
~,tOn Serv1oe 
coll.ectii data from · m~ewry 
~~tl'<m tbee::= -agrlculturar productJon. 
These numbers tor 2txM have Agriculture 
just been ~le8sed and fd like 
to take a look at the results 
for the Mid· ValleJ 

'The best news Is tl1at the numbers are up 
5.6 percent from am. The gross Value for aU 
commodities is $519 million for Marion 
Count~ $124 mill10n tor Polk County and 
$242 mllll~ for Yamhill Count}( The three­
county total is $885 mlllion 

Remember that these figures are at the 
farm gate, that is before any processing or 
value added takes place. We take acres times 
yield times price, or head of livestock times 
price. That gives us the gp>ss value ol 
production. 

Y o\utne 
page 

~ RECIO {c 

r't.S t 0 2GG5 

COMM\lN\'N 
'li~~~:MtN1 OEi'1· 

5 

~ 

John Burl Is stajJ chairman of em Oregon 
Sta~ Untversity/ Marlon and Polk County 

Extension Servia. He can bt reached at 
John.burt@oregonstaU.edu or (503) 373-3757. 
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To: ·woodbun Plannlua Commlssloa - · warNCOMMUHIIW 
Re.: Testlmoay to be submitted to record for Woodbun PlannlDa Commlssloo PMENTom,·· 
HearlDa oa february 3, 2005 , 
From: Theodon Tarbet 13305 Carl Road, Hubbard OR 97032; february 10,2005 

ThC Eoonomic Qw9~ty Analysis prepared for W oodb\lPl states that "covered 
employment does not include-most famfemployment, thus the table underestimates total 
employment. "1 Even so, the referenced table shows that employment in the agriculture, 
foreStry, tishina sector grew by 39'A. in the W oodbum zip code between 1990 and 1999.1 

At 14~o of Woodburn residents' total employment for 1997, farm, forest, and fishing 
employ the highest percentage of Woodburn residents. No other employment sector 
employs a higher percentage Q.fWoodbum's residents.3 . · 

The Economic OpportUnity Analysis, when considering W oodbum's comparative 
advantage, ignores Woodburn's location in the middle of ~ve farmland and at the 
~ Qftbe County's #1 industry.lt also faib to identify Woodburn's role as a 
colllDlCtclal an4 cultural center for the valley's Hispanic pc)pwauon as a possible 
advantage. Instead, it listS: as an "employment goal" that Woodburn lose between SS and 
222 agriculture sector jobs, based on low to high employment growth fo~asts for 2000 
to2020! . 

Woodburn is SlDTOunded by prime and high-value fannland, which is protected by 
state law. Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) Chapter 197.298 governs UGB expansions. In 
particular, it dictates priority factcn for bringing land into a UGB. The statute requires 
that land of lower soU classification be included in a UGB before land of higher soil 
classification. 5 If W oodbum can prove a factual basis for needing to include more land, 
it should expand-further south onto the lands oflower soil quality. 

. This statute also prioritizes acknowledged exception areas adjacent to a UGB as 
land that should be included in the UGB before lower-priority lands UNLESS the · 
exception area cannot reasonably accommodate new development. 6 The Northeast Rural 
Residential Exception Area (13 gross acres) is an example of land to which this statute 
applies. According to Winterbrook Planning's "Revised WOOdburn UGB Justification 
RepOrt," "The Northeast Rural Residential Exceptions Area is fully developed for urban 
low density residential uses and has no remaining development capacity. 7 Therefore, it is 
not neces~ to bring it into the UGB since it cannot reasOnably accommodate identified 
land needs. 

1 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis, Eco Northwest, May 2001, p. 2-3 Table 2-2 
2 Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis, Eco Northwest, May 2001, p. 2-4 Table 2-3 
3 Woodburn &anomie Opportunities Analysis, Eco Northwest, May 2001, p. 3-10 Table 3-8 
4 Technical Report 2.B, Wmterbrook Planning. May 2003, p. 1 TableS 
' Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 197.298 2 
6 Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 197.298 l(b), 3(a) 
1 Revised W oodbum UGB Justification Repo~ January 200S, p. 22 and p. 26 
'Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 197.298 l(b), 3(a) 
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Page2~ ECONorthwest 

GROWTJ-1. IN WOODBURN 
Ecom~ clevelopment in Woodburn ovel' 

tq ~ twent, years will oc:cu.r iD the c:ontext 
of lonc·tel'lllna&nal trenda. The moat 
important of these trendJ in~udes: 

• ContiDued. westward mip-ation of the 
U.S. population. and the increaainc role 
of amenitiea and other DOD·Wa&t 
t'ad.on u determiuanta of the location 
decWona of bouaeholda and firma. 

• Growth iD Pacific Rim. trade. 

• n.IN'rinc importauce of education aa 
a determinant of wagu and houaebold 
income. 

. ' 

• The deeliue of employment in resource· 
intenaive industrie• and the iDcreaBe in 
employment in service-oriented and 
bich-teeh manufacturinc secton of the 
economy. 

··. 

• The increasinc intecration of non­
metropolitan and me~litan areu. 

Sho:rt-term national aeDda will alao a.ffect 
economic lrowth in the recioa. but theae 
trenda are dif6cult to predict. At timet these 
trends may run counter to the loq:term 
trelida ~ac:ribed above. A recent example ia 
tlwt downturn in Asian economies, w.hich 
caused Orecon'• exporta to Paclftc Rim 
countriea to decline. Thia in tum led to layoffs 
in the Lumber & Wood Product~ and high-tech 
Manulacturinc industries. The Aaian · 

May 2001 

economies. however, have substantially 
recovered, and Pacific Rim trade will continue 
to play a sicnifica nt role in the national. state, 
and local economy. 'I'hie report takes a lone· 
run perspective on the Woodburn economy (aa 
the Goal 9 requirementa intend) and doea not 
attempt to predict short-tun buainesa cycles. 

Economic development in Woodburn will 
also be afTected by Ion,-run economic trends in 
Oregon and the Willamette Valley. The 

Woot:kJum Economic Opportunitles Anatysis 
·. 
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.. • . __ - -----·--UQ:Up&UODI t.l1aD the 
R&wwtde popula~il u a whole. M~reover, fu fewer Hiapana ue .iD 
piofeuional ocicupatloDL Thla tuneata ~t Hlapqica eam le•• than otbe~: 
pG\IpL ACeordinl·to the Orepa Employment Depe.rtment, •there ·~a nttla 
doubt that in Ore con, income levela an lowe~: thi.n tboee lor aU Orqonian1. • 

. Table 3-8 abow1 the pereent of population by occupation. Thia table abow& 
that alarpr ahare ofWoodbum xeaidentl are in the Parm:IPoreatiPlahillr. 
Laborer & Handler, and Machine & 'l'ranaportation Operaton occupation.. 
which an pDmlllJ Jow.UiJl ana Jow~wap occupation.. Woodburn hat a 
c:OrreapondinlbJow shan of population in 
Executive/Adminiatntive/Manacerial and Pro!euional oocupationa, which 
an pnerallJ hich-skill and hlch-wace Oc:cup,tiou. 

Table 3-8. Percent of population tiY occupation, 1997 

Occupatio!! 
e.c., Admk\ Mgra 
Profesalonal 
Tec:Mical" 
Sate. • 
Admkt & Clerical 
HHSeMcee 
Other SeMces 
Craft a Prec:lslon Prod. 
Mac:Nne & Trans Operators 
Laborer'&. Handler 
F!n&fw • ,... •• 
Total 

Nor1tl Marion 
Oregon vaney County ~--:· ~ 

12,. 13,. 12,. 9% : 
1<4,. 15,. 13,. 9" f 
3,. 3% 3% 2" 

12,. 12% 11% 9% 
15" 18% 18" 11" . 0" 0" 0" 0" 
13" 12" 15" 14% 
11% 11% 11" 12" 
11" 10" to" 14" 
4" 4% 4" 8" 
.. ,. 3" 6% 14~ t 

100% 100% 1 00% 100% ~ 

The data in thU HCtion sugeab that the labor force in Woodburn may 
ladt the skilla needed in indu.atrie8 with high-skill and high-wage 
oc:eupationa. llW oodburn wanta to attract hiP-skill and high-wage 
~uatriu it will need to rely on workera who reside outside of W~bUI'D. 
attract bicher-skilled residents. or improve the education and traininc of 
existintr resident.. ·· 

· . ... 
. ... 

<:· ~-... :: . 
·:. 

HOUSING 

Page 3-10 
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Houainc ia an important component of any economic development 
strategy. Goal tO requires cities to develop strategies to provide housing 
aflbrdable to household. at all income levela. In addition to ooncerna about 
availability of bouainc affordable to lower income households, lsauea of 
providinc bieber quality housin1 Cor managera need to be considered in both 
bou.ainc and economic development strategies. 

Moreover, ORS 197.296 requires communities to inventory buildable 
residential lands and conduct a housing needa analysis. Woodburn completed 

ECONorttlwest May 2001 'v\loodburn Economic Opportunities Analyst. 
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Residential Land Needs Analysis · 
R~d~dal iind needs used m tho Urban Growth SCenarios ate based on I very simpl_o ., .. 
residential land n~ed 3rial}osis methodology. Total residential units were determined through the 
fotmula: 

(2020 Population Projection • Current (2000) Population) I Household Si'ze 

HouSehold Unit type w~ estimated u 66•" low densit)', 33% high density. 

Wm~k·~ blfC deliiitiea of 6 uniU. per .actO tOr toW dalsitf, and 12 Unita per acre for 
mcdiUJD ~ ~~al ~ ~ ~ sec;uarioe. except~ otherwise indicated. 
Exception area densitY was projectecl 'at.~ density; dde to tho iDeftlcieoey 'of dcvelOpina 
around exbtina dcv~lop~ BDsftt!s_~ and comprebeusivo 'plan densities weze used to 
~ tbia ~ tiroJe.cted ~ pder these sceDariOI. . . 

. . .··. ·. • , , · • :. : 

Wmtabrook is campletina a more detailed Residential Land Needs Analysis bUecl OD the 
Housina ModelCieakcl by~ BjellaDd. The. basic ~tim-. used iD this i~ of tho· 
scenarios will be replaced by results 1iom the detailed needs analysis. for tho analysis· of the 
preferred scenario. · · 

Commercial Land.N eedS Analysis 
Commercial land needs used iD tile Urban. Growth .Scenarios were based on the Eco'Northwest 
Population 3I1d EqJloyment PorCcast (AptU 2002) and Land Needs ~ Site Requirements for 
W oodbum Taqet Industries (EcoNOrthweat. November 2002). · 

. - . . ·. 

viiRulbea'acmpl'9e •• 'a~ r ~-----w.~.w.·t. Thehighestgrowthsect~rs are 
induStrial. retail. and senico. ~\pi 'tr 4 • ,....,_ t h 1 ·•lislr*lpva in *hh anel)ali .. a• , 
WGOGIMntiUtase&Oil'otho~ . 

Covered Total 
Sector 2000 2000 •!!Sft .., 
AQka~l( .. 1,122 1,368 -~· . ~·- ... - '1.4$.-.. -6&...: 
ln0Js1rial 960 1,171 2.430 2.685 2,957 
Retal 2,670 3,256 1,164 1,478 1,810 
SeMce 1.207 1,472 1,311 1,508 1.718 
EducatJon 638 ns 532 624 723 
Government 225 275 215 252 288 
Other 1,696 2,063 55j 736 934 
Iotat §.~ll 12.331 ~.~1:1 Z.l~ 8,37~ 
Soua: ECONathwest. Site Requlrementa f«Woodbum Tcvget Industries Tai:M 3 

EcoNorthwest allocated the employment sectors to land use categories, which led to tho 
forecasted employment growth in Table 6. ~nder all the growth options, the greatest amount of 
employment growth is forecast for industrial -

Winterbrook PWming· 
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s., 6., 8. 

Oncoa Rmsed Statutes 

197.2.98 Priority of land to be,IDdudecl wlthla urbaa crowth boundary. (1) In addition to any 
requirements established by rule addressing urbanimion. land may not be incl~ within an . 
urban p>wtb boundary except under the followina priorities: 
(a) rust priority iJ land that is designatM urban reserve land under ORS 19S.l4S, rule or 
metropolitan service district action plan. · 
(b) If land under panlgraph (a) of this subsection is inadequate to accommodate the amount of 
land~ ~ priority is land adjaam to an urban growth boundary that is identified in an 
ack.now.ledged comprehensive plan u an exception am,a or nonresource land. Second priority 
may iDclude reaoQI'Ce land tblt is completely SUI'l'OUDdecl, by exceptioo areas unless sueh resource 
land is high-value tirmlaDd as described in ORS 215.710. 
(c) If land UDder patagrapbs (a) and (b) oftbis subsectioD is inadequate to accommodate tho 
amount oflaDd needed, third priority is land designatM as marginal land pursuant to ORS 
197.247 (1991 EditiOn). ' 
(d) If laDd UDder paragraphs (a) to (c) of this subsectioo is inadequate to acc:ommodat.e the 
amount of laud ~.fourth priority is land desigoatN in an acknowledged comprehensive 
plan for agriculture or forestiy, or both. · 
(2) Higher priority sball 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. 
(3) Land of lower priority under subsection (1) of this section may be included in an Ulban 
growth boundary if 1md ofhigbq priority is found to be inadequate to accommodate the amount 
of land estimated in subsection (1) of this section for one or more of the following reasons: 
(a) Specific types of identified land needs canoot be teaSOnably .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 Uiban growth boundary requires 
inclusion of lower priority lands in order to include or to provide services to higher priority 
lands. [1995 c.547 s.S; 1999 c .59 s.S6] 
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. . ·. 

.:- .-.t'l'·•........vw•~ ~...-~ ... --...----.... - ~....---:--- --- --- ~- - -.- · ~ :- ... 
conunaall acres .. propoeecl wiahiD tbe 20-J'*'plamPnl pc:riod). accompanied bJ a 
virtual piOhibitioa on Cmnnercial p1aD ameudmenta nell' lntastale S. 

• Liberal .... nnpdotw repnlna~oiCDtnlllftdal;~ ~ OD resi~al . 
1-and tfte &YiiJability ol ~ paftioM· olexildJII iDduatli.alaDcL · ;,. ·=· 

• Very sttongmusuaes to t.IIIUI8 that iDhtri~pated land~ the Southwest 
Industrial Area (SWIR.). Mtafnecl' iD agricultunl Ule uiJii1 taageted employer.· ... " 
require:nleDtl are~ . . ,;.,_ . . :: .-., ·. ... . . ... ~ . ·. ··"*· - _, •.. .. . 

• ~ pbldna JeqDiremaata few the SWDlMd the PMr Road Nodal Development Area 
pri« to~ IDd pmvUioD ofUibla srnkeL 

• Minimum density requiiements for all residential land. 
• Clear andobjectiw potectioD meuurea for Woo&oura~a ~ wetlaoda and 

. . ripiliaa ccnldon. c ., . . 

Bxistin& MarioD Camty zntinanwi•••hw J-.·kJt liza abloa&JI ERJ maiDa b 1aqD vacaat 
pan:da withia .... qahiwup ... D.cfJiluizabJe ..... . EIUJQ~wl .. wiB coaei ... eo apply to IUCb 
lmda until a m•tec pam sbowiila mgjnwnp ~ ollalld·uso baa beea lppiO'ftd by 1be 
City, d-. Jaacl Ia IIUCXed, aDd ..... ZIQI!ih'l hM bcca lft&d.· . 

F..xcqJt f« the Mad...alea School (a....., juw:aiJc ~ faility), all DOIH'eiOUKC land (i.e.. 
areaa that alRady lla~ built 8Dd CQI~«milled c::x.ceptioDs) ~tO ibe Woodbura txm are 
proposed for iDcbltial witbia ihe e:xpaDded UGB. Woodbara bas fiWJ exislbJs exc:epdons areu 
~jaceut to the_~ UGB: 

• . ~uttmJJo 1toa4 Rural Reaic!ePQal &a:ptioa Ala (J.SS gt'OM acJa) 
• . Northr:alt (Hwy 99W) J.lual Resideuli.J Bx.ceptiou:Alea (13 grosa acu:s) 
• . . Macl.aRa ScbooiiDatitutioDal BxcepdoDs Ala 
• , . Southeast (.H'Wy 99W) Q)gunacial BKcptioM Area {13 groea acres) 
~ SOutbeM (llwy 99W) Reaidential Elu:eptiooa Ala (21 gross acres) -

. '· 

'The need rm- low· density iDfiD bonsmg can be acconn•..,.hloJ tO aljmjtr.d·eJttalt within tbe 
ButteviDe Road. NQdbe:ast md Southeast Rural Reskh•i.J Excepdooa Areas. Tbe Buuevillo 
R.oad-aodSoulbeast Rural R===:al R .... ~ .__ '"'-- tbe ·~ ~ u-.:-.a !-CD at . . _ . . . ~ --.---ru~ uafl; capaca~ 1.01' IUUiam I.IIU an 
estimated deusity of 3 uniD per oct buildable acre.. A11hia density, tbe JJotteviUe Road area bas 
the capacity for 295 units and tbe Southeast area baa the capacity rm 4S tmita The Nutbeast 
Rural Residential BxcepdoDs Ar.ea is fully developed fCI' mban low density resl«bwal wies and 
has no remaining development capacity. 

The need ((11' institutional growth cannot bo met by the MacLaren School excepOOns area. This 
state facility -already h2s urbaa services and is not available to meet long-term institutional needs 
in Woodburn. 

'111e need fOI' hig.bway commercial uses can be met to a Hmited extent within the Southeast 
Col1lJJ1elcial Exceptions Area. This cuea bas a range of low-intensity development uses. We 
have~ that the3c and other strip colllJDei'Cial piopeaties along Highway 99W will 
redevelop over time, thus reducing the need to designate new COIIUJlel'cia) areas on resource land. 

Winlttbrook Planning 
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thia StudY Area pnwidis WoodbUm·a locatiOD to site upecale homes and meet bousina needs for 
familiea at or above mediaa income IevelL. · ··· :· .... ,... 

' , ' 

BDyironmental Cimaq\Jenctl. '· · .. , : ,. . . . · . . · 
Study Area 2 c:onaaiDIIOID8 w.edmd area within tho wcssr.ra portioD thll wiD be pro4a:ted. 
Resideotial.deVeJopmr:at aroun4 dae .._ doea Coultitute a nepdve eoviloamaltal 
~ lloMrlu,IDOII:·Of the namnl areaa·ia tbia·SCudy Ala are within ar aaociated 
with tbe developed golf couqe.10 dlae is 'mti)ely to be fultt. nepdw eovironmaltal 
~ A natwal dniDap:way ia 1ocltell aJooa 1ha DOI1baD boundary of the JOif course 
and will DOt be i•••pKUd by tbe propceed UOB espauim. ·· · 

Stluf1 Ano 3 · . . 
Study Ale& 3 is 1ocatecl on· the DOI1beast bonier-of tbe existing Woodburn UGB. Tbia site ia 
bounded to the west by UDioD Pacific llailway and tbe UGB, eut by tho talta'D edge of the 
MacLalaa School f« Boys. nodh by Diminick Road Na and south by Highway 211 (&tacada 
Highway). 

Laud uses in Stucly Alq 3 ~mixed- somo farmina oa BAJ 1ao4, two developed Iaidential 
~ with rmal raidentid ~ md tbo Macl.area Youth Coaectional Pacility. Tho only 
land~. fOl' iDclusioo wilhiD Study Area 3'ia·aJUDl miidmtiaJ e:i.cepdoa 3lQ adjacent to 
the exiatb.l& UGB that is fuDy developed aa a residential sobdivisioD. This bmd ia p1opoeecl fOI" 
incluaioa ~ensure complimce with Pact« 6 and ORS 197.298 requhemcnts that exception 
I~ be includecl befom fannJmda. 

Economic Conseauencea 
Study Area 3 would not meet the industrial siting needs, • it baa fairly small pm:d sizes and 
does not ruwe good aocesa to 1-S. The ecooomic value of industrial expansion in this Study Area 
would be mi~ since the City wculd be obligated to provide saYicea to au area that is 
unlikely to meet the siting needs of targeted employers. 

Study Area 3 is removed from residential neighborboods within Woodburn. and is located near 
industrial and commercial~ and a co1rectional facility. Though Study Area 3 can be 
provided efficiendy with pubHc services, its locatioa makes it relatiVely les& desirable fOI" 
residential expansion. However, the developed rural residential exception area in Study Area 3 is 
proposed for inclusion within the UGB to ensure ORS 197.298 priorities are met. 
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Exhibit "C" 

··.~ 1 
COIAIAUIITY 
lESOitlCE 
PLAIIIIIII& 

MeMORANDUM 

To: Jim Mulder, Community Development Director 

From: 

Date: 

Re: 

Greg Winterowd; Jesse Winterowd 

February 16,2005 

Response tO Written Comments to W oodbum Planning 
Commission 

This Memorandum responds to issues raised at the February 3, 2005 public hearing before the 
Woodburn Planning Commission regarding the 2005legislative plan and code amendment 
package. 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

W oodbum- School District I Hallmark Properties ......................................................................... 1 
Metropolitan Service District ...•..................................................................................................... 2 
1000 Friends of Oregon ................................................................................................................. 3 
Woodburn Friends and Neighbors (FAN) .................................................................................. 10 
Summary of Expansion Areas ..................................................................................................... 14 

Woodburn School District I Hallmark Properties 
In his February 7, 2005letter, David J. Christoff (writing on behalf of the District) 
recommends thai the UGB be expanded to include the District's 19-acre site on E. Lincoln 
Street (adjacent to the UGB in Study Area 4). To support his recommendation, Mr. Christoff 
states that the District will need 170 additional acres to meet the need for a new high school, a 
new middle school and two new elementary schools by the Year 2023. Because the District 
niust purchase land well in advance of school construction, this land is needed by the Year 
2020. 

In our original 2003 analysis, Winterbrook determined that the District had 115 acres of 
school land We projected future school land needs based on the existing ratio of developed 
school land to population. At five acres per 1,000 population, this yielded 175 total school 
acres and a shortfall of 60 acres. In August of 2004, the District identified a need for 18-48 
acres more than we had estimated in 2003 (i.e., 78-108 additional acres, or 193-223 total 
acres). 

As a result of the District's August 2004 letter, we updated the UGB Justification Report and 
projected a need for 223 total school acres. We also updated the buildable lands inventory to 
account for several minor discrepancies, and because we had miscalculated the buildable land 
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area associated with the golf course in Study Area 2 (North Woodburn). This increase· in .. 
buildable golf course land compensated for the increased District land needs projection. · 

Because schools typically are sited on residential land, the need for schools is met by land 
planned for residential use. The Revised UGB Justification Report shows that the proposed 
2005 UGB includes just enough residential land to accommodate residential, park, school and 
religious institutional needs. Therefore, the District and the City have two options: 

1. Remove approximately 19 residential acres rrom another UGB expansion area. 
This option is problematical, because the proposed UGB was carefully drawn to 

. provide buffers (roads, streams corridors, existing exceptions areas) from adjoining 
agricultural land For example, if we were to remove land in the Crosby Road area 
(North Woodburn or Study Area 2), urban land would directly abut agricultural land, 
which would not happen if the northern UGB line were Crosby Road. 

2. Determine whether a speclal need exists ror a Khool site east of Ingbway 99E. 
ORS 197 .298(3Xa) allows farm land to be included within a UGB to meet a special 
need. It is our understanding that the District has an immediate need for a school site 
of approximately 20 buildable acres east of Highway 99E to serve a growing student 
population in this area. Locating a school east of Highway 99E will also reduce the 
need for students to cross this busy highway, and thus will improve public safety. We 
have reviewed residentially-designated sites east of Highway 99E in Woodburn. 
There are none over 10 acres. Therefore, the District may want to present a more 
detailed explanation of the siting criteria it used to select the 19-acre site, and why 
expansion of the UGB is necessary to meet a special school need. 

Recommendation 
The District chose a school site adjacent to the UGB with available urban services that 
meets an immediate need for the rapidly-growing student population. Inclusion of the 
school"si_te may be justifiable under two scenarios: (1) remove residentiallandfrom 
another expansion area, or (b) provide evidence of a special need that cannot be met 
on land within the existing or proposed UGB. 

Metropolitan Service District 
In his February 3, 2005 letter, Metro Council President David Bragdon expressed gratitude to 
City and Marion County officials for meeting with Metro officials last Spring to discuss 
potential impacts from Metro's proposed UGB expansion south of Wilsonville. Both Marion 
County and"Woodburn officials wrote to Metro requesting that the regional UGB not be 
expanded south of Wilsonville, in part because WO<Xlbum itself was in the process of 
expanding its UGB to provide industrial land based on its 2001 EOA. Mr. Bragdon also 
expressed concern regarding the magnitude of the UGB expansion contemplated by the City 
of Woodburn. Noting that Metro's UGB expansion decision was remanded by LCDC in 
December of 2004, Mr. Bragdon extended an invitation to meet with Metro and State officials 
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regarding external impacts- notably on Intentate 5 -from potential UGB expansion in both 
jurisdictions. · 

Woodburn's UGB expansion proposal has been coordinately closely with Marion County, 
OOOT and DLCD, and had been publicly presented at the joint Planning Commission- City 
Council work session in November of 2003. This expansion was based on the Economic 
Opportunities Analysis developed by ECONorthwest and aceepted by the Woodburn City 
Council in 2001. 

Recommendation. 
We recommend that Woodburn and Marion County officials accept Mr. Bragdon's 
invitation to meet with Metro, Marion County, ODOT and DLCD officials to discuss 
potential 1-5 and related impacts prior to the Woodburn City Council public hearing 
on this matter. 

1000 Friends of Oregon 
In his Februacy 10, 20051etter, Mr. Sid Friedman of 1000 Friends of Oregon submitted an 
eight-page letter with several issues. Each issue is addressed in the order presented. 

In his Introduction (Section D, Mr. Friedman suggests that rather than follow the direction 
outlined in the Council-approved Economic Opportunities Analysis (EO A) and Economic 
Development Strategy1

, that the Planning Commission focus on an alternative economic 
.. stra~gy that does not rely on the comparative advantages offered by access to Interstate 5, or 
commitment of high quality agricultural land to meet long-term employment needs. His 
proposed economic strategy relies primarily on office development near Downtown and along 
Highway 99W, redevelopment of existing industrial sites, and the existing agricultural 
economy. 

In Section ll, entitled "Winterbrook' s Industrial Land and Employment Projections," Mr. 
Friedffian objects to "Winterbrook' s optimistic forecast of 8,373 new jobs by 2020." Mr. 
Friedman makes a number of selective comparisons with other jurisdictions and concludes 
that the employment projection is .. unrealistic." In subsequent paragraphs, Mr. Friedman 
quotes from a transportation alternatives studyl regarding employee-per-acre ratios, and 
concludes that Woodburn has too much industrial land 

Pages 2-3 of the 1000 Friends' letter offer an alternative economic development strategy to the 
one found approved by the Woodburn City Council (i.e., the Economic Opportunities 
Analysis (EO A) and Economic Development Strategy (EDS) prepared by ECONorthwest in 

1 These documents are included in the Planning Commission's packet of materials and were prepared by 
ECONorthwest in 2001-02. 
2 The Revised UGB Justification Report at page 20 makes it clear that this background study does not provide 
justification for the UGB expansion, but was used early in the process to analyze transportation impacts from 
various land use scenarios. 

Winterbrook Planning 

Volume 
Page 

5 
429 

Page 3 



2001 ). Rather than follow the direction provided in the ECONorthwest documents approved 
by the City Council, 1000 friends wants the City to concentrate on the growth of existing 
fmns rather than.aiso trying to attract new finns to the area, especially those fmns that require 
large sites. We view this as a policy issue that has already been decided by the City Council, 
based on the expert advice provided by ECONorthwest 

. . 

ECONorthwest is a respected fmn in this field and by the Land Conservation and 
Development CoJPIIlission (LCDC)~. TheW oodburn EOA ·and EDS proVide a sblid factual 
base for detennining the types of industries that Woodburn can reasonably attract in the future. 
ECONorthwest' s work constitutes the basis for Winterbrook' s proposed allocations of 
industrial land. For all these reasons, we recommend that the Plaririlng Commission continue 
to rely on ECONorthwest' s analysis ~d recommendations. · 

The Woodburn City Council, not Winterbrook, has decided to pursue a strong economic 
groWth strategy. Such an approach is encouraged by ORS 197.212 and the GOal 9 Rule (OAR 
660, Division 009). These documents require cities "to identify the types of sites that are 
likely to be needed by industrial and commercial uses which might expand or locate in the 
planning area., Woodburn's 2001 BOA did this. The EOA makes it clear that Woodburn 
lacks._the types of sites necessary to ·attract basic employment to w OQdburn, and that provision 
of suitable sites for such employment likely will lead to increased employment and growth in 
family income. Woodburn's EDS makes a strong commitment to bringing targeted industries 
to the community. ORS 197.712(2)(c) states that "Comprehensive plans and land use 
regulations shall provide for at least an adequate supply of sites of suitable sizes, types, 
locations and service levels forindustrial and commercial uses consistent with plan 
policies.h This is exactly what the plan proposed by Winterbrook is intended to do. 

Mr. Friedman makes selective comparisons with other jurisdictions. We believe that 
Wilsonville compares more favorably to Woodburn than do Medford, McMinnville or 
Salem/Keizer. Woodburn and Wilsonville are mid-sized communities with direct I-5 access. 
Wilsonville is located 18 miles south of Portland; Woodburn is located 19 miles north of 
Salem and 14 miles south of Wilsonville. When the Columbia Regional Association of 
Governments (the pre~essor to Metro) established the regional UGB in 1977, Wilsonville 
had a great deat of vacant industrial and commercial land along I-5, but relatively little 
population or employment. 

In 1980, Wilsonville had a population of2,920 and relatively few jobs. Wilsonville was 
surrounded by agricultural land and, before the construction of I-5, relied heavily on the 
agricultural economy. As of September 1999, Wilsonville had over 800 acres of developed 
industrial land and 200 acr~~- ~Lyacant industrial land. By 2003, according to the most 
recent PSU population estimate, Wilsonville had 15,880 residents- more than a five-fold 
increase from 1980. Moreover, according to Department of Revenue data, Wilsonville had 
18,118 covered employees. Thus, Wilsonville had 1.14 employees for every City 
resident. 
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It is not unreasonable to believe that Woodburn could achieve a similar level of growth, 
given its location ·along 1-1 and the availability of flat. well-service industrial sites that· 
are protected from commerciat and residential development. W oodbum's high 
employment projection for 2020 is 18,762 employees, with a projected population of 
34,919. If both proiections are realized. Woodburn would have a ratio of 0.54 employees 
per City resident - which is less than half of Wilsonville's current ratio. 

From the above comparison, it is clear that the size of a community has little to do with its 
. employment or population growth potential. Woodburn's BOA instructs the City to capitalize 

on its 1-5 location and the availability oflarge tracts flat, serviceable industrial land. Unlike 
Wilsonville in the 1980s.and 90s, Woodburn has taken aggressive steps to preserve capacity at 
its only interchange? Woodburn also proposes strong policies to reserve its industrial land 
supply exclusively for basic employment uses. Thus, ifECONorthwest and Winterbrook 
have over-estimated potential basic employment opportunities, unused industrial land will be 
retained in large parcels exclusively for agricultural use. 

Finally, as noted in the Woodburn Housing Needs Analysis (Winterbrook 2003), Wilsonville 
families have much higher incomes that in Woodburn. In 2000, the median family income in 
Wilsonville was $65,172. Unfortunately, in Woodburn the median family income was. only 
$36,730 - 46% lower than in Wilsonville. The City Council was aware of these disparities 
and opportunities, and the high number of W oodbum residents that commute to Portland or 
Salem for employment, when it adopted the strong economic development policies embodied 
in the Woodburn EOA and EDS. The approach recommended by Mr; Friedman would do 

: little to raise family incomes in Woodburn, or to achieve the jobs-housing balance sought by 
the City. 

(/([) ;. :The final point made by Mr. Friedman (Section ill, page 4) in bold is that the proposed UGB 
expansion includes almost 200 more net buildable acres than did the "large UGB expansion 
scenario" found in an earlier transportation alternatives study. This transportation alternatives 
study was used early in the process and does not serve as the basis for the proposed UGB 
expansion. There are several reasons for the 200-acie difference: 

1. First, the 2002 transportation study did not include land for parks, schools or religious 
institutions (210 acres); 

2. Second, the 2002 study was based on developed employee-per-acre estimates, and did 
not attempt to mate~ the siting requirements of targeted industries to actual sites on the 
ground, as required by Goal9 and ORS 197.712; and 

3. Third, these estimates did not account for land needed for the South Arterial. 

3 A major reason why Metro decided TIQ! to expand the UGB east of Wilsonville to accommodate industrial land 
needs was the lack of road capacity. Woodburn has coordinated closely with ODOT in proposing to adopt 
interchange capacity management standards to ensure that commercial traffic does not use up the limited capacity 
of the 1-5/ Highway 214 interchange. Although Woodburn is often criticized for approving an outlet mall west of 
I-5, this mall pales in comparison with commercial development served by 1-5 in Wilsonville. 
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It is quite possible that all reserved industrial sites will not fully develop ov~. the next 15 
years, ~ause Woodbum..may.not .be.succes8ful in attracting targete4 i~dustries to all the sites 
that have been reserved- exclusively- for targeted employers. In addi~on, it is not "HPUSual 
for firms to purchase large tracts of land to preserve future growth options, which results (in 
the short tenn) in relatively low employee-to-acre ratios. The EOA calls for a choice among 
industrial sites that rneetthe siting requirements of targeted indUstries. If such sites are not 
provided, then W oodbum cannot achieve its economic development objectives. If such sites 
are provided but not used for employment, then those sites that are not used must be retained 
in agricultural use. 

In Section m Mr. Friedman opines that the UGB should not include a 100-acre site far a large 
induStrial user, such as a silicon chip manufacturing plant. Noting that the silicon chip 
manufacturing industry has closed plants since 2000, he concludes that Woodburn should not 
reserve a site for such a large user. 

In response, we note that this is a long-range plan and that the silicon chip industry may 
recover during this period. We also note that there may be other emerging industries that 
require such a large site. A single 100-acre site is reserved for a single user and would be 
served by the Southern Arterial- east of 1-5. If the site is not needed for such a user, then 
except for land needed for the South Arterial, it will remain in agricultural production. 

In Section IV. Mr. Friedman calculates that Woodburn's industrial land needs can be met on 
161-195 acres of ~and, most of which (127 acres) is already within the UGB. What Mr. 
Friedman fails to recognize is that most of this land does not meet the site size requirements or 
locational requirements specified by ECONorthwest. Moreover, tl)e 127 acres of industrial ;6(=:\ 
land is located along Highway 99E, and therefore does not have direct access to I-5. In fact, , 
Mr. Friedman's suggestion would exacerbate transportation congestion at the 1~5 interchange 
upon which Woodburn,s economic future depends. Mr. Friedman's "plan" would require 
truck traffic to use the east Highway 214 access to I-5, which is more congested than the west 
access. Mr; Friedman' s "plan" would route such traffic through the center of town -rather 
than creating alternative routes to the west I-5 access via Butteville Road, Crosby Road and 
the proposed South Arterial. 

Subsection N .A simply repeats earlier arguments. In Subsection N.B, Mr. Friedman 
continues in his misperception that Woodburn has projected industrial land need based on 
employees-per-acre. As noted above, this is inaccurate. Following ORS 197.712 and the 
Goal 9 Rule, ECONorthwest determined the size and locational requirements of targeted 
industries and Winterbrook's proposed UGB expansion includes sites that meet these criteria. 

Also in Subsection IV .A, Mr. Friedman argues that W oodbum "used up" some of its projected 
employment over the period from 2000-2002. This comment is both irrelevant and 
inaccurate. Woodburn has not experienced significant employment growth from 2000-2002 
for two basic reasons: ftrst, Oregon was in a recession, and second, Woodburn has not had 
suitable industrial sites near I-5. The lack of industrial development of industrial sites along 
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Highway 99:a underseores the conclusion of the BOA ih~ without large sites near I-5, 
Woodburn is'unlikely to reaeh its employment and family income goals. . 

In Subsection m.c, Mr. friedm;m repeats the argument that employment growth occurs on 
existing employilient hmd "in the real world,. In Woodburn's "real world,,. the reverse has 
often been the case. Many commercial and industrial buildin~ are ooarded up. Food 
processing plants have clo~ their doors, and reopened when. automation reduces production 
costs as well . as the number of employees at the plant MOieovet, Mr. Friedman is simply 
incorrect when he states that Winterbrook did not consi~ underdeveloped pOrtions of 
existing industrial sites. As noted in the Buildable LandS ·Inventory (WinterbrOOk 2004), 114 
acres of Woodburn's employment land (62 industrial aCies and 52 commercial acres) are 
partially developed. Winterbrook counted this acreage as buildable and available for 
intensification. Winterbrook also assumed redevelopment of 12 industrial acres based on low 
improvement.to lan4 value ratios. ln.any case, Mr. Fiiedman's basic argument is based on the 
emmeous as8Umption tti3t industrial land needs are based on projected employee-to-acre 
ratiQS, which they are not. 

In Section V, Mr. Friedman recognizes that there are traffic problems associated with the 1-5 I 
Highway 214 interchange, and reaches the erroneous conclusion that "these problems will -
only be exacerbated by expansion west of the freeway." As noted in Mr. Terry Cole's 
testimony (ODOT) and in the proposed TSP, industrial development west ofl-5 which will 
help pay for planned road improvements, will have the effect of reducing congestion at this 
interchange. 

Next, Mr. Friedman introduces us to ORS 197.298 priorities for inclusion of land within 
UGBs. He then proceeds to misquote the statute. ORS 197.298 is clear in stating that first 
pri~ty for inclusion is given to "urban reserve" land (Woodburn has not such land); and that 
second priority is given to exceptions areas, such as Butteville Road. Subsection (3) of the 
·statute states that lower priority land "may" be included before high priority lands if "specific 
types of identified needs cannot be reasonably accommodated on higher priority lands." 

Mr. Friedman goes on to argue- in contradiction to previous positions taken by 1000 Friends 
in McMinnville and the Portland region- that exceptions areas outside of W oodbum should 
be exempt from this statute. For example, Mr. Friedman states that: 

'The Butte ville Road Rural Residential area west of Butteville Road has an average 
parcel size of less than 2 acres. B~ause it is so heavily parcelized, further 
development beyond limited low-density residential development is unlikely. 
Woodburn has a surplus of low density residential land for housing; Winterbrook 
allocates this surplus to schools, parks and churches. These uses require parcels 
substantially larger than those found in the Butteville Road area Therefore, this 
exception area cannot reasonably accommodate the identified land needs." 
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Contrast this statement with 1000 Friends' recent objections to McMinnville's decision not to 
include severarexceptions areas from the existing McMinnville UGB. We have included 
1000 Friends April 8, 2004 objection letter as part of the record. Countering tl)e 
McMinnville's finding that an exceptions area lying across theY amhill River cannot 
reasonably meet the City'.s need for transit-oriented development, 1000 Friends argues that: 

"This response misconstrues the statutory requirement in ORS 197.298. The question 
is not whether or not this e~ception area can reasonably accommodate pedestrian and 
transit oriented development in a neighborhood activity center. The area can only be 
excluded if it cannot reason;lbly accommodate some portion of the identified need for 
houSing, employment, and public and semi-public uses.'"' ' 

Flrst, there is no "surplus" of residential land, because residentially-designated land is needed 
for parks, schools 31\d religious institutions. Second, the Butteville Road exception area can 
reaso~ly ~ a portion of identified needs for low density residential 
develoPment. 'Third, two parcels in the Butteville Road area have more than five buildable 
acres. and therefore could meet the needs of a small religious institution or neighbothood park. 
In conclusion, following Mr. Friedman's advice on this iss~ would violate ORS 197.298 
priorities for inclusion of land within the UGB. 

Mr. Friedman also argues that the Northeast Rural Residential exceptions area served by Carl 
Road should not be included within the UGB has no remaining development capacity. He 
also argues that inclusion of the existing, developed manufactured dwelling park within the 
UGB "would be a significant unbuffered intrusion into surrounding agricultural land." 

The reaSon for including the manufactured dwelling park within the UGB is to allow for the 
possibility that urban services may eventually be required to serve the park or to facilitate 
redevelopment of the site for another urban use. The park residents benefit from proximity to 
the City and do no pay for urban services. Should the park's sewer or water systems fail in the 
future, it is likely that the owner would come to the City and request urban services. Under 
Goalll, this can only happen as a result of a health hazard annexation or a UGB amendment. 
Thus, Winterbrook continues to recommend inclusion of the Northeast Rural Residential 
exceptions areas to meet both (a) a livability need for existing and future ~sidents of the park, 
and (b) an urban efficiency need, to ensure efficient provision of urban serV1ces should such be 
required in the future. The notion that inclusion of a developed manufactured dwelling park 
into the UGB would be a "significant unbuffered intrusion into surrounding agricultural land" 
is unfounded. The park and its "unbuffered impacts" already exist and would not be 
exacerbated by having urban services. 

4 1 OOJ Friends cites Residents of Rosemont v. Metro 173 Or App 321, fn. 6 (200 1 ): 
" .. . we agree with LUBA that the 'reasonably accommodate' inquiry in criterion ii is whether the areas that 
do not require a new exception can accommodate the use at all, not whether they can do so as efficiently or 
beneficially as the proposed exception area might" 
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,.: . . 

In conclusion, Winterbrook continues to recommend that all exceptions areas except McLaren 
School be included within the UGB, consistent with ORS 197.298 priorities. McLaren School 
is developed and publicly-owned, and would not meet any identified City growth need and is 
unlikely to benefit from extension of urban services. · 

Section VI ofMf. Friedman's letter summarizes 1000 Friends' objections. The first four of 
these recommendations are addressed and require no further comment. The fifth 
reconunendation is not supported by the text of the letter, but raises a new issue that deserves 
further discussion: 

"Exclude prime farmland west of the freeway and north of the existing UGB from the 
proposed expansion. Instead, any expansion onto resource land should be southward 
onto the predominantly non-prime soils south of Parr Road between Boones Ferry 
Road and I-5." 

Exclusion of prime farm land west of the 1-5, combined with inclusion of land south of Parr 
Road, would be impractical and would not meet W oodbum' s economic development or 
transportation system needs. This is true for a number of reasons discussed in the Revised 
UGB Justification Report and in Planning Commission work sessions held this fall: 

1. The success of the economic development program depends on the availability of 
large, flat and serviceable industrial sites proximate to a functioning I-5 Interchange. 
In order to relieve traffic congestion at the eastern access to Highway 214 interchange, 
traffic mu8t be routed via an improved Butteville Road to the western I-5 interchange 
access. Interchange improvements must also be made and paid for, in significant part 

(}'{> by industrial land developers. 

2. In order for Butteville Road to be improved as an urban arterial street, land to the east 
of Butteville Road (west of I-5) must be developed The 100-acre Opus Northwest 
site is on the Governor's Industrial Task Force list of prime industrial sites in Oregon. 
Leaving this site out of the UGB would make it impractical to fund Butteville Road 
improvements. 

3. As 1000 Friends recommends, the proposed plan does include land south of Parr 
Road, in Study Area 7, where there is a greater concentration of Class ill soils than 
any of the other UGB expansion altematives.5 Inclusion of this area also provides for 
the Southern Arterial connection to Highway 99E. This arterial street will serve as the 
buffer from agricultural land further to the south. 

5 Study Area 2 (North Woodburn) also includes a large Class Ill soils area west of I-5 and south of Crosby Road, 
which is proposed for inclusion within the UGB. Other study areas are comprise primarily of Class II soils, except 
in along unbuildable riparian corridors, where Class IV soils are present 
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4. The Marion County Comprehensive Plan recognizes Woodburn as the growth center 
of nprth Marion ·county.6 A goal of the Marion County Comprehensive Plan is to 
"Maintain physical separation of communities by limitirig urbanization of farm and 
forest lands between cities." The Gervais UGB is located approximately one mile 
from the proposed southern UGB. If W oodbuin .were to extend further to the south, 
towards Gervais, it would be more difficult to maintain a "physical separation" 
between the two cities. 

Recommendation 
· We do not recommend any additional changes as a result of Mr. Friedman's February 
7, 2005 letter. However, we note that a number of changes were made to the Revised 
UGB Justification Report in response to an earlier letter from Mr. Friedman to the City 
of Woodburn. 

Woodburn Friends and Neighbors (FAN) 
The Planning Commission received an~ of written comments from members ofF AN or 
Friends of Marion County. We su:mmarizC each of the comments below: · 

• Toni Spencer, who lives on a small fann outside of W oodbum, comments on the 
importance of the agricultural economy in Marion County, and the need to 
preserve farm land. She points out that there are a number of vacant properties 
and buildings along Highway 99E. 

• Bob Lindsey, the previous Mayor of Salem, opines that "the consultant's 
proposal" is not within the City's economic capacity. The City should focus 
inwarq to avoid "pain and misery," G}:'?;: 

• Kay Peterson, who lives east of Woodburn, its opposed to the UGB expansion 
because of "the traffic mess on Highway 214 and the freeway interchange." 
"Sprawling'' to the west side of the freeway will make matters worse. It's "just 
flat wrong to take some of the best fannland in the country out of production 
forever in order to attempt to attract some high tech industry to Woodburn." The 
security of our country depends on a strong economy, which depends on 
agriculture. 

• Mary Jean FISCher lives at 160 Heritage Court in Woodburn. She feels that the 
City should use existing space before going outside the current boundary. The 
land west of the freeway is some of the best land around. Once it is paved over, it 
is lost forever. We don' t want another Hillsboro or Gresham. We don' t want 
some Wal-Mart sitting empty after the city invests in infrastructure. Highway 214 
is a nightmare. 

6 Acoording to the Growth Management of the Marion County Comprehensive Plan: 
'The north County area contains the cities of Aurora, Donald, Gervais. Hubbard, St Paul, and Woodburn, 
with WoodblUTI being the largest community and projected to accommodate the most growth in this area of 
the county. The north County area is also affected by growth and development in adjoining Clackamas 
County which forms the southern boundary of the Portland metropolitan region." 
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• Carla Mikkelson, a Marion County Planning Commissioner, spoke as an 
individual and lives on a fann outside of Woodburn. Woodburn is a fractured 
.community and ~!ll suffefed.from a lack of vision. She believes the plan supports 
the community well with respect to wetland and stream corridor preseryatiqn, 
parks, downtown redevelopment, improved pub,liq transit, bike/ped improvements, 
and economic development. However, the aggressive economic expansion 
proposed in this plan will burden taxpayers. '"The industries Woodburn will try to 
attract are not in Woodburn's best interest." The plan errs in proposing a ring road 
system, which will attract development. '"The proposed indus~alland east ofl-5 
does not have direct access to 1-5. It is 2.5 miles to the freeway." She also 
expressed concern about people outside the community wanting to buy a house on 
a golf course. She opposes a plan that would absorb 20% of the job growth in 
Marion County. 

• Lolita Carl, who lives on Carl Road NB, believes that too much farm land is 
being included in the UGB when there is plenty ~f empty space in the City. We 
should support small businesses. ''Even if Woodburn: s population increases at the 
rate some people predict, we can still accommodate it within our present urban 
growth boundary:' 

• Theodora Tarbet, who also lives on Carl Road. points out a quote from the EOA 
stating that "covered employment does not include most fann employment, thus 
the table underestimates total employment." Even so, 14% of Woodburn residents 
are employed in farm, forest and fishing industries. The EOA ignores 
Woodburn's comparative advantage in agriculture. Woodburn should expand 
further· south on lower value agriculture land, as required by ORS 197.298. 
Because the Northeast Rural Residential exceptions area is fully developed and 
cannot reasonably meet an identified need, it should not be brought into the UGB. 
Ms. Tarbet's letter includes 8 footnotes and includes copies of pages from the 
EOA. 

Each of these letters reiterate public testimony provided at the February 3, 2005 Planning 
Commission public hearing. Each argues for a smaller UGB that preserves agricultural land. 
Most argue for a greater focus on existing small businesses and support for Marion County's 
agricultural economy, which boast the highest gross sales of any county in Oregon. Most cite 
traffic problems at the Highway 214 I 1-5 Interchange. Several argue that taxes will increase 
to pay for infrastructure. 

All of the issues related to Statewide Planning Goal and ORS 197.298 compliance were 
addressed in Mr. Friedman's letter and were responded to above. In essence, each of the FAN 
members is asking for a different Economic Opportunities Analysis and Economic 
Development Strategy than approved by the City Council in 2002. While these documents 
strongly support the growth of existing businesses, they also call attention to Woodburn's 
strongest comparative advantage- its 1-5 location and the availability of suitable (flat and 
serviceable) industrial sites near the I-5 interchange. 
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In our view, supporting industrial development near 1-5 complements -:-.ratfler ~an detracts 
from- downtown.-commercial and office development The City· Council's ~ntentis to require 
industrial develOpers to pay their fair 'share of infrastrUcture. improvements.' necessary to serve 
the Southwest Industrial Reserve (SWIR). Thus, the dire·predictions.of Mayor Bob lindsey 
are unlikely to occur. By· inereasing 'family wages' and strengtherilng ·the CitY's tax base, 
WoOdburn residents· will spend mote money on local retail sales a!ld services, and the City 
will be· able to· invest more heaVily in Downtown W bodburn an4' redevelopment along 
Highway 99E. For reasons· stated'above, and made ctear·i~ the ZOOS Transportation System 
Plan, providing alternative east-west and north-sOuth routes through Woodburn will reduce 
traffic congestion generally; and willBllow traffic to reach the 1-5 ~nterChan~e from the west, 
thus avoiding the bottleneck to the east · '· · · · 

I · 

We appreciate Ms. MikkelSon's comments regarding some of the beneficial aspects of the 
proposed plan. She is cotTeCt in noting that industrial sites located to Ute east of 1-5, along Parr 
Road and the proposed South Arterial, requfre 2.5 mil~ of street improvements to reach the 
farthest parceL These street improvements' Will be paid for by hmd develOpers ~d 
transportation impacts fees~ · Had we based om propoSed UGB expanSion solely on industrial 
transportation access - and not balanced access consideratiOns against the preservation of 
Class I farm soils -we would have recommended "double-loading'' Butteville Road to reduce 
travel distance to the freeway interchange. However, because there are large inclusions of 
Class I soils on the west side of Butteville Road, we reconunended including Class II and ill 
soils in the Parr Road area instead? · 

FAN is correct that this· proposal, regrettably, commits some 430 acres of highly productive 
land to eventual industrial development. The City Council is extremely appreciative of the 
role agricultural plays in both the· local and regional economy. The Council explicitly 
recognized the trade-off between agricul~ land preservation and the need to provide for 
basic employment when it approve.d the BOA and EDS in 2002. The ·proposed plan before 

1 When Metro conducted its industrial siting analysis last year, it applied tluee basic criteria to identify blocks of 
industrial land: 

• access to transportation facilities (within two miles of a major interchange) 
• proximity to other industrial uses (within one mile) 
• less than ten percent slope 

In 2003, Winterbrook applied similar criteria for Southwest Industrial Reserve designation as follows: 
• blocks ofland contiguous to or within the existing UGB 
• direct access to the I-5/ Highway 2 19 interchange via an existing or planned arterial street without 

the need !O drive tluough urban residential neighborhoods, or use of Highway 214 east of the 
interchange to access 1-5 

• within a two mile radius of the I-5 interchange 
• adjacent to existing industrial development 
• five or less percent slope 
• consistent with site size requirements outlined by ECONorthwest (October 2003 memorandum 

entitled "Site Requirements of Targeted Industries" and summarized on Table 7 of the Revised 
UGB Justification Report) 

• Avoid Class I agricultural soils 
• If base siting requirements (needs) are met, go first to Class Ill soils and then to Class II soils 
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.. 
'• .· 

the Planning Commission is intended to carry out the Council's balanced econo~~ directive 
to provide suitable industri~ sites for-targeted industries while minimizing impactS-on 
agricultural land 

In closing, we would like to build upon the recunent observation made by FAN members and 
1000 Friends of Oregon: Marion County has led all other Oregon counties in gross farm and 
ranch sales for many years. Table l below summarizes gross sales for the top four Oregon 
counties in 2003 and 2005. 

Table 1 County Gross Farm and Ranch Sales (2003- 2005) 
County 2003 Sales 2005 Sales Percent Increase 
Marion County $486 million $518 million 7% 
Clackamas County $341 million $354 million 4% 
Washington County $222 million $252 million 14% 
Yamhill County $225 million 

.. 
$2~miUIOn · ' ... . 

8% 
Source: Oregon Department of Agriculture Website. 

. . . 

Each of the top four counties increased agricultural sales from 2003 to 2005. DiversitY in 
agricultural products accounts for much of this increase. However, the shift in agricultural 
products appears to be related to urban development, since Marion, Clackamas, Washington 
andY amhill Counties have all experienced high growth rates over the last 20 years. For 
example, nursery and wine grape sales typically are spurred by the landscaping needs and 
consumption habits of nearby urban communities. 

However, there does not appear to be a correlation between growth in the agricultural 
economy and urban growth boundary expansions. Both Clackamas and Washington Counties 
have "lost" agricultural land to UGB expansions in the last 10 years. To our knowledge, 
Marion County andY amhill County have not experienced major UGB expansion during this 
period. Washington County, which has had several UGB expansions, showed the greatest 
percentage increase in farm and ranch sales from 2003-2005. 

The point is that expansion of Woodburn's UGB by approximately 430 acres to meet its 
industrial land siting needs will not necessarily undermine Marion County's agricultural 
economy -either in the short- or long-term. In the short-term, this "industrial" land will 
continue to be fanned. Incrementally, this land will convert from agricultural to industrial 
production, with corresponding increases in family wages and local property taxes. In the 
long-term, the local market for products such as nursery stock and wine grape sales will 
increase, which may further change the nature of agricultural production in Marion County. 
Thus, it is far from clear that loss of fann land to urban development inevitably damages the 
regional agricultural economy. By planning for higher urban residential densities than most 
other Willamette Valley communities and increasing family incomes, Woodburn is 
minimizing the loss of agricultural land while helping to create local markets for agricultural 
products. 
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Recommendation . 
We do not recommend· any additional' changes as a·res\ilt ofF AN members' 
testimony. For the most part, their testimony reiterated issues raised in Mr. 
Friedman's February 10, 20051etter. 

Summary of Expansion Areas 
Last week Planning Director Jim Mulder requested a summary of proposed plan designations 
within the proposed UGB expansion area. Th~ UGB Justification Report, while .focusing on 
detailed descriptions of need and comparisons of need to supply, did not include summaries of 
the expansion area by study area or by plan designation. Tables 2 and 3 below provide this 
information. Table 2 shows the total expansion acreage by study area. These acres are "gross" 
acres, indicating that they do ·not ~ount for natural areas or right-of-way deductions. There 
are a total of 1,020 gross acreS included in the proposed UGB expansion areas. 

Table2: Exp~~n ~cr~ by StudJ. Area 

tr:, ··r .. :~~~: ·_ ··::' ;: ~-:~::·~·::~iT:·.·:.~·.)::· ·. ::. ,_.!.: ~--·:- :: ~.~::~ .. }: 

,..; jr , { 'i·- ,.:. · .1 {· '·', : ;[i'· ·,: .. ·,..-:,.·. { t'•""'; · · · : 
..._ I t ' • • ; -.. ~ C '- 4 I • • 't • '"" • • • ~~~.-. .) a...,._... . .,.-..~ ......... ,..;,! .... _." ..., J, .!,.. ·~ i.J ,.,_,..1~-~,.t, ~"ie 

1 
.. .. 

1Hf . 
2 262 
3 13' 
4 0 
5. 0 
6 31 
7 397 
8 200 

Total 1,020 

Table 3 shows expansion acreages by proposed plan designation. Table 3 also shows "Net 
Buildable" acres for each designation, indicating available developable area after reductions 
for natural areas and rights-of-way. The Preferred Scenario proposes 845 net buildable acres 
for inclusion into the Woodburn UGB. 

Table 3: Expansion Acres by Plan 
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Attached: 1000 Friends of Oregon Letter to Department of Land Conservation and 
Development Regarding McMinnville Periodic Review Task 1 and UGB 
Amendment (April 8, 2004) 
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dc-.eanin:~ wtctha hc·I.I.Si;::§ is a!fr.r:C.eblc 110 lhc ·::ity's housel:old.i The 
cba..:l.r:r·,6c:d d:~uion is .:o:tt-.righr in its ir.abilLT}'IiO :io so~ on 
nt>m.!llia.l cv;dt:n.:< ir. lt.e ~cord." (bri~t: p. D ) 

·;.:~:::·.: 

<:;;:t;::::: 

LUBA ICTIWld:d the appc:al ')ll ~U:ec y~ bu~ the City ha.s nO( rc\lisc:d :be Housing 
Nec.d5 .~l)'ris :n 01. r.unncr 1.bar ~d.«il~sscs :he Oepar.CDc:llt'~ :~ coo::em~. The HNA 
does no·. cam:l1tc p ccj:ctcd ir.c=:a Jcvcl; 10 :lO·uin~ oosu u:J i1l:E.S not ir.::lllied 
si!bstmti.2l C"~idc::c ! illltK record t10 1t:t:munc wboctbcr oousiai is atroxcahle t<J t.bc: <:il)' 's 
houscb£ld~;. Fer t:.':ese rcuons the dil!DU',ic1tion cf:1eedecl bowiDg, in.:!u.:lUlg l)'?tl and 
~i.ry. f.U!s &o ~plr \\.jth st.an;.te, gooal, ar..d rule. 

D. Go~m:.'fl~n:-A.1rut~d Housif1t 

The: Re: P'll'.se (p. 44) con.c.h.:dcs that :he City b.s not d~mc·ns:rate:l :b3t the need fer 
ecvc::oment-e.ssutr:d :Wc;io,g NU lee<> me:: and lhat this 'ol'il: ba•c ~vera.! impa.cu.. It wiJ 
aF...cc; bow rr .. wy ·..w.its by tyr;c .-t \wious pice: J&.llS"S .ud ::ot ilr.oels arc nceied; whic.b 
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j: ~a..-. d.:::igna:ic:l.S aod 20D.I:S aJLcw rho; vartcus hJCJii:~g cypes at the "na:d~-' .. pGce r.r.;es · · 
anC:. r~~.t lcvcl~; iiDC ho-.w mmy a:~ of lAnd ue .IIOC'dod i'l u.c::. ZCDC:. We: sgr':: lloitb u:: 
De_?aJUne:U' s ca:!::ILUiCin.. Tbil Jlfillabo cl~y all"rd da dctGrmiucioa cfnccdtd 
ett~•iry. aod :h..lS the Cit_:.· mll..<t id~ !Calc~ ch~es toils n-etdei dtruity proj:~~!l$ bas:t:l 
<n 1tc occc for ~;crn:ncat-qi.t~d housitg.. 

c. Spuioi i'DpaJ.JI:o!1J 

O!Jjtcl ior.) d Th~ 6/y did :-:!Jf acit.i:c;,j J.'N: i:o~·sinr rwec1 of s;m;~l pop!ilcritm. 

nc fks:xn.;c: tp. -4) ccncludes th:.! this objecti.t:-n: 

"cUd nc-: dcm.an:;tn.t: du.~ lt..e city :..t!ed t.il r.tcd .tny pia.~ I'OC!airelr ... "lll 
:nsutu~e ~ ru!e. "Special needs hollring'' is DC·t a ncakd housing type as 
de final b)' ~cw~ ar n:k. Th.exOre. !ht citi is not rc:qllin:;l to ~m 
J:JUsi...ii f<lr •$1'cc:alJ<>puh.tioos" as L oee.Cc:d housin' typ¢. NeV<nhc-!cJs, 
~ ci r; cUd cOJlsi<ie-r the~ :teeds of special j:vplll.at:cw (lD/A, 
::~ :.;!. =-29). Also, lhecil)l Ul<l'l'ols \'ViDe! ~~of.specw n.=is 
:tou.>i~ ill :-:s rcsid.cntU.I<lollcJ. T.~ a bj41Ctio:J dot=~ cw. <i~:noostT.de lhat 
:)1.; c:: tj :'Iii$ fulod CD plOYi'c f01 Z. b.Cl'.&5ing ~crJ." 

:-r.is ism cm:·neou cooc:u.s.i.or,. ORS I n.2~6, ORS I 5-~.Jul, ud Gc~ 1(1 require local 
?ian.:~-:> prc.\·ic!e foe .Ui =ede<i bc-wioj; t)~ • .U I!Otal cl.srwA:fe in tlle IU:sF~~: 

'514-:e pulicr Q1\ nccdl>.t :trucing i5 w for..b in ORS lY!.J!J7: 

r •;- The -~:a Iilli ll)' c·f itTOIGabl~. GeC&f\1., ,;!e ~ .s.~nb.-~ haosing opport~ 'Ltie; 
'or~('~~¥' cf c-•e·, mUdla •nd ia!d lnco'DO, ir;' .di'lg tou:si:~~ ~t.;umWY~. i& £ 
~ c4 $1at.J·.,ide C:l~n. 

o;. ... ......,. pel5:lrl5 ofklwer. !Oidd ~and folled j'IO:)f11e- ~~end or i·:lwt~~ll/T.etlt 
us 's:cd tcus 'ng ;u • ~rc& ot Tl'vtOOible .-c..,~ $011'e and ~:&nitary ho usin;. 

CJ:O:aJ Whcr. a aeed ~.as baeruhown fOI' hc1.:5:'1;J wihna;: urbi3ll grow.th 
bauoda 'Y :~I r-arti::uliir ptict angu ill1(. remle'l·ei1, ..-.&jlld ltousing, irlc'vdinJ fl:~ui11g 
fvr f;fTTI>'oQr;,.lirs;, .sh;oll be p11nnilfeo ,, Me Ollt'Ote WilL~ distt'c!S zx iii.!Qne;; de:sa·ted 
o~· ~~ t>'JIIlleh~··• plans H o·~ ~oneswidl sLmciell bl.ilda:~ le laAC llo 5a':i:f,· 
l,aJ read ... • (ttl"'::>b..,is addod) 

The w.1A did .::..:~n.sidc.r. i<ic:)!ify, E.nd qoa."l.tify ~evenl •.5pecilll po~la.tioDS" md 
cz:u:d.Xc~ lba: ~y hav; h:>~ir.~ oocdls dir.inc:Jy di.lfiratt thar. Ill<! gcr.eral po?ula:icr.t. 
'( ct , lhc City ~·o~.1algc :hat i1 did •·rocr ~r.Mlp( 10 .:~tima.le :he nwnbe-r CC";)'pC$ c-f 
urul:i n~c~ 10 iwus~ iad..ividuals \\iOI special h~usin.Jj !\Oeds. "~ 

~c tn.cl~ rw::.w:ly }'OU:b, elderly 4n.d fra.il indiy;dl~ls, large {.uuilicsjorm-.urhrs, 
person; :-cccr.~- rorl!::ued ;iQJ11 ~: inrtirJJion~, aai. penons ~nr~ wi~ the ~V ~· 
uno:1;; 01la.el'! . Tbr: lDIA eHmall::$ lhe oumoer o: pc:~s m ).fcMillU\o'll~. his!or.c.ally 

: Ji.V.i, -p • .>2J 
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;t.od ic . .:-.~ yc~2):!C, li...f.: fr.U :otll these cat-!~es.. }I ::S!imalcs (lilt in 202:i, tb.ere wi:l te 
':7 r~W'!.)' )-OOic. 4,7J6 m~t wc; rkets, ':ll:tw::::~~ J :SE~~Bi' jX:'~Or.$ witb ps)::bi~m~ 
.:.W..Cili1i:s, ar...d 1,0&7 pc:Jivas r.x:iillg ciulr livi:lg auis~A-'1-:c.. ~ 

The; : ~c not irui;nificf..<t oLll:'ll>as of p.:=.s ~i11g !ptcial bciiSi::g. Tlte'j-..:llal u 
·::as: 'I .115 pc:rsoos an-:i up(() 9,507 pe~ar.s, or 16 pc:rc:eor tn 22 p=~ot of rJ-.e projected 
_XlfuUlix ic ~0~ . .?'anow:.Lc:r3 Uo:lc • ..,ilJ to~ a.h.Jllt! I per'...t11l ofM<=..\fillr.\-ill:'s 
.?Of ulilti:lfl. 

JF-.5 I S7 .2> S, ORS J 97.3(•.; lUld Gou I :J require lo~al plans to prc-viee for al.' oerded 
:10"s::o8 ':Yfu. ORS 19! .;07 ex;iici:ly ikfinc,s f.utr.woi.ccr hcusing as • needed bousia~ 
:ypc 

:J o.dc: lUUSIC Uld Go1!, tJ.t city Unovl icitatif}' and qw.nt:ti B. fO ;n:.:alivn with <!j iWt<tl ~ 
di:'f.ere.m :Wus~ n.ood.! 1ll.d dlcn f.U to pro\•il!c for it, espc;iall~ ·.o'bcn tharp~uhaioo 
_.>'ill cOl!lpri:scl>UCh o. .s.i:snificant portio'n c·f6c t:x&l po?tll.;Jic:J.. 

7hosc •gc:ncic$ that s;c:-vc :hc:ill: popub.tioru- ~•d \\'bkh ·wc;1: cio:d -:o the Cirl - pour. 
OUI ~~ ~~ accds bcusio~ v.ill n[)( be mel :n siJ18l:-f.un]y hol!ld o:-~lartc Lo10. s 
Thcs~ ~peQ,J popub.troiU 3.TC lil'l:ly Co need biglxr ccnsit)· housilli· !U w-c.c.r ao~d. 
':be C:ty C·)Qoc(L"S tJu.t it di-:1 "not iDcm):t to cstim11c lbe IIUillbcr Of t)'pC:S Of':mb ncak~ 
;o l:Dus>c iadi vi<illah ·.o1t4: spcci&lll.~ n;;:;is.'" 

Bec3W.e t:t: city do~ 110t..C.dze;s :be awied bo~air~ c-: il ?~Oil of its cr • .'Ttnl L'l.d :ut.:cc 
?Oful&i.oX, it w faikd ac com.plyV.th ORS 197.296(1), 197.NJ. Gcal l;:•, ...,;{().ARch. 
66C, di \'. C·03. 

BeUIIH tb.c Cil)' di.d aot a~I)UD! tl)r tt~~t ueed1d bousio~ uait4 io calcub.tiug; 
needed d.cn~ity an.d uudcd houlillg·lypoet, it undcrutim•ta lll~ed ll.entity aDd 
m.iH&kubtu the neod~:d lJ'lil bctl'<cta ti.D@h:-.bmill aud wuUi-taiilily b~uJill' typt-~. 

d. H!sriJ.•icaJ .:icn;i,)~ nee:ied :iensiry, a'Nf sfrtg!!·/= il;.; ~m~.'li:fc7<iiy sj'!iJ 

Qbj c:.'WI2.~: .\ic:'o4ittJ1·•Il."c .!:as :mCerurimOJUd zhe Ju,;orico•' der.sfr;, cf I he Cry 
n.n .. hing i ... an ,. :-;~$iimm~ :>}':~ omotm.' or.:i pe.r.;;e,,t&ge <Jfmc.·/1.'-fJT#~!ly lt:n.sing th.:n 
-..· ih' be .~e !d:rc r'l r.w futun Tlt;.J. !hi CiiJ.• .lwJ fw1ea· 1' ccr.tpiJ,• wi~ bot.i O.'?..S 
iH.2SWJ)i~) ar.d (,"). 

OR.S I s-7 .2S6 b..&s bXll ::.:ner.deO and th~ sW..:tcry cius in ow ol>je~tion are r.o IO:l@er 
lll.llnbad (C:r:ctly. We l>hc·uld inmad ~·1e cit~ci ORS 1'17.196(3)(b) aod 1Yi.2s-6 
·:S)(E)(.,I.J. . 

Th= R.c$foas.e 1.:> O:C,jcctior...! itlllcs {p. ~) : 

'Jr.</., ~ ~~s. Tibl< >-a. 
'i!NA. • s-<9, 10011'~ f~~ TUic l-~hr::i LUB ... rcowcl a ~l 
1 /r.IA. ? S-2.8 

5 

lj u~O ·-

!· 



r-· 

c... 

<D 
0) 

r--
0) .._,. ., 

-< ~ ~ 0 (JQ 

= ~ ~ 

3 
C> ~ 
:z 

!~!~ ~ 
~:-> 

= --
~ 

I..C> 

= c::> 
('.J 

·~ -
('.J 

~ 

= = r--

C> 
C) 
r._· 
N:> 
cc 
L.W 
1-­
z 

~ 

:;;,;: 
0 
= u.. 

~~ · J; . IJJ liC:; I ~ IH ?.U $n Po SSH )LO l'ROC:utl 

"Th~ ·1epi:to:oJ ·.mderst.:l:::!s t:Jis isru: to 1<:-lale n: !be ~plit lx\wccr. 5;ng!~ 
:'ami I)' A.-x! r.\lll:ip:e fll .. :nily t:ousi:~g !11hcr thi.n ceosi!y ::·!!'( St . Ther::-f.:·re, 
·.his i.m.:e i3 i&lsc !dd:e~~ed below iP. CDLC ol-.j;ct:un 2. lOOCo Irieuds 
~u~; :h~ siooc tJ.ct-.e w~very Ettl~ buildabl~ lan:i zoned fe-r multiple 
::"air..i!y l&5le aftrr I 99 5, lil.c hls10;ital da:a on single U.::\i!y :&r..:l r.~uitiple 
fac.ily ~-uctior. jet~ :\lll !(present the •ctlll.l housing ne:d. The Qty'~ 
•:ala fr:JC: J98£ t'epfC$C:C!:S l ~OC&:t period W~tcl! is tikc:ylO ~'en Out 

.dur:-'l:r.n f~ b bousiT.g ocnsttuetio!l." 

:his t::!por.~c ::n:'\:.1\dcr~tand~ ow- aTJWilCI!l lUld ilii:Rfc~ faili lo adcq~ly tC:.:Ic-:m ow­
x je::tio:\. Wk~ bis:orical deASity, r:eedoi :lcnsll]·, ar..d lht::froj:;tcd split ·:·:tvcm 
: ·;a.g ~e f!l'llit~ ac..ci Jt'.Uhiple famil}· bou.Qog are niLtc:d, :IUr obj~cti.on rc:lllles to .i.l W« 
LSS'o!LS... 

As ~·e !UIU i~>L:Jcis o·~joct:oo. use Q[ a time pc:iod ·ollbc..• almost oo land 2C·ned fur a'..ult:­
lil::u~y ~:.so:x~ lie~ th~ b.l.adi:ac deuity i'ore;~l and results ir. aa iDacGuu!2 oor.:::la:sioc 
[e~uc;iDg oc:cC..-:thousil!g .00 ac:ed=ll.irosity. This ;'iolatc~ OR.S 197.296(3)(') md 
:97.2~ti(5}(a)(.~ OR.S 19?. 30~. GoallJ, r.:!d !be Gcal ;o Hc·usir.g Rule. 

Fo! a si~.if..::l.LifpeciOC: bc:Nc:c::~ 1918-::i.OCO, Jin:e l<Uid )A -.he City wu zoncc fcunulti­
familrllooQD& u:.d. u a :csult,little v.a.s ')u,ilt. F:o:n 1~1-95, thi= City bai 2ump!G 
supple ofR~ ~oocc bod Clad, consoquenlly, Sll'ol.' 649 mu.lti-bily h·~ UJlit.: ~1.. By 
ji-.c :DO;)[ 1995, multi-family devclcpmenlla.d ·~.111 to exh:l!m: li'.: ::SUfplY o~R·4 lllT.e:i 
Ja:-.d. Th; Jmd l\IP~ wu oo: rcpbiahed. an:f tlaerefore &am 1990-:1()00. ~Illy 41 olits 
ci m11lti-!ar:Wr lao:.aipg wa-c: bdt. 1 By 199.;, McL.!i.nnv)lJe iwJ on:y 1.2 n~t build,)k: 
acr:s 4D!l~i fDf' R-4.1 Onl: o~ of~ rou!'ti-hr.ily bous;ng l:·uildin;: JCTmits (41 \>[n:l) 
is~d b.!rweer. : 9S & m.:; 2('00 were issued .ut<:r 1996, ¥"hea th~c was <:liSotf ~liy no lu.d 
!Oncd R..-1 .> : 

=>LCD em ::-. cx·n;lu.;;u~g tha: d-.e cil)·'s !Uta from 1988 reprcsc:nl:u ]:)Qg:r p=iud 
·..,fuch is li~>· •-=· e¥eU llut >hOit·t~o ilc:tul.:io~ in llottiir.g ccastr.-ct:OJI. Tbe 
:~-u= is not shoe: iind Jon~ 1ernl ::ocstruction ttnds. out :aili« lmd avail.!ltu:ry. 
Tb: .lil.ct is thai wben ;m>p<"ly ::ooce R-4lmd ~ il'iailabJ.c frr muJii-Ur.U!y 
·lni ts. tlu:y "-'c::e b·JJ1: ia IM~: fl'.J.!IJ'bccs , when R-4 laDe wd.i no loo~~r .1\'ailU,I:, 
:hci: oc.nscr>Aetion pl=~teJ. 

:-:ois is crof:-....siud ~Y :~1001 l.ct!!t fsom th! HJU.si!lg "'.uthoril)' ofY&..:-ohill Uiunr.y, 
'"'hi;:it''rcol!.ins CCCpl)' COOCCrDoC UOU1 the i.V~iJ.al:ili:y or~ for mu!ti-fL-ni.:y 
:i-...dlm6s in !Jle Cir,- ·Jf lvfcMir.IIviUe. ,,o The Housing AW::~f/ t::~~itied th.ll i:>r s~vcr.U 

';g.',i ':'.b.lt 4-J 
1 'The ~d r>f!ht U.'IIA c:..,:IQF I) ;;·,r ciry"1 .doprioa aft~ .'f,'t-'WUJIKod U: ll:erccord o(Cl:it 
proccc¢~. 5.,. S..p;>. LU8A ncl<d :; ~TabU; C ·I, x u a l..UBA rcccnht 636. WI!~ ID-· ~ "'inls 
lllr.l u ;oflt)OQ, i4Mt l7 pa ~-..:ru :&.>~lei it-4 (it. Zl, T'l-lc 3-:i.~ u oxpllialdlnS.sbcor.j,Qis 
was l.llr; ~Nit e! ~ ,;r~lc J' ;.-c: o;...U t C"'I.ac-ciLl peojccr till:~ m':Jt:-fuocit/ -.sir.f. 
, .'INJ. T~&-1 01rJ ~t13A rco::d!:~1t 
10 l.UiM.r<cord ~[LJ] 
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:oel.rs, :L hu been loc.l.:ing for oo.ilii-iamily zor.ed land in Mc..\iino~oille o::t wr.ich ro b:Wd 
;,~:r-:ic:ni:y, o.ffur:iab :e l:.ou.siL~. b:rt luu faund :wn :. 11 

.• 

:-futc:i~ d&.tL s~=o.·s tbc ~ ckll!LI)" foce~u: and .5kews thoe split ';,:rwteo muhi­
.'amily >nd sing!e-:;ur.ily ho·..ISir~ a01ay from a.partm&:ll1S beal.~e it in,:ude.> a period of 
:irr.c wl>c:o lancl was not ;a\"J.il.ablc for aputll\Amts .• '\.I a result. the City hs 
·......dercstin.a!ed nc~deC :ic:rutity, '.l.D.dere$\Uutee the pc:r=~b~ of needoi mwti-bu:;iJ;· 
:1o..ui~ u:i o~sci.IIlAte:! (-..:: amOGn: of :ant IX:led:d fur r:sidcnrid u~c:~. 

Ex.:.epti<NJ 1 

~Jlcf~n 3. -:Itt RtJVis.ed .B~i!icl;!elAds dno:zl};sf.s I! based en as...:myriotrs ·dtat_r~;·!llrf 

.ft-HiiJplftCr.r ··iJJ o::ca.r Of kJ~JluZZJ hisfo,.kd d4miun ills- ruidlnti.a! ZPM"- 1/;tu 
J.::Hmrfli~r.s_t{Ji/ lo cc . ..,po'y witltfcct~ • ofGa~' U, Gcal }0, l9?. JOJ (1.'10 19'!.;96.. 

cr . .:- F..c:s.pc..IS~· IO Otoj ca:ion.s ~ (J. 4): 

~I 0({; Fti~nds a..-: u.::' tlmhHilJ'' s nc.ec!~ (p:tMed) icmiti~ ~~ J:~air,g 
di3crid {ASJPe:c.d:i!C B., T LbW I) ~ hm tht..a W actual dcflsiUC$ achieyed_ b 
each zc:~e since 19'U ::t-:NA. Te..!!lc! 4-8). \l.l:.i:;: U:e fads cit!:d are cccnct, 
I·)CO Fric:lds hs cotdrawu t c:.orr=~ coociusio1 Ovmal.l, the c:ity t.u 
ina~ci c:~mity l"iltt.c:- t.bw dccre!S:d it~ tile objection asscru .• 

:-:-js rc:::."J=:)(l$C: :nisu::l.Ck:-star..d.s cu: ug".J.rocnt and :l=fo~ fails tC ad!>::UIItely 
:..ddn:~! Olll' o~ oct::m. ·vic cic oot lllgue :Jw p!.anDeC. dc:n£itic:> u-e less than •.ho: 
.:.::ual deoiii~ a.c:-:ic:ved : 11 tccft zoJ.; r.nr .:lc OW( a.;sc:"t dln the City bas plmned 
:0 d~lta$<: v~ :kmit)'. W¢ c;-r:cct:y p.:~i:"ll Out dlf.: C:-u: oty•s UGB exp.IWion 
is based <UI ~SU.'llp:io.U 1&: iuniJ'e cevc:opmc:ct wiiJ OQCU: at densiriU loW'Cl' ;bin 
:he historical ckr..5..ities !hat have (JI(X.'Il.ITt:d inJom :t:sidtlllial zon.cs. imcludlllg the 
R-2. R·.\ ud R-4 20oe~ Thl$ ;s evid~nl from a QOIII.PaCS~D bcr.>•c::n the b~eli.ne 
.jlll.a in Tab:~.,_, or :l:Jc Ho;;s:n;: A'erd.r dn~iy~;.r md the ~: .. :U'"-"l'lPUOOS in Tal:le 8 
vf :be .BI-:4.'~ 

:-:.~ is AO appL"Cilt fa::n.:.c,t l:asis iiJ;- th~~ a.ssumptio:u.. The City h2s nat 
3.1Da'.d!:d its cc.<Je to ~strict the all:~·o~~·ed. t:Sc:~ ilL tbc·sc: sp:Q.tic zo~ in a ;n;~QI&.,-r 
tbat wcdd :e.d"JCr: L'l.c :.iL:ely d~uily :>f fut\:re houing, no: c.o~ the city a.:v.cn·:e 

''n: Hou!in~: .'-"1k:n:y ;~oi>:s cu 11\;ol w:>it.: ~,~ •::ily c:Jai1111 :h: r: uc Sl .. " ,,., ': •Ji :d~blc '"'" zc;r.al 
ll;,-1; mcu r>! il is ~•l>uiJ.t>.blt ~·xdinJ to ~ ::;;r1 . (LUEA Jt. 113) 
•· ":" able ~-' ~ 4-~l o( L:le ,<&.sill§' ,Vnc/J .{r..:J:>sU .-m.'A) ,or.t.ti;-.s 12 ~ of:, ·:,.oc: ::'d da:tr~~ 
:-nidclliRI :lo~Jopn>q,~ ia lollcMiM\'il~. 1lli1 i..,ci·JC.cc ca:a <n nl:f3ll dnsil) !).:Ill ill :lclllljr..& ~d ~m. 
l :o dcl!il)· "))" ~~ l)pc "'irilin cadi K"'IC. 

:?•• k 8 (p•coe B·l !I) of~ .• DU prc:uas JUMI -.1111d (.c~ill' by zor.lr.t m howl.r4~ :0: •• 20,J­
~·)lJ r~ .,..n.L lt ;:..,~-. c-.-llpc5ooaod ilmlil) CorclciiJ:DII~. :r Uo pro~cas ::lla: bwlir-i 
:t!I 'Cl ana l!:ld lied b eadl.spe~; ilic w·.Jiac 'YPC widtin •ad! ~ llll:idl aU,.~ for ~~y ~-~ 0~ 
p ..... }aoo.e4ckaMI) '~ looul.i&' c;yp: wi:.\';~; gc:uac. 
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ti'.i ISC~w:i¢..'\1 A4 to w[.y it l:die-.-~~ ·:k:d.optr.ent is l~.i lO us: land I!~< 
cftic<:-otl!' (md .:=sunably t~u ?fOtitab[.:.·) t.~ it ~as in tht ?Ut. 

It i~ :..'\:!, u po.mcd out ir. tht ~por.se to Cojectio::t, lhzt the city b..s -;ret~ a 
nc·...,·''R-~'" r.Llhi.fa-:lily :roDt. :)LCD E.:gg~>lS !h¢ ciry bas rcalocarN so:tJc; :nulti­
:'aro~ly ·.:.nits Z..\~ from lhc othr ~ovcs to this now ooc:. How:"'er, ·.:lis does n\lt 
cx?Li:t a:- ~ppunlh:: dro.r:· io ptQj~d donsny b L1e specific wes. 

The Cit:; prt!C:Js DO utionalc iu i:3 f~tlili.ng> for uswabg t.~fut~ dJ;>ps ia<!ensity io 
w R·!. 3.-l, uW R-4 Z()ots. Th.: City .::once.it:s. "tbat .lSS'..!DJ(d dcnsiti:s in Si)IIIC muca; 
uc: ~J\OCJ thzl11irot:c:;U dccuoit:c~:, .. bill ~teods that, '"\>.ith tbe •;\-oeption of 6e R-• 
ton.c, tllediltetcc.c:s llle o.r;e;ic'..Wc:."u 

Tit.: dilk:cnccs !..-e nc.t n:gligjbleand the :.at~~ i~cti' in the R -2 zone, net 
\he R -" zoo.e, the cicy '~ elcisting :m::.lti· ;'iuni)y ar.e. TI:e to :at impact of MSU'16g 
·.ower t:.2lll:. i~=ical ·::Ca.s.i:ics in \l&.;uus l.oaes u 71gxoss buii:Jacl:: acrJ::S or 
I J.-470 ::.flhe ?:lr.ian o: UGB expmsioo lttnO~{llble 10 bousin~. 14 

R-2 uo"' 

r.-.~ cil)·'s ·.:.nexplair.ed iiSSumptbn t:JJZ! C:e.-elopm~ w ccna;D .sptci..:U: Ui:ICS V.:l 
·:n r..').; MUTe u;c Jmd len eflicirolly is pa:ticitlarl:,· w_-asonablc in :he R-:! zor.e. 
-~ ncte::i a~tc, il.c CirJ has JIA)( ~od its code to ns:rict tM a!Jowd uses :D 

ile R-2 z=e in• r:'Wln~r dtat wo\!l.d red PO: tbe likely d~ity ai fllhlle holL!i:.L;;. 
: 'D :be: t(·ntru-j, lhc City bu W~eDd.cd iu q.:.lltiJT.s ".D al!Jw BIXCSSOJY dWI:llizlg 
.ani~ ir. il, '-"hi6 will h.a-vt: the affc.c: of io.crusing dc;:i;ty ow:r bis:orical pattern;. 

Noru:ttc!:s!, .,.ti':e dcv:lopllie.1L in~ R-2 zor.<: b.u hb-:orU:ally ocen •t. -4.9 dwdling 
l1lli :.s (du:ler·us acre, the B.U. pro:ects :n:> c;~::w .in be imm: at cilllY 4:;) dc'vosu~:~c ill 
the futlllt. . 

Histoc.~aiJ;-, 38~ of aU wUti bcilt ill ;be R-2 zar.: ba•·e been Ui2.-chcd iousiQ£ or ~t!lti­
fa.cUir(5of5 :mits ·:)U! of ;,448 !Otal L'liG). N<: rodec~s wcreaC.:>pte:itit~v..iluld 
a he! pro·.-uions tile win.; 41fL'1111l:UtS md atu.chcd hcusiDg in :D: ::t-2 wr.~ T..bJ.: 8 ~w..-s 
cJ-..a t ia cb~ fu-~ lll ."lew :'Wwli.:lg :.n 6e 11:.-2 =~is p-oje.:;tcd tQ b.: $ir.gk·fa:ni;y 
dct.u:l-u::d or c=T.ufac:-.scd ho111cs i.D suoc:vi~:ons. It u oat reasoaable to usume thal 
the nu.lllber of :nqJ.(j.fam.iJy aA.d arcuhed bousiac Wlitl buAlr ill tllle R-2 Zlloc-wiJI 
drop from S.S ewer t....tlvcye.N eo 0 ovrr twaryycan. 

The :a.,spQW~C t11 OojoctiDin!O .Use where recognize$ th! un.-easor.ablcnesf of tilt 
Ulllmpt.i·Jo io r:;p¢CC :o r:::icvelopmcnt and ~nuru:ods the Cooun~~ior. :l:rnand the 
BW:Idi;lc L41Des ('.oi.ly~is for 1:1-.e ;ity rv cc:naidtr n:devc:op:nent potc:n~ial iJI :he R-2 zone 
v..ir:t. ~lti~le fimi :~ <i·...-eJJjcgs. ~jpc.: it i.s hnp!III..Wblt 1o us\lllle that no lltWotirJJIIIIln1 

v.:: th rrn::ti-f.nai:y bcu.:!~ ~!l ·)C;:UC'v.ithin tbc ~-2 Z)ftC, il is Sllell mote ia.}li!Wblc for 

') >~: --.aa.."'d...x c•cd A~~SI :~ 2003, "RZ.SroHSt: TO a;-.sMENlS ll.Ct:-o.·Eo •.. "I'.! 
, • .i :c T ob1c : 1 o( lk .!LA, p. IH.S 
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the Ci~ 1-> ooncl..:Qc: that no anv C!vdopr.u:n: ot trul!t.i-f.vnllrc-r •ttached :"\OUSi~ ·.riL 
occw in -:Ar: R-2 ;:etc:. · 

!-..\orea·.-c::. the: new 1-;i zon~. a.J-·ill-O:d b}· DLCD ~an eX,J>lana:ion fur th drop in 
d<!n;:t)· within specific z.onc~ , a!lo~ o~y n:u.J!~-hr.:il}· ho~. it does not tlk\0' 
Jsr.i.du:~ wu.s;az. Its adoption Clllll:.)l ¢xplair. ch~ au.ur.ptioo that u.ro .machc-:1 hc·usir.g 
·.lllit• ·Jtit IJc oti.i! i~ ,;.; R-2 !OIIC O"'l:r ti.:4'r...ext t""cnl:y )'l:aJS. 

R-3 lJl oe 

T>blr '-~ sb.o~ ilia: in tte R-.l z.Goe, >:nglc-t.mily &::i.che.: boi.ISln~ has 
.i:u•.ocica!Jy d<\"rlopcd ~ 4 .~ dulgt"CS$ aa~ . Tabh i sr.ovs :hn :he EU projcru it 
1:1 occ.r :n th: ( ..ll'-4'C zt o:-:1:,- 4.(•5 d-.;.lgro~ l ; rc. (J CO ani Ill en 74 ~s oc;res) 

As. ru:J:ed abo~. the City ha> not amerui~ i~E code to rcst:ic-. tb al:owd 1-'E¢> iD 
!be ~ · 3 1()ae :n ~ rn.lliJlQ' that woul:i reduce th::.likcly dens it)' tJt' furu:c: ;l!lustng. 
On :h.: ccnJnry, the C:ty :w ur~ it5 reguj.stioll3 to allcw.·_iCCC$S:rry d. we-i lin~ 
tC::t:s in it, which wiL h"'! the Ufcct r:.i increa;iog Jcr.siry G"cr hiHcriu.l pitt ems. 

n .e ~po:t :'cl:.Cs 01: the ·R.-5 :mne, .. mult'.-:ur..ily =·as ar. .:xplan.aticn fur tl;e 
CX·? ir. ~i~ within ~c wn~.s. Hc·w~:.-~z. thi~ cam:ot o:ph.in why sir..g/a­
.'=1.1-yr.:.·usir.~ • ..,w..il ~ R-J l::te.t will occuri:t th: r~~a loWl!rc~ty thl:n 
ic lus U:! the pas:. 

F-~ :HOC 

Tabk 4-~ lhc"'-:~1[-.~ c:DSi:y i.A the R-4 ZJ()e ~u h:stcriall~ ::-c::n 9.2 dulgro~o:&acre. 
Ta~ lc 8 sl: :>'~>-s tilt ~be !J!..A. Jlrojcc:t:s i: 1o c ocur in ile furure a1 :lClly 8.8 <i.ul.gw6> tCI'C. 

!'.s oo:ai :ah>ve, tht City h.z..s oor am:oced :'.3 co&1o restr.ct t:'l.: al:ow.:J ~e~ iu 
tbe j{ -2 ZllZl C W a ffiL 'lLII:r thai \.¥0\:Jd m:hJu t.'u: ! i1:e: y deJUlt)' of n.turc DcUSW~. 
On ;:he ·:ollL"arJ', <he City h.a.! &JllCIJ(ied its rq:cUrt~or.s -:o a!W'l' &e:Oe'-SCcy dwe ~ 
cm:u i.n it. whicr. wiil t.ave the affect of incr:asin~ dc::.~ity \IVtr t..iSlcricil pat~m~S. 

\l!ocec-v::r, the g::m dcruiC)' of apJ::tmn.ts bill in meR-~ zc-ne he.! been 16 urutslgross 
zerc:. T'1e cily p:oj~=~ uw :naltJDe:ll de'\'e:op:ocr..t i11 tl-.:: :R~ :c.x o;o cccur it the ftP..ue 
11 o::aJ::- 15 cui~c.;s a-:re. E~ir"s.ame ne-w mu:ti-fa.."Dily •.:nits hav.-: bc:rn "r.allc·::r.tod" 
fran tl'.e R-4 ::cr.: to cb R-5 zone o:h.at ~..ot expbin wily th'}3e ap8Itlllents tut ar~ bui:: 
""iilib th¢ R-~ z.cne ·.~o·i JI b.: b:£it -at lo\W'er dm>ily tban ~·tnmen:> ~lave tc.::ni::-ui!: in~~ 
ron.: ir. lhe pc.s!. 

R-5 -.:lln( 

f\'cv. t.pBI'lJ'lc:U d~v<l.:>p:o~ in l!l~ new R-5 ZOliC ;, ~ Pf')ject.c:d tD C'Ccur af noly :.S 
d11/gJOEi <.ere. H:>X~ricaJ)' , ~L11:W:t5 ir. th' existing a: ·Jlt:-~il}• .R-4 ~ i~~n: ~e."' 
bUlt ~ i6 du.1~ acre. ~~imJn:IC: arta$ v.ith:n ~new R-S :z:ou for mv:ti-Camily 
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h-Jusi:lg; 11n: id.:1¥1i.cz..l t<> ~.o$c m the R -4 :woe. The Cit)· bas r.ot ex:p:ainc:-:1 •-by :t expectS 
n:w mu:.U-fmillr )lc-~ tniit iD ilS h~cat 4~y z~t() occur ll.l lo~~o.-er ~titles Llill 
:wt<-~cal ecr.{ities :Or DC"olo' multi-family housi:l& in :he R-•z;;:)Cie. 

i•:OJ;;o-..cr, lb.: cc.ie amro£1..-w:r.ts adcplc-d :(}/'!he: R-5 ZODC m:.:: 

·R.e»delu:~l ;kr.s:tics ·;.i(1io tili! ron: ace t1-pio.1.1ly l4 iD 26 i.lrl: ts per 
;tCJ~~u 

1bi 1 S"~Gscm avaai:> u.i.d-ru.ge C:e!~Si-;y wiGh tb R.-5 Z'O:te wifl be abcow2l crcits per 
sere. 

1 be feln·~g cla~r1 d.cmoos~ter. rh&r 11 tile aew dcvcl~;pmellt in tb' J)l)tlCS and 
types SJ:tcif~ed abov~ wne proje~ted 1» oceur at bist»rical OCJuitia, rQtbcrtbaa al 
le•cr •h~ 4isioriul dc.nsillu, rcsiclc~t\;lllu<i ne>ed would be rtduccd b;· n crou 
build :a bJe acrts. 

This ch.:m si.o"K·.s :~: lti:oJiJricafly N$idtm:i&l t!t\•tloprnu.l willti.'f t_t~tji: :or.c:i ,rv,u 
OCCJ..:rrtl' Ul 'isJ'gJter.Urufries rit&l.-:jol't,~e:J wit/Jill ilt4J~ t.OMS

1 for ffle next tl.;t.'tl)-' 
)'Cars. At c r~r.<IJ. .>;'fJOT~ o::~~ w~uftJ' Jtd·w ro 0, <h~tJpcd.for·IM sc~ ~·olo.:Jis cl 
Aou.rir.g. 

ilu IJ 

Zone His•or8cal Acru :'li'eedcci froje,tw 
D l'f.lc at Historital DcnJiri.c:l .DWac 

.o\aes l"ccdcd .t Mditiood lms:a<t 
hc>jtckd La"'·"' 
Dmsififs 

R-2 :..9 <ial~' 40i gl1)SS a:;r!1 •.3 du.'~C ~Spossac~U 57 additi;)Oa! 
.R · J s.W;,1lc fl:ll 4.1 d.uiac 7J 6-C fS acres 4.·l:S <h.Vac 74 gJvss a.cres ::l ;.:!ditional 
:kl 
R~ 9.1 ;iw':!,; J5l gro.S:HC:-c:s 8.8 G'ctlac ljg p:ii 31:-~J 7 additional 
R-.;. m:Alti :o :lw'2..: . 37 UO'S iiiCZ'tS 15d~c 4•j fl"OSS aq'CS (3 - sec R -4 a;:vvt? I 
R-5 io :Ju.'<.: 61 ~0 iS iiiCreS lSd~ 7';. gross ac:a Sadcit~ 

72. Additional 
Acre:$ 

L:.:pu'on J 

Objr-:IU>.'I 1 l . Comp:icr.r:t wirk Jl,!! Tra.'Upcr:at!or. Plar.nff1,5 Rwl~ 

The Resp~ a.grc:r' with lbl$ »bjc.:tioo !.00 ()l. 25;-: 

u eu. :1. e-~' 
,. Ul<&n~d ill T-l::c ._&.CilleMay:!OOl ~=""'-ilk P.ow:irv;J/.,N ;.,..iys.'s- "lf!Ji" ;-.~s. P"Cf•td 

t:f· ~~=::~ic ' o(lllt Mrt200J .<!"i.J ~:! &.4.'1!~~.·, J..,g . ..JNJ)ltll- •iJL•" p. f>.lj. 
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M • • r~.::oa~n:is ~ Ccllllllissio:-. r:mmd tbe r.::zQI).j~s :a TabLe 71 :;;r lhe 
c: -:y l;> c:itbu complete l- tnli'PCirW:i<ln ua.l}'llis 51= ec.ifi~; to .tl:.ese patccls 
o: :'or this ma.:,Y~• to b6 camplelod lh.-o•.tgb the Cicy's subseqa:nt pcii.c·dic 
xvicw TS? worl.: :a3IL-

'":'""7'1> 

····· 
.~jj::) 

11 ::.0 ee l cl.c:ar lo ~ L"\Oli Ltx Ra:por:ie ' .J r ecar.ur.cnd..O>Ja l.CI n:rr.aoc! the "'zonod lar.d ir. 
.,. ai>lc 7) is ~.?n:rcd lidec: u.ately i:».ltCUl J. g; of lh: Rcl)()Jt its( 1: (R.r:pcrt, p. Y): 

··.) _ R~:nar.d tile p:llll tt> J..~ p!an ltd in~ple:nc:r.tir.g l'q'tlatiOils :·:> maJ:e 
lbcm immu.Jly..:: :Jasist.em, ..::..:wi.n=m with tile tinJi~ c!c:d to ju!iiy the 
liGB aroc::dmc:n:. and to comply \lo'ilh ap:Jii:::.hle go~ req~:iremenLs, 
wc:ud.inj ;be fcllcwiq; tcl.; : 

-.. 
~· Ccr.du.:~ an aEUl ~ w <k"--mUn: the tnff:c imp~ oi (:e 1e2~; in 
Table ~ md iDcloct tincbis ta acdr:~s OAR 66~)12-06(] ·J7 comp:~ 
nld:. ln a:-...!.;, -s is in r.lnJ!s):tlrubon syst:ml pl11;1.." 

Th~ rao:-..8:.~~ in ::'aDlc D c~la· h can£:krcd to be :s;cp;.rate frcm dK ?:riodic tfViC'W· 
lll·:·n:.in.U. Fv. rb; xeasoo, ·~'t :filed an ~ppc:al2t LU3A spocificall}' chtlltngin~ CXliaiL 
r.:mneci proJ:·ert~ in T.,b:: 73. A:.! puC!:$ agree<:! t<> sa;,· the LUBA pnx:er:ding3, 
~.:nd~ 6c o:lolc.:·rae oith~ Colli.CI:i~!an'3 pc·~. F"vr cl:.i! re~o.a, we ~·~aest that 
(""Co~ io:t'J :-<:r.~&~id cr:ia e,;:plki:ty· ~~ tl:.t.l the r:zxmin.;s in Table 73 W-c: ne>t 
a.cmowtaii:::i o..:otil ~ M~·li; &lid fi~n!;S n:f:r.u!. tG in :~t:m 3. ~If' cclllflle:cd. 
This~ 1.1ld l.!low c,-.a LLI3.~ 211?~11 to be wimonwn. l 

Excwrion 4 1 

OOJurlun 12. Propwa.' tc· rtzone Jand (C Comrncr.::!ai :1r. Hwy J8 111 G.•uiJ'Ji~t:., .l:oxd 
Looc RoJ.:uis a.'Td iJII l!wv J d cv fr.ternao<& ro do'k·~ttcwrr ~ 

• "J - r-· ! 
i 

The CJ ty ha.: propN::d rezc:Ucg 20.6 JI.CJ:c:S on Hwy 18 at C:u~ i.-,d Loop ~oadf 6r 
conm<.-cia.l USIC3. ~Sa: MGid.f,~>, appcodL.x F). The Sj:tclfc pop::rtics projmed fur 
•e-z:ming 10 ~:um:rci.al are ide:lli:icd oo ."-NMUF page. F-1 5 liS Froperti-c:u II, il2, l!l 3, 
;me .oi l ~ . 

The cirt rodcs:go.aU>(! these ~els .frc-m M'.x<:<i Ust to C=crc:Ul an:i r:U)l.~d lh~m 
A;ricultur~ Holding (Aff) to Ger.cral Comrrn<:ial (C-J) J{)r Pucc!s II , :2. ar.d I~ 
(~ ~o- 4:'95(()(1 l)). ' ' ·Th.oercdesicrl!1lons al~ Higb-K~Y IS llCCn~·cc dic~(y 
c.onta:lk: t.b: City'' ~trted oomzr.it.::n.c::at, repcT.~d io the~ o.flh' flan m:u:~. to 
:.!. v ~k Mft() · O:O: en lee:, uri p CO.'tUIIeteii.l cle.. -dopmenl More-:.ver, tbi> particular locatio!!., aL 

:be ~'.l:....a}· t.o the city on 11-.e slate big:l~}' b~'PUS, is a ptrticul21ly inap?rc'9ri.a.:e 
ioca:.:on X.:- ccm=;;ial UII:S.. 

" !Ale 1.0 a t),..-.;l)UcaJ cat-:-, ~ex F~. 4l9l ;:,c.o. 111ot ';>ceif:caJiY ruaoc f'l:l::l 1 l 
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TI.t: Resp~c Jlot:i rJ; . -:£): 

·n~ ;ir)" 's C-J zone lillow:s ~:Ses ~a: a.n gcn.er~lly boe c·:>csider~:i 
u)m;~er:l w~lh $trip cc-nuncr:illl d~'clopmcm . .»o~er, i.a tbis ir..s~.a:>cc. 
:be city Io401 app;;c~ cor.d.J:ions ohpproval ro Puce: i111'>4: li~ "be lille:­
·)f ~k•.v.:d ~;>e> 10 fiiiTDin&. ~e""Q6C p·.anp .stalion. p~liA: Sla'lb: and 
pubUc uti:;,y build~ a.o.d ?Vblic ufety fac ili:ics . .• It 'I¥&J clearly the: 
city's inu:o.c Eo tp}:iy til.e <onditcms of dc\'clo_;,~ne:ar ~pp:-tntaJ th.a1 ha'lle 
bocn 1pplled :o ?u:el I 2 also lc Pat·:.ol 13." 

This ~po:ue "tq' -~c <:w:stiOll. The cwdit'..or.s t.pplied l:~.i the :=ity ac:\Wl!" Em:J L~c 
aJ:.,.,,,eC: .,_,to d:o.;e aU<>~ in ~ A&ricuh:anl Y.oldir-i z.on.e. ~ If the Cily wiws to 
rmri~t ~~'LV Cha.~~ a.Jl:>....,-e:f i::J. (·...s ~'"riCU::li.UUl Hold.i.ni .zone, tbcrc isw; ruscn lo 
r:lDr.: 1i1oc pccpcrty !Nm A8-ric'Jit..~r&.l H~dins au Ge:u:nl C<Jrn:":l.ercial.. Th~! zppl:ed 
~:C·:\Ibic:.s aoc not.::~~ent ·.vitA eitb~rtlle plan de$ig~~~~tiatJ of Co:ramer;i.al. wthi: 
ll??li:d G<.!lCet.: Cor.un:u:~il( ;z:one • 

Pll:r ~ :4 ll aod l 4 

7.-u: Rc:s:f<oQSc DO~S l '). 2~: 

"Cor:·::i(-:ms lu~e J.ol 0ccn placed on the rc:zo.aiog of?an:els I 1 a.."l£114 .. 
H<·~cr. th-e:se pa:-cds ace iUlllld ~ -9 ac:n:s in sac, tc:siCCth·dy. l!lld do 
oc.t t-or.t 0:1 Hwy _ 1 &, mel dano: wnuibllle :o or exk::d a4ja(cnt stci;:> 
wrnrnex:~ <k·•d.opv.:nt." 

TlUl rcsp(lnse .lllisun-::erstaD.d-3 tbto ;mK. Pzroel~ 11 and l4 m: ilmr. tOO )'ll~ from ll:e 
ri ghway :and cleclr V:sible frolll i:. They azc IN~c: eaauib [tJC fu.itf;)()d d.ti\'e·ups, gt.'i 
i!LiC·[l.), and othe.; strip ccnu:n!r-:al "JSl:S allow:d ill the c~nc:nJ Commc:ri~ zoa~. 

Th ~ cily bas a COOJpre:mJS: v: plut &o~ ar.d j:OJ.i~· t•) d:~:Vtifa£.e wtv-oricotd strip 
c:>mmc:r; ial jevel::>p~l t.1fo·Jgh;)ll{ tr.ccity {Goel N 3 r.i].'3licy 2HO c-:tp. 0-~ c: 
App::u!ix D). R.egar-jJes.s c-fwbcther Pi!.rc.el$ lJ and 14 bz·•e di.cec: d.--ivcway acc~s IC 
H..ig)lwq l g. aad regudcss c: 'olohoiher or oat tbc:re al.-ead}' i!> acijacc:nl miJ aJmtnercial 
develop:ner..l, loc!l.li~ ~-food dlivc-ups u.d other strip C')UUIItll:iU \:..Ses oo tha;e 
fGIU:b is itloCQn.3iHQJt v..j(h lhc$e ;>ian J!OalS i:ltf pofiti:l'-

Exc('p$mi 

'JOJ~i:riiJn !J. S;:cifi-: _,..,.,dr.., . .u to JIGII Tat ciUI C~t i cl 

•• M-;lo<ir.ndlc ZOQ~ Or4iau:c <:~:er I~ .4~ nhll:::tiou 11-<C..S..O:l) v.c l7.4!.040 
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As part vf its C.e;:isicn,. t:h.e Qty l:i.S 2.:klptcd o•.;n:e:;o~ ar.:c:ndJDer.~ 10 ih~ CcXtcftu: 
cor..preix:r->: ~ ?Jm ~the d~lopm;nt code. ~~iD)' ~ good ?ol:.Cy. 

Hcw::vc. so:ne of "'.ht:s;o: amcnCn:er.~ "'ill {"(_.·.:11 w less effi.::mt used lll!ld and :ncr~::i 
;&Ul)-d::~cd.cn::y i:l vi~ticu: ofprevio~}' ci:-:d staruxs md rule::.. In a.ddi(Cl11.. theteM! 
~<vent ct....-.nte~ to :he plan t..od ~;,de U,;r. ... ere propcce.:l b"ill: r.::Jt idoptcd, v.'/:Jch should be 
n:~ as pc.n of this ocmprehctii\..: re11iew tO being c:be cod: tn)) oompbame wilh the 
plan u..d to dia: ioate ; 011:Ji::riogplm ~code pro .. ·isioru. The til:~:icns be:ow ~ 1o 
specific NC: ln::nb~~ inti::: MGMlil' appc:ldicc:s ¥<dlcr ~o t~e rr.:mh«5 -;,[ propoiei. DT 

ai~tingplua 'll1ld co;Sc pto\.Uicns : 

.t:xupric" 5.a 

[xis li~ fla:~. l"oli.c)· il. 01 (p. D-6) rest.·:cts dc\-e)opmen~ ar. th~ 'vvt~ s~de" oi cle Cit}· 
:·> 6 ·..mi~ per acre, "outside o.r' dc.~i~d :'-l"cighborhcd .'\cti~·ify C~ten or ?lUlLed o: 
~< isting tnnd corridors (SC0 fc:::t ci.tber sic!.!: ofroulc. ,. This was :iue tc. Rl~ ::19a.dy 
pto!;,~. r-;,...., :bat th~ Co:zin.t Tt'\l:lkiine iW ileal built, ll:il Nmictic·n ii r.u lo~:r 
r.:";:s~<U)· . 

11:.o R.cl;pc-nte r.o~U (p. 19:0: 

'T.u e::p.artm::D! doC3 JlO( lgrce '¥i!b tbi• obj:ction. ThU ~li~ l:ni~ 
lCIUit:-~ th.:: -..·c~t side :.ft~ city ro six units pe: LCTC:, ~XPeptfor 
~~odwcd a.cti vit}• c:uteri aod !D nin& tnr.sit oonidoiS (jO'J fc : ! fJir 

riJire,. si.t!t qf!J.,t NJtJft:•. Sioce the city b.i planDCd to a:e~ t:Jeic!:otil'Je-:l 
aerd for m~diurn- and h.ig.'".-<i:ns:icy ::.:x:.siQi ill ~gb.borhGO<i activity 
e"''U:r$ aDd trar.!it corridcrs. there is ·:.a ~uim:r.eDt for (-u: city to alia•: 
bigbcr doetsil:y in oth.er ~-- (.:mJ:~S ad:fci) 

The 5 X ~f.:>m di~liDCc froa: ei.d::: si·:lc cf III\!Uit c::midon nwi! to oe III!lCDded 1U 
be cons'st!l)( ..,jJb o:bcr co::cltuioEU in the R.e3ponse il!l.d R..-poct. 

The Repo:1 :]:>. 8) Je>.:x-.ruer.d.:! t1: Co.nni.ss:ioo ~qu~ tte cily tc.: 

··a.L"\men.d PolL<;)' 71.L3 to ir..ii= l:igh-C-eu.:;ity t.ou~i:tg is ul.litabl~ ll!c: 
·:1 :~ · ... :thin ~ unrr bt.lf ~:e corridor ·:~lltcrod on elCi!!ing or pliUllled p·.:hlic 
::tL~t :o~ -o.d mudif)· the lnnsrt :xlri.dc·r enba:lecm:nt a:wysi~ 3.lld 
:ooc:u~otlS and (~) ·~'ilhin ooc-q·J.UT.u a-. il~ &on-. ncigt.borhcod and 
!;Cilr.al oor.~..-rcial ~hoppir,g c.:nte~ or c!:sig=~4 activicy cent~. 

b;. Dcv:ol0p ot. program t!w wi]~ a.chlc·.e the I <• iw=U~ ·.Jaits FC" acr! 
withi:~ t:an.Ut corridors t::; i.de:-tf);iog ..:lditi.nnal \ '&o:anr, l.lr~dcvetoped, 
ac~C •ede-.ol~e p!Jcd.> !hit may be su:«able funncd.il:m- ar.d rugl!­
dc."'\Sil}" ~o·.mn~ wit!W: thU balf-mile e on:idcr. 
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C:• P.c:wnc: L1o~ ?Uc~;!s i(.olillQi as iL<it:i':l{( fer m.c::di ;,r..- md high· 
~asity hoc.IW:J in ardo:r lo ir.lplerr.c:\1 -.be ]kan." 

.'. <cc iu]f-m:le orri.doc ~!~Le:ei 00 exu;ting OT pJaanei pubjc rransit !O'JlCS '.Nauld 
e(tet;d I no (c<:: on :i.t.het !ide ofrbc cur.:d.or. Tr..t J~'lgue:_sc j;J :'oli.cy 7\.01 JCstrict:~ 
dcs'..si:y tJ r.o m\lr; th:u 6 .wia. pc;:-acn: in ar::a3 1:-e~r.d a 500-:Do:Cistu..ee fro:. ci1hcr 
side: a! uar~ir co~ ;;uds •.o t-: un~ed to L:;20 feet to be :au.;:~tent \l.'itk .tles~e 
0\h.er : ::lQ.ChJ:siol s iE the Response ani Rcpvc:. 

£,rcepfi9n S.Q 

Propo.ed plal! policy 181.00( 4) (p. D-U) Nl!ighborhood Activity Ccn(m. This plw 
9)licy Sll11es :baC N AC Uf:P"'t a.-us consi:sJ of mcdill'D and higher dalsirj bo'..l3illg •:R-3. 
R-4, · a..od 3.·5). fiall.·c:vcr. the indi\·itual iDustJ~tn·: act:vity <enie:'rups arc inc:om~ 
~.<illlbi! policy. TA.e:r :kpi.Cl hr~c ueiLI oflow-dcru:ry ccsidc:ntial CR-2) inNt'.Csup,Jrt 
.1.-ca.s. Tht:se lir.v-d:msity rc:s:dtntiL areu go btyor.d th~ limited nmrow m:a.s .:'or l<to\'· 
:il:nsi:)' re~id.c:n:aJ d.r=ribc:d ir: th~ plu a:n:i zo:.e teX1 kr 'J:tdfu: J\AC'9. 

Th.e P..e5p'nst: (p.. 3);. ~:ate~ ; 

"Tnc C.ep.-.u.~ docs n01 ~!:~'" \\lUJ th:s oJb~ecrion. As. ies::ribcd in !be 
IL::pa.'1:Dc..'!t'' response to 1000 fnenoa• o't:j:ctoo 6-, t.'tc d:3i£rWi~ of 
socr:e R·21Uld in the ~ppc;rt &lCa of~ NAC ~E n.ot def~ its ?Uipl;$e. 

As loo~ liS th~ city pnidc:a sulficient ~ k· Ill crt be ned :br mcd:um 
and high ;bus.ity l:vusin!l, il i• oo: required to dcsi~e allla:nd in the 
lupport m:a for biglicr C:eC1Sity housing." 

Th£ JtSJ:OOsc J:U.rur..dcr51an£!s o·.rr a.-glj.."ll~nl and thus w :s rc ~~~tely respooc t.o~ur 
vbje,ti.cn. VI:: agree t.'lat z.s ;eng ll$ the c;ty PfC>vi·:!es sufficientlud w w~;et C1::: DCc() So: 
medium anc_ IU.$h icnsit)• h')llDlli, nM.hi.Lg inst.JtuU §Ia! or roo~le :'~Quires it to desipa~tc 
!JI ~aAd io .~li\if"i ~O:r S'..lflPI>r. lU'eaJ for JDt\ii\UJ Or il.i~ dc;uity r.ousi~. Howt\U, 
lhc Cit;,.·s c--...-n plan .i".ues: 

··An u:ri~ity ocnt::r w '.s-.:,ppor1m~:. oonsisti118 of :nccium a.'lrl higier 
dt::",~il)' ~t.SH:>g . " (poLcy U&.OO.:..() ) 

:0 adJ.;rion. tl',e Ld.o?lcd pl?l<IIUDQld.mc.us ifat: tha.t !o·-.· d.t=r.lity ruidtn:ial dc•;t:opmeDc 
st:oulc be ':'C3Ui.clc:G 1o lim~ll:d ~lU a:d :hat. '1art&3 ia] proximity llo jchc, totD~J~C~Cill 
..1.'1d 9ubEc f.!.:iJiQcs a.'ld ,crv;-;.t:S slliould be ZODed. fot smaller lou." ~t 1bc ~~if;..: plan 
;>ol:cic:t ~..:: zc-nc ~XI :h.e c!-:y a:l.opt:cd tt·r ::,.; ~-ACs furthr limit &e~ c.fl~w·d~IISitt 
zan:nt ~ 1 :-.'IC:Sc isn~i ae ~--::ned in o•Jr Objection &.C. The lespo:1se fo tha~ 
ol:5 :cticn recognecs lh.at tbc illuslrati\·c: p:ans ~ust be ::lttmally .::oru;Sirenl ~:th :h:: p~w 

~· 14liM£!!', p. 0. J..; 
'· 14Gt':'IO'.w. o-::1~4 
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I·LCD PitaG?.A.I :u; 

'i .!;~f.;~? 

f <-lic i:~ ud [t:comnu.C:S th2: th~·::-c rccr;8.0ccd, '·ir. ;)f.;b ID make: thc~e p)uu int:rnlllly 
cc:ui stc:T.: "'i.tb 'he p bn po: icies.' 

Tic City dcJin,u lbc: ~-2 l()I".e as a l~>W-d~osity :zooe.2'· F":..U poEcy I U .00•:4) dc-.:ine~ 
~C':iVll)' ~Ui'J'<>:l azu.s U co=i~tiJ:g of IneCl.lliJl ;mel hig;·..er Unsq hJWinc. JllUS(cati~ 
Plz>r.J liRt dcp~ !ow-<ic:-.! ir.r R.-.1 :wll.ing :n :bc3e n.pJ:Oll areas u.: iuco:\Sistc::t .,..;Jh tb 
t.t opca ?~policy. 7.-.ctefcrc. tll.e ili:lSt:ativc pJ~ !hodd ':ler::mzndci in orda to 
ma.lce Ulcsc ?tans iiLicl'llLly c~:Stcat ..-.it't tl::: f lU\ p()licr . 

Excq?:i()n S.c 

Propo!ed pl.u policy 188.03 (p. D-20) z-.·tl&bborhCJod .'\l:tiViiy Ca1ters. This plan 
:;>Olicy .-.:snia.s high -4eJaSity bou.si..Jg (bowing a1 d~l:ISi6:~ of i .fuh-..c:t ICIC C•C ~f.!Uj tn 
aJcWl r.:> ~than 220 yanis frc:;n an NAC ileus aru and rem!:U "meduo-. dcr.rity 
howilg" (,l)QSi::,g m ciC'.Ilsiti~ of 4- du.ln~t ~::rc ot ~ter) tD !lO mo~·than « O yMis fro:o 
ao X AC !Xlc•..:s ~- T!LCSC pol:c~ cffc..."'l:i\'t'Jy dicut~ tnt all h.o".~Slng mJre thn ¥0 
yards fr<·:ll 2...1 NI'.C fucus 8ml Vlill be less tlwl4 duin.et ICfe. 

l1us ?!.an. po:icy ?rt\~tS the c:itia! R~S of cocn_pa.d ~~\'elOpc.:nt neoeSS&f!'t.l th: 
SOCO<!SS of~ NA0.1 anci chus 'Wldi:Wiioe~ tt.e:.- pWJ:osc ZAd ~ion. b additioo. it 
n:;.n.ci.l::s ic.::ffi.ci.!nt 1.!-se of residaJ.:i.aliJ..Ild a..'\11 tbus in:bJes ?COjcctcd li&ad :u:ed s m:l :h.e 
size uf:hc ~~ce UGB apt.!Uion, cor:trL;• r.o Ck.all4 ud to :he Dcpart:nc::r.t's 
1'-!::.ooa:~:on reg.3.JI!ine J'Glicy 71 .1 :; . 

A> :u;ted C.ove, the Depe.:tmcnr's R:~poru~ ar.:i ~port oo;:ch.:de thai Plr.n F ':cy 71.13 
::>U st be :unt:odeJ: 

··- . . ;.;, idicace tigh-de:uitr hc.IJSin8 i£ 1 suiub .. e usc: . .. w::n;:n c r¥-qioar"!tr 

nile f:-om ~~bo:ilold uxl ger.eal colnl'tlC1cial shOfpmg a:nt:r~ or­
iesi.q::'_w,d tcti••iq a::t:ta.'~ (Eop::..Ui.s add~) 

: •"'\.C D.: p;utzr-Ull:'! :ecc·mmendei rc:mand regudillg po:icy il. \ J doubles l:c dis:ance 
from a NAC focus a..'= :o whiclJ higl-c:csi:y bocsi~ is i!Jowed from 660 :~ 1.320 f<!': ;. 
Ee=uSt Pc-licy l~~ .:n restricts bi5h ~ m.:.Jium dc.nsity tlouring to ·.~o·:d"..in .SSG fret of :l 
NAC focus 4rU. i: it i:lOCnsist.c..<t ·.~o'ith lhc Deparnru:nt's JeCOflUlc::dil!:ar., aDd sho:JI<i be 
if:: clu-::~ct itt 14; ; m=c. crdc:~. 

The Dc:pA-"tncu '3 R.espoosc w QUI ot:jcc:ion o:t ; 8&.03 coo.-;lu·:::~ (_'J. 30): 

"Tbs p:1Jicy hal> )~ttl~. if any, eff:x:t ·Jr. lt.e a.rr.oUll~ or land l::t·'J.gl\1 mtc :be 
:.:Ga.·· 

The Re.spoJJ~ doc~ not U:.:iicate how it ~adwd 1hig :Oilclusion. hll it is :o crP>t. 

!> .ltJ:~ooae, p. ~I 
!J Pl6QPolic:- ~U.S. AHcr>dil:D.p.. 0-~ 
.. lt&;>ert p. 9 
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I( IU£i-d:nsity h.>Ul.ir,g i: ooJ~· aJio ... -ed \loi(-.in L fW.Js a: 660 feet &em a f<:-cus area, th::i 
t o.oonpassa ar. ~.rea oo 3: .4- acres ir1 e;och NAC. If th~ l&:N5 doubles to JJ~O fc:er, the 
lltJI ·.~i(-:in 1101hich ::igh-d:n~itt oo·.JSing is t.UcWt:d jl!lllpi tx;ol2.5.6 acres,~' i oct 
ir..sig_nif~Q~:t di~ooe (;[ 94.1 u:res. 

SillCC !h: city :1.11.S dc:sigJMtcd fowNciiJ>borh:~od Activit.! Ccutm, ~ Ult&l t>fl77 ens; 
aae~. or ~zt-xir.l&Lc:iy :!00 :r~t acrc=o, will be ;U-'..ccted :c?o:icy US.~j is ~c:ndcd -:o 1;;:. 
co1istal: v.itb the: Depactmeal's recon-.m~lld.llion rc@ardi:lg po:iey 7t.i.3. The Citt !w 
dtlincd medium dc:l'J:t'j u 4-8 ~per Act lCJe ud lri&J;-<ICA.Sit)' as 1-30 1:nits ~ :~:l 
.t::-c. E·•:n ac lhc: mini:num oft'l:s= dc!lSit;' tlll:lleS,IIJl i:ddilioa.a.: i~OO bo'lSwg uoits 
u.-ou:::t l-e l:Q)nunodat::l•llid:.:o l -Iut.."1c:-cr..ik ofcho: NAC fOCUi cca:;, 

A.l the ~i;y's E.Snme:1 o·."eCtildensia;·o: 7_j unit.sin'.!( buiJ;llibtno:, •.~rl:.an grcwC: 
~ary exp&ru:oo would be reductd by ab;,u; 160 net huil:bble ~- We ::'IC':fcre do> 
nc~ llgl'::: tJ-.u p~>l:cy I U .Co3 Jw little or :~c· e{fcct: on the amoar:t of ltnd br:Mq;al :ato lt..e 
UGB . 

P~:cy l.H.C·~ mwt be cn:ccl<.: I·:> be: c:~n.;is:eJJt with the: :cauired llllc;A.Cimcn: 10 P!&..-.. 
Poli:r 71. ~~ ar.4 cc- be c0:·1'15iJacr.t "'lth Gcil l-' and ORS 10-:.296 . 

.Ex:gpU<Jn ~;l 

fropotcd pJu poliCJ 18&.0:5 (p. D-lO) Ncighbor:hoed Ac:l:il'ic7 c-.wa. 

This Jnl:cr ll.ll~t~s 5 to J6c:c~s of lan.:i in "ch NA£ ta accoa:."'Jodat~ 50,00C·to 
I uO.OCoO s.q ft. of:relll:il f.oorspac~ ud u £dd:lio~ 2.5 to lC tt:.Jes m ac::oomoJal' 
25 .OC·J to : C v,OOO sq. ft.. oi offi: t . n,:is is an cn.om:.ous amo·JDt oi lMncl. :'ar tJ;~ P"Ciposcd 
llr.JDUDl of reQjl ~d effie: :'Jocr OJ:.ll;C. $u ; n a laJgc: ~o of!!.lld ro ()or sp;acc :n N."'..C's 
:: :ll.OO::-..r.~Cilt v.dl :he .mtcd ~ur,JOSe ufNACs and in!&!!:$ w ~~ o:· lb UG.~ 
~.(par.!i·>n. · 

::.t: R.cspcnu ttal~i (p. J I) 

'T ail p.>J;~:- cootains standards for tht ~i.ze and a.Tillf;W)~:U of uses 
"''i:hi:1 NACs. The -;ilj· JbiL; grooaics to 50,000 sq. ft., oll\.=r tctail t:l 
JC..OC 0 sq. fl, anci lC:.al ~lail t() I 00.000 sq. ft. I~~~ t:Ves::.o!ds are W<il 
bc:Jo....,· the ~iz-c o!"bie box'· >!Orcs. The ~cJtion !h.:luld not )c;"~~o'hrtbtt the 
ci:y h.ls FlaAJJ<:d fi>f t,)() 1111:-Cb collllDC.,:ie..i L.Se in NAC, t-:.: to.,. thc:IO:J.li 

;Se:t cr..ouib n:sjXlld- uses to :rW::: t~.:: ClClltcrt ll>.rive." 

T.lisr~:pru:sc m.:~underSI:~:..dr o·..:.r a!l;UIXlettt ~ thll$ fails fi) adoquatd}· reij>ood 10 ow 
Db~ !:ctio.J.. 'V.'c Lrc r...ot ~ tba: lh~ ci~ has J:laor.d for too m.o.ch C(l('iDI\ttc:~ ~in 
01~ i'l'AC~ oc lha-. the buildap th.QmelYe~ u~ aoo luge. W: llfC Jr;ui:.a U..C thtamcu."'l 

" llic fll<llll<k is ;.i x ;idi:~& ~·"""· OMdc I>)· <.~S6U lo ll~IL;~:sq~.~m ~11\1 lQ"Cagc. 

·:·:h 6 
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o: W.d (::: city .Ullx:a~c5 tc a;;commodc.::.e the ptcposcC. arr.our.c c-f c;():n=:rtiill U1.d office 
f.XJ~ sp:a i3 tC·:> lqe. 

Th.e dl.JCA:ui lhnd co flo:n-11er: utio: co.r.WJJ.ed io Poli::y 188.03 tn.."lsla1e inm tloor GCC:a 

u:ks •){.;:}. The: rcspoo:>e to objccticn4 oo:¢s tht. "door &Jca t~ios ofo).20 to •l.3V a;r¢ 

r,p>a: o.f 1Ut:>-ori·:nr:d comr.>c:J'::i.a.l buil:.iine1," and tl:~totl1ce~,:.So:s javc: more :n 
Olm.rn:>c wiL1 publi ; ~5es, wblcll t.1.e city has f'l&rulo:<i -... ~tt.! fl:~c.t azea mr.o ofO.:J2 :han 
·.db rctz.:l Ct'IDJ)'l.CrCW USC. ~s 

."'c·:uniing t< the /.iO.M'u'!', the }lACs uc intcoie·:i to be compact, pcd~91rian-mer.:il;', 
lll:d ~l-S\IJ)90ctiY"e. f~ city's fiD<lings :io not CX?Wn why .~&~ch &II <tXC~i'l•t- llnOI.IIIl 

cf :i..-w:l will be :u:.:de.:i 1o wa:Illiil.OC.atr :lie ;xoj~ed u;ou:.tl of needed ~':lilcing !?&CC­

Thi; illtlat~s :nrpto;:mc.llll~ nood PJoj ecticns .sigllitiCIII'.tJy. 

Th! very high r4ti.o of !Md &Jl~d fvr oomm:r,;;iaJ z.nct offici! fk·or s;pace in 'i.e NAC$ 
i: iDc-:-nsi.skn:with the·:l ~:a.tod pllqA)~~. Goal J<l, E.Od ORS t97.2~6 

Ex qp!'itJJI 6 

Obj.z:!i.)n J .( .1.{.:.\fP.tn,;!!lt -J prapQ-Se.d UGe :Drwtd.r.rttll dmJ.J r.cu c!)lr.pt; -.•ith 011.5 
i91.2~~ Go~ t•. Ol?.S i97.7J](J}(c)(!l). ~."lti Goa!), Pan llo'c)(.l). 

c. bc~pti~ ct!il! 

lfni.?:l' ORS ;s-;.2~·8, :be llifhtSI p:io~ry lan.U for iDc::J.Sior.. in 110 .:>=fat..-:icd UG3 is ll!Cd 
lh2: i1 d:s:~t::l urbil.ll rcsecvl: lt..id. Since M:.\fi:lov:llc iw no urban rese~s,high;st 
,rio:ri1;.· 1ar.ds tor illcl1.Jl;ic:~. is br.G adjc..ccn( oo z.n urb~~1b bouod.lr:~ th.at isi6atiti.~ 
in En ad:na·w.•l.cdj;ed .-:.ow.)'l'c'heNive plan B.i .u C'li:.Cq:tion lllClL \IT noue~ouro: IL"ld. 

Th~ itic: ai n~ ·c:xccptian &!'(8.5" adja.:esr. oo M.cMi.no·i.lk's UC•B. r:r,~ ci:y pre!p-l<SCS 10 

mel~ ar.ly four ofthl:~ c.. -cas withi:c it:1 UGB, t.nd i .. lca.:J m:l\Ult tbe Jo~ prior..ty 
l;ud - i.~ . prur.e fz...T.Uan.j- . T.-.e fi~ c:.n:I>Ld~ ~xccpiG:liU':a! are We,Q:ic: ~cs-;1, 
ll\.:.:tc 's VL~g~. ru·.-cri.d: North, BOXIdi Be~ Ra.G, a.od Old Sherida..1 Road.. The 
F.cspJtu:;AGJ-etS thar th.c Cit)'~ :.ot jus-..itiod ilc: ex;lusbn orWe5tSide R.o<.d, b•J( 
ace~ pts tl-.: exdusic-a (>[ tlu: ether a.rt:aS. • 

7o; tl1c cx.cl:clcd e:z:ce?fioo a:e-.., tbc City":; fu-.d.be;s. re:y in V t.l'jiag degrl!cS on lt.e ccst 
<·f pre-~ iCing j)c~c iJ:c;&S ·.vit'l urba.> =vices. The tind.ir:~ and li:t )t{GJ.IU.f coot'.Jfi 
~bles ~ Che :x.<-epcion uc:as:!~ ThGse '~bks ~sign a licrv:c:: t:e:il oi hisiJ, !liCdium, 
CIC .o·• ·. ~ ~ ut.w dollar numlxr, r.()l E. cost ?::J a~;rc.za Gl>ts exceedir.g $)~,000 
""t:t'~ r a.:Ja:.~ iig.l.. CO.l!3 ofS200,000 to s sao, JW were n.al::ed m:jj·Jm aod COSlS c;njcr 

.S2C.0,0(•) -.;.·!:c r~ !O".>..', rel3Jdle>.s of iww ml.Il:l t.::rcs ·,1;auU ~ sen•etl 

tr !l.npoesc. ... ' 
n .1/Gioii..P. I' C-2 J I; fiJdi~i,S. Tlbtc l7, p. 4i 
• F·:n:l'.r.~. 7 »1' l-;', p. :.), t.ear>e~c 'tcae.t:'; utle 
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bus. tht ci~ co•Jld c:mc;U<lc :b,a( a cc·f: of 5150,000 1:> ~ ll b..U:dat ie aa~- $13.~36 
per bdtdz.bl.c acre- wu a]·)"' costa:i ll c.)$1 o( S350,00C• kl mve 126 buildable a.:res· 
SC 746 per bctijdab ~e ;ta!· '..as a J-Jgh CJ J;t . 

Tb.il e.n.a!ysi; i 3 w .. ai.qua:~ cc; dress Goi.l 14, factc~ J ~'ld 4, 41!3 (h}al2, Put Jl 

Bw-J\'s Vjllage 

.1\0::·;.oJdinb t<1 :b<: UGMVi', lt.:: HUI:.:l Vil!~ are~ co~tm:.s, appvxim~Ue:y l26 ~->~ 
·•.:.c!.!ll l>tlidal::l! tu:Jes. ~ 

Th~ R::spcr~c: ~e~ 1l~ lki !ICI ~ould ·,c C:)U;]udc:d Crom the UGB iCll to~o·o n:~,;,ns, 
w!Uc.lt we z..tires£ ;D. crdcr be:o\lo~ 

I. ":i:st. :..-.u~ ar!:a. c;m.'\J I =D.&tly accarrur.~t; th: m:,d for ,pe&~Wl 
Z..'ld rrar...:_! o:ic::uc0 CevCOJll!".~t in a Dc;ghoorh::Jod ctivityocn:m . .,J 

-:-:1e R.<:lpowc ~~:i:s.;OO$nl<s t:w .rta:-.rory re:twmr.rnt in ORS 197.291.. The- qu~~i(jn is 
110: v.iletbcr or ao: ll:is cxcc?:iO!l .-ca ~ r:~:-..D.b!y acooJIIlllaU:le Jl(de$1rian and Cnillsil 
oriur~d cltvbJc.pa~ent i~ a n¢~iJlborbood .1::1ivity cmcu. The arta car. ;,Jiy be ex<:huko it' 
il =« ~'! accG~ s0111e ponion ~;~{'lhe ieen65cdJJe::d for housir.,, 
«n?Jc>lnw.t. ud ;ahEc anG t:mi·J;Ublic 'JSC$; 

w ••• "'C &6'ec with LUBA that th: •rusor.;:.bly ~l£loca:c' !~ i.l 
col( rio:\ ii is whc!:her the ue-.s lh.tt d·:> noJ :equm a n.ew ~;(ceptiQr. cor. 
&.oCA):n::wut: the liSe at a.LI, oot \1.-hr:thu d:ey em do!:> Jll c:f~ciently DI 

b=f:cia!:y &3 tn J:ID!=.X:d elC.Cql:iQll ~ JU.igDt." 

.~C;;l>k.'fl3 of Rr:.J.UJO>tl ,. Mt.'N)., l73 Or App n I, ::Xl. 6 (2001) 

Th.e cvi:l=ce in :he r::.:or-1 dues nct.SV? port atlndin~ tl:~t thl; BUlUl·· ~ \'i:l.:tg-e e.xcepliO.!i 
l.rca :a:u)()t r<:f..SoGab:y a.ccollliilOCUe a pcrt!or: ofthcs: idcmif:edU..'ld ~:cds. 

b: a!lditic-o. die R.c:s:tGnst: r~·;.ll.es COllG)USi(l~ rega.-diog •.be wm.-.--cw escc. ofBur..n•s 
'.'!l~te :ba; ate unsup,?Oncc by evi<hoce. The leaporue $'.UCS: 

"To :11~~ 1.hi5 f.. "Gil pd.e:s!riar.-irieodly wc·uld ICC,~ lhl speeds en tl:e 
higlr~-ay t.: rciu.ccd and StJpiiS:1ls c~ iru:aJ:ed, $eY:rc!y ;copacting L'l.C 
ftmc:io:: oi lbe highl"'ly.":ll 

1be Dq:utmc~r. docs :tot c.(p].tin wi!:,· re:iucing 5p.:c<U M the bighRia;· wri ir.sr.ailing 
mp::gn...s ""'uld lilCri.o·.t1:y i~t its lia:lc:ion. ~or is U~ae.mr evidcnc~ ir.lhe record -;o 

!II JJGJ.f"..ii', ;:. c.~ 
"':..r~,._ :n 
1
' IUif>OII1C, p. 39 
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. l· O< kuri lJ: a.' f'H SiJ1 J1 c- S.iH DL.:" FJ<OCR.l 'c: 

SU?POrt mci " coaclusicn.. ~•l<..nJ ~:tc hignW&)"'> fuD~c with redl:~ed ;peedt ar::! 
ii:·)p liblJt! ~c-r p.::~ 0\ 'elf'-'Ses). 

"2 . Th:; [<:spuue t.tso st£:1':$: 

" S.OC:o !U!, the . .:kJ:o.ctnu::l: ~"«li that this ue:. cann;:,l ;c:ascn•~ly be s~n::d 

\\llA ~;;, ~ta' an.i ~-~ te::I'USe of "j]c: :cpaR~;L t:-om \be 
~maindcr oi t:: e city ca~d b:r • tlooC.plai~ and tr..e ~~ab\'e impact of~ 
:s.latc hi.s:-.,.,..a>·· .. ODOT l:fo.! Oltd iti oppJIUtioL to the ia.clusio:1 of this 
llle: ~the lJ(j J3.''31 

·~=·~J, .-... ··· 
2-; .) 

'While :he l.c,fl(lr.sc li~~ thi; ~ \)21( xeas<:o, :l ean be ji;·i.ded in:o rwo: •} v;ile&t-..eror;:;)t 
this~~ ·.,e re:a.som.l>ly be Smitd v.ith UJ-,. ;e-;-:.-i::Q; a."l:i b) the impact ~·tbe $U.U 

higt:.¥a.J. 

a) U:t an S.;.-..·:.Ces 

.IC~l!" wtlf..."\ ser.-ioc:s, the ·: il)o' :Jnclude3 tl"At, ''•.ube.a :;avice$ cao l:>e C';'(tmced tJ lhi; 
l.lC3 .•. at z. bisflc: a;::.: r:J.iti~ tO <;;her lll'ba.,Uaj;,J..e 8."U$. ... , 1-Jtcc.rd con\ilins n;:, 
iZtca.l = e~tirn~~ or -:;o.us pe: buildable ·~'1: .. As th Resro~ el3eV.ilere .~Jir.ts ou:, 
.,..r..i.ll; thl: Slar.dsd "'coc:s r:::x rcq•.Lir:: the C:ty t~ show L1ai :l b itnjlOssible '" g:ne ac. 
auptic.n a-...a. . . at~ ci:y r..e~ds to $hew. for r:si*ntir.: IISU f:Jr tx.a.'llJ'!e, C:.llll the con 
o: ~cvi~~g IX'o~.· bo:nc:s -,..ould ll)() lli~ to allw.· the dev:!tlpa>ent of h:)wi."'i at ti:e price 
r:.ngcs 11..1d rem ~~ ""·hicll ~ 1\oCC>dcd. ~ The dty hadllotJCade any .;udJ fix!i:r.i 1:.01 

:s dLef'e tvideoce ill \be IUOt d to lUPJ>OI: 31JCh I fincUni· 

!1 " it: <..lm:~st L V."'}'$ 'tle c.heapa to c:xtclld wb&r, ~en i= in;Q pr'_'Jle fw farm!a.'ld :laaJJ 
cxc::::p ion :uca>. A l:.i.l!:\.Cr rclui\·t cc..-r do:~ oa: cr.ean the l'.:ghc: piOJiry· o:ce?lkn l!';)a 
;:...IJ.C)G: r='"<>a:.bly l CCOr:IU'. OOa!(; lhc jU:ot : f:~d ~:d. lr. d!~s cas!., hov.ll!\'cr, tf.·.JIC: is :.a 
evi<i~n.cx i:-l tb r::~·:>rd t<> con.c}'.ld.c: thai thl! :Jll ·:>LilD :o'T.:UCiW'r: in a.:_"l.D Vilioge will be 
W~l pe: CUio'da!ou o;;-::r:t OT n()<.~ittg llllft. 

The recor.j co.nu.ius r.:> con e:stiDJ;nes loC S'.!pP'>rt the ror.::lu.sioP 6At r.he cost vf p,o llicii.ng 
url:ar. ;~:c :s ..,.;u be t,igh aor coes it QUUJtift how mu.cl:: hii lCf :h: relativ-e 4Al.>ts wi: 
t.:: . ln f~c:. 6c MG!.4UJ> sl:itc'S lhz.t tb cost of sc wc:r "tlavc nc 1 ~.::a <:alC\Ila.Jcd," ar..d ::osr 
c f "-<:.z:r sc:vi:::, -h3vc :-tot been do::t:mU:\!:1. . ,)~ 

Si-:c~ U:c-Cit.,- did no1 detC'lllioc ~ cilst o fprov:idill!i llTlml ;trv;ccs to 8unn villa;:;: 
~ i t.bcr i:l u.t &gZicjiUI:: or 01:1 c. per acr::: o: h-;;usC",g Wli: twis, tbc:y can.nol condu.de tbc·&e 
~;)Sb; iU! b:i6h. 

" IU:!pOIUt, p. CD 
!> MG."! I-T', ?· :::-l ~ 
" ll.a~<>A<(, p. JJ 
;, UCML'P, p. C-:.111 
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b) llo?.;...:t cfthc stu: hi~· ... ·~r 

ne t'CSfOOSC: 0\.'C.Sla~ ODOrs :?Q1iticn in J..S$ICTI.ing. ··ooo: hu stz.ced its cp~.iilicn 
m til: ir..:lus.ioD of (~is ar:i in lltc UGB." 

lD :U.Icn.::.. ro lh.<: ·:iry, ODOT iU..:a.lly saiJ: 

... :)DOT docs ~.:ll ~?PO:t ~ cx!¢t!Sivo of the: UG!l t;~ ixh.:!ic: !his uea. 
~w .:::.a:vclopm.cDt"re:icvdc·pm:mt that ;(]cld ;x cr.c~e4 in this 
~"t:ill m.:zy uivosc:y :..-'fe~t trdi~ a.'i:t}· anc :~pew.i~ oo OR ~~·~-." 
(crY;ph.asis u:!tki) 

.. ,i dte Cat)· ~ho·l:Scs to incluec 1:nis ar ... ia a UG9 eXf411Sian, ODOT 
s:;-cag)y ceco~r.Jt~CLds (~81 a.--. avail)·, or ccndr.io~ oi ap;~ronl, be 
:..:lopt=d thn !e~ui.re tb City 3Jld or:: OT 10 adopl Ell ICCCSS m.auganea1 
?ian fc r 99",JI prior (C the ~-elopCcot or rcde~<l::IP:!lCilt of a:y pa.:ce:s 
witJW-, An:~ N:t-8. ThiJ will ;c..c:.n:y :-Jg,hway im!D'Ovc:meJ~.:S r.>quirec u t 

Its4Ll <:-f t»tuuc dcYcbpncrJ t:ut will CT..l';UC tht.• safety Wld trdlic 
·.;Jp<r&ti·~ ~re ~:.ir~.;J ~an ~:al;k ~veLNl' 

·.vnu~ ODOT dtd JWt nppar: inzlusiOII. ~ Bunn's \'illag~. it did.cot<pp('£~i1 ;ith(l, and 
it. ler-er sut~s lhf.~ ori.iD m accc:iS r.w1~ pla."l &ndllidlv.-.y :mpcovc:mar:;, the 
:" JJJction of :be ::Ui•way :.:>t;~d be rr.mntai!lcd ~tar. ~:.U!Ic: lc:,,e:. 

The ::>LCD Rcsp-:>ltic .. :~v $Ut.:.s : 

1f~li~ vu -.·~re to 4<'V'<::op., th~ ci:ro.-oulir.~d to pro\"i.ck :.hc:t~Att Jo:al 
m-eet coonectic:u co tht. rcm.ain.dcr of lhe city x.tha- tlwt rely oa j u:sl -.ilc 
state b.i;tr.~o-1.}'. P1c·viWf1g at.an&Le r:re~t corl!l<:cticru i:! nOlr~:as~u~able 
sin:e eecl: :Jnr.::ction would require 01. bi.d&t ::rc!>siag of the river a.nC 
doo;lp!ur..',..7 

Ttc No:th Yam!i] R.:ve1 is not :be Willar.l.cc::: Ri•·:1. O.ne =-w ;hrow a sU:·ne across. it. 
Bridgeho:aois ase fn:q1.;:nlly lo:akd "'ithlr. a or..e bu.'llirtd yeu 1lood.pla:n. Thac :! D~ 
evk= to sup;>ar: a fin:Ung th&t '-OC!S'::l:::tiOA o( a ae-.~o· bridge foe local a.ca:ss :.:~ 
from 99W ilo ~.:n.te <.sooal; I: nor is U:ere an; 'lhlnf to 'r:gcC-1! !hal m~re th.u o:t.: ne~W brid~: 
fox [oc;.al :r> CCCH \A't>u:..d be no:c:d:d. 

F:~;y. cw vbj.: :.tic n p ir,::s :~ll: 6aJ !he "leg'' oOia·.w1 C!Cd R~ ind~c:~ ~ly 16.5'2 
builda":-ie ~~am! u-.~ City failod to consiC:" tbe possil:il):y af in:ludin_s o:\1)· the 
appro:,in:~l:; : 10 nc:t b-.:i.lubl~ .aor-:s in Ch~ oon-Jinc:a: J:Ortion oiBuul Village closa ID 

tt.c Cit:,·. The ~~J)O!'St ;iocs w: ;der.,,.s this ~1:-ili:y. · 

11 :o.<G>JUP', p. C-~ tl9 
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Booth Ben,d R.:lui 

In acecpti::g the cxclU~;ion c-f t"l.C.B<>Il('l Ba:.d P..o;ul as ca. tbe R.e:spc:-n.s~ satas: 

" .. . t.hiz a.--ca i.s prc-Oic~ic sir.ce it wo!!.l.o be w i.iolaloj cxtttsi~n ~the 
CGB <.eros.: the h.i!thway, ~~~~ "V.'a..lk:.tlg to 'llti2Tby desb..Sii)rJ 
eX~T:ud~ diffic:!h. Nonl'. PJ.um Will: n~ JC'!uirCid :o crots ~ s'lllc !lighwa)· 
'D wbani~e ~:;wall rxceptcm aiel. Mc}.Ewwil!c .tbould r.l)t ~ r:quire< lc­
ui:loo; te chis are!. 1rus c:~n area C8!UIO': rc~ Jeablc: (:sic) 
a.::car.vr...od.ll.c ~ a.cx:4 [Q: a compa.:!, pedcsttian-fr'..eaC!y Ulbllll arta:·• 

}Jh 
.... ~.2_::<·' 

This conclusicn w:i>uocii'C'S&ar-.d£ the relevB.IU fac15_ Unllo; l'or.h P~ Mc~fuurri~te·~ 
p:-:--cxp.luion UGB ::rir-......fy cxt.;c~ a;ro$l Hisbway l &. In fact. the cicy h<u projlU!I!d 1•) 
inc.ludt liD ~:iciiticn.a.J :;21~ t.tU of prime iiUIUlmd 011 this sa.:J:~Oi~ of Highway 18 
llw..t cEre-cil)' lhu:s the fs )Cth Bend Road t.-u tn the cut T:lis. is the Tluct ~tile Lane 
'.l-:tlt:n ... ·hie:~ tile cit)· has~---~ for a ~:;ighbo.thooc Activit'; Ctu!:r. 

'9ihi:c th" lloo::h B !:l.d a:ca by ilSdf is lvo >nalllu accc.:nmod.a!t: • ~ci;Shborhooci 
."'.:ri·•il)· Ccn~:r :he sc:l-..00: dist."ict bas just purcll~sed a futJCe eltJ'II.Cf1,:al}· sclx:ol sit!: less 
:bar. JOC·:> fut Il·)(]l tbe 'oOWlliny oftiK nlb-c:ct. !, The ~d.m.c: in the recorC. deic.s 301 
;·.:.ppcn 1 f:adi.nj lht the Booth Btn:f RDIId exccplioo a.--e.J could not JCaSon.Wl-t 
ou:==-·~dat.: a pllltior. vr'ld(nli!icl ruidcr. lial md anploYJDQJt bn.i r:oe-:fs . . ~cGrJing 
to -.be .4.1(;/.ff..l?, it coui:U~ .1~~Jy 13 gn:ss n:.m bnild.Wlc ~res (3Pi. wr:bo 
w·.al ac::-t:~~,ge. in :he ~~). The MG.'o(UP ccnclu.:k:s that, ''llnu ~~ D£CCSSIIJY 

to ~upt:c.rt ,.Lll:.:>ao .:.~e~). •. car. be cxta.dcci to it." 41 Conuf:pro\id:o,g wall!! ani 
eMcuiczl savice iUc e)tir.uo:l a.> kJw_•J Adja.ccnl ~ wit!Un. t:~cxlsti.og l!GB U'f: 

cin·dopro ~d~.at:al ueu. <J 

Thi~ .uea :ih;)UJd :J:. ir..:l.ud¢d iu tl-.e cxp.nsioo. U'C:a. 

ow Sk%a.o Rvi<l 

h1 ~.;epting :he cxcJo.uion of~ OIG Sh.cridan R.c·ad .<\lee the R.espo:-..s:. stalc.5 (p . ~): 

'T'\C d=pi:JUT.ent a~u.> ·mt.:16c <::i:y's fioding; lbu ~por..uioa 
fx:li1ic:s <.an.;.o! rCL<(,ItiltJy be pro·.ridc4 w Ibis ar~~ U!1ler 0~5 
: 97.298(3;.(1:)_ n.:s OU:G!. CxtCod3 j} f Uill:IIC WJ:iou SotrlJ-we;t aJong 
lli~··•~y 99W. P·:>rtion.e of the llc:a oc. cne Sollth and e-ast i;de oftbe 
bghw;~y !hoo.l:i te ex.cJoJdcd for ;•c: =e raso:lS u lhc ~vth BCCJd !\.orad 
uca, 10o\-e. The: :vng, u•.:row ~~of thi~ a..ru fTo:ttini Cl:l the bighW3y 

"Rc:spl:-. .._., p~ •O 
" Ncws ·.R:l:I.Ouv:'c:l< pla<:ed ia kx->.1 =or:!-
•: .J4Wio..P. ; . c-u · 
'' ;.;G.I,(:...J•. p . c-s ~ 
.: /oN.I,fTJ, p. : .•n 
< .\CY.t'J', P- (~.:, 
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wo·..JJC. :x.te:d Uibn nffic [)UI p.ut t!-:e fres.er.: uoa SiJU:e \he h;g_'lway i3 
It= mc.s-: direct ~>' to :each. al:nc·>- all atbcr dc:ninz.r.i.c·!lS ir. l.l:e city, the 
••.ckiJi :l<Ul tr->..1fLC l.l.'ll\d r.eccss.nil:v JU: t:te hi@h'MIIy fot :nN: ttip! r-..tb:r 
lh.n u.: .. loc!:l st11:els.,. 

Tiis rupuruc n:~l.ltl C: :!'St'-ods 11\c reieY'lnt fa.:l3. R.:e;uding !he p&cels.so'JtJ:. U)d <.a£: of 
-:X h:3lJu·u. '.l.'c oc:: L'at UD)Jkc )(ortl:: P~airu, !vfcMi.Eu:.ville'i·p"'<Xi)lllliOll UG3 
d•eod.;· e>a<:n:is a.ct·J<SS Hi.;b"''~~Y U. 

.A...: fc r (-,: transp~rtatic n i>:n:e, tht CXI~h:sion It!<.• the aiditior~ r...affic wou:d n~c~ssari.J~· 
·~~ the :-~•WAY fo= most trips. rU:1~r thar. an:;· lc:.U stn:tt! is sinp:y 'o\'tC~. Tbt !.."Ct 

al!o f:o :-. IS O~d Sh.crida:: Ruad. 'AI'hich p:"\'i<ks !.11 t-qually direct :o :each :limes: all olt.!r 
des tina:&c n~ w :be: c i c:r·. 

In '*=t, woan IC"'C.J of r<sidcotia.l d.evc loplll~nt are uru:!y occuzring-111ithia :he ad,iac;eot 
pur; of tl:~ cii)' 'U; tbc Cl:>t tn.l t!s~ );c:$ bct7~CC:l Highway 1 a ad Old Shaida.'l.R~\1. 
T:'IU dcv;J.opao.ent hLl :u~ ac~s~ to Hi&-i'.wl.y l8 uul ~cs a:J ecce'~ fri)Dl Old Sllcrid.m 
Road. t'lW i~ clearly iU..LStrl.~ ill ?igurc 51th MGMUP, :'\pJ:<-ndix C, J:t.llc ClCO. 

;\.ecoid!~ :o the MG.'r-Ji', tl'.e O~d Sbc:riCc.o 3.oa.d :!lee. ::or.uim E.pJ:!<'Xir.u.t~ly 35.5 
gi:)&; txil:U.blt: ac::s aod t)',c subooCJ":il is \irtut.!.lj' flat .. Adj.cc:.t a.-e~ within the 
e:x:run& l :c3 u<: ili<.dy dcu;os;-ed c: ?lmmtd to.:ic:vc:O]) with resie.enti!d uses . ..s The 
kGJ.!v~P coucl·.:da th~ " ;&hAll ~crv\ccs uce~~lll')' tc s·.1pp;,rt {w:,0111 dalsili:~j .. . .:ao ~<! 
at.eDri.c(; k: i1.""' Costs af providil:g Wlfe< anC. cle:~c:1l .seri.cq arc: CJtia:ate4 ~o b: 
r.:~ acd low, TC:SftCti..-cly. 47 IVlU:c s:wcr wsu 11.1'! estirnat.td 'tO be bi&fl. au~ i:slile 
ir. pmto 1.1:: :.~ :,f pcovidiD,i sc::vice ro t,be ~ouilitm porjans Jl tl'; $Ub--a.-ea, .,.bi~:h 1ll:\: 

l!'.:lii'C diS~W ::io~~:~.lbc e?Ciscog U GB. '' Th.e Ci:y did ao: ~;ecuickr the cc~s cf sewer. 
:5C'Vic~ ifj'J3t \Dr poni.on3 O:cl:e s·~::.. closc.«l p cA.c L"GB were tc be included. 

~hc:r;j:k ]\"oal! 

I.o actc?{i~ L1.c c.'lclll.Sivo of the FU-ve~~ North Area, the Re~ipcnsc sat:lS (J>. <1 0) : 

''ll':: iepactmcn: ~ ·~,:.._ tb.: ocy that !b:~ acea c:annol n:a.somtly 
z:c·>rrJOOd'ltc: :csic:atiE..I :.Js: bcc~e cf tile ::oisc: and odcr ~ieiCi.atcd 
·,¥ir:-. th<! adjtc:Ciol se~ tr'¢atmcc: pl<-"ll, indllSt!ial use a::d rai :rca ':':lis 
:oQtion is nc·l suital.<c for rCJidl!rl:ia1 use." 

ThU is a ;~e xca. It t;;)Dt.aim ~lt>pillc land tr..U :s up I<~ ;:alf a r:U:<! tic·m citller t'le 
:s~~· lrc::~otma{ plar.: Q~ In}' indu.>tri.a! ~e. n.eu; ~))o\lld be ;m:pk Gp?Orn!llitiei to 
po·1idc b ·~a bcfw~ any ioc.{\:n;>alibl~ usr::s.. 

·• ~-v.r."'. P· :::..n 
.s NGM<.~. p. ;:;.JC·J 
... 14Ci-/.ll} f', p. ::- J ·)~ 
., .~MVP. p. ;:.l·: 6 
.. ~,.p. C-10<. 
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T.u~ MU i ~ \1.-ilhir. the "~run] cJa.:" l>flhe Yur.h.!l: Rivtr that lle J,!G,V(Jr ;·~ 
sho~ld c:ttiae t~ ·..A~E.n ue2.. It cv~M OVq J6 pu ·.~ buJ da":llc ac:cs.''9 It is 
C'Vi.iCJll f.nr.llhe acri.al pbo:o C·n ~-~: C-42 c: th.e .l.tGMl/i' tha! v:ru..a:l~ il o{ the ia."ld 
o~:~i.de -lf :he iloodpwn is vz=L :be: sub-at~a i.1 ''?~dominanJly 1hrt "D g::.otly rJllin~ 
t.ur.J.lo .. .'"0 Th! kGMUf> ccndu:Jcs ("lal, "wb"-'1 S«Vice$ :le~!S!.lY co supp~r: (us~an 
<ic~itc!} ... can &:.c Qtcodc:d 10 it.''11 

ln co:loClu.:ii::g that :'Us ~b-Alea ccul.d net r :ascnably accommod&t<: i:k:nti:LC>d lane needs, 
th: D,~v ~ef.~~ ~·•ily 011 its !JT(lXimity to Aelllt)· j~-u;, o:scs, cspccial.!y Ca.::z.:e 
Slxx:l.· - Ti•s [c::i&uce ~ misplLc..c:i fM the fon~·:og ru.;c111: 

- The City has n~ ~::qn;uely a.:idrasst:d •.be pos.sibility vfbi.Jigi.Dg Ri'o'e-u.ido Nolt:1 into 
the UGB AS ::ldwlrii.llmd, md ~b.c:n ~rociog ciCi~til:g i-:dustrialland ·~$.UJ ibe existbg 
L:GB for rc:si~tiz.J aod/:~r ~,_a:c:ciu ~:s!s. n.:s wouk. allow :den:iricd lane 11eeC..S 11> 

:~ Jc.!.!:.oaol~ act>OU".m<.':ial.~O. on tUahcr p;jocity lands, rdhcr t!-.m l:w•~;:pric·rity Ju..ds. 
.4.ll:ullg r:>thl:r pos.sib:c 11e~. u..c a.ri~ ?h<J:C3 io cbc record ~· a bfsc:, vulJil t:'act of 
i.Ddustrilllly mno::! IJ.OO d!Je:t)y adjacent to ili~ ~·csttm cd~~ of the Rivcrsl.dc ~~utb 3'.l3· 
llCD.: betw:at Blc-asom Dri·_.c, Milb:r Strc;-t. Uld CQ(vir, l,.a.u. lJ Tx Ri~dc Soalh 
sub-,.,-u is J:TO.Powi fur incll1Do11. W'ifuin the UGB lobe 'clSed for r~dcn!W uses. 
Rtde5iS~~&tiM of ~sc uij~~ >'l.caDt FC:t )j from i~ to residential wculd =1~;:.:: 
pcwn:.al hod usc coofJ:cts. Ir;JJ~Coi.lly, lcinil.w poa::r..tial ·;;on.fli':ts.,: the "er:' ~~5 
IJ:.: city ;aa-,~c~; i:ll exc:·Jdillg Rl~rsi.clc North. 

- EJ.sew::~re the City :us and continues to plm for ut:i allow c;;(temi·.-: arez.s o: 
r<si.Un·..W u.scs ;)()ja.::cot to iA.dum:zJ useJ. Sc:e MGMUr, p. 7·30. 

- o·.-cr th.c :2[)..~ pl~.a.ing pd:iod, _;>otCilll;al ::mflit:IS '.lolth Ca..s.cade s.ee: may ~case tx> 

.:x i.:lc. :ne.-~ &re oo ~es cbc s~l r:Jij will con.tinue to 0~.:111: in lighl oc CGI'le:ll 
::erds. 

E. R£so .... -c< Anar 

F1 0 oc ?l!i. 'l.biBs 

W ~ objw.c:d t:> tlu: cxp~c-n of th.: OGB ,!,eyontl' the: buildll-le 1=0rtion; .>f !l!e1:-.rec 
Mile~. }lo.no:J. LL.oc, ~-.d Gr.l..>:ilurver, su!;~ to ir.;:luce .ll~ldreds cf·.lrll:-..:iidahlc 
acre~ vf pria:e fun:;~ lc~~d iD ilcodpl.ain. The Cil)l cwsi!ic:s al! ~din floodplAins 
as \IIJtru::lds.·:>~ In u::b i!WM.ce. lhe t:-.;i}jflbl: ar::u ;u: adj~ :o •.be exisC:Df :.:oa 
.and i;::lusioa oftil.c:le atn uab:UJ.:.ah:e acres o( ::.r.u:lnll i.s aeithcr jl.;:.iiicd :wr 

" ::.«;MUP, J:. c-t.S 
""MGM\Ii', F· C_.l 
" uG)Jvi'. r-C--4~ 
n ;.JG.~:.Ji- ~1'- C-~J ""'- ·= · 1~1 
A ;.JGJ.f'Ji'. l);·. C-!1, C-4, p. :-~0 
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Z:GIS th.i: Ca.n:JC[ J:C.S:>ubly ~oal.TIO~o:; jdcmijjcfi n.ccd..!, 

It: R:spo::~: ~ .,.-ith uu~ objection wiiil re.spec: lo tt.e Thr:: }of:!.: LaJ:: and. Nartor. 
Usr.l! t..rea..s a.-u: i::a.le$ (p. ~2); 

c ~ --.. . 
<Z> 
-....... ....... 
<:..:> .. --
~ -

If> 
c.:> 
C.:> 

"' 

'To a&.r~ this issue the city nee:b tv tiilia del:tc ilie "JObu.iUal>le 
:loo:Jp lain pc·ctians ·::Jf thcSlC site~ from the UGB :x- jt:stify a n.ecc fro :hcse 
).L'\ds for u..-ba.. .... us:oe under Gt>al 14. Facto:.s l a.od '2." 

Altr..aug;, "'" ra!.st;j this=~ i=u with respect to th: GrwldOOv::o a.su, wt.c:.-e 
tloodp:.lin &pfeu.s tu eqUAl :hoU! -40% ofthA: lOlL u:a., the R.esp:we >tems ::.> h:n•e 
m~ ow- ir.cl.u~ioo o{;i»e Gnndb.&\'I:U W:£ in oq Qbjc:C1ioamd does not z.dJms il 

··-
V: e be: \c:ve this is. an :>vtrsiihf that shoC.:d be corrected.. 
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ATTACHMENT C 

WOODBURN PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
February 24, 2005 

CONVENED The Planning Commission met In a regular session at 7:00 p.m. In City Hall Council 
Chambers with Chairperson Lima presiding. 

ROLL CALL 
Chairperson 
Vlce Chairperson 
Commissioner 
Commissioner 
Commissioner 
Commissioner 

Lima 
Bandel ow 
Vancil 
Grlgorieff 
Hutchison 
Jennings 

p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
p 

Staff Present: Jim Mulder, Community Development Director 
Naomi Zwerdllng, Senior Planner 
Denlece Won, Assistant City Attorney 

Also Present: Greg Wlnterowd, Winterbrook Planning 

Chairperson Lima provided an opening statement for Public Hearing. 

Staff introduced the newly appointed Planning Commissioner and former City of Woodburn Mayor, 
Richard Jennings. 

The Commissioners welcomed Commissioner Jennings. 

MINUTES 
A. Woodburn Planning Commission Special Meeting Minutes of February 3 • 2005 
Vice Chairperson Bandelow moved to accept the minutes as presented. Commissioner Vancil seccnded 
the motion, which unanimously carried. 

B. Woodburn Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of Februarv 10 , 2005 
Commissioner Vancil made a motion to accept the minutes as written. Motion was seconded by Vice 
Chairperson Bandelow, which carried unanimously. 

BUSINESS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
None 

COMMUNICATIONS 
A. Woodburn City Council Meeting Minutes of January 24, 2004 

PUBLIC HEARING 
A. Legislative Amendment 05-02. City-Initiated proposal to amend the Woodburn 

Development Ordinance. (continued from Februarv 3, 2005} 
Chairperson Lima clarified there would only be Commission discussion tonight because the hearing was 
closed at the last meeting. He indicated persons with questions or concerns will have another opportunity 
to come before the City Council and clarified the Planning Commission are not the final decision maker 
body. 

EX-PARTE CONTACTS 

Planning Commission Meeting- February 24, 2005 
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Commissioner Jennings reported for the record he received a letter concerning this item on the agenda, 
which he handed over to the City Administrator. 

Commissioner Vancil also indicated he had an ex-parte contact with one of the property owners since the 
last hearing. 

Staff Indicated he also received a copy of the letter Commissioner Jennings referred to as well as a few 
other letters after the close of the hearing. He stated he would forward those letters to the City Council 
when they have their hearing so that they will be able to review that testimony at that time. Staff 
mentioned the Commission received copies In their packets of all the testimony, a copy of the minutes of 
that meeting, and a copy of Staffs comments on the testimony that was received. Staff recommended 
the zoning in the Downtown areas of Second and Third St. be left the way it Is based on the substantial 
amount of testimony from the neighbors. He further commented that issue can be revisited when the City 
updates its Downtown Plan, which is a Council goal. The anticipation is that they would be able to update 
the Downtown Plan by July 2006 and as part of that process it would allow you to look at the Issue of 
what future land use should be In the Downtown area In context of the Downtown Plan. Staff further 
remarked It would also provide a better forum to have a greater public outreach and involvement as far as 
having either neighborhood meetings or open houses to allow the affected property owners to come in 
and review in detail what is being proposed in the Downtown area and see how they would then fit in and 
allow them to comment. 

DISCUSSION 
Commissioner Vancil referred to the issues of the location of industrial land in regards to 1-5, the lack of 
land that has that kind of capability and he questioned why wasn't the land North of the outlet center on 
Arney Rd. considered? 

Greg Winterowd responded the City looked at the information provided by EcoNorthwest, searched 
throughout the Urban Growth Boundary for industrial land that met State requirements including some 
land on Highway 99 and compared the neeQ with the supply and looked for 1-5 sites. He further 
commented what is being referred to as too much land is simply a linking of the site requirements 
identified in 2001 in the Economic Opportunity Analysis with available parcels immediately outside the 
Urban Growth Boundary. Mr. Winterowd emphasized you need at least an adequate supply of suitable 
sites to meet the identified needs from the Economic Opportunity Analysis, as required by State Statute 
ORS 197.712. Additionally, we want to make sure agricultural land is used exclusively for Industrial with 
very strong policies to protect it, master planning requirements to make sure it is developed efficiently and 
prohibitions on changes to commercial zoning. With those provisions, it would be an agricultural use in 
the event we do not need all that land. In closing, Mr. Winterowd reported it was his thought they 
followed State law and followed what the City Council determined the direction should be on economic 
development three years ago. 

Staff commented various property owners North of the Woodburn Company Stores are requesting that 
about 125 acres be brought in as industrial land. He further indicated the primary argument against that 
is that Staff does not see that as the best use of that property as industrial land and it would actually be 
better utilized as commercial property, especially the portions between the tributary of Senecal Creek and 
1-5, which would be more of an extension of the commercial type development of the Outlet Mall. The 
property between Senecal Creek and the residential area on Woodland would be better suited to 
residential type development whether that be single or multi-family. Based on that and based on the fact 
that they are only proposing to bring in 12 acres of commercial, they are not showing the need or 
justification to bring in any more than that, certainly not anything close to 125 acres. He also addressed 
the issue regarding bringing that in as industrial property and indicated that does not meet the land use, 
transportation nor the economic goals because the Economic Opportunity Analysis and the strategy 
adopted and accepted by the City Council, emphasized the importance of being along the freeway but 
also part of that plan is to try and consolidate it in the Southwest area. Additionally, the lower quality soils 
to the South support going that direction more than they support going to the North. From a 
transportation standpoint, that makes a lot more sense because we have the proposed South arterial that 
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would allow traffic to come around and get onto the backside of the Interchange. Moreover, with the 
precarious funding for the upgraded Interchange particularly over the short term, it will be extremely 
Important to try to get as much traffic to feed around to the Westside of the interchange. 

Commissioner Jennings inquired if those property owners have the option to make an application should 
they decide that ind\Jstrial would not work but commercial will as it comes before the City Council? He 
indicated he would hate to see those people shut out and if there is a way in which they can accomplish 
their mission and we could accomplish ours all at the same time then we are all happy. 

Staff responded that Is currently an option independent of this process. Any proposal for urban growth 
expansion under 50 acres can be done as a Post Acknowledgement Plan Amendment, which means the 
City Council and County would approve it and it would only be subject to appeal to the State Land Use 
Board of Appeals. 

Commissioner Vancil mentioned one of the Issues discussed In the Transportation Plan was that we want 
to restrict the number of trips around that interchange and the Oregon Department of Transportation 
would have a fit because of the commitments that potentially have been made throughout this whole 
planning process to not putting more large big box type developments because we cannot handle the 
capacity now. He was confused how trips generated on Arney Rd. would be any different than trips 
generated on Butteville Rd. Secondly, he stated he was taken by surprise when the written testimony 
came In to find out that the owners of the land on the East side of town were interested in developing that 
land because that is not something that had been discussed in any of the meetings that he attended 

· during this process since last October. Upon investigation, Commissioner Vancil discovered that the 
family that owns land to the East made the City aware that they were Interested in developing that area 
nine months ago b\Jt the Commission were never told that was even on the table. He urged the 
Commission to consider the reduction of some of the land between Crosby Rd. and the freeway or the 
reduction of some of the land that is proposed for Nodal Development and add 100 acres on the other 
side of town. Commissioner Vancil pointed out we have the transportation infrastructure to do some 
development on that side of town. In closing, he stated he supported not changing the Downtown 
neighborhood into a commercial area because that is a neighborhood we should be committed to 
preserve. 

Vice Chairperson Bandelow indicated it was her understanding the reason why they were not going East 
· prior to Measure 37, at which time there was no consideration of going in that direction, is the quality of 

the farmland that we would have met with if we felt we had any opposition to expanding to Class 2 or 
Class 3 soils that are around the freeway. It was her understanding that the farmland to the East has 
always been prime farmland and there are some wetlands on that property and things she thought would 
have brought in horrendous opposition. 

Staff explained part of the reason they did not propose to go out that direction deals with State Statutes 
and the priority for bringing land in. Firstly, that area is predominantly Class 2 soils, which is prime 
farmland around Woodburn. Secondly, another factor they had to look at and analyze was the cost of 
providing public services. He reported out of the analysis done by the Public Works Department, there 
were eight study areas around the UGB that were studied and that was the one area that was shown to 
be the most expensive area to service mainly because of the pump station requirement because it slopes 
away from the City toward the river. Thirdly, transportation was an important factor why they were not 
proposing to expand out that direction because they are trying to minimize the additional traffic going 
down Highway 214 to the interchange. This traffic is the least likely to come around the backside of the 
interchange. Although not every larger property owner said they wanted to come in, not one has said 
they did not want to come in. He further stated it has only been smaller property owners that have not · 
w anted to come in. He indicated he was surprised that Commissioner Vancil was surprised that the 
property owners on the East side want to come in because there are requests from property owners all 
the way around the UGB that said they want to come in. 

Greg Winterowd commented he perceived the most important thing to do was to find the best industrial 
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land and use that as a basis for doing further planning. In this situation, they knew they needed the 
freeway land to make the economy work as directed by the City Council. Additionally, once they 
allocated the industri~l land and they looked where the South arterial would go, they then had to fill in the 
land that was between the South arterial and the existing City limits. Moreover, they had a huge area of 
undeveloped land already within the growth boundary that had enormous potential to be planned for 
higher density, which is why they went to the Southwest. He further indicated because of that, the need · · 
to increase densities and to create some sort of neighborhood around the commercial. The options 
began to run out at that point because they used up all of their land need and if you were to add land in 
you would probably have to take it out of someplace. However, that does not mean there are not places 
that you could look at taking land out but it Is hard along the Southwest comer because if the South 
arterial is a difficult thing to achieve, it will be impossible to achieve unless we have development next to it 
to help pay for it. 

Commissioner Jennings commented 1 00 percent of the people he talked to living on East Lincoln, Serres 
Ln., Tomlin, etc. say that if they are not broke, don't fix them. He agreed with Commissioner Bandelow in 
that the farmland on the West side is muck. 

Vice Chairperson Bandelow agreed with Commissioner Vancil as far as the Downtown area. She further 
stated although the goal is to try to make everything be equal and not have the Comprehensive Plan in 
opposition to the zoning inside the City perhaps we were looking at it the wrong way and need to go in the 
other direction and change the Comprehensive Plan rather than the zone in the Downtown area. 
Moreover, she strongly agreed with the goals that were set for the Urban Growth Boundary because this 
has been a community that has had double-digit unemployment for a long time. She liked the idea that 
the large tracks are set aside and the 100 acre site will stay in farmland until it is going to be filled with 
one employer that could make a real difference to the City. Additionally, she thought it is a good goal to 
have those targeted industries coming in. Commissioner Bandelow further indicated she liked the way 
the UGB is set and had no real arguments with it. However, the property by the School District needs to 
be brought in either by creating an exception/exemption and show that there is a need or take out some 
of the residential that is being brought in and replace it with the School District property. She questioned 
how difficult would it be to bring the School District property under a special need case or would it be 
something we would be fighting for too long a period because the School District needs to prepare their 
plans soon. 

Greg Winterowd stated he had a great deal of sympathy for the School District as they have a very tight 
budget and need to be fiscally responsible when they purchase land. It appeared to him that they chose 
the site on the East side for a reason (student population, crossing Hwy. 99E to get to school, etc.) yet 
there wasn't enough information in the record for Staff to tell the Commission it is a sure thing. There was 
a plea to the School District to sit down with Staff and do more advanced facilities planning so we have a 
better understanding of their rationale for why the school needs to be located there. It was Mr. 
Winterowd's recommendation to come up with a Statute of Special Need as a way to go. However, we 
should probably be looking at removal of approximately 20 acres of land elsewhere in the absence of the 
Statute. He indicated most of the lines on the UGB are pretty straight and most of the buHers from 
agricultural land are major roads or streams and he was somewhat reluctant of taking pac-man bites out 
of the UGB until the special need option was explored further. 

Vice Chairperson Bandelow indicated although that made sense to her, there are time constraints and the 
UGB is something we do not want to be dragging our fe.et on in any case. 

Greg Winterowd suggested that she recommend that we include that site and that the first preference of 
the Commission would be to work with the School District to find a locationai justification for including that 
site within the Urban Growth Boundary and failing that, to look at another area to be removed. He 
indicated the intervening property would also be brought in. 

Chairperson Lima requested clarification as to why another piece of land would need to be removed? 
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Greg Winterowd explained you have to project land use needs 20 years in advanced under Oregon Law. 
The flgures for the Housing, Industrial, Parks and School Needs Analysis together come in within 8 acres 
of the total what they said they needed and what they currently have. It Ia his goal to minimize the 
likelihood of a remand when we go to Land Conservation Development Commission (LCDC). it would be 
an automatic remand If we have more land than we can justify. Therefore, we have to have the supply 
side and the needs side matching up. 

Commissioner Vancil asked whether the testimony received from the School District indicating we were 
either 37 or 49 acres short is incorrect and the City's math is correct? 

Greg Wlnterdwd replied the School District's math Is correct. He further stated we looked at their math 
and incorporated In to our numbers and because we made a mistake last year in the Buildable Lands 
Inventory mapping where we thought more of the land by the golf course was unbulldable was actually 
developed. In going back to look at the mapping mistake, the additional land that the school needed 
almost exactly matched our mistake. Therefore, although there was a misconception by the School 
District that we did not listen to them because the numbers looked the same from the work that was done, 
we did listen. Mr. Wlnterowd further commented there could be a case made that we need a school in a 
particular location in the growth boundary to serve the needs of that neighborhood. However, he did not 
have the information to know whether a good case could be made for that. He indicated he would need 
to work with the City Attorney's office, City Planning Staff and the School District to make sure we have a 
reasonable case before we put the City at risk for having the plan returned back to us. Nonetheless, the 
Commission should ask themselves what land should we take out of the UGB if we cannot make a case. 

Vice Chairoerson Bandelow expressed concerns with the freeway overlay zone although it is something 
that the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) states we have to have and have to include to 
gain their support for our UGB expansion. She stated she is bothered by the idea of COOT becoming an 
operative of our City planning although she is aware that the two have to interconnect because 
transportation is a key part of that. Vice Chairperson Bandelow further commented it will effectively 
constrain the development of some areas particularly if someone brings in a business that takes up a lot 
of trips when you have an overlay zone that spells out certain number of trips for certain numbers of 
properties. However, although she was not concerned so much with the area that we currently have, she 
was concerned with things that may occur in the future. Nonetheless, she would be in favor with the 
discussed exceptions of the school property and the Downtown area. 

Commissioner Grigorieff thanked Staff for considering the Downtown area properties. She agreed with 
the plan but was concerned about the school property. She questioned whether Staff had any idea of 
where the 20 acres would be taken out if they decided to go with that option to accommodate the School 
District's property and whether this gets decided tonight? 

Staff replied a recommendation would be made tonight and ultimately the Council would provide direction 
as to making whatever changes. He further explained it is not as simple as changing the map because all 
of the supporting justification documents are based on this proposal. Staff compared the process as a 
house of cards in that we are trying to satisfy all the State Statutes and rules in constructing this house of 
cards. However, when you start tinkering with different things, you may have to rebuild the house of 
cards because it is not just a matter of taking one card out and sliding another one in. 

Commissioner Jennings suggested not to demand a change be made tonight and to make a 
recommendation that it be changed at the Council hearing. 

Staff indicated it would take some time and analysis to try to figure out where to subtract land from and 
the impact that would have on the Transportation Systems Plan and on all the other supporting 
documents. 

Vice Chairperson Bandelow commented if we are going to forward recommendations that the Council first 
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proceed on looking at whether or not we can do this as a Statute ot Special Needs for the school and 
failing that being probable, at least we should be able to have some probability as to whether or not that 
would work, then recommend to the City Council that they then remove some land if that does not seem 
plausible. She felt it would seem with what is currently going on in the State Legislature with the 
desperate need for money for schools, a case should be able to be made for property that is already 
owned by a school. Vice Chairperson Bandeiow further remarked the cost would be horrendous for the 
School District if they had to purchase property somewhere in the residential areas. 

Staff interjected that is Staffs recommendation and they are not opposed to bring that property in. 
However, we do not have enough information to create a strong case to justify bringing the property in as 
a special exception area, which is why we need to obtain that information from the School District. He 
indicated although Staff has met with the School District, it is up to the school to be proactive in pursuing 
this. 

Greo Winterowd interjected a lot of school districts have master facilities plans that indicate where they 
need schools, why, when and how much. He stated Woodburn is In the metropolitan area In terms of 
LCDC and the scrutiny we get from 1 ,000 Friends of Oregon~ The worse thing we could do to the School 
District and the City, is to t<ike something that is not going to fly to the State and just have it sent back. 
Mr. W interowd commented we need to come up with something that resembles a facility plan working 
with the district so we can be of help to them rather than throwing them a rope when we have the rope to 
break. 

Commissioner Vancil asked Mr. Winterowd whether there haven't been specific discussions with the 
School District about their needs during the four years· he has been working on this and he just went on 
formulas? 

Greg Winterowd responded the School District was contacted early and often. We kept trying to get more 
information from them but they did not have the information. Mr. Winterowd emphasized we are not 
simply number crunchi_ng and really want to find a way to make this work for the School District. The 
district supplied numbers of acres, which is different than a specific locational justification for why we 
have to be at this edge of the UGB. The numbers are not good enough by itself because we need to 
have a school site of X·number of acres. · 

Commissioner Hutchison commented the need for growth in this community is one he felt is necessary 
and he was in favor of the entire process. He was pleased to see that the zoning in the Downtown area 
was not going to be changed due to the public outcry and testimony received. Commissioner Hutchison 
stated he thought it would be great to address the School District property issue through the special 
needs provision. He addressed the transportation overlay and remarked he felt we would exceed 
capacity before the year 2020. Moreover, the expectation on the one intersection is unrealistic because 
people are going to get tired of going the back road. He also commented the area behind Smith Addition 
near the Nellie Muir School is zoned for 3,000 sq. ft. row houses in the Nodal area for affordable housing 
and it seemed like it would support the industrial site. However, he did nqt see other Nodal areas 
anywhere else and it seemed we would be congesting the roads if the Nodal housing is developed before 
the Industrial area, which is needed to develop the South arterial. 

Greg Winterowd clarified you do not want to just have high density housing with no jobs to support it or 
else it would be a recipe for not good planning. He further elaborated we are looking at a plan that has a 
lot of interconnected parts and advancing it is an act of faith to a certain extent when planning for 20 
years because you can not predict the future. Mr. Winterowd stated they have tried to sat ·up the most 
likely way to get good access to Butteville Rd. to the West side of the freeway and they believed the 
likelihood of that industrial area developing very rapidly because services are there and there have been 
a lot of people knocking on the door. He did not believe the industrial part is a pipe dream, although he 
does believe it will take a while to get around to the Southeast area on the East side of the freeway. The 
City has been working very hard to get Evergreen through to connect to Parr Rd. and when that happens 
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proceed on looking at whether or not we can do this as a Statute of Special Needs for the school and 
failing that being probable, at least we should be able to have some probability as to whether or not that 
would work, then recommend to the City Council that they then remove some land if that does not seem 
plausible. She felt it would seem with what Is currently going on In the State Legislature with the 
desperate need for money for schools, a case should be able to be made for property that is already 
owned by a school. Vice Chairperson Bandelow further remarked the cost would be horrendous for the 
School District if they had to purchase property somewhere In the residential areas. 

Staff Interjected that Is Staff's recommendation and they are not opposed to bring that property in. 
However, we do not have enough information to create a strong case to justify bringing the property in as 
a special exception area, which is why we need to obtain that information from the School District. He 
indicated although Staff has met with the School District, it is up to the school to be proactive In pursuing 
this. 

Greg Winterowd interjected a lot of school districts have master facilities plans that Indicate where they 
need schools, why, when and how much. He stated Woodburn is In the metropolitan area In terms of 
LCDC and the scrutiny we get from 1 ,000 Friends of Oregon. · The worse thing we could do to the Schoot 
District and the City, Is to take something that Is not going to fly to the State and just have It sent back. 
Mr. Winterowd commented we need to come up with something that resembles a facility plan working 
with the district so we can be of help to them rather than throwing them a rope when we have the rope to 
break. 

Commissioner Vancil asked Mr: Winterowd whether there haven't been specific discussions with the 
School District about their needs during the four years he has been working on this and he just went on 
formulas? · 

Greg Winterowd responded the School District was contacted early and often. We kept trying to get more 
information from them but they did not have the information. Mr. Winterowd emphasized we are not 
simply number crunching and really want to find a way to make this work for the School District. The 
district supplied numbers of acres, which is different than a specific iocational justification for why we 
have to be at this edge of the UGB. The numbers are not good enough by itself because we need to 
have a. school site of x-number of acres. 

Commissioner Hutchison commented the need for growth in this community is one he felt is necessary 
anc(he :was in favor of the entire process. He was pleased to see that the zoning in the Downtown area 
was not going to be changed due to the public outcry and testimony received. Commissioner Hutchison 
stated he thought it would be great to address the School District property issue through the special 
needs provision. He addressed the transportation overlay and remarked he felt we would exceed 
capacity before the year 2020. Moreover, the expectation on the one intersection is unrealistic because 
people are going to get tired of going the back road. He also commented the area in the area behind 
Smith Addition behind near the Nellie Muir School is zoned for 3,000 sq. ft. row houses in the Nodal area 
for affordable housing and it seemed like it would support the industrial site. However, he did not see 
other Nodal areas anywhere else and it seemed we would be congesting that area if the industrial does 
not come in but the Nodal housing does. 

Greg Winterowd clarified you do not want to just have high density housing with no jobs to support it or 
else it would be a recipe for not good planning. He further elaborated we are looking at a plan that has a 
lot of interconnected parts and advancing it is an act of faith to a certain extent when planning for 20 
years because you can not predict the future. Mr. Winterowd stated they have tried to set up the most 
likely way to get good access to Butteville Rd. to the West side of the freeway and they believed the 
likelihood of that industrial area developing very rapidly because services are there and there have been 
a lot of people knocking on the door. He did not believe the industrial part is a pipe dream, although he 
does believe it will take a while to get around to the Southeast area on the East side of the freeway. The 
City has been working very hard to get Evergreen through to connect to Parr Rd. and when that happens 
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it will provide a pretty direct shot from Parr Rd. across the freeway to Buttevllle to the Westside and he 
thought people would begin to usa that as an alternative. Mr. Wlnterowd further explained part of the 
Nodal concept Is to have a 10-12 acre commercial area some day as the housing comes. The strong 
hope In Nodal development is that It would be a neighborhood where you could walk to the store and not 
need to get In your car and go to 1-5. Additionally, there are some pretty tough design -standards for this 
development so that It does not turn In to a slum. 

Commissioner Hutchison felt Wai-Mart Is the dominant shopping area and people are going to go there 
irregardless. Therefore, we need to make sure that we can get people there. 

Greg Winterowd indicated we have a Transportation System Plan but it does depend on things working 
out and there will be short-term periods when there is an Imbalance that will occur. He believed as you 
get more jobs and the demand for housing will also increase because people want to have affordable 
housing opportunities near those jobs. 

Commissioner Hutchison thought the funding for the Transportation Plan was a little general and he did 
not know why he did not have a specific forecast of the amount of money needed to make that happen. 

Greg Wlnterowd said it Is tough when doing a 20-year plan to have that level of specificity. Therefore, 
they think they have ODOT funding for the Interchange improvements and we know the biggest 
contributor to the street system is going to be private developers. They are hopeful to have other sources 
that can help soften the blow to the State and to the private developers. 

Commissioner Jennings interjected he was not a stranger to transportation as he was a charter member 
of the Mid-Willamette Valley Commission on Transportation and was also the Chairperson of the task 
force that drew up the first transportation plan for the City, which took three years to accomplish. He 
stated there is no way in the world that you are going to be accurate in computing costs 20-years from 
now and what those dollars are going to really mean. Commissioner Jennings also stated it would have 
to be a living document where dollars, ideas and plans change and able to change that TSP to live with it. 

·. , 

Staff also added one of the primary reasons the Urban Growth Boundary was set where they did was to }/\: .. 
try and maximize developers paying for the improvements because there would be no way the funding 

Volume 
Page 

will be available to pay for that if the City had to somehow come up with the funds to extend the arterials. 

Commissioner Hutchison inquired why the property owners by the outlet center could not have submitted 
for commercial zoning instead of industrial? 

Staff clarified the property owners, separate from this process, could submit an application to the City to 
bring it in. However, he is not saying it would be an automatic approval because there are multiple 
factors that apply to whether that can come in .or not under the post acknowledgement plan amendment 
process. The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) would be concerned about the 
transportation Impacts of bringing in more commercial land. 

Vice Chairperson Bandelow also added at this- point our goal is to get in more industrial and bring in an 
industry that would provide higher paying jobs because we have a pretty fair supply of minimum wage 
employment. 

Staff indicated they thought it should be up to the property owners to carry the water to justify bringing 
that land in than to have that jeopardize this process. · 

Commissioner Jennings stated he supports leaving the Downtown zoning the way it is to allow the 
Downtown Development Plan take care of it. He reported he watched the hearing from the comfort of his 
home and heard all of the testimony that was given. Commissioner Jennings remarked it became very 
apparent to him that there are farmers that live in the area that want to be incorporated in to the UGB 
change. He also found other people testified who are farmers not affected necessarily by the UGB 
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change and they do not want it to happen. He questioned whether outsiders are going to tell us what we 
are going to do with our ground and remarked that would be over his dead body. Commissioner Jennings 
further mentioned it is the property owner's privilege to sell their ground for development if they are 
included In the UGB. However, the. land would remain agricultural if they are Included in the UGB and 
they do not want to sell their property. Additionally, he made reference to open space and clarified the 
land is not available to us if the owner of that property chooses not to develop it. He reported he 
reviewed the documentation and felt qualified to vote tonight. He supported the plan with the 
modifications to remove the rezoning of the Downtown area; otherwise he would not support it. He also 
mentioned one of his goals while still in office was to square off the UGB. However, the document has 
been in the works for over five years and we have to move forward with it and he believed Staff and the 
public have done a good job in trying to Incorporate what Is best for the City of Woodburn. 

Chairperson Lima pointed out all of the oral and written testimony certainly made an impact. He was 
pleased the proposed industrial would remain agricultural if it is not used as industrial. He voiced 
concerns regarding the transportation over1ay and said it needs to be reviewed In great detail as we are 
growing In leaps and bounds and we do not make mistakes that could possibly jeopardize the 
transportation In Woodburn. He Indicated although the plan Is not perfect it Is a good first step and he 
supported it. Additionally, he was in favor of Vice Chairperson Bandelow's possible motion to invite the 
School District to work with Staff. 

Commissioner Vancil reported he drove out to Fairwood Village and the areas East of Clackamas Town 
Center to take a look at the existing Nodal Development. He stated he was not certain in his mind that 
Woodburn is ready for Nodal Development during this development cycle; perhaps the 2020 development 
cycle is where that needs to be looked at. Additionally, he commented the Montebello residential area is 
pretty dense to him and described Nodal development as being about double that density. He indicated 
he is not as concerned aboyt it becoming a slum or ghetto as he is about the density and what that . 
means during the development cycle. Commissioner Vancil mentioned Settlemier Ave. is how you get 
from point A to point B i!l this town and expressed concerns that we decided, as a condition, to 
recommend that we preserve the historic homes on Settlemier Ave. when we talk about the transportation 
plan and so there were some adjustments to allow that. However, shoving hundreds if not thousands of 
people in to that end of town with no guarantees about the transportation issues is a dangerous direction 
to go. He also thought one of the reasons why there isn't a major grocery store in Woodburn Crossing is 
because it is too much of a hassle to get to that end of town. Balancing the growth so that we are not 
putting it aU out where we do not have the roads is something that needs to be considered. 

·Commissioner Vancil posed the question if the owner of that land does not want to develop as Nodal and 
we recommend tonight and the Council approves the Nodal zoning, would that mean that the owner of 
that property would have to develop that as Nodal development or not develop it? 

Greg Winterowd explained the Ordinance states you can go back to 80 percent of the density overall. 
The average lot size is between 4,000-5,000 sq. ft.' you can go to the standard 5,500-8,000 sq. ft. in some 
portions. Therefore, you can have some combination of larger lots and smaller lots and you are not 
forced to do it according to a simple plan. Moreover, the hope is that the property owners get together 
and create for themselves a master plan about how they would like that area to develop. The master 
planning requirement is there so people will think about the impacts on their neighbors when they do the 
development ; there is some coordination on how that occurs and there is also some phasing so it does 
not all occur in a haphazard fashion. 

Commissioner Jennings added a report coming out of the Mid-Willamette Valley Commission on 
Transportation (M'NVC) indicates it could appear that we could be well on the road toward getting the 
road improvements done by the year 2008. 

VIce Chairperson Bandelow stated she liked the Nodal development concept but was also not convinced 
that Woodburn is ready for it right now. However, she is being asked to make a recommendation on a 
plan that is for the next 20 years and she thought by 2025 it will be done. 
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IDiff reminded the Commission that there would be about 200 acres of low-density residential land where 
there would be a continuation of the minimum 6,000 sq. ft. lot type development. He further clarified they 
are not proposing aU future development be all higher de·nsity type single family development. Moreover, 
it may be that over the next 5 to 10 years It may be that the area to the North will be the area that will 
develpp first but It all will depend upon the market. 

Chairperson Lima stated there Is some potential for disaster if Nodal development Is not properly 
planned. 

Commissioner Vancil said we do too many variances on the width of roads and now we are talking about 
a Transportation System Plan that is a multi-year plan and we have not addressed it. Moreover, the work 
needs to be done before we do the Transportation System Plan as part of the Periodic Review because it 
is waste of the taxpayer's money to continue to play this variance game with the transportation standards. 

Vice Chairperson Bandelow clarified the Issue is when developing a single or infilllot development 
normally you would have to put In the full street improvements even though that street Is a half street or it 
has sidewalks only on one side. Therefore, the party then has to apply for a variance in order to do it. 
She thought perhaps there may be a way to address, other than in this plan, where it Is no longer a 
requirement to do a variance where you have a street that Is not developed on both sides, that the single 
party should not have to come before the Planning Commission and apply for a variance. It Is very 
expensive and extremely time consuming. · 

Staff stated there is a fundamental policy issue here as far as how to accomplish upgrading roads to the 
standards that the City desires, which essentially are reflected in the Transportation System Plan. They 
did try to accommodate that to a certain extent in the Downtown area by at least stating that the 
standards are more flexible in the historical Downtown area as far as what street standards are. He 
further stated it is a case by case basis as to whether the City should require that or not and it has to do 
with funding. The City. is not likely to have the funds to upgrade streets on its own so we really need to 
put it on the back of those people that are developing but it needs to be proportional to the impact that 
they are creating. The variance is the process we have available to determine that, which is the 
discretionary land use process the City has to make such a determination. Moreover, we have typically 
required the boundary street improvement and again, it depends upon the magnitude of the development 
as to whether they actually then have to go beyond their property and also do additional improvements. 
The Commission has denied development on Ogle St. because of the lack of the street improvements 
and a variance was not granted in that situation. Staff reported making the cost of a variance fer at least 
smaller projects, i.e., minor partition or small design review, more proportional to the scope of their 
development will be addressed as part of the budget process in updating the fee schedule. 

Commissioner Vancil commented it seemed to him some type of wording should indicate that you have to 
do the street improvements in new and unpaved areas because he thought it is not a good idea to just 
shove this along during the Periodic Review process. 

Staff remarked they would have done that by now if it were that easy based on their experience of 
implementing the code. He said they did not have any standards or requirements for street 
improvements before the Council adopted the updated Development Ordinance in 2002 and it was more 
or less determined by the Public Works Department according to what their policy had been. The City 
was in a very weak position when they were challenged on that and went to court because it wasn't a 
standard. It was the policy direction of the City Council at the time that they wanted to put the City in the 
strongest position to defend itself for requiring improvements proportional to the impact of the 
development. 

Commissioner Jennings reported the City granted a nonremonstrance back when the apartments were 
constructed on Country Club Rd. However, that will not hold up in court because they do not have to do 
it but the City allowed that to happen. He agreed in that we should get away from granting all kinds of 
variances but they have to be done on a e<~se-to-case basis. It was further reported by Commissioner 
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Jennings that It Is possible that the City may have to pick up the tab for all of the lmprovem.ents In front of 
the apartment complex on Country Club Rd. because what was granted by the City will not hold up In 
court. 

Vice Chairperson Bandelow suggested perhaps reducing the cost for a variance for street Improvements 
when It applies to a minor partition. 

Commissioner Vancil thought it is the responsibility of the Commission to make sure that we do not end 
up having volumes of restrictions about developing a piece of property In the City of Woodburn. The 
Commission needs to recommend to Council that they slash granting variances on things that they are 
time and time again granting. 

Denlece Won addressed the variance and street standards issues and the Supreme Courts decision in 
Dolan on exactions on development approvals having to be proportional. She commented part of the 
court decision is that if the City is going to make an exaction, the burden Is upon us to prove the 
proportionality and the variance vehicle that is drafted in the WDO was a mechanism to reverse the 
burdens and put it upon the applicants. We have a standard that you have to Improve the road system 
but if you feel that violates your constitutional rights, then you need to tell us why it violates your rights by 
means of the variance, which is a way out. Although the variance may be a cost and some time for the 
Commission in reviewing that, it can be saving a great deal of cost in litigation. She prefaced the 
Transportation System Plan is a 20-year objective for street improvements and there are various ways of 
building those improvements to get to that long-term goal such as exactions and development charges for 
the new growth, the City could make a contribution or obtain grants or get people to build a part of that. 
It was her thought that the issue of the variance isn't an issue related to the transportation plan but an 
administrative issue related to the workings of the WOO and the place to address that would be 
potentially in the discussions that are about to occur when we get done with this project on larger subjects 
for the annual review of the WOO. 

Commissioner Vancil inquired if that issue escaped the recent annual review? 

Staff replied that issue was not addressed this time around. However, that can certainly be initiated the 
next round of updates. 

Greg Winterowd interjected the periodic review amendments include WOO amendments but they are to 
implement a new plan not to fix lingering problems that exist. 

Commissioner Hutchison said there is too much Nodal development in the one central area unless there 
is a guarantee that the permits for these developments are going to be released in proportion to the 
growth of the job force to support that area. 

Greg Winterowd mentioned that the 1,000 Friends of Oregon provided testimony regarding how 
supposedly we were squandering land, moving in to farmland and being very wasteful of our valuable 
resource. The alternative is to have lower density housing however, if we do that we run in to Marion 
County and their Framework Plan, the 1,000 Friends of Oregon and their claim of wastefulness and 
LCDC staff who will say we are using too much land for housing and population. He indicated the reason 
it is written that way is to focus first on the industrial and also take precautions to make sure that the 
higher densities we are proposing are well planned and that they do have access on to arterial and 
collector streets through the Transportation System Plan. We would be expanding the UGB further than 
we are already if we were to abandon the notion of higher density housing now. It was Mr. Winterowd's 
prediction that we would have this plan back in our laps fairly quickly and we would have to start all over 
again. Although he was not saying that no concerns exist about h igher density, they have done 
everything they can through the planning process and design controls to let the market work. There are a 
lot of steps along the way to make adjustments to make it work better. However, if you do it now it makes 
it tougher to get the whole package through. Additionally , the Planning Commission has the ability 
through the master planning process to say although it is understood that the market may not be there yet 
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for this, show us where we can make up for that. Therefore, overall we are achieving the density 
objective for this but it does not say everybody has to plan for 3,000 sq. ft. lots. The whole Intent of this is 
to create homeownenhlp opportunities and to de-emphasize apartments In favor of smaller lots that have 
design review and front porches. He Indicated there would be the same effect on the transportation .·· · 
system if you spread aU those houses out on to farmland, it would just be more spread out. The tough 
question Is what are we going to do Instead and how are we going to get through the process if we don't 
do this now. 

Commissioner Jennings mentioned the goal of the City Council is that the mean salary in Wood bum 
would be between $36,000 to $40,000, which means we are going to create the jobs to support it. 
Moreover, the politics of the picture is that this plan will not get through DLCD if you do not Include the 
high density housing and it would cost the City a lot more In tax dollars. 

Chairperson Lima asked if there is a plan to issue permits according to the number of jobs created by the 
industrial area? 

Greg Wlnterowd answered you cannot create a quota on housing but you can create conditions required 
for annexation and once you are annexed, you have design review. Through the master plan arid design 
review process Staff tried to give the Planning Commission as much authority as they could under the law 
without violation housing goal #10 that gives you the authority to phase development as jobs occur. 

Staff commented we are not in a situation where Woodburn controls its complete destiny, not in the State 
of Oregon. He said it Is not a given that it will be low-quality low-income type housing as it could be very 
nice and expensive housing. 

Commissioner Vancil asked Staff if we approve the plan as written, what is to stop a century farm from 
developing anyway in a Measure 37 atmosphere? 

Staff responded it should not impact or make a difference on what is currently being considered. 

Vice Chairperson Bandelow used the Serres property as an example and clarified their claim under 
Measure 37 would be with the County because they are not part of the City and are not being hurt by the 
City. Therefore, the City is not going to bear that burden of having to pay them off or allow the 
development and provide services. However, it would not be a cost that Woodburn will have to bear if 
they come in under Measure 37 and develop on their own. 

Commissioner Jennings also added the City does not have to approve the annexation if they were 
included and came in if you have good reason to not approve it. 

Randy Rohman. Public Works Department explained we are in a gravity system and 92-93 percent of the 
sewage ends up over in the Mill Creek lift station by the High School, which gets pumped to the treatment 
plant. There is a break in that area where the ground starts to flow towards the Pudding River and that 
ground ends up being lower. Therefore, you have no way of getting that sewer to the rest of the City by 
way of a gravity system and you have to install lift stations along that area. The cost of lift stations makes 
it disproportionally more expensive to put in that sort of development. He indicated the major point is that 
you do not have the opportunity to put a gravity system in that area whereas, there is a major lift station in 
the area to the West adjacent to Wai-Mart that has about a 39-40 ft. wet well that allows that entire area 
to be fed by gravity to that station. The lift stations have a life span as well as a relatively significant 
maintenance cost and replacement would be borne by all of the users citywide, not just the development. 
It is the most expensive place and naturally that would be the place you would look to last. Mr. Rohman 
mentioned there are business decisions made when looking at infrastructure and expansion and you try 
to avoid the highest cost areas. 

Vice Chairperson Bandelow made a motion to recommend to the City Council approval of Legislative 
Amendment 05-01 of the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Update with the exceptions that the City 

Page 11 of 13 

Planning Commission Meeting - February 24, 2005 

Volume 5 
Page 478 

:-:· 



,.:> . 
::-: .. i 

Council work to achie ve a Statute of Special Needs for School District property located on the Eastern 
boundary and as a backup plan if that proves too difficult to do, that they keep open the option of 
removing some residential property In order to bring In the school property; and that the zone change be 
removed for the Downtown area from the Development Ordinance. 

Commissioner Jennings questioned if in fact we end up having to take in two pieces of property that are 
not listed today, would that trigger another public hearing so the property owners have a right to protest 
and would they be noticed? 

Staff responded technically they do not have to be noticed because everyone within the study area has 
already received notice and you could consider that the onus is on each property owner to follow the 
process all the way through and not assume that something might not change. However, although we 
are not required to send lndNidual notice, we certain could do so if that were the case. 

Commissioner Vancil seconded the motion, which unanimously carried. 

ITEMS FOR ACTION 
~ Final Ordar for Partition 04-00. Variance 04-28 and Variance 05-02, request to partition 

property located at 1123 McKinley Street Into two parcels; variance request to the street 
standards on McKinley Street and variance request to lot orientation, Greg Allen. 

Commissioner Jennings announced he would abstain from voting on this issue and would not partake in 
the discussion because he was not present at that meeting and was unable to review the materials. 

Vice Chairoerson Bandelow moved to approve the Final Order as written. Commissioner Hutchison 
seconded the motion. Motion carried. 

DISCUSSION ITEMS 
Staff expressed gratitu~e and appreciation to the Commission for all of their hard work during the 
Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update process. 

Commissioner Jennings requested Mr. Terry Cole, Oregon Department of Transportat ion, provide an 
update as to where we are on the interchange upgrade. 

Terry Cole, Oregon Department of Transportation reported we are moving towards a public hearing on 
the environmental assessment document and hope to have that completed next Fall. Funding for design 
and some right-of-way purchase is availabltr,however, they do not have funding for construction but are 
hopeful in obtaining that. He indicated although it is a $40 million project and as it stands right now $34 
million shortfall in what they need to get to make that happen, it is the number one priority with the Mid­
Willamette Valley Commission on Transportation. Mr. Cole further commented he thought they possibly 
could have the project ready to go by 2008 but they are really going to have to do a lot hard work to get 
the funding by that time. Having said that, he stated they have a lot of interested private parties and 
COOT is certainly interested in finding any way to help get the project moving. They will be looking at 
very innovative and creative ways in the coming months to try to put together a coalition of fu nds. 

REPORTS 
None 

BUSINESS FROM THE COMMISSION 
None 

ADJOURNMENT 
Commissioner Jennings moved to adjourn the meeting. Vice Chairperson Bandelow seconded the 
motion, which carried unanimously. Meeting adjourned at 9:50 pm. 
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ATTEST ____ ~~~~~~~~------
Jim u er, 
Co m nity Development Director 
City Woodbufl"\, Oregon 
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CITY OF WOODBURN, OREGON 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT 

February 3, 2005 

"'I I Al:HMENT D 

LEGISLATIVE AMENDMENT 05·01 
"Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update" 

I. PROPOSAL: 

This is a proposal initiated by the Woodburn City Council to amend the Woodburn 
Urban Growth Boundary, 'tJoodburn Comprehensive Plan text and map, 
Woodburn Development Ordinance, and Woodburn zoning map. These 
amendments, in part, are proposed to complete the City's Periodic Review Work 
Program. 

II. RELEVANT FACTS: 

The City of Woodburn is currently in state mandated periodic review of its 
comprehensive plan (Land Conservation and Development Commission Work 
Order #00784). Under this review, the City is required to complete 11 work 
tasks. These work tasks are outlined as follows: 

· • Task 1.a· 
• Task 1.b 
• Task 2 
• Task 3.a 
• Task 3.b 
• Task 4 
• Task 5 
• Task 6 
• Task 7 
• Task 8 
• Task 9 
• Task 10 
• Task 11 

Buildable Land Inventory 
Prepare Growth Management Ordinance 
Commercial and Industrial Lands Inventory 
Update Public Facilities Plan 
Revise Transportation System Plan (TSP} 
Wetlands Inventory and Natur'!Lf\esources Study 
Recreation, Parks and Open Spaces Plan 
Historic District and Downtown Plan 
Changes in GoaVObjective, Unanticipated Events 
Update Plan and Zoning Ordinance, Other Related Ordinances 
Planning Coordination 
Citizen Involvement 
Collating/Printing/Mapping 

Work Tasks #5 (Recreation, Parks and Open Spaces Plan) and 6# (Historic 
District and Downtown Plan) have already been completed and acknowledged by 
the Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC). All 
remaining tasks have been completed, except for Tasks 9, 10, and 11. Work 
Task 9 is currently in process with the city coordinating a new urban growth 
boundary management agreement with Marion County. It is anticipated a new 
agreement will be approved by the City Council when it adopts the proposed 
amendments. Work Task 10 is currently in process and will be completed by 
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submitting a citizen involvement report to LCDC after the City Council adopts the 
proposed amendments. Work Task 11 will be satisfied when the City Council 
adopts the ordinance approving the proposed amendments. 

Completion of the periodic review work program requires the City to revise the 
Woodburn Comprehensive Plan text and map, Woodburn Development 
Ordinance, and Woodburn zoning map. In addition, to comply with state statutes 
mandating the city provide a 20-year buildable land supply, the urban growth 
boundary (UGB) is proposed to be expanded. 

Extensive public involvement has occurred throughout the periodic review 
process that began in 1997. Most recently, four work sessions with the Planning 
Commission to review the proposed amendments and three work sessions with 
the City Council and Planning Commission to review the draft Transportation 
System Plan Update were completed. Public hearings on the proposed 
legislative land usa amendments are scheduled before the Planning Commission 
on February 3, 2005 and the City Council on March 28, 2005. As required by the 
Woodburn Development Ordinance, the City Council initiated this legislative land 
use amendment by resolution on January 10, 2005. 

Ill. APPLICABLE APPROVAL CRITERIA: 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 

City of Woodburn Comprehensive Plan- Chapter IX. Goals and Policies 
Woodburn Development Ordinance Section 4.1 
Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapters 197 and 227 
Statewide Planning Goals 1 through 14 

IV. ANALYSIS: 

When the proposed amendments ara adopted by the City Council and 
acknowledged by LCDC, the City will have completed its periodic review work 
program. The proposed amendments, maps, and supporting documents are 
compiled in a document called the City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan 
Update (Exhibit "A"). In addition, an attachment to this staff report contains draft 
findings of fact (Exhibit "B") that demonstrate compliance with the above 
referenced approval criteria. A summary of the proposed amendments is 
provided below. 

Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments 

The Comprehensive Plan text is generally reorganized and updated. 
Significant new and amended goals and policies are proposed as follows: 

• Residential Land Use and Housing goals and policies are amended to 
provide for a Nodal Development Overlay District. 
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• Industrial Development goals and policies are amended to incorporate 
recommendations of the 2002 Economic Opportunities Analysis and 
Development Strategy and to create a Southwest Industrial Reserve 
Overlay District. 

• Marion County Economic Coordination goals and policies are added to 
provide for coordination with the Marion County Growth Management 
Framework Plan. 

• Commercial Lands goals and policies are amended to encourage infill and 
redevelopment and to' cre_ate a Nodal Neighborhood Commercial District. 

( ;. . 

• Transportation go~s· ~d}policies are amended to be consistent with the 
updated Transpor(ation,. ;systems Plan and to create an Interchange 
Management Area ~v~,d,Ay District. 

• Public Facilities goals and policies are added to consolidate and coordinate 
the water, wastewater, storm water, and transportation plans. 

• Natural and Cultural Resources goals and"policies are amended to create a 
Riparian Corridor and Wetland Overlay District. 

Woodburn Development Ordinance Amendments 

The Woodburn Development Ordinance is amended to implement goals and 
policies of the Comprehensive Plan. Significant new and amended regulations 
are proposed as follows: 

• Six new overlay districts are created. These are the Nodal Single Family 
Residential (RSN), Nodal Multi-Family Residential (RMN), Nodal 
Neighborhood Commercial (NNC), Riparian Corridor and Wetlands Overlay 
(RCW), Southwest Industrial Reserve Overlay (SWIR), and Interchange 
Management Area Overlay (IMA). The regulations of these proposed 
overlay districts are summarized as follows: 

LA 05·01 

o The RCW will generally restrict development within 50 feet of 
designated creeks and watercourses. 

o The SWIR will require master planning of the district to provide for 
minimum lot sizes for targeted types of industries. 

o The RSN and RMN will allow for higher densities and smaller lot sizes. 
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o The NNC will be restricted to neighborhood commercial uses and will 
require dedication of public space. 

o The IMA will restrict development based on vehicle trip generation 
based on proposed development. 

• Minimum density standards are established in the Single Family Residential 
District (AS), Retirement Single Family Residential District (R1 S), and the 
Medium Density Residential District (RM). 

• Street improvement cross-sectional standards are generally reduced. 

Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Map Ameri§1!J;!ents 
< ,·· ~ .~ . .; 

The Comprehensive Plan Map ·is amen~r,t' "t\l· t~Jply land use designations to 
areas proposed to be added to the C1t1;;=r U~, to apply proposed overlay 
districts to areas within the current UGB, cif1a ··~ change land use designations 
within the current UGB to maximize efficient" use of land and provide more 
appropriate land use designations considering surrounding land use and future 
development potential. Proposed changes will affect many properties in the 
proposed UGB and within the existing City limits. 

/;';• 

Woodburn Zoning Map Amendments 

The Zoning Map is amended to apply the Nodal Single Family Residential 
(RSN} and Nodal Multi-Family Residential (RMN) overlay districts to existing 
RS and RM zoned properties south of the southerly extension of Evergreen -~~/\ . 
Road. The Southwest Industrial Reserve Overlay (SWIR) is applied to the 
southerly portion of the Winco Distribution Center property. The Interchange 
Management Area Overlay (IMA) is applied to commercial and industrial zoned 
property around the freeway interchange and to undeveloped residential zoned 
property south of the southerly extension of Evergreen Road. In addition, zone 
changes are proposed to many properties within the existing City limits to 
maximize efficient use of land and provide more appropriate zoning 
considering existing comprehensive plan designation, surrounding land use 
and future development potential. 

Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary Amendment 

Based on the results of the City's periodic review, the City proposes to expand 
the UGB to provide a 20-year buildable land supply and provide for 20-year 
projected economic growth. The City proposes to expand the UGB primarily to 
the west and southwest of the existing UGB and to the north of the existing 
UGB on either side of Boones Ferry Road. Smaller UGB expansions are 
proposed along Highway 99E at the north and south ends of the existing UGB. 
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v. RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission direct staff to prepare a final 
order recommending that the City Council adopt the proposed amendments to 
the Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary, Woodburn Comprehensive Plan text and 
map, Woodburn Development Ordinance, and Woodburn zoning map. 

Attachments: 
Exhibit "A"- City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update (previously 

provided to Planning Commission) 
Exhibit "B" - Draft Findings of Fact (to be delivered to Planning Commission at 

213/05 hearing) 
Exhibit "C" - Written testimony received prior to 213/05 public hearing: 

LA 05-01 

C-1: Letter from Woodburn School District, received 8/30/04 
C-2: Correspondence from Martin Rohrer, received 1/21/05 
C-3: Letter from Keith Woollen, received 12121/04 
C-4: Letter from Mark Castor, received 8/25/04 
C-5: Letter from Ivan Cam, received 12123/03 
C-6: E-mail from Kevin Crosby, received 4/12104 
C-7: Letter from Paul Serres, received 1/3/05 
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ATTACHMENT E 

WOODBURN PLANNING COMMISSION SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES 
February 3, 2005 

CONVENED The Planning Commission met In a special session at 7:00 p.m. in City Hall Council 
Chambers with Chairperson Lima presiding. 

ROLL CALL 
Chairperson Lima P 
Commissioner Vancil P 
Commissioner Grlgorleff P 
VIce Chairperson Bandelow P 
Commissioner Hutchison P 

Staff Present: Jim Mulder, Community Development Director 
Naomi Zwerdllng, Associate Planner 
Denlece Won, Assistant City Attorney 

Chairperson Lima set the ground rules for the Public Hearing and provided an opening statement 

PUBLIC HEARING 
A. Legislative Amendment 05-02, Citv-lnitlated proposal to amend the Woodburn 

Development Ordinance. 
Staff reported the proposal was initiated by the Woodburn City Council to amend the Woodburn Urban 
Growth Boundary, Woodburn Comprehensive Text and Map, Woodburn Development Ordinance and the 
Woodburn Zoning Map: These amendments are proposed in order to complete the City's Periodic 
Review Work Program. He further stated the City of Woodburn is currently in State mandated Periodic 
Review of its Comprehensive Plan and he outlined the 11 Work Tasks the City is required to complete. 
Staff also mentioned the City has completed Tasks #5 and #6, Parks and Recreation Plan and the ­
Historic Downtown Plan, they have been acknowledged by the Oregon Land Conservation Development 
Commission. All remaining Tasks have been completed with the exception of Tasks #9, #1 0 and #11. 
Task #9.Coordinating new Urban Growth Boundary Management Agreement with Marion County, which 
is currently being coordinated and is anticipated to be done by the time the amendment proposal gets to 
the City Council. Additionally, he said although he has completed the Citizen Involvement Report (Task 
#1 0), it would not be finalized until the Council actually adopts the amendments and the same goes for 
Task #11. Completion of all these Work Tasks requires the City to revise the Woodburn Comprehensive 
Plan Text and Map, the Development Ordinance and Zoning Map. In addition, to comply with State 
Statutes mandating the City provide a 20-year buildable lands supply, the Urban Growth Boundary is 
proposed to be expanded . Staff indicated public hearings on these proposed Legislative Land Use 
Amendments have been scheduled tonight before the Planning Commission and have also been noticed 
and scheduled for the City Council on March 28, 2005. The applicable approval criteria that apply to 
these proposed amendments were outlined by Staff. Once the proposed amendments are adopted by 
the City Council and acknowledged by LCDC, the City will have completed its Periodic Review Work 
Program. The proposed amendments, maps and supporting documents are compiled in a document 
called The City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update, which has been provided to the Planning 
Commission. Moreover, an attachment to the Staff Report contains Findings of Fact that demonstrate 
compliance with the approval criteria, which were provided to the Commission ton ight. Staff briefly 
summarized the proposed amendments as follows: 

• Proposed Comprehensive Plan Text Amendments: Residential Land Use and Housing Goals 
and Policies are amended to provide for a Nodal Development Overlay District. Industrial 
Development Goals and Policies are amended to incorporate recommendations of the 2002 
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Economic Opportunities Analysis and Development Strategy and to create a Southwest Industrial 
Reserve Overlay District. Marion County Economic Coordination Goals and Policies are added to 
provide for coordination with Marion County Growth Management Framework Plan. Commercial 
Lands Goals and Policies are amended to encourage lnfill and redevelopment and to create a 
Nodal Neighborhood Commercial District. Transportation Goals and Policies are amended to be 
consistent with the updated Transportation System Plan and to create an Interchange 
Management Area Overlay District. Public Facilities Goals and Policies are added to consolidate 
and coordinate the Water, Wastewater, Stormwater and Transportation Plans. Natural and 
Cultural Resources Goals and Policies are amended to create a Riparian Corridor and Wetlands 
Overlay District. The Woodburn Development Ordinance is also amended as part of this 
proposal to implement the Goals and Policies of the Comprehensive Plan and are proposed as 
follows: Six new overlay districts are created, Nodal Single Family Residential, Nodal Multi-
Family Residential, Nodal Neighborhood Commer<~ial, Riparian Corridor and Wetlands Overlay, 
Southwest Industrial Reserve Overlay and the Interchange Management Area Overlay. 
Regulations of proposed Overlay Districts are summarized as follows: Riparian Corridor 
Wetlands Overlay will generally restrict development within 50 ft. of designated creeks and water 
courses. The Southwest Industrial Reserve will require master planning of the district to provide 
for minimum lot sizes for targeted types of Industries. The Nodal Residential Single Family and 
Nodal Multi-Family Overlays will allow for higher densities and generally smaller lot sizes. The 
Neighborhood Commercial Nodal Overlay will be restricted to neigh~orhood commercial uses and 
will require dedication of public space. The Interchange Management Area Overlay will generally 
restrict development based on vehicle trip generation based on proposed development. Minimum 
density standards are established in the Single Family Residential District, the Retirement 
Residential District and the Medium Density Residential District and the street improvement cross 
sectional standards are generally reduced. 

• Proposed Gomprehensive Plan Map Amendments: In general, the Comprehensive Plan Map is 
amended to apply land use designations to areas proposed to be added to the City's Urban 
Growth Boundary, to apply proposed Overlay Districts to areas within the current Urban Growth 
Boundary and to change land use designations within the current Growth Boundary to maximize 
efficient use of land and provide more appropriate land use designations considering surrounding 
land use and future development potential. 

• Proposed Zoning Map Amendments: The Zoning Map is amended to apply the Nodal Single 
Family Residential and Nodal Multi-Family Residential Overlay Districts to existing RS and RM 
zoned properties South of the Southerly extension of Evergreen Rd., the Southwest Industrial 
Reserve Overlay is applied to the Southerly portion of the WinGo Distribution Center property, the 
Interchange Management Area Overlay is applied to Commercial and Industrial zoned property 
generally located around the freeway interchange and to undeveloped residentially zoned 
properties South of the Southerly extension of Evergreen Rd. In addition, there are numerous 
zone changes proposed to properties within the existing City limits to maximize efficient use of 
land and provide more appropriate zoning considering existing Comprehensive Plan designation, 
surrounding land use and future development potential. 

• Urban Growth Boundary Expansion Map: Based on the results of the City's Periodic Review, the 
City proposes to expand its Urban Growth Boundary to provide a 20-year buildable land supply 
and provide for 20-year projected economic growth. 

In conclusion, Staff recommended the Planning Commission hear the testimony and leave the record 
open for seven days to allow additional written testimony, at which time Staff will return on February 24, 
2005 with responses to that testimony and the Commission will have the opportun ity to review that before 
they begin deliberations on the matter. Staff recommended after that is all done that eventually the 
Commission will direct Staff to prepare a Final Order recommending that the Council adopt the proposed 
amendments to the Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary, Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Text and Map, 
the Woodburn Development Ordinance and the Woodburn Zoning Map. 
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~· . .. Greg Wlnterowd. Winterbrook Planning Consulting provided more details on the analysis and justification 
for the proposed amendments. He reviewed several key objectives they had when they began this 
project four years ago. Firstly, to develop and Implement an economic opportunity analysis and strategy, 
which was adopted In 2002 by the City Council and provides the foundation for most of the planning work 
done today. He reported the City Council decided it was imperative to provide local jobs in the 
community so that people would not have to commute to Portland/Salem to work and to improve the 
quality of peoples lives as well as to make it so everyone in the community had an equal opportunity. 
The economists that looked at this and indicated the bestway to achieve that is to provide land near 1·5 
because that is where development demand is located. Secondly, it was recognized that you needed to 
provide choice among suitable industrial sites, which is required by State Statute. Thirdly, provide 
sufficient buildable land for future housing, parks and schools. Land for quality of life, good 
neighborhoods and land where people can afford to buy their own homes. Additionally, he stated they 
also had to look very carefully at the Statewide Planning Goals, which requires the use of land efficiently 
in order to make sure to use the land within the Urban Growth Boundary efficiently and well. Mr. 
Winterowd mentioned the City is proposing a substantial increase in net densities on buildable land for 
that reason. They are asking for a more compact Urban Growth form but with good parks, schools and 
jobs to balance it out. He reported Oregon has many demanding requirements for compliance with 
Statewide Planning Goals and Periodic Review to ensure ongoing compliance. Mr. Winterowd stated he 
believed, at this point, the City has a package of plan amendments that meet the Statewide Planning 
Goals and achieved legitimate objectives of Periodic Review. Moreover, they looked carefully at the 
Marlon County Framework Plan adopted two years ago and made sure that the critical goals and policies 
of the framework plan were Incorporated into the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. Next. they looked at 
the Achilles heel that Woodburn faces in terms of economic development, which is traffic congestion. He 
said they worked very closely with ODOT on revising the Transportation System Plan and developing 
ways to limit impacts on the interchange and to create alternative ways to get to that interchange so that it 
all does not have to go on Highway 211 and Highway 214. Mr. Winterowd further explained the goals 
require that we take the least productive agricultural land before we move into the more productive land 
and the direction of growth proposed generally has less productive agricultural land than some of the 
other choices. He further commented Woodburn is surrounded by Class 2, 3 and some Class 1 
agricultural land and the only Class 1 agricultural land proposed for inclusion is land that is within the golf 
course already. Finally, they wanted to make sure in terms of quality of life and neighborhoods that what 
remains of Woodburn's wetlands, streams and flood plains are protected so you have open space 
connections to residential areas for future residents. Mr. Winterowd remarked the goal of a higher 

(~:h~~= employment projection is to have more of a balance between the jobs in this community and the housing 
that is here. He explained they determined a 20-year land use needs for jobs they began with the 
Economic Opportunities Analysis and identified probable employment growth and then took a very careful 
look at the types of industries and basic employment that Woodburn can attract if it provides services, 
infrastructure and the land along 1-5 to do that. They then followed the Statewide Statutory requirement 
and also a requirement of Statewide Planning Goal #9 and its administrative rule which compares the 
supply and demand and match them up. He indicated they attempted to provide the type of housing in 
adequate supply to meet 20-year needs and matched the buildable lands with the housing needs and 
increased densities. The school needs were based on the existing ratio of developed school land 
population to make sure there is enough land for schools in the future. Mr. Winterowd stated an 
important and legitimate requirement in Oregon is that we use land efficiently within the Urban Growth 
Boundary, which he recommended by planning for higher density, over ten dwelling units per net 
buildable acre w ithin the proposed buildable areas of the Urban Growth Boundary and increase a portion 
of multiple-family development to make it more affordable. The use of Nodal Development Pattern, 
which is an old fashioned situation where you have a neighborhood commercial area surrounded by 
housing where you can walk, bike or drive a car to get to and from shopping was also recommended. 
Also proposed is to bring in exception areas , which are those areas that are in the County now that State 
law requires that we bring in to the Urban Growth Boundary so that they can be provided with urban 
services and developed more efficiently so we can minimize impacts on agricultural land. Every 
exception area adjacent to the Growth Boundary has been brought in with the exception of Macl aren 
School and they did not seem to have a great likelihood of redevelopment at this point. Additionally, 
Master Planning was looked at in the Nodal Development Areas and in the Southwest industrial reserve. 
We have allowed the possibility of housing over retail development in Downtown Woodburn and in Nodal 
Development Areas. Also recommended were minimum density standards so that people do not use 
land that is zoned for 4,000 sq. ft. lots for 8,000 sq. ft. lots because that would be inefficient and would 
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discourage development of inf\11, partially vacant and potentially redevelopable land. In the Nodal 
Development Areas we have a neighborhood commercial center surrounded by higher density residential, 
small lots single family supported by integrated park system and multi modal and connected 
transportation system; Master Planning Is required and we have design standards and that _everyone has 
adequate access to parks and schools. He further reported the land located on either side of 1-5, 
accessible to Highway 214 and Highway 211 via Butteville Road and Parr Road and a planned Southam 
arterial connection between Butteville Road and Highway 99 is reserved solely for Industrial usa. Mr. 
Winterowd stated they propose to relieve congestion at Hwy. 214/Hwy. 21111-5 interchange by taking the 
traffic out of central Woodburn, moving it West of 1-5 where it is easier to get onto 1-5 for trucks and 
employees. Additionally, at the request and In collaboration of the Oregon Department of Transportation 
(ODOT) developed what Is believed to be an innovative way of making sure that the limited access that 
we have to 1-5, even after COOT and the City of Woodburn spends millions of dollars. on improving the 
Interchange, we want to make sure that It does not. use up that capacity prematurely and that it is used for 
planned commercial and industrial trips. Regulations have been developed that Indicate you can not 
exceed specified numbers of trips in the peak hour and if you do, you are either a Conditional Use Permit 
or you have to find ways to decrease peak hour traffic demand to maintain the capacity of that 
interchange area for the jobs that the City wants to see. In closing, Mr. Winterowd commented he felt a 
thorough and credible job has been done in justifying the assumptions used and we have not inflated the 
land use needs. He briefly reviewed the proposed amendments and said everything else that has been 
proposed for Inclusion within the Urban Growth Boundary Is land that has already been determined by 
Marlon County to be so cut up and parcelized that it cannot be used effectively for agricultural purposes. 
Mr. Winterowd encouraged testimony and requested to critically look at the work done and to tell the 
Planning Commission exactly what they think. 

TESTIMONY 
Terry Cole. Oregon Department of Transportation Region 2. 455 Airport Rd. SE. Salem. OR 97310 
stated ODOT has worked with the City now for a number of years specifically with reference to the 
Transportation System Plan Update and are very pleased with the draft Transportation System Plan that 

··s., has evolved from that process. The protections talked about for future interchange development, the 
::.y other transportation system policies and plan elements will go a long way towards keeping that 

interchange in its current configuration and in the future as we hope to have it reconstructed viable 
through the planning period and beyond. Additionally, Mr. Cole felt what they have come up for 
Woodburn is an outstanding example that will be looked at as a model throughout the State for how you 
can protect an interchange in a growing urban ar13a and do it !n such a way that it supports local 
economic development but also retains the ability of people to travel both locally as well as statewide. 
Mr. Cole urged support and endorsement of the proposed Transportation System Plan and all of the 
supportive elements of Comprehensive Plan Update, as well as all the other elements submitted tonight. 

Dave Christoff, 671 Ironwood Terrace. Woodburn, OR 97071 spokeoifbehalf of the Woodburn School 
District. He stated the School District currently owns 19 % acres on Lincoln St. and they would like to 
have that included in the inventory. He indicated the difference between the consultant's numbers and 
the School Districts numbers shows fairly realistically that there was a shortage in the estimate for the 
School Districts properties. Currently there are no lands in the City that are large enough to site a school 
because a school has to be sited on a minimum of 10 acres and preferably a minimum of 15 acre site. 
Mr. Christoff reported they would like to have this included to the Urban Growth Boundary Expansion for 
when a bond measure is passed they would have a site in which to build a school on because they do not 
currently have anything that they could buy that is not already spoken for to site a school that is available 
to them. 

Nick Harville, Executive Director. Woodburn Chamber of Commerce. 2241 Country Club Rd .. Woodburn. 
OR 97071 he reported he has about 15 years of business and economic development experience and he 
sees Woodburn as a community that has witnessed many changes since it was first established by Jesse 
Settlemier. Even when the City was incorporated in 1889, Mr. Settlemier knew that diversity of the 
business and community were going to be the keys to growth of Woodburn. Today, according to the 
State of Oregon, there are 772 businesses in Woodburn, 75.3 percent of those businesses employ less 
than 10 people. Mr. Harville explained this is a testament to ttie number of small businesses that help 
generate the flow of funds in this community. In looking at the major industries that employ citizens in this 
community you wil l find that 34.5 percent are employed in the retail trade and another 23.9 percent are 
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employed In the service Industry. These businesses are Important to the community and provide needed 
services but In order to broaden the tax base, create new family waged jobs and further the diversity of 
the economy of Woodburn we need to expand ·and attract new businesses and companies to the area. 
He further Indicated that at the present rate we will run out of developable lands within 5 years. In talking 
with City officials, the City of Wood bum has the best interest of the entire community at heart. The 
business development plans for the community call for further diversity and commerce generated, which 
would further support and enhance infrastructure and services provided by the City, schools and other 
community agencies and groups. Mr. Harville dosed by saying new businesses In town help to support 
the retail and service businesses that already exist here by providing new dollars in to the community. 
Woodbum was born from agriculture when Jesse Settlemier used his vision and forethought to settle the 
community and he provided developable lots for new businesses that wanted to move to Woodburn. 
History seems to be repeatlng itself by expanding the Urban Growth Boundaries we are providing space 
for businesses that want to locate here. 

Robert Walter Staack, 245 Ben Brown Lane. Woodburn. OR 97071 commented he owns property at 585 · 
Grant St. , which is an area where Nodal density is intended for and he was not clear as to what that 
would result in on his renters and neighbors. 

Grea Winterowd clarified the Nodal development area is located in where Parr Rd. takes a dog leg and 
what they have tried to do for most of the community of Woodburn is not to go in to neighborhoods and 
up zone so that people's homes on Individual lots are threatened. He further clarified that is why they are 
moving towards more vacant areas with the exception of Downtown for increased densities. 

Jose Castillo. 1068 2nd St .. Woodburn. OR 97071 through Chairperson Lima providing Spanish language 
interpretation, Mr. Castillo indicated he did not understand English very well and therefore, he was 
unclear as to what the hearing process was about. 

Staff reported there is a translator in the Planning office that could assist Mr. Castillo and encouraged he 
~I) come by the office or he could submit written testimony, if he preferred. 

Alfonso. 1279 N. Second St .. Woodburn. OR 97071 inquired whether his taxes will go up due to the 
proposed changes and if Second St. will be paved? 

/ :~: =·. 
\~. :,. ; Staff interjected paving is not part..of this proposal and he is not aware of any proposal to pave Second St. 

however, the person to contact regarding that issue would be Randy Rohman with the Public Works 
Department. 

Will Denecke. OPUS Northwest. 1000 SW Broadway, Portland, OR 97034 was present tonight in support 
of the UGB proposal and would submit a letter to the Commission. He reported OPUS Northwest has 
103 acres of industrial property that they are proposing to develop in to an industrial park located on the 
West side of 1-5 and they have been involved in this process for 6-7 years. Mr. Denecke stated it is really 
nice to see this happening and for them to get to this stage. Additionally, he thought there is very good 
innovative planning by Staff and Winterbrook Consulting particularly in the areas of target industries and 
the interchange overlay. He said target industries are very dem anding for a developer like OPUS 
Northwest because they just cannot go in and put up what they want. OPUS will be required to pick 
industries and job opportun ities that fall into categories that the City has laid out with demanding criteria in 
terms of type as well as wage and income opportunities. Mr. Denecke further commented although it is a 
challenge for OPUS, it will give Woodburn the opportunity to improve its economic base. The interchange 
overlay is creative and a constructive approach to the i-5 interchange problem because everybody knows 
that currently 1-5 is a big problem and unless that is managed correctly and improved, it will be a 
constraint on development for Woodburn and the UGB Expansion area. In closing, he added the 
discussion about a formula and how property owners might contribute if there is a funding gap and if the 
City will be looking for additional funding, perhaps in part from stakeholders or property owners, take 
place sooner rather than later. 

Erin Donnelly, 480 N. Third St. , Woodburn, OR 97071 commented her property is currently zoned 
residential and under the new zoning it would change to commercial office. She stated the entire street, 
with the exception of two properties, is entirely single family housing. It is a very nice neighborhood with 
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some of the original homes to Woodburn. The notable exception that Is not a single family home Is the 
old Woodburn Community Center. Mrs. Donnelly did not feel that It Is beneficial to that neighborhood to 
change it to commercial office to facilitate the sale of the City property. It seemed very logical In her mind 
that the City has been trying to sell the property for quite some time and that is the connection for the City 
to want to have that be commercial office. She thought it would be better to keep the homes that are 
affordable and historical to Woodburn. 

Staff inte~ected the old City Community Center is already zoned Commercial General and is the only 
commercial general in the. Downtown area. The reasoning for the commercial office is to make the 
zoning consistent with the Comprehensive Land Use Designation, which Is commercial. The 
Comprehensive Plan back in 1980 contemplated that property would all transition to commercial and all 
we are doing now is making the zoning consistent, which currently is inconsistent. Moreover, it is not 
legal to have inconsistencies between the zoning and Comprehensive Plan so we are bringing that 
zoning In to consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and we are trying to put on the least intensive and 
intrusive type commercial zone, which Is commercial office. 

Martin Rohrer. 16 Abelard. Lake Oswego. OR 97035 reported he bought a property on Arney Rd. North 
of the Woodburn Company Stores Outlet Mall back In 1979 and at that time there were three neighbors. 
He said they have consistently presented to various bodies of Woodburn their desire to go In as a group 
to develop the area. Mr. Rohrer further commented he and his neighbors were a little surprised when 
they found that they were not Included In the most recent proposal. There are about 150 aeres that could 
be used for industrial land out of about 125 acres in the area that Is designated. Firstly, that area is the 
only area not proposed to be included that is surrounded by three sides by land that would be included in 
the Urban Growth Boundary. Mr. Rohrer further remarked it would be much easier to make a case before 
Marion County, LCDC and 1,000 Friends of Oregon if we take land that is already surrounded rather than 
expanding into areas that are outside the proposed Urban Growth Boundary. Secondly, this property 
more than any of the others is pretty much ready to go in terms of utilities. It would not require a South 
bypass and new freeway access and it would simply require starting the development. His vision of an 
industrial area would allow for sales/marketing offices at the manufacturing location, which is a little 
different than what is envisioned in the Southwest area. lastly, Mr. Rohrer stated the property on Arney 
Rd. comes much closer to meeting the requirements for most manufacturers and developers than the 
other properties currently proposed to be within the Urban Growth Boundary zone to industrial. 

Diane Mikkleson. 1090 N. First St .. Woodburn. OR 97071 commented she was testifying as an 
individual. She said the plan for Woodburn's future presented tonight was designed to shape Woodburn's 
development as a community for the next 20 years. There are aspects of the plan that appear to deserve 
support including Downtown development and the plans for expanded recreational facilities and 
opportunities for Woodburn citizens. It was Ms. Mikkleson's belief that other aspects of the plan need to 
be given further thought. The quest for mega employers may not be the best economic choice for 
Woodburn especially if those companies work force needs can not be met by those of us already living in 
or near Woodburn. Moreover; the drive to expand Woodburn's UGB onto valuable farm lands while 
allowing vacant and underdeveloped sites within our current boundaries to continue to be idle is, at best, 
expensive and wasteful. She also remarked the community still relies on agriculture as one of its most 
important economic factors and we should look for ways to support and further develop this vital industry. 
A plan that emphasizes the accelerated development of large homes on large lots is not in the best 
interest of the community whose primary need is for sufficient multi-family housing. Additionally, it is 
important to support and encourage small and medium sized businesses that exist in Woodburn and 
actively recruit more of them. The need for a proposed Transportation Plan to create traffic patterns that 
preserve and promote the integrity and viability of Woodburn's core area rather than creating a ring-road 
that would pull development further away from existing businesses and already established infrastructure, 
which costs tax payers millions of additional dollars. She felt we could build a stronger, cohesive 
community by working together as we move further into the 21st Century. 

Bob Lindsey, 7505 Windsor Island Rd. N., Salem, OR said he had the privilege of serving Salem in the 
years 1967-1977 first as a member of Council and then as Mayor from 1973-1977. He was part of the 
Urban Growth studies, which led to the concept of Urban Growth Boundaries and brought forth as part of 
the process Senate Bill100. Mr. lindsey commented the proposal brought before the Commission 
tonight is not in Woodburn's best interest and is a recipe for expectations never met. He further reported 
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there are two issues that surfaced from the Urban Growth studies In the early 70's that are still germane 
today. The public cost of development and the ability of urban centers to fund those costs and for cities 
to survive need to address ty.to issues: patterns of design and development and develop an elastic 
funding base or they are going to go broke. Mr. lindsey described the City of Salem as a classic 
example of an urban center .in deep economic trouble. In the summer of 1976, Salem had a triple A credit 
rating and Salem's credit rating as of today has plummeted down to an A. In Salem as the population 
numbers increased, all systems came under stress and the numbers increased, the library hours 
decreased, the aquatic program slipped away, traffic issues greatly Increased, the public safety response 
decreased, the capacity to supply and treat water decreased, and the livability and lovability in Salem is 
diminished. He further added the consultants proposal in its present form leads you right down that path. 
Woodburn has more than enough land mass in its existing urban growth boundary to accommodate those 
population numbers that have been assigned by Marion County. In closing, he pointed out Woodburn is a 
service center for the agricultural industry and this approach Is not within Woodburn's economic capacity. 
He commented Woodburn's best course of action would be to look inward and play to its strength. The 
challenge is to create a sense of identify and a place that speaks to livability and the challenge is how to 
build that livable lovable community and not bring pain and misery to the tax payers. 

Kathleen Cart 13324 Cart Rd. NE. Hubbard. OR 97032 strongly believed that Woodburn's 
Comprehensive Plan needs to develop an economic model that benefits the existing population like 
focusing on local businesses rather than large employers. She remarked many new jobs are created 
without land being developed such as a processing plant or manufacturer adding a second shift or a retail 
business expands its hours and hires new people. Ms. Cart hoped the Planning Commission looked at 
the needs of existing business; She believed Woodburn's economic model should focus as much as 
possible on utilizing existing infrastructure, which takes care of our tax payers investment. Expanding to 
new land is not of benefit to most taxpayers and a new economic model that turns more inward would 
capitalize on our assets and help our citizens. Ms. Cart closed by stating Woodburn really needs to build 
a city that works together and looks at businesses that are putting money into Woodburn's pocket right 
now. We can accommodate the goals of Woodburn with an expansion that is more limited. 

Lolita Cart. 13324 Carl Rd .. Hubbard. OR 97032 urged to look 50-75-150 yrs. into the future. She 
reported her farm has already had five generations of family living on it in only 90 years. if we think short 
term, our beautiful valley of mild climate and rich resource land will be paved over. Some day we might 
not be able to afford to import strawberries and apples from thousands of miles away because agriculture 
is Marion County's number one industry and you can not stack farm fields on top of each other. 
Moreover,· much of the housing and commercial needs for a small city could easily go vertical because it 
is more efficient to have apartments with several stories over commercial as seen in many Downtowns. 
Ms. Carl further added this smaller footprint makes the city more walkable more livable and engenders 
community spirit She reported Woodburn has ignored the enormous egg production supporting and 
surrounding it and the thousands of its residents who work in the egg industry." Reference was made to 
EcoNorthwest Woodburn Economic Analysis and she pointed out most of these people's occupation has 
not been counted. Additionally, she indicated Woodburn has recently spent a couple of millions of tax 
payers dollars for land for additional sewage treatment and roadway construction, this only for the land 
not for the future millions to develop it. She felt Woodburn has a dependable and growing economic base 
In place with agri-business and the farmers are not pushing for new roads and infrastructure. The ones 
who are really pushing for development and expansion are consultants who are paid to say we need it. 
She pointed out Greg Winterowd was simultaneously paid by Opus Northwest to try to get its land in the 
expanded UGB while being paid by the City of Woodburn, which is a serious conflict of interest that can 
not be ignored. In closing, Ms. Cart remarked our rich Willamette Valley soil can produce new crops of 
food every single year to feed endless generations. How many industries can say that? 

Randy Sebastian, 1677 Boones Ferry Rd., Lake Oswego, OR supported the Winterowd Planning Plan. 
He said Woodburn has unique opportunity as the Tukwila Golf Course is the only course in the Portland 
Metro Area where people can actually buy a new home on a golf course. This is attracting new residents 
who are coming in from Lake Oswego, Tigard, West Linn, Tualatin and are typically empty nesters paying 
City taxes whose kids are gone and are not putting pressure on local schools. Moreover, all the utilities 
are new and are being brought to the site with an emergency access road being built to the site this 
summer. Mr. Sebastian further commented he has been building at Tukwila Golf Course over the last 
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four years. Although it was slow to start, we now have great momentum and have a waiting list for future 
phases for people wanting to move to the Tukwila Golf Course. 

Vasily Mokanukoff. 1031 Queen City Blvd .. Woodburn. OR 97071 Indicated he WC1S not familiar with the 
proposal and that such plan even existed. He expressed concerns with the amount of acreage that Is 
being proposed for Industrialization. 

Staff informed Mr. Mokanukoff that all of the proposed plans are on the City's website, at the Library or at 
City Hall in the Planning Division. He stated one of the Planners could go over any questions Mr. 
Mokanukoff might have if he came by City Hall. 

Pat Doyle. Kelley. Kelley. Doyle. 110 N. Second St.. Silverton, OR 97381 represented Mr. Dale Baker 
who owns 10 acres zoned AR in the Butteville expansion area and there are five homes currently on the 
property. He indicated they were in favor of the UGB expansion. Mr. Doyle entered a legal memorandum 
into the record and briefly summarized the contents of the memo. He reported this property Is already a 
goal exception property and it gets a special favor on that basis alone. It Is committed to residential use 
and considered less productive farmland so we are not reaching in to any of the high productive farmland. 
Secondly, in 1992 the City of W oodbum adopted Ordinance 2081, which essentially expanded the UGB 
to take in this property. Marion County disagreed with that conclusion at the time based on need, 
however, in the ensuing years we have seen that in fact that need is there and the 10 acres of land will 
help the City of Woodburn to meet its buildable lands requirements and will help the City to put people in 
to homes and to make a more livable community. 

Toni Spencer. 13736 Wilco Hwv. NE. Woodburn. OR 97071 stated she is a native Oregonian that has 
lived most of her life on a working cattle ranch in a rural area. She felt compelled as a concerned citizen 
to comment on the proposed expansion of the UGB. Ms. Spencer indicated she had great respect for 
those that live and work on the land as well as she realizes the importance of the economic stability that it 
provides the community. Agriculture and food products are Oregon's largest export by volume and the 
value of these products has increased in 16 of the past 18 years, according to the Oregon Department of 
Agriculture and Marion County ranks number one in Oregon for growth agricultural sales. She expressed 
concerns in that we may be too eager to include valuable prime farmland in the proposed UGB. There 
are vacant properties in areas within the current UGB that can be redeveloped and reoccupied. 
Additionally, there are at least 8 properties in the industrial park just off Hwy. 214 for lease or for sale and 
there was one 137,000 sq. ft. property sitting empty. Ms. Spencer further commented all vacant buildings 
are not even counted in the consultant's inventory of vacant industrial properties. She indicated we have 
a responsibility to solicit new industry in to our underdeveloped and undeveloped properties before we 
expand the current UGB because we have the capacity for new industries in our current UGB. It was her 
hope that we carefully determine and decide what is really needed before including prime farmland in the 
proposed UGB. Although we all would like to see economic progress in Woodburn, we have to 
remember that new industry can move in, cost the taxpayers millions of dollars in taxes for sewer, water, 
sidewalks, roads and then up and leave just as fast leaving us with the unemployed and the bill because 
once prime farmland is paved over, it is gone forever. 

Kay Peterson. 13740 Wilco Hwy., NE. Woodburn. OR 97071 she asked the Commission to carefully 
consider the testimony that is being submitted this evening. We all want Woodburn to be an economically 
viable community, however, some of us just differ on how to accomplish this. She described her mother 
having been born in Woodburn and raised on a dairy farm in Hubbard. Addi tionally, her husband is a 
small business owner in Woodburn located on Evergreen Rd. South of Hwy. 214 and are members of the 
Woodburn Chamber of Commerce. Both oppose the proposed expansion of the Urban Growth 
Boundary. Ms. Peterson commented expanding the UGB would only make the traffic nightmare on Hwy. 
214 and the freeway interchange worse. She indicated more and more of her husband's clients have 
complained about how difficult it is to negotiate the traffic when driving to his office. Pushing growth on 
Woodburn would do nothing to improve the livability of this community. Ms. Peterson felt it was wrong to 
take some of the best farmland in the country out of production forever in order to attempt to attract some 
high tech industry to Woodburn, which she doubted a high tech industry would locate in Woodburn 
because many of the high tech industries have abandoned the United States and gone to China. 

\ Agriculture can quickly retool to respond to current market conditions as other industries just pick up and 
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leave. In conclusion, Ms. Peterson stated the 500 acres Wlnterbrook Consulting says is needed for 
industrial sites should stay as it is, productive farmland for our benefit and that of the future generation. 

Tom Fessler. 14025 Dominic Rd .. Mt. Angel. OR 97362 said he Is a fourth generation farmer in the 
-. _ Woodburn area and is an affected landowner In the expansion proposal. He favored the expansion 

· proposal as it currently stands. 

Mike Celmer. 389 W. Hayes St .. Woodburn. OR 97071 reported his family searched for about 2 Yz yrs. 
consistently trying to find a home and ended up in Woodburn across the street from the old community 
center. He said he works in Woodburn and purchases goods and services here. Mr. Celmer stated he 
would have like to have known of the proposal four years ago before he purchased his home because he 
probably would have not ended up living in Woodburn because the proposal affects him financially. He 
felt if the City continues with this proposal it would take equity away from his home and basically throwing 
it away. 

S·MINUTE BREAKAT 8:45 PM 

Roaer Alfred. 1120 NW Couch St .. Portland. OR 97209 stated he was present tonight on behalf of 
Renaissance Development He reported Renaissance Development has developed the Links at Tukwila, 
which is immediately South of the proposed UGB and supports the proposal put forth by Staff to extend 
the UGB to include that area to the North which consists mostly of the OGA Golf Course. Mr. Alfred 
further commented Staff has done a very thorough and very comprehensive analysis. The UGB 
Amendment is a very complex process that requires the weighing of not only some fairly strict legal rules 
but also a lot of competing Interests, which he felt Staff has done a very good job in weighing all those 
things. Moreover, the primary thing that the law requires is under Goal14 is an orderly and efficient 
extension of urban land onto rural land. The OGA parcel is a unique opportunity from a legal prospective 
in that you are able to expand onto an area that is not currently in any kind of resource use at all and it is 
already committed to the golf course use and hopefully where Renaissance will be able to add another 
150 homes and not simultaneously taking any farmland out of production. Lastly, Mr. Alfred mentioned 
expansion in that direction is consistent with prior City decisions in that approval of the most recent phase 
of the Links of Tukwila Subdivision also included a condition requiring the extension of the road across 
from the North over to Boones Ferry Rd., which is consistent with the future prospect of more residential 
development in that area that can fit in the golf course. 

Sid Friedman. 1.000 Friends of Oregon. 189 Liberty St. NE #307 A. Salem. OR 97071 pointed out many 
community members have a very different vision for Woodburn's economic future than the vision 
presented by the consultant. He commented that community vision can be accommodated using very 
reasonable assumptions that are at least as legally defensible as the consultant's. If the consultant's 
recommendation is adopted, Woodburn would have 500 net buildable acres of developable industrial 
land, which is a huge amount of industrial land. He compared Medford's proposed 431 acres of industrial 
land for the needs of an additional 94,000 thousand people. Salem/Keizer with a population that is seven 
or eight times the size of Woodburn's thinks it could take decades to develop the 500 acre Mill Creek 
Industrial site. Additionally, Woodburn has 7% of Marion County's population, 8% of Marion County's joos 
and between 1990-2000, it captured 11% of Marion County's job growth. Yet the Winterbrook projection 
assumes that Woodburn would capture 23% of MC!rion County's projected future job growth, which he 
believed was unreasonably optimistic. However, even if this inflated projection occurs, by the 
consultant's own figures, the 503 acres of industrial land would accommodate far more industrial 
employees than the 38,136 projected under the consultant's most optimistic scenario. 

Theodora Tarbet. 13305 Carl Rd., Hubbard. OR 97032 commented the Economic Opportunities Analysis 
prepared for Woodburn concedes that it significantly underestimates agricultural employment. The 
employment in the agricultural sector grew by 40% in the Woodburn zip code between 1990-2000. She 
indicated the Economic Opportunity Analysis ignores Woodburn's location in the middle of productive 
farmland and at the center of the County's number one industry. Additionally, it fails to identify 
Woodburn's role as a commercial and cultural center for the Valley's Hispanic population as a possible 
advantage. Instead, it lists an employment goal that Woodburn lose up to 222 agricultural section jobs by 
2020. Woodburn is surrounded by prime and high value farmland, which is protected by State law and 
Oregon Revised Statute Chapter 197.298 governs UGB expansions. In particular, it dictates priority 
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factors for bringing land Into a U(3B and the Statute requires that land of lower soil classification be 
included In a UGB before land of higher soil classification. Woodburn should .expand further South on to 
the lands of lower soil quality if Woodburn can prove a factual basis for needing to Include more land. 
The same Statute also prioritizes acknowledged exception areas adjacent to a UGB as land that should 
be included in the UGB before lower priority lands unless the exception areas can not reasonably 
accommodate new development. Ms. Tarbet used the Carl Road exception area In which this statute .· .. · 
applies. She felt it is not necessary to bring all 13 acres of the exception areas since it can not 
reasonably accommodate identified land needs. 

Amanda Deyerle. 17244 Arbor Rd. NE. Woodburn. OR 97071 addressed the transportation lssl.je and · 
remarked transportation plans are generally highly technical and a person can easily get lost in the 
numbers. The important part of a transportation plan is how it will affect the livability of neighborhoods 
and viability of economic activity. Ms. Deyerle pointed out 1·5 separates commercial and residential 
development from the rest of the City and Highway 21 4 splits schools and neighborhoods on the North 
from the rest of the community to the South. The Transportation Plan needs to address the fragmentation 
of commercial and residential areas. She did not believe the funding sources available will be able to 
make the changes except on a piecemeal basis. In the meantime, development will be occurring that has 
no access to Parr Rd. and traffic will be forced back in to the residential areas between the proposed 
industries and Highway 214. Ms. Deyerle reported experience shows that building more roads increases, 
traffic, increases development and puts tremendous stress on core areas, I.e., Lancaster. She further 
commented Highway 214 bypass in Woodburn pulls development towards the outer areas economically 
depressing Downtown and is one of the biggest traffic headaches in the City. 

Jim Grigorieff. 1315 James St .. Woodburn. OR 97071 Indicated he owns property that Is adjoined by two 
RM properties and requested that the property go with the original comprehensive plan and become RM. 
He stated the property has unique situations, which include a 2-story fourplex directly behind and within 
10ft. of the property line, the entry side of the units face his back yard and the second stories have 
windows that look right over his back yard. Needless to say they do not share the same privacy as the 
other RS lots because the other lots have a 25 ft. driveway plus a single-story garage behind them before 
the 2-story apartments-begin and even then they have east and west entry ways, which allows much 
more privacy as compared to his lot. Mr. Grigorieff also mentioned he purchased Parkdale Manor, which 
are the apartments to· the West of his property and he intends on being on-site manager and provide 
maintenance for the apartments. In conclusion, he said based on the criteria stated in the notice, his lot 
would be better served adhering to the original comprehensive plan and going through and RM zone 
designation because most of the property on the block is made up of two large apartment complexes, the 
Woodburn Armory and therefore, future development in fitting with the surrounding properties as stated in 
the notice would convince him that an RM zoning for his lot would be best for the comprehensive plan 
and for future plans. 

Craig Robinson. 1345 James St.. Woodburn. OR 97071 said he would like to keep his property RS 
because he has apartments behind him and gets trash thrown over his fence, urination and all sorts of 
nuisances and would hate to see this happen on all three sides of his property. 

Tom Brawley, 4536 Wintercreek Rd., Jefferson. OR represented the Marion County Farm Bureau and an 
industry that generated half billion dollars last year, which is agriculture. Marion Country Farm Bureau is 
interested in keeping and preserving all productive agricultural land. He stated one square mile of land is 
a lot of land base to be lost to an industry. We have a unique climate and a unique opportunity for more 
commercial products grown than anywhere else in the world. Natural resources that are non-renewable 
have to be protected and it begins here and needs to continue. Mr. Brawley commented there are three 
alternatives, look at infill, reduce the number of acres proposed and ease in to it and not take a big block 
and look for other avenues, or do nothing and let the status ride as it is. He fel t the plan weakens a 
proven industry for an unknown. 

Staff restated the record would be left open unt il 5 pm Thursday, February 10th and encouraged anyone 
who would like to submit additional written testimony addressed to City of Woodburn Planning 
Department, 270 Montgomery St. , Woodburn , OR 97071. Staff will then review all the testimony and 
provide the Commission with responses, as applicable, to that testimony at least a week before the next 
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hearing, assuming tonight's hearing is continued until February 24th, at which time the Commission may 
continue with deliberations if they chose to do so. 

~ ··ce Chairperson Bandelow moved to close the portion for public testimony except for written testimony 
at would remain open for an additional seven days and we continue the hearing until February 24111

, at 
hlch time discussion among the Commission would be open. Commissioner Grigorieff seconded the 

motion. Motion unanimously carried. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Vice Chairperson Bandelow moved to adjourn the meeting. Commissioner Hutchison seconded the 
motion, which carried unanimously. Meeting adjourned at 9:30 pm. 

ATTEST~~~~~~~~~~~+-­
Jim Mul er 
Comm Development Director 
City of _burn, Oregon 

I ATE 

Date 
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MtMORANDUM 

To: File 

From: Jesse VVinterovvd 

\..-MMUNITY 
lESOUR<E 
Pl-'NMIMG 

Date: 

Re: 

April 14, 2004 

Soil Types by Study Area 

·: : 

This memorandum identifies the types of soil present in each Study Area and descriptions of 
these soil types as shown in the Soil Survey of Marion County Area (US Department of 
Agriculture, 1972). 

Table 1. Soil Types and Study Areas 

Map Unit Name Map Capability unit High value Study Areas 
Symbol farmland 

AMITY SILT LOAM Am Ilw-2 Yes 1-8 
BASHAW CLAY Ba IVw-2 Yes 2,6 
CONCORD SILT LOAM Co Illw-2 Yes 1-5, 7-8 
DAYTON SILT LOAM Da IVw-1 Yes 1-3, 5-8 
LAB ISH SILTY CLAY LOAM La Illw-2 No 2,3 
TERRACE ESCARPMENTS Te IVe-2 No 2,4, 5 
WAPATO SILTY CLAY LOAM We lllw-2 No 2,3,8 
WOODBURN SILT LOAM WuA, Ilw-1, Ile-1, Yes 1-6, 8 

WuC, Ille-1 
WuD 

Amity Series The Amity series consists of somewhat poorly drained soils that have formed in 
mixed alluvial silts. These soils have slopes of 0 to 2 percent. They occur on broad valley 
terraces at elevations of 150 to 350 feet. The average annual precipitation is betvveen 40 and 
45 inches. The average annual air temperature is 52° to 54° F., and the length of the frost-free 
season is 190 to 210 days. In areas that are not cultivated, the vegetation is mainly grasses, 
shrubs, hardwoods, :and scattered, Douglas-firs. Amity soils are associated with Dayton and 
Concord soils. In a typical profile, the surface layer is very dark grayish-brown silt loam that is 
mottled in the lower part and is about 17 inches thick. The subsurface layer is mottled dark­
gray silt loam about 7 inches thick. The subsoil is A substratum of mottled olive-brown silt 
loam underlies the subsoil. The Amity soils are used mainly for cereal grains, grass 
grown for seed, and pasture. When irrigated, areas that are drained can be used for aU 
the crops commonly grown in the survey area. Amity soils are found in aU Study Areas. 

Bashaw Series The Bashaw series consists of poorly drained and very poorly drained soils 
that have formed in alluvium. These soils are in backwater areas of the flood plains and in 

Wintt!Woot PUnnint 
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drainage channels of silty alluvial terraces. They have slopes of 0 to 1 percent. Elevations 
range from 1 00 to 400 feet. The average annual precipitation is between 40 and 45 inches, the 
average annual air temperature is 52° to 54° F., and the length of the frost-free season is 200 to 
210 days. In areas that are not cultivated, the vegetation is mainly annual and perennial 
grasses, wild blackberries, sedges, rushes, willows, and a few ash and oak trees. Bashaw soils 
are associated with Wapato soils. In a typical profile, the surface layer is about 31 inches thick 
and consists of mottled very dark gray clay in the uppermost 3 inches and of mottled black 
clay below. The upper part of the substratum, just beneath the surface layer, is very dark gray 
clay that extends to a depth of 48 inches. The lower part of the substratum is dark grayish­
brown clay or sandy clay that extends to a depth of 60 inches or more. The substratum is 
mottled throughout The Bashaw soils are used mainly for pasture. Bashaw soils are 
found in Study Areas 2 and 6, underlying riparian portions of each Study Area. 

Concord Series The Concord series consists of poorly drained soils that have formed in 
alluvium of mixed mineralogy. These soils are on broad valley terraces, in slightly concave 
depressions and in drainageways. They have slopes of 0 to 2 percent. Elevations range from 
125 to 350 feet. The average annual precipitation is 40 to 45 inches, the average annual air 
temperature is 52° to 54° F., and the length of the frost-free season is 200 to 210 days. In areas 
that are not cultivated, the vegetation is mainly rushes, sedges, wild blackberry, hazel, annual 
grasses, and ash trees. Concord soils are associated with Amity and Dayton soils. In a typical 
profile, the surface layer is very dark grayish-brown silt loam about 6 inches thick. The 
subsurface layer is mottled dark-gray silt loam about 9 inches thick. Just below the subsurface 
layer is a layer of mottled gray and dark-gray silty clay about 4 inches thick. The subsoil is 
about 10 inches thick. It consists of mottled grayish-brown silty clay in the upper part and of 
mottled dark grayish-brown silty clay in the lower part. The substratum of mottled dark 
grayish-brown silt loam extends to a depth of 60 inches or more. Concord soils that are 
neither drained nor irrigated are used mainly for cereal grains, pasture, hay, and grass 
grown for seed. When irrigated, the drained areas are used mainly for berries and 
vegetables. Concord soils are found in Study Areas 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 8. 

Dayton Series The Dayton series consists of soils that are poorly drained These soils have 
formed mainly in old mixed alluvium, but their upper layers may have been influenced, to 
some extent, by loess. The soils are on broad valley terraces, and they occur in d.rainageways 
and in shallow depressions. Slopes range from 0 to 2 percent, and elevations range from 125 
to 350 feet. The average annlial precipitation is 40 to 45 inches, the average annual air 
temperature is 52° to 54° F., and the length of the frost-free season is 190 to 210 days. In areas 
that are not cultivated, the vegetation is mainly annual and perennial grasses, wild rose, and 
scattered ash trees. Dayton soils are associated with Amity and Concord soils. In a typical 
profile, the surface layer is very dark grayish-brown silt loam about 7 inches thick. The 
subsurface layer is mottled dark-gray silt loam about 6 inches thick. The subsoil is mottled and 
consists of a layer of clay about 33 inches thick. It is dark gray in the upper part and is grayish 
brown in the lower part. The substratum is mottled grayish-brown silty clay loam that extends 
to a depth of60 inches or more. The Dayton soils are used mainly for small grains, 
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pasture, hay, and grass grown for seed. Daytona Soils are found in Study Areas 1, 2, 3, 
5, 6, 7, and 8. 

Labish Series The Labish series consists of poorly drained soils that have fonned in mixed 
mineral and organic material. These soils have slopes of 0 to 1 percent. They occur on the 
bottoms of fonner shallow lakes at elevations of 150 to 17 5 feet. The average annual 
precipitation is between 40 and 45 inches, the average annual air temperature is 53° F., and the 
length of the frost-free season is 200 to 210 days. In areas that are not cultivated, the 
vegetation is mainly sedges, tussocks, and . willows. Labish soils are associated with 
Semiahmoo soils. In a typical profile the surface layer is black and is about 7 inches tick. It 
consists of silty clay loam in the upper part and of silty clay in the lower part. The next layer is 
very dark brown silty clay about 9 inches thick. Below this is very dark gray clay that extends 
to a depth of 60 inches or more. The Lab ish soils are used mainly for onions, small grains, 
pasture, and hay. Labish soils are found primarily in Study Area 2, with a sman 
inclusion in Study Area 3. 

Terrace Escarpments Terrace escarpments (Te) consists of gravelly and silty alluvium that is 
too variable in characteristics to be classified as soil. It is moderately steep or steep and occurs 
along the sidewalls of the major streams, on terrace scarps, and on the side slopes bordering 
channels of intermittent streams. The vegetation is mainly Douglas-fir, maple, hazel, 
swordfem, brackenfem, poison-oak, tussock, sedges, and grasses. This land type is suitable for 
pasture and for use as woodland. The sho~ steep slopes make tillage impracticable. 

(":;-) Terrace escarpments are found in Study Areas 2, 4, and 5. 

Wapato Series The Wapato series consists of poorly drained soils that have formed in mixed 
alluvium. These soils are nearly level. They occur in depressions and overflow channels on 
flood plains at elevations of 100 to 650 feet. The average annual precipitation is 40 to 45 
inches, the average annual air temperature is about 53° F., and the length of the frost-free 
season is 200 to 210 days. In areas that are not cultivated, the vegetation is mainly willow, ash, 
tussocks, sedges, and grasses. Wapato soils are associated with McBee and Bashaw soils. In a 
typical profile, the surface layer is mottled very dark brown silty clay loam about 16 inches 
thick. The subsoil is mottled very dark grayish-brown silty clay loam about 20 inches thick. 
The substratum is mottled dark-brown silty clay loam that extends to a depth of 60 inches or 
more. The Wapato soils are used mainly for pasture, hay, small grains, vegetables, and 
caneberries. Willamette Series The Willamette series consists of deep, well-drained soils that 
have formed in silty alluvium. These soils are on low, broad valley terraces. They have slopes 
ofO to 12 percent. Elevations range from 150 to 350 feet. The average annual precipitation is 
40 to 45 inches, the average annual air temperature is 50° to 54° F., and the length of the frost­
free season is 200 to 210 days. In areas that are not cultivated, the vegetation is mainly 
oatgrass and other native grasses, hazel, blackberry, Oregon white oak, and Douglas-fir. 
Willamette soils are associated with Woodburn soils. In a typical profile, the surface layer is 
very dark grayish-brown si lt loam about 12 inches thick. A subsurface layer that also consists 
of very dark grayish-brown silt loam and that is about 5 inches thick is just beneath the surface 
layer. The upper part of the subsoil is dark-brown silt loam about 7 inches thick; the middle 
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part of the subsoil is dark-brown silty clay loam about 14 inches thick; and the lower part is 
dark-brown silt loam about 16 inches thick. A substratum of dark yellowish-brown silt loam 
underlies the subsoil, and it extends to a depth of 65 inches or more. The WiUamette soils are 
used mainly for small grains, pasture, hay, orchards, berries, and vegetables. 
Willamette soils are Class I soils around Woodburn and are found in Study Areas 2, 3, 
and 8. 

Woodburn Series The W oodbum series consists of moderately well drained soils that have 
formed in silty alluvium and loess of mixed mineralogy. These soils are on broad valley 
terraces. They have slopes ofO to 20 percent. Elevations range from 150 to 350 feet. The 
average annual precipitation is 40 to 45 inches, the average annual air temperature is 52° to 
54° F., and the length-of the frost-free season is 200 to 210 days. In areas that are not 
cultivat~ the vegetation is mainly grass and Douglas-fir. Woodburn soils are associated with 
Willamette soils. In a typical profile, the surface layer is about 17 inches thick and is very dark 
brown silt loam in the upper part and dark-brown silt loam in the lower part. The subsoil is 
about 37 inches thick. It is dark yellowish-brown silty clay loam in the upper part; mottled 
dark-brown silty clay loam in the middle part; and mottled, dark-brown silt loam in the lower 
part. The substratum is dark-brown silt loam that extends to a depth of 68 inches or more. The 
Woodburn soils are used-mainly for small grains, pasture, hay, orchards, berries, and 
vegetables. Woodburn soils range from Class ll to IV and are the predominant soil type 
in all Study Areas except Study Area 7, which includes substantial portions of Amity 
and Concord soils. 
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Proposed Amendments to Statewide Planning Goal14 
Draft, AdoptedApril 28, 2005 

(NOTE: New text is underlined and deleted text is in strikethrough). 

GOAL 14: URBANIZATION 

1 To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use, to 
2 accommodate urban population and urban employment inside urban growth 
3 boundaries, to ensure efficient use o[land, and to provide [or livable communities. 
4 

s Part 1: Urban Growth Boundaries 
6 
7 Urban growth boundaries shall be established and maintained by cities, 
8 counties and regional governments to provide land for urban development needs 
9 and to identify and separate urban and urbanizable land from rural land. 

10 Establishment and change of urban growth boundaries shall be a cooperative 
11 process among cities, counties and, where applicable, regional governments. An 
12 urban growth boundary and amendments to the boundary shall be adopted by all 
13 cities within the boundary and by the county or counties within which the 

. 14 boundary is located, consistent with intergovernmental agreements, except for the 
,15 Metro regional urban growth boundary established pursuant to ORS chapter 268, 
1 f:: ::::::. which shall be adopted or amended by the Metropolitan Service District. 
1 

,,:. : . .) 
. .:... ... · 
1- Land Need 
19 
20 Establishment and change of t1w urban growth boundaries shall be based 
21 upon considerations of on the following factors: 
22 ( 1) Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban population.t 
23 growth requin~ments consistent with LCDC goals a 20-year population forecast ... · · 
24 coordinated with affected local governments; and 
25 (2) +lw Demonstrated need for land suitable to accommodate housing, 
26 employment opportunities.1 ana livability or uses such as public facilities, streets 
27 and roads, schools, parks or open space, or any combination o[the need 
28 categories in this subsection (2). 
29 
30 In determining need, local government may specify characteristics, such as 
31 parcel size, topography or proximity, necessary for land to be suitable for an 
32 identified need. 
33 
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4 

Prior to expanding an urban growth boundary, local governments shall 
demonstrate that needs cannot reasonably be accommodated on land already inside 
the urban growth boundary. 

5 Boundary Location 
6 
7 The location of the urban growth boundary and changes to the boundary 
8 shall be determined by evaluating alternative boundary locations consistent with 
9 ORS 197.298 and with consideration of the following factors: 

LO (1) Efficient accommodation of identified land needs (4) }.4aximum 
11 efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the existing urban area. 
12 ill Orderly and economic provision of fel:..public facilities and services; 
13 (3) Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; 
14 and 

11
15 (6) Retention of agricultural land as defmed, with Class I being the highest 
16 priority for retention and Class VI the lowest priority. 
17 .(1)f7j-Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and 
18 forest activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB. 
19 
20 The results of the above considaations shall be included in the 
21 comprehensive plan. In the case of a change of a boundary, a governing body 
22 proposing such change in the boundary ·separating urbanizable lands from rural 
23 land shall follow the procedures and requirements as set forth in the Land Use 
24 Planr..b.-qg goal (Goal 2) for goal exceptions. 

. ' 
Any urban growth boundary established prior to January 1, 1975, \Vhich 

includes rural lands that have not been built upon shall be reviewed by the 
governing body, utilizing the sam@ factors applicable to the establishment or 
change of urban growth boundaries. 

Establishment and change of the boundaries shall be a cooperati11e proc@ss 
between a city and county or counties that surround it. (Moved to pg. 1, Lines 10,1 1) 

Urbanizable Land 

. t 

25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

30 
31 

32 

33 

34 
35 
36 
37 
38 

39 

Land within urban growth boundaries shall be considered available for urban 
development consistent with plans for the provision of urban facilities and 
services. Comprehensive plans and implementing measures shall manage the use 
and division ofurbanizable land to maintain its potential for planned urban 
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development until appropriate public facilities and services are available or 
.~tanned. 

~ Land within the boundaries separating urbanizable land from rural land shall 
s be considered available over time for urban uses. Conversion ofurbanizableland 
6 to urban uses shall be based on consideration of: 
7 {1) Orderly, economic provision for public facilities and services; 
8 {2) Availability of sufficient land for the various uses to insure choices in the 
9 market place; 

l o {3) LCDC goals or the acknowledged comprehensive plan; and, 
L 1 (4) Encouragement of development within urban areas before conversion of 
12 urbanizable areas. 
13 
14 Part 2: Unincorporated Communities (No change to this part of the goal) 

15 
16 In unincorporated communities outside urban growth boundaries counties 
17 may approve uses, public facilities and services more intensive than allowed on 
18 rural lands by Goalll and 14, either by exception to those goals, or as provided by 
19 commission rules which ensure such uses do not adversely affect agricultural and 
) 0 forest operations and interfere with the efficient functioning of urban growth 
-·21-:;:-::· boundaries. 
~ t\-~;;) 

k- Notwithstanding the other provisions of this goal, the commission may by 
24 rule provide that this goal does not prohibit the development and use of one single-
25 family dwelling on a lot or parcel that: 
26 (a) Was lawfully created; 
27 (b) Lies outside any. acknowledged urban growth boundary or 
28 unincorporated community boundary; 
29 (c) Is within an area for which an exception to Statewide Planning Goal 3 
30 or 4 has been aclmowledged; and 
31 (d) Is planned and zoned primarily for residential use. 
32 
33 GUIDELINES 
34 

35 The following text would be added as a new Planning Guideline# 4. All other 
36 guidelines would be unchanged: 
37 

38 4. Comprehensive plans and implementing measures for land inside urban 
\ 9 growth boundaries should encourage the efficient use of land and the development 
.. " of livable communities. 

3 
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ORS 197 (Comprehensive Planning) Statutes 

Related to UGB Expansion 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

197.707 Legislative intent. It W;lS the intent of the Legislative Assembly in enacting 
ORS chapters 195, 196, 197, 215 and 227 not to prohibit, deter, delay or increase the cost 
of appropriate development, but to enhance economic development and opportunity for 
the benefit of all citizens. [1983 c.827 §16] 

197.710 [1973 c.482 §3; repealed by 1977 c.665 §24] 

197.712 Commission duties; comprehensive plan provisions; public facility 
plans; state agency coordination plans; compliance deadfuie; rules. (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 Land Conservation and Development 
Commission shall implement all of the following: 

(a) Comprehensive plans shall include an analysis of the community's economic 
patterns, potentialities, strengths and deficiencies as they relate to state and national 
trends. 

(b) Comprehensive plans shall contain policies concerning the economic 
development opportunities in the community. 

(c) Comprehensive plans and land use regulations shall provide for at least an 
adequate supply of sites of suitable sizes, 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 zoned for specific industrial and commercial uses. 

(e) A city or county shall develop and adopt a public facility plan for areas 
within an urban growth boundary containing a population greater than 2,500 
persons. The public facility plan shall include rough cost estimates for public 
projects needed to provide sewer, water and transportation for the land uses 
contemplated in the comprehensive plan and land use regulations . Project timing 
and fmancing provisions of public facility plans shall not be considered land use 
decisions. 

(f) In accordance with ORS 197. 180, state agencies that provide funding for 
transportation, water supply, sewage and solid waste facili ties shall identify in their 
coordination programs how they will coordinate that funding with other state agencies 
and with the public facility plans of cities and counties. In addition, state agencies that 
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issue pennits affecting land use shall identify in their coordination programs how they 
will coordinate pennit issuance with other state agencies and cities and counties. 

(g) Local governments shall provide: 
(A) Reasonable opportunities to satisfy local and rural needs for residential and 

industrial development and other economic activities on appropriate lands outside urban 
growth boundaries, in a manner consistent with conservation of the state's agricultural 
and forest land base; and 

(B) Reasonable opportunities for urban residential, commercial and industrial needs 
over time through changes to urban growth boundaries. 

(3) A comprehensive plan and land use regulations shall be in compliance with this 
section by the first periodic review of that plan and regulations. [1983 c.827 §17; 1991 
c.612 §17] 

197.717 Technical assistance by state agencies; information from Economic and 
Community Development Department; model ordinances; rural economic 
development. ( 1) State agencies shall provide technical assistance to local governments 
m: 

(a) Planning and_zoning land adequate in amount, size, topography, 
transportation access and surrounding land use and public facilities for the special 
needs of various industrial and commercial uses; 

(b) Developing public facility plans; and 
(c) Streamlining local permit procedures. 
(2) The Economic and Community Development Department shall provide a local 

government with "state and national trend" information to assist in compliance with ORS 
197.712 (2)(a). 

(3) The Land Conservation and Development Conunission shall develop model 
ordinances to assist local governments in streamlining local permit procedures. 

(4) The Department of Land Conservation and Development and the Economic and 
Community Development Department shall establish a joint program to assist rural 
communities with economic and community development services. The assistance shall 
include, but not be limited to, grants, loans, model ordinances and technical assistance. 
The purposes of the assistance are to remove obstacles to economic and community 
development and to facilitate that development. The departments shall give priority to 
communities with high rates ofunemployment. [1983 c.827 §18; 1995 s.s. c.3 §36h; 1996 
c.6 § 10) 
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HOUSING NEED 

197.303 "Needed housing" defined. (1) As used in ORS 197.307, until the beginning of 
the first periodic review of a local government's acknowledged comprehensive plan, 
"needed housing" means housing types determined to meet the need shown for housing 
within an urban growth boundary at particular price ranges and rent levels. On and after 
the beginning of the first periodic review of a local government's acknowledged 
comprehensive plan, "needed housing" also means: 

(a) Housing that includes, but is not limited to, attached and detached single­
family housing and multiple family housing for both owner and renter occupancy; 

(b) Government assisted housing; 
(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS 197.475 to 

197.490; and 
(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for single-family 

residential use that are in addition to lots within designated manufactured dwelling 
subdivisions. 

(2) Subsection (l)(a) and (d) of this section shall not apply to: 
(a) A city with a population ofless than 2,500. 
(b) A county with a population ofless than 15,000. 
(3) A local government may take an exception to subsection (1) ofthis section in the 

same manner that an exception may be taken under the goals. [1981 c.884 §6; 1983 c.795 
§2; 1989 c.380 §1] · 

197.296 Factors to establish sufficiency of buildable lands within urban growth 
boundary; analysis and determination of residential housing patterns. (l)(a) The 
provisions of this section apply to metropolitan service district regional framework plans 
and local government comprehensive plans for lands within the urban growth boundary 
of a city that is located outside of a metropolitan service district and has a population of 
25,000 or more. 

(b) The Land Conservation and Development Commission may establish a set of 
factors under which additional cities are subject to the provisions of this section. In 
establishing the set of factors required under this paragraph, the commission shall 
consider the size of the city, the rate of population growth of the city or the proximity of 
the city to another city with a population of25,000 or more or to a metropolitan service 
district. 

(2) At periodic review pursuant to ORS 197.628 to 197.650 or at any other legislative 
review of the comprehensive plan or regional plan that concerns the urban growth 
boundary and requires the application of a statewide planning goal relating to buildable 
lands for residential use, a local government shall demonstrate that its comprehensive 
plan or regional plan provides sufficient buildable lands within the urban growth 
boundary established pursuant to statewide planning goals to accommodate estimated 
housing needs for 20 years. The 20-year period shall commence on the date initially 
scheduled for completion of the periodic or legislative review. 

(3) In performing the duties under subsection (2) of this section, a local government 
shall: 

(a) Inventory the supply of buildable lands within the urban growth boundary 
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and determine the housing capacity of the buildable lands; and 
(b) 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 
housing, to determine the number of units and amount of land needed for each 
needed housing type for the next 20 years. 

(4)(a) For the purpose of the inventory described in subsection (3)(a) of this 
section, "buildable lands" includes: 

(A) Vacant lands planned or zoned for residential use; 
(B) Partially vacant lands planned or zoned for residential use; 
(C) Lands that may be used for a mix of residential and employment uses under 

the existing planning or zoning; and 
(D) Lands that may be used for residential infill or redevelopment. 
(b) For the purpose of the inventory and detennination of housing capacity described 

in subsection (3)(a) of this section, the local government must demonstrate consideration 
of: 

(A) The extent that residential development is prohibited or restricted by local 
regulation and ordinance, state law and rule or federal statute and regulation; 

(B) A written long term contract or easement for radio, telecommunications or 
electrical facilities, if the written contract or easement is provided to the local 
government; and 

(C) The presen~e of a single family dwelling or other structure on a lot or parcel. 
(c) Except for land that may be used for residential infill or redevelopment, a local 

government shall create a map or document that may be used to verify and identify 
specific lots or parcels that have been determined to be buildable lands. 

( 5)( a) Except as provided in paragraphs (b) and (c) of this subsection, the 
determination ofhousing capacity and need pursuant to subsection (3) of this section 
must be based on data relating to land within the urban growth boundary that has been 
collected since the last periodic review or five years, whichever is greater. The data shall 
include: 

(A) The number, density and average mix of housing types of urban residential 
development that have actually occurred; 

(B) Trends in density and average mix ofhousing types of urban residential 
development; 

(C) Demographic and population trends; 
(D) Economic trends and cycles; and 
(E) The number, density and average mix ofhousing types that have occurred on the 

buildable lands described in subsection ( 4)(a) of this section. 
(b) A local government shall make the determination described in paragraph (a) of 

this subsection using a shorter time period than the time period described in paragraph (a) 
of this subsection if the local government finds that the shorter time period will provide 
more accurate and reliable data related to housing capacity and need. The shorter time 
period may not be less than three years. 

(c) A local government shall use data from a wider geographic area or use a time 
period for economic cycles and trends longer than the time period described in paragraph 
(a) of this subsection if the analysis of a wider geographic area or the use of a longer time 
period will provide more accurate, complete and reliable data relating to trends affecting 
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housing need than an analysis performed pursuant to paragraph (a) of this subsection. The 
local government must clearly describe the geographic area, time frame and source of 
data used in a determination performed under this paragraph. 

(6) .If the housing need detennined pursuant to subsection (3)(b) of this section is 
greater than the housing capacity determined pursuant to subsection (3)(a) of this section, 
the local government shall take one or more of the following actions to accommodate the 
additional housing need: _ 

(a) Amend its urban growth boundary to include sufficient buildable lands to 
accommodate housing needs for the neu 20 years. As part of this proce$s, the local 
government shall consider the effects of measures taken pursuant to paragraph (b) 
of this subsection. 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 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 comprehensive plan, regional plan, functional plan or land use 
regulations to include new measures that demonstrably increase the likelihood that 
residential development will occur at densities sufficient to accommodate housing 
needs for the next 20 years without expansion of the urban growth boundary. A 
local government or metropolitan service district that takes this action shall monitor 
and record the level of development activity and development density by housing 
type following 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. 

({}i (7) Using the analysis conducted under subsection (3)(b) of this section, the local 
government shall determine the overall average density and overall mix of housing 
types at which residential development of needed housing types must occur in order 
to meet housing needs over the next 20 years. If that density is greater than the actual 
density of development determined under subsection (5)(a)(A) of this section, or if that 
mix is different from the actual mix of housing types determined under subsection 
(5)(a)(A) of this section, the local government, as part of its periodic review, shall 
adopt measures that demonstrably increase the likelihood that residential 
development will occur at the housing types and density and at the mix of housing 
types required to meet housing needs over the next 20 years. 

(8)(a) A local government outside a metropolitan service district that takes any 
actions under subsection (6) or (7) of this section shall demonstrate that the 
comprehensive plan and land use regulations comply with goals and rules adopted by the 
commission and implement ORS 197.295 to 197.3 14. 

(b) The local government shall detennine the density and mix ofhousing types 
anticipated as a result of actions taken under subsections (6) and (7) of this section and 
monitor and record the actual density and mix of housing types achieved. The local 
government shall compare actual and anticipated density and mix. The local government 
shall submit its comparison to the corrunission at the next periodic review or at the next 
legislative review of its urban growth boundary, whichever comes frrst. 

(9) In establishing that actions and measures adopted under subsections (6) or (7) of 
this section demonstrably increase the likelihood ofhigher density residential 
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development, the local government shall at a minimum ensure that land zoned for needed 
housing is. in locations appropriate for the housing types identified under subsection (3) 
of this section and is zoned at density ranges that are likely to be achieved by the housing 
market using the analysis in subsection (3) of this section. Actions or measures, or both, 
may include but are not limited to: 

(a) Increases in the permitted density on existing residential land; 
(b) Financial incentives for higher density housing; 
(c) Provisions permitting additional density beyond that generally allowed in the 

zoning district in exchange for amenities and features provided by the developer; 
(d) Removal or easing of approval standards or procedures; 
(e) Minimum density ranges; 
(f) Redevelopment and infill strategies; 
(g) Authorization of housing types not previously allowed by the plan or 

regulations; 
(h) Adoption of an average residential density standard; and 
(i) Rezoning or redesignation of nonresidential land. [1995 c.547 §3; 2001 c.908 

§1; ~003 c.177 §1] 
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UGB EXPANSION PRIORITIES 

197.298 Priority of land to be included within urban growth boundary. 
(1) In addition to any requirements established by rule addressing urbanization, la.i1d may 
not be included within an urban growth boundary except under the following priorities: 

(a) First priority is land that is designated urban reserve land under ORS 195.145, rule 
or metropolitan service district action plan. 

(b) If land under paragraph (a) of this subsection is inadequate to accommodate the 
amount of land needed, second 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. 

(c) Ifland under paragraphs (a) and (b) of this subsection is inadequate to 
accommodate the amount ofland needed, third priority is land designated as marginal 
land pursuant to ORS 197.247 (1991 Edition). 

(d) If land under paragraphs (a) to (c) of this subsection is inadequate to 
accommodate the amount of land needed, fourth priority is land designated in an 
acknowledged comprehensive plan for agriculture or forestry, or both. 

(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: 

(3) Land oflower priority under subsection (1) of this section may be included in an 
urban growth boundary ifland of higher priority is found to be inadequate to 
accommodate the amount of land estimated in subsection (1) of this section for one or 
more of the following reasons: 

(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 urban growth boundary 
requires inclusion of lower priority lands in order to include or to provide services 
to higher priority lands. [1 995 c.547 §5; 1999 c.59 §56] 
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April 25, 2005 

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council through City Administrator 

FROM: John C. Brown, City Administrator 

SUBJECT: Legislative Amendment 05-01 ; Woodburn Comprehensive Plan 
Update 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended the City Council commence deliberations on Legislative 
Amendment 05-01, the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan update. It is also 
recommended, due to the probable duration of deliberations, that the Mayor 
establish a time limit for deliberation in this meeting and continue deliberations 
to May 23, 2005, and future meetings as may be necessary. 

BACKGROUND: -

On March 28, 2005, the City Council conducted a public hearing on the City's 
draft periodic review work program and draft transportation system plan. The 
Council received oral testimony from 30 individuals and organizations, and 
received 34 pieces of written testimony. The Mayor closed the public hearing to 
orqJ t~stimony, but a llowed for submission of additional written testimony until 
April20, 2005. Based on hearing testimony, the Mayor and Councilors expressed 
the need for -further information regarding the draft plans. The Council agreed 
to commence deliberations at its April 25, 2005 meeting but sought to use the 
meeting, and potentially subsequent meetings, to review the material with staff 
in greater depth. April 25th was set as a meeting date, to allow time for staff to 
prepare responses to the testimony received on March 28th, and the written 
testimony received by April 20th_ The Mayor encouraged each Councilor with 
questions or concerns to contac t staff in the interim, so staff would be prepared 
to discuss those matters on the 251h_ 
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sparse language that is included in Measure 37. This is the first time the City is 
addressing a Measure 37 issue and the Council needs to be extremely careful in how it is 
approach so that the Council does not establish precedence. He felt that the most critical 
aspect is to detennine if there is a legitimate claim before the Council. According to his 
reading of the language and different'reports, it must be established and proved that there 
is a Joss of value as a result of actions taken by the City to make a valid Measure 3 7 
claim. In this particular case, the Council does not have the formal evidence before them 
and, for that reason and at this point in time, he felt that it would be premature for the 
Council to accept the Measure 37 claim and process it further. 

2980 LONERGAN/NICHOLS ..• deny Measure 37 Claim M37 04-01 based upon the 
information contained in Mr. Mulder's staff report dated April21, 2005. 
On roll call vote, the motion passed unanimously. 

3073 LEGISLATIVE AMENDMENT 05-01: WOODBURN COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
UPDATE. 
Mayor Figley stated that the public hearing has been closed and deliberations will begin 
at this meeting ~ . Written testimony has also been closed and the Council has re.ceived 
additional testimony which the staff is compiling for the Council. No fmal decisions will 
be made at this meeting, however, the Council has a number of questions that staff and 
others associated with this project will be answering during the deliberation process. She 
briefly reviewed the list of questions included in the City Administrator's staffreport for 
the beriefit of the audience. Members of the panel to answer the Mayor and Council's 
questions were Community Development Director Mulder, Terry Cole (ODOT 
Representative), Greg Winterowd (Planning Consultant), and Assistant City Engineer 
Torgeson. 
1) Interchange Management Area (IMA)-
Mayor Figley questioned how this area would affect (a) the owner and would be 
developer of a parcel south of Capital Development newly included in the Urban Growth 
Boundary (UGB) as part of this process, or (b) the expansion of any of the uses already in 
existence west of the freeway, or (c) the development or redevelopment of some ofthe 
commercial areas east of the freeway, or (d) the small applicants with relatively 
insignificant traffic impact. 

·Greg Winterowd stated that the IMA overlay is one of the cornerstones of the overall 
·program since adequate access to I-5 is necessary to have a solid industrial growth 
program. The west side of I-5 has the least amount of traffic congestion. The proposed 
ordinance does not regulate residential land, parcels of less than 1 acre, or developed 
commercial and industrial parcels. In regards to the re-development of the Brice 
property, they would not be affected and there would be no impact. In regards to Capital 
Development, there could be an impact since the intention of this ordinance would be that 
when they come in to develop they would do a detail traffic impact study and they would 
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look for ways to reduce the impact from commercial development on the freeway so that 
capacity would be retained. Traffic generation during peak hours is of great concern and 
alternatives that can be considered by a developer are staggering work hours or avoiding 
drive-thrus. The key is to work with developers to keep the numbers below the threshold. 
Through the conditional use process, the Planning Commission and Council can look at 
transportation demand management to reduce the number of trips if at all possible and, 
once they have done all that they can, allow that parcel to exceed the budget because it 
has so much value to achieve the economic developments of the City as expressed in the 
Economic Opportunities Analysis and the Economic Development Strategy. In terms of 
the WinCe expansion, it could be that a part of their development goes over the property 
line but there are still 18 or 19 acres of undeveloped property. Win Co's past history of 
traffic generation has been that they are not primarily peak hour generators of traffic, 
therefore, they would have a relatively low impact on the interchange and may very well 
have fewer than the allocated number of trips providing the next user with some potential 
benefit. This is a cumulative impact analysis and, in working with ODOT, staff feels that 
there is plenty of capacity for the next 20 years. The purpose of the parcel specific is to 
try and get the· developers to work with the City in coming up with transportation demand 
managers to preserve capacity for the life of this plan. 
Terry Cole, ODOT, stated that a transportation model was used to translate the City's :;:)+:,, 
future population and employment projections which were then translated into future trip 
impact and distributed throughout this particular area. The goal is not to reduce what 
might otherwise occur in the area but to accommodate what is expected to occur in the 
area. Another issue is that they have tried to develop the interchange overlay in a way 
that supports the City's other economic development goals and objectives. 
Councilor Lonergan questioned why the City of Woodburn is the beneficiary of this 
overlay plan by ODOT. 
Mr. Cole stated that there are other interchange management plans being prepared along 
the I-5 corridor. As per ODOT's Administrative Rule on access management and the 
1999 & 2000 adopted Oregon Highway Plan, interchange area management plans are now 
required of improvement projects that the State undertakes. In Woodburn's situation, a 
trip budget is proposed to accommodate how the City expects to grow and what is unique 
about this plan is that the City has looked at its economic future to try and identify its 
position in this valley marketplace. The overlay zone is a way to support the Council's 
goal and objectives. 

4 718 Councilor McCallum questioned what the most severe penalties that could be imposed to 
organizations or business if they go beyond the trip budget. 
Mr. Cole stated that the trip budget is for undeveloped commercial and industrial lands in 
the proposed UGB and has been set at about 2,500 trips in the peak hour which is about 
10% of the average daily traffic out of this area. Currently the average trips per day is 
22,000 and he did not fee l that they had been overly conservative in looking at the City's 
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growth future. In a worst case scenario, an intergovernmental agreement with ODOT will 
include a review period every three years so that adjustments can be discussed in the 
event the current list of targeted industries do not materialize and other industries are 
interested in coming to Woodburn. 
Director Mulder reiterated that trip usage that exceeds the allocated amount for a parcel 
would require a conditional use which then makes it a discretionary approval by the 
Council. 
Mr. Winterrowd cautioned the Council to carefully monitor this program for its actual 
performance. In regards to the EcoNorthwest projections, staff looked at the high end of 
the employee projection and the Interchange Management Overlay accommodates that 
many employees. ODOT wants to be assured that the huge investment they would be 
making on the interchange improvement will be used efficiency. 
Terry Cole stated that ODOT does share the City's concern but they are trying to look at a 
new way of managing their investment and still support the growth of cities. He 
mentioned that the proposed ordinance also calls for a mandatory notification when the 
City reaches a 33% and 66% level of usage of the allocated trips so that ODOT and the 
.City can see ho.w they are pacing themselves over time. He reminded the Council that 
there are areas outside of the City that will use this interchange since it is the North 
Marion County interchange and there is a concern that Woodburn could use up the 
capacity. However, the City's history shows that Woodburn has grown in accordance 
with their Comprehensive Plan which is a protection to the City. 
Councilor Bjelland stated that the use of the Interchange Management agreement is 
something that is going to be required of all interchanges that will be improved or 
developed in the future. This is not a case of Woodburn being the only City required to 
have the agreement, however, with the stage that the City is currently in, the City has an 
opportunity to make this a positive situation since Woodburn is competing with a number 
of other areas for a very scarce amount of transportation do liars. The plan will give the 
City a step ahead of the other cities asking for their interchanges to be improved. He did 
not see where they would be any problems over the next 10 years or more and, if so, the 
City will be re-visiting this ordinance and working with ODOT as per the agreement. He 
reiterated that this is a very aggressive assumption on employee projections and he 
expressed his support of the proposed Interchange Management Area. 
Councilor McCallum stated that the key is to carefully monitor what is going on in the 
interchange area and the Council be kept informed by staff and other agencies where the 
City is at on this issue. 
Terry Cole stated that the Rickreall interchange has an interchange management area and 
has recently been approved by the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) for 
improvements. In this case, the Polk County Commissioners committed protection of the 
resource lands and their ability to protect the investment and resource lands around this 
interchange was instrumental in gaining the OTC support and moving the project forward 
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6470 2) Public Facilities Plan Methodology and its inclusion or exclusion of property north of 
the outlet mall, all of the property in the study area for the Serres property, and evaluation 
of the Serres property versus the Fessler property as residential area-
Greg Winterowd stated that the key factor that staff needed to address in expanding the 
UGB is ORS 197.298 priorities. Agricultural land suitably was looked at closely around 
the urban growth boundary and there are two concentrations of Class III soils. He agreed 
with comments made by 1000 Friends of Oregon in that the largest concentration is to the 
south and it extends beyond the study area. The second smaller but significant Class m 
soil concentration is located in the north study near 1-5. In a UBG proposed expansion, 
the exception areas are brought in first then State law requires that Class III land areas are 
brought in before Class II or I areas. Around Woodburn, Class IV and V soils are 
associated with streams and are on unbuildable land. The proposed UGB was drawn, in 
significant part, to go to those Class III concentrations. State Statute also states that if it 
is necessary to get to Class III land to provide services, you can go across Class Ill and to 
get to the area· plus you also need a good buffer between the farmland the urban 
development. Roads are a good natural buffer and the Fessler property is bounded by 
Crosby Road, Boones Ferry Road, and 1-5. Also, the golf course provides a good amenity 
and a neighborhood that provides for a higher end housing. The primary reason for the 
Serres property not being recommended in the UGB is that all of the buildable land in 
that area is Class II soil with a small inclusion of Class ill and some Class IV and V soils. 
This Class II soil goes all of the way to the Pudding River and there is not enough need to 
justify going that far south to include that large block of land. In his opinion, if the Serres 
property is brought in, the City would lose at LCDC because Class II soils would be 
brought in that are not needed to get to Class III soils and the City would not be consistent 
with the priorities in ORS 298. Public Works was asked to do a systematic area by area 
analysis at the planning level and the results were that the east was more expensive to 
serve than north, and the southwest is less expensive to serve. If the east was less 
expensive, the reconunendation would still be to the north since it is Class III soils. 
Assistant City Engineer Torgeson provided the Council with the written summary of the 
methodology for calculations for infrastructure improvements within each of the study 
areas. A map was generated for each of the study areas and the maps contain the points 
of connection and the description of the capacity from within the areas as well as the 
areas from the current UGB towards those areas. The conclusions included both the 
elements of the cost of improvements within the proposed expansion areas as well as the 
cost of improvements that might be necessary to upgrade existing facilities. Some of the 
areas presented greater cost because of topography and relationship to existing systems. It 
was noted that there may be costs associated with increasing size of existing lines to 
service new development or they may be a need to install a pump station and delivery line 
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to take sewage to the treatment plant. The purpose was to draw comparative values based 
on a rational approach. He also stated that LCDC had very few comments or criticism of 
the work done by the engineering staff on the calculation methodology. 

0800 3) School District Property-
Mayor Figley stated that it was her understanding that there were differences of opinions 
at the Planning Commission level and she questioned if (1) it was true that bringing in the 
acreage would require the same amount of acreage somewhere else cannot be brought in, 
and (2) if it could be justified that the property be brought in. 
For clarification, Councilor McCallwn stated that the Planning Commission did vote to 
bring in the property. 
Greg Winterowd stated that he and Director Mulder had recommended that either land 
currently in the UGB is traded, or come up with a special need as allowed under ORS 
197.298 which would allow for the inclusion of the school property. Based on the work 
he has done, he did not feel that either of these options would work well. He stated that 
the School District does have land and facility needs, however, the property chosen has 
Class II soils entirely, is expensive to serve without great access, and has two boundaries 
abutting agricultural land without a road or anything to serve as a buffer. These are 
situations that put the overall proposal of the City in jeopardy. In his opinion, the only 
way it could be brought in is if it carne in with the Serres property, ifthis propertY·was 
found justifiable, so that the cost of services could be spread out over a large area. The 
proposed UGB would go to year 2020 and exact needs over the next 15 years indicate that 
there is a need for higher density areas which the nodal overlay area would address. As 
soon as land is added that is difficult to justify from a priority standpoint, the City will set 
themselves up for a remand and, over time, th.is land may be justifiable because they may 
be able to come up with a more specific study that says why they need a site to serve 
specific populations on the east side of Highway 99E. 
Councilor McCallum questioned Mr. Winterowd as to his meaning of the word 
"jeopardy". 
Mr. Winterowd stated that he has seen his role in working for the City over the past three 
years as doing his utmost to develop a plan that meets the City's local objectives and 
minimizing the risk of remand from the Land Conservation Development Commission 
without sacrificing the core values of jobs, good neighborhoods, and transportation. 
When he sees that the possibility of a 20-acre site for a School District could get the 
City's plan sent back for remand, then his tendency is to recommend against the inclusion 
of the property. With an urban growth boundary expansion, there are a multitude of 
assumptions that need to be justified and the City needs to have a little flexibility if they 
want to get approval from LCDC the first time through. 
Councilor Bjelland stated that he and Mr. Winterowd sit on the State's Urban Growth 
Boundary Amendment work group advising LCDC and the DLC on how to improve the 
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urban growth boundary amendment process to make it easier for cities to go through as 
opposed to the seven or eight years it has taken Woodburn to get through the periodic 
review process. The soils issue is a classic example of where state law dictates what 
cities can do in expanding their urban growth boundary. LCDC has to follow state law 
and any city that cannot show that it has taken every effort to use other available lands is 
leaving themself open to remand and successful overturn by parties interested in not 
seeing any expansion of urban growth boundary. Woodburn needs to be very careful in 
looking at where we would expand our urban growth boundary, and make sure that we 
are following and have done the research to justify the areas that are proposed within the 
expansion area. He stated that there are other alternatives available to the School if they 
can justify that particular location and it does not have to be part of the UGB process. 
Based on what he has heard today, he feels that the City would probably be better served 
by not including that property as part of the UGB expansion because of the issues that 
have been raised and the exposure it can create for the City. 

1600 Councilor McCallum stated that the School District will need more than 20 acres over the 
next 15 years and he hoped that barriers are not established since we need to work with 
them to assist them with their future facility needs. 
Councilor Bjelland stated that he wants to make sure that the City accommodates all of 
the potential public, private, housing, employment needs with the UGB and the school is 
a significant part based on the projected student population of this planning time frame 
and how many acres are needed to support this student population. 
Greg Winterowd stated that there is a need for affordable land for school sites. In regards 
to the process, the School District was asked about three years ago if they had a facility 
plan. The reply was that there was no clear plan available nor did they provide any clear 
projection ofland needs. S tafT then looked at the existing ratio of population of 
developed school land and used that as a placeholder number to insure that there was 
enough land. This number resulted in another 55 acres and the School District wrote a 
letter to say that they needed more land. The proposed plan before the Council would 
include 1 0& acres of residential land within the UGB to meet school needs. The problem 
is that the School does not own the land so they will need to purchase it at a higher price 
if it is in a UGB. He recommended that the Council follow Councilor McCallum's 
advice and work with the District at a later date to come lip with a facilities plan which 
can then be examined by the Council to see if there are sites within the UGB that meet 
those siting requirements. The Council would then look at the unmet need and encourage 
the District to work with some of the new landowners being proposed in this inclusion 
and then apply the criteria to determine whether the land inside the UGB will meet the 
need or perhaps it may be necessary to go to the outside. Utilizing that approach, he felt 
that the District can be successful. 
Councilor Bjelland stated that it is also necessary to see where the projected population of 
the housing will be so that the school sites can be located. This periodic review and UGB 
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expansion process will detennine where the housing population will be which will then 
dictate to a certain extent the location of the schools. 
Director Mulder stated that the City had recently received a letter from the Scpool District 

· which will be provided to the Council along with all of the other written testimony that 
came in to the· City prior to the April 20, 2005 deadline by the May 9, 2005 meeting. 
Councilor Lonergan questioned what will happen if the 20 acres is left out of the 
proposed UGB expansion area. 
Mr. Winterowd stated that the School District would then own 20 acres of agricultural 
land that they cannot build on unless or until the UGB is expanded or they found another 
site. 
4) Alternatives that provide flexibility in protecting large industrial parcels from 
subdivisions -
Mayor Figley stated that the City is trying to avoid having the unbuildable or poorly 
usable remnants ofland that exist elsewhere around the City that can accommodate the 
small fabrication or assembly operations. She shared the concern expressed by Marion 
County regarding the need for flexibility in different parcels. 
Mr. Winterowd stated that the Economic Opportunities Analysis calls for a variety of site 
sizes and some larger sites have been reserved, however, to meet the smaller site needs, 
there are a number of sites available along Highway 99E without any restrictions on 
parceling them to meet certain kinds of needs. The Southwest Industrial Reserve (SWIR) 
provides for two categories of parcels that have somewhat different functions. Category 1 
·are the three large parcels which would allow industrial parks with the largest parcel size 
required being 25 acres. Two of these parcels are located on Evergreen Road and the 
other parcel is located on Butteville Road. These sites also allow the breakdown to 
smaller parcels under the notion that there would be a master planned industrial area to 
show how a variety of industrial site needs c~:mld be met within the next one to three years 
with those three sites. Category 2 are further-away and will probably be available after 
the 3 year period since they are not shovel ready and may be dependent upon the 
construction of a south arterial. The proposed plan would have Evergreen Road 
extending to the south, Butteville Road extending to the south, and the Butteville 
overpass built which is also the south arterial roadway. Those three more flexible parcels 
in the industrial park would pay for the road extensions to serve their neighbors. Those 
sites would have a restriction against land divisions. He suggested that the City consider 
reviewing the Economic Opportunities Analysis in five years to see how growth has 
occurred and then adjust the plan accordingly. 
Councilor Bjelland stated that Oregon has a severe shortage of larger industrial sites for 
locating businesses that want to locate or expand in Oregon. If Woodburn has 25 acre or 
larger sites available, then the City has an opportunity to attract the type of industries that 
the City is looking for to locate in Woodburn. 
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2967 5) Rationale for the proposed commercial zoning on the north side of Highway 211 east 
of Highway 99E -
Director Mulder stated that there are two 1 0-acre parcels that were addressed during the 
public hearing and staff is not proposing any change on those properties. Both parcels are 
currently within the City's UGB but outside of the city limits. Currently, the parcels have 
a Comprehensive Plan designation of commercial and staff had not considered making a 
change on these properties as a part of this process. With the property owners requesting 
that the parcels be changed to residential, staff has taken another look at those parcels and 
recommends that the designation not be changed. This amendment process has already 
established that the City is constraining the amount of commercial land and the acreage 
should be retained. In regards to the location, this is the only significant area of vacant 
commercial land on the east side of the City and there would be some compatibility issues 
with the surrounding area. 
Councilor Lonergan stated that his concern was on the. third lot where the Church will be 
developing and he questioned compatibility of commercial on the west and east sides of 
this Church al~ng with the residential property across the street from the parcels. 
Director Mulder reiterated that this property has been designated as commercial for 
almost 30 years. As a part of this process, he did not do a review of each parcel 
designation but did add~ess some ofthe more obvious issues where there is inconsistency 
with existing zoning and the Comprehensive Plan designation. He also stated that the 
Church has turned in an application but it is not deemed complete as of this date. He did 
not feel that having a Church on the one parcel would have much of an affect on 
compatibility other than the continuity of commercial use. 

3570 (6) Nodal Overlay rationale -
Mr. Winterowd stated that the nodal overlay concept was an attempt to provide affordable 
home ownership opportunities based on the housing needs analysis. To be affordable, 
smaller lot sizes are necessary along with varied housing options. The nodal 
development would have a combination of somewhat higher density multiple family near 
a commercial center graduating down to the possibility of some row houses which are 
increasingly popular and then some small lot single family. The standards that have been 
developed elsewhere in the City for single family housing especially in the downtown 
area would be applied to insure a good design. The nodal overlay shows the State that the 
City is increasing density and it shows the Cotmty that there is a way to meet density 
guidelines that they proposed. He feels that including this overlay area will give the City 
a better position for acknowledgment the first time before LCDC. 
Councilor Lonergan expressed concern on including a higher density area when the City 
is already experiencing traffic problems and he sees his job as protecting the livability the 
residents have at this time. He fe lt that row housing is attractive but he is afraid of the 
transportation impact. 
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Mr. Winterowd stated that his concerns have validityt however, he disagreed with one 
comment in that if there was a development pattern with the same number of people, then 
there would be more land required and people would have to drive to a commercial area 
since they would be further out, therefore, the affect on congestion might be worse for the 
same number of people in a smaller area. 
Councilor McCallwn concurred with the point made relating to services in the area in that 
a resident could walk to since it could reduce the amount of driving depending upon the 
services within the local area. 
Councilor Bjelland stated that nodal development will not work in many parts of 
Woodburn since they do not have access to the commercial and employment 
opportunities. This particular area is adjacent to what could be a major employment base 
and would provide an opportunity for people living in that area to walk to work and be 
close to other commercial activities. 
Director Mulder stated that he had initial concerns on this proposal but agreed that this 
would be the location if it is going to work. It was also noted that the DLCD has not 
identified any flaws with this nodal overlay area. 

4762 7) Commercial-property on Highway 99E at the extreme north side-
Director Mulder stated that staff will be proposing that the area be modified to low 

, . . -. density residential and the designation is a mapping error. 
V.~-::.<j Mayor Figley stated that the proposed schedule is for staff to have an organized set of 

materials for their review at the May 9, 2005 regular meeting and then deliberations will 
.be resumed on May 23, 2005. 
Administrator Brown stated that the Council does have some time flexibility in the event 
they would like to continue their deliberations until a CO\mcil meeting in June 2005. 
Director Mulder stated that he will also be including a memo with the materials that will 
be including revisions to the Comprehensive Plan goals and policies and to the draft 
Development Ordinance amendments. 

5335 COUNCIL BILL 2569- RESOLUTION AUTHORJZING THE TRANSFER OF 
OPERATING CONTINGENCY APPROPRIATIONS DURING FISCAL YEAR 
2004-05. 
Council Bill 2569 was introduced by Councilor Sifuentez. The bill was read by title only 
since there were no objections from the Council. 
Councilor Lonergan stated that he was very familiar with the Attorney firm and felt that it 
would be to the City's benefit to have an attorney assisting with labor negotiations with 
the Police Association. He questioned the amount that was being set aside for labor 
negotiations since it seemed very low. 
Administrator Brown stated that the amount he is requesting in this resolution will be 
enough for this fiscal year and additional funds are being proposed for the next fi scal 
year. If the City goes to arbitration, then he will need to come back to the Council for 
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Woodburn Public Works 

Memo 

r?i~~) 
._, 

Toe Jim Mulder, Director- Community Development 

Frome David Torgeson, Assistant City Engineer ~ 
CC: Bob Shields, City Attorney 

1
- ' / · 

Data= April 15,2005 

Roc Response to Serres Letter dated March 23, 2006 

The Serres family owns tracts included in an area (Region 4 of the UGB Study Area 
Public Facilities Analysis) that was evaluated by Public Works, to detennine rough 
costs of providing public water, sanitary sewer, and storm· drainage. This memo 
responds to concerns the family has raised in a letter addressed to the Mayor and 
Council dated March 23, 2005. 

Water Supply 
The Serres family letter implies that two wells on their property could be used as part 
of the City water supply system. With the development of a water treatment system 
for the City the Serres wells would have to be piped to the treatment plant on Parr 
Road or National Way for treatment before being put into the distribution system as 
drinking water. Piping for this connection of wells to treatment plant would be 
prohibitively costly. 

The Serres family provided well logs for the two wells in their March 8, 2005 letter 
and review of these logs has determined that the wells are not constructed to city 
standards which call for a gravel packed screened well with cement grout seal to just 
above the level from which the water is drawn. The wells on the Serres property are 
perforated casing with no gravel pack and the seal was done with dirt and cement 
and only goes approximately 20 feet below the surface. Given the heavy agricultural 
use of the property over the years since the wells were constructed and the 
inadequate well seal, there is a real potential that hazardous agricultural chemicals 
could have contaminated the wells. 

Wells on the east side of the city have higher concentrations of arsenic as well. The 
two city wells on the east side have arsenic concentrations of 12 and 13 parts per 
billion (ppb)_ The well at McClaren School, according to data on the State or Oregon 

Volume 

Page 

5 
537 



Health Division Drinking Water Program website, has an arsenic concentration of 19 
ppb. The new federal standard for arsenic that is effective in January 2006 is 1 0 ppb. 
This new limit is one of the reasons the city is proceeding with water treatment 
facilities. Given the location of the Serres wells in the same general area there is a .-.. -.·,, 
strong possibility that their wells have arsenic levels above what will be the new 
federal standard. Again if the arsenic concentration is consistent with other wells on 
the east side of the city, treatment would be required and as discussed above such 
costs are prohibitive. · 

The contention that wells on the Serres property could become part of the City 
drinking water distribution system is not supported by the information stated above. 

Water Distribution System 
The letter indicates that a six-inch line is available at the west edge of the Serres 
ownership. This line does not have capacity for further expansion of service area, 
and will not have sufficient capacity to supply demands when Serres property is 
developed. 

Sanitary Sewer System 
The letter assumes that adequate gravity service is available to the Serres property. 
This is not true. Only a small part of the property could be drained by gravity to the 
Greenview Sewer Pump Station, which has not been designed for expanded service 
area. (A major upgrade in the existing pressure force main at Greenview will be 
needed if additional flow is to be handled.) The configuration of the receiving works at 
the treatment plant necessitates that all sewage be pumped to that point. 
Development of any part of the Serres property will require either a new sewer pump , ... 
station and dedicated force main delivering to the treatment plant, or extensive :::>::;::: 
modifications to the existing collection system. The costs developed by Public Works 
considered the former case. 

Storm Drainage 
The study methodology simplified the storm drainage system. In theory, all runoff 
from a 100-year storm was conveyed to a single disd1arge point. The pipe required 
to convey this flow served as the basis for estimating cost to serve. The Serres letter 
is correct that landforms and phasing of development will likely result in several 
pipes, rather than the one large pipe. Additional factors (like detention of runoff), 
beyond the scope of the Public Facilities Plan, may also influence future decisions 
about location, size, and cost of drainage facilities. 

Methodology 

An outline of the approach that Public Works used to generate the estimated costs of 
infrastructure for all UGB expansion areas is attached. Area 4, which contains the 
Serres tract, was evaluated in the same fashion as all other Areas. 
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Conclusion 
The analysis of the· 8 subregions of the study area for UGB expansion was 
conducted to provide a planning level (as opposed to a precise engineering design 
level) comparison of the estimated public facility costs of expanding the UGB into 
each subregion. This analysis was conducted using the attached methodology. This 
methodology was uniformly applied to each subregion. The analysis of Region 4 
using this methodology is accurate. The Serres letter analyzes facilities at a greater 

· level of detail than was contemplated within the methodology used for all the other 
· subregions. E;:ven when this greater level of detail is applied to Region 4, the 
comparative condusions of the Public Facilities Analysis remain accurate. 
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Stonn Sewer 

All areas: 0.5 cubic feet per second (cfs) per acre This empirical value was applied uniformly, 
regardless of projected land use, because little difference was discemable between . runoff 
factors in conditions of a design storm. 

Discharge from subareas larger than -150 acres were analyzed as Primary Drainage ways, in 
accordance with definitions from the Stann Drainage Master Plan (SDMP). Areas greater than 
50, but less than 150 acres were described as Secondary Drainage ways. The SDMP instr\.lctS 
that conveyance systems for Primary Drainage ways accommodate runoff from 1 00-year event. 
Secondary Drainage ways are designed for ~year eventS. The sizes of piJ)es were determined 
based upon their estimated slope and approximate design runoff for the tributary subarea. 

9. The estimates considered that planning has already been made for some major infrastructure projects 
(mostly within the current Service Areas, and shown in a frve-year plan called Capital Improvement 
Program, or "CIP'). Calculations wer:e performed assuming that water, sanitary sewer, and storm 
drainage Capital Improvement Projects shown in the budget for fiscal year 2004-20005 were 
accomplished before any of these expansion projects were under taken. 

10. Some infrastructure elements within the existing UGB would need upgrading to serve incfMdual 
expansion subareas. Some of these improvements were not included in the CIP. Where additional 
improvements were necessary to existing systems situated within the existing service limits, the cost of 
improvements was estimated by application of historic construction cost records. These costs were 
added to other cost elements related to provision of service within each subarea. lnduded were water 
booster stations and sanitary sewer pump stations whose locations and sizes are shown on work maps 
that were prepared in course of the wof1(. 
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S.A.P. 
EVALUATION OF WATER REQUIREMENTS FOR UGB INCREASE 

RESIOENTAL COMMERCUUANOUS~ TOTAL 
AVERAGE MAXIMUM AVERAGE MAXIMUM RES 

PROP RES COMM/INO DO DO DO DO FIRE FLOW 
ZONE AC ACREAGE 1315.4GPDIAC 5130.2gpd/AC 381.9gpd/AC 1489.-'gpd/AC (2 HRS) 

1 362 239 476,1 75 1,857,132 92,995 355,967 1,.977, 13:2 
2 436 2 14 573, 514 2,236,767 83,267 318,73:2 2,356,767 
3 100 234 131,540 513,020 91 ,049 348,520 633,020 
4 343 0 451,182 1,759,659 0 0 1,879,659 
5 0 431 0 0 167,702 641,931 0 
6 189 0 248,611 969,608 0 0 1,089,608 
7 382 128 502, 483 1,959,736 49,805 190,643 2,079,736 
8 457 296 601,138 2,344,501 115,174 440,862 2,484,501 

SUB--TOTAl 2,269 1,542 2.984,643 11,640,424 599,992 2,296,655 12,..aQ.-424 

NOTE: Phase Ill of WTP bui ld out Wl ll have producible product of 10.8 MG_O and 6.1 MG storage. 

Original Date Thur. March 18, 20().4 
Print tv' """:~e 4/13/200511 :15 AM 

TOTAL 
CO Mil NO TOTAL 

FIRE FLOW MOO 
(2 HRS) WIFF 

955,967 2,933,099 
918,73:2 3.275.499-
S48,520 1,581 ,540 

0 1,879,659 

1.24 1,931 1,241,931 
0 1,089,608 

790,643 2,870,380 
1,040.862 3.505.364 

5.896,655 18,377,079 
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STORM DRAIN COST ANALYSIS OF EXJCNOEO BOUNQAR!ES BY REGION 

RESIDENTAL COMllNO 
SO COST SO COST TOTAL TOTAL 

PROP RES COMMilND PER PER RESIOENTAL COM/1NO TOTAL 
ZONE AC ACREAGE AC AC COST COST 

362 239 S7,800.00 $3,600.00 $2,823,600.00 $860,400.00 $3,684,000.00 
2 436 21 4 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 $3,400,800.00 sno,400.oo $4,171,200.00 
3 100 234 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 $780,000.00 $8-42,400.00 $1,622,400.00 
4 343 0 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 $2,675,400.00 $0.00 $2,675,400.00 
5 0 431 $7,800.00 $3,600.00 $0.00 $1,551,600.00 $1,551 ,600.00 
6 189 0 S7. 800.00 $3,600.00 $1 ,474.200.00 $0.00 $1,474,200.00 
7 382 128 S7,800.00 $3,600.00 $2,979,600.00 $460,800.00 $3,440,400.00 
8 457 296 S?.BOO.OO $3,600.00 $3,564,600.00 $1 ,065,600.00 $4,630,200.00 

SUS-TOT At 2. 269 1. 542 $17,698,200.00 $5,551 ,200.00 $23,249,400.00 

NOTE Cost per acre are based upon SOC Recipt history. 

~<: 
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(D 

1~/~ Original Date Thur. March 18, 2004 
Printed Date 4/13/200511:15 AM 

Q (ct.) 

BASED ON 
0.5 CFSJAC 

300.5 
325 
167 

171 .5 
215.5 
94.5 
255 

376.5 
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ZONE 

2 
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SUS-TOT A.1. 

RES 
AC 

362 
436 
100 
343 

0 
189 
382 
457 

2.269 

Page 3 of 5 

SANITARY SEWI;R COST ANALYSIS OF EXTENDED BOUNDABJES BY REGION 

RESIDENTAL CO Mil NO 
SD COST SO COST TOTAL TOTAL 

COM Mil NO PER PER RESIDENTAL COMJINO TOTAL 
ACREAGE AC AC COST COST 

. 
239 S1 0,800.00 $5,000.00 $3,909,600.00 $1 ,195,000.00 $5,104,600.00 
214 $1 0,800.00 $5,000.00 $4,708,800.00 $1 ,070,000.00 S5. ns.soo.oo 
234 $ 10,800.00 $5,000.00 $1 ,080,000.00 $1 ,170,000.00 $2,250,000.00 
0 s 10.800.00 $5,000.00 $3,704,400.00 $0.00 $3,704,400.00 

431 s 10.800.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 $2,155,000.00 $2,155,000.00 
0 S10.800.00 SS,OOO.OO $2,041,200.00 $0.00 $2,041 ,200.00 

128 $ 10.800.00 $5,000.00 $4, 125,600.00 $640,000.00 $4,765,600.00 
296 $ 10.80000 $5,000.00 $4,935,600.00 $1 ,480,000.00 $6,415,600.00 

1.542 $24,505,200.00 $7,710.000.00 $32,215,200.00 

NOTE Cost Pef acre are based upon SOC Recipt history. 

Original Date Thur. March 18, 2004 
Print6d r "·:::; ~/131200511: 15 AM 

i) 
"'l'. 



PROP 
ZONE 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
8 

SUB-TOTAl. 

"t1~ 
~ 0 

(1Q -~ ::::: 

3 
~ 

I£F 

RES COMMliND 
AC ACREAGE 

362 239 
436 214 
100 234 
343 0 

0 43 1 
189 0 
382 128 
45 7 296 

2.269 1.542 
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SAN IT ABY SEWER FLOW RATES BY REGION 

RES! DENTAL 
FLOW 
Rate 

'1l20 GPO/AC 

514,040 
619,120 
142,000 
487,060 

0 
268,380 
542,440 
6-48.940 

3.221,980 

CO Mil NO TOTAL 
FLOW FLOW 
R..te TOPOC 

700 GPO/AC PER DAY 

167,300 681,340 
149,800 768,920 
163,800 305.800 

0 487,060 
301,700 301,700 

0 268,380 
89,600 632,040 

207,200 856,140 

1,079,400 4,301,380 

Original Date Thur. March 18, 2004 
Printed Date 4/131200511 :15 AM 

CFS 

1.05 
1.19 
0.47 
0.75 
0.47 
0.42 
0 .98 
1.32 

6.66 
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WATER SUPPLY COST ANALYSIS OF EXTENDED BOUNOABJES BY REGION 

RESIDENTAL COMIINO 
SO COST SO COST TOTAL TOTAL 

PROP RES COMMIIND PER PER RESJDENTAL COMnND TOTAL 
ZONE AC ACREAGE AC AC COST COST 

1 362 239 59,000.00 . $5,100.00 $3,258,000.00 '$1,218,900.00 $4,<476,900.00 
2 436 214 S9,000.00 $5,100.00 $3,924,000.00 $1,091,400.00 $5,015,400.00 
3 100 234 S9.000. 00 $5,100.00 $900,000.00 $1,193,400.00 $2,093,400.00 
4 343 0 S9.000.00 $5,1 00.00 $3,087,000.00 $0.00 $3,087,000.00 
5 0 431 S9 .000.00 $5,100.00 $0.00 $2,198,100.00 $2,198,100.00 
6 189 0 S9.000.00 $5,100.00 $1 ,701 ,000.00 $0.00 $1,701,000.00 
7 382 128 S9,000.00 $5,100.00 $3,438,000.00 $652,800.00 $4,090,800.00 
8 457 296 S9.000.00 $5,100.00 $4,113,000.00 $1,509,600.00 $5,622,600.00 

SUS-TOTAL 2.269 1,542 $20,421,000.00 $7,864,200.00 $28,285.200.00 

NOTE Cost per acre are based upon SOC Recipt history. 

Original Date Thur. March 18, 2004 
Printed r -~::_','131200511 :15 AM 
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REGION No.7 

GENERAL: 

REVISEJ> 
JlJNE 3, 2004 

•. Approximately 379 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region is di vided 
into 285 AC of Residential and 94 AC of Commercial/Industrial. 

e Flow mtcs for water; sewer and storm distribution and collection systems arc 
based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land usc and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates. 

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions: 
• The analysis is based on all CIP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION .SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system will require extension of the existing distribution 

system by approximately 6100 LF of 12· inch dia. main looped at a cost of 
$700,000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour tire 
durations (2.3 MOD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $3.0 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• This region will require construction of 1000 LF of new gravity sewer line to 

connect to the existing system at the South end of Harvard St. at a cost of 
$80,000. 

• The existing gravity collection system at Harvard St. would require being upsized 
for approximately 3300 LF to 1-5 pump station at an estimated cost of $250,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $3 .5 million and wi ll generate an 
approximate load of 0.7 cfs. 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i .e. current 2004 service area) wi ll support 
the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• A new collection system would connect to the ex isting sys tem on the West enu of 

Parr Rd. and require upsizing the existing collector to 11 42-inch dia. line nt n cost 
of $200,00, approx imately 190 cfs. 

• Est ima ted new collections systems cost is $2 .5 mill ion . 
• Analys is indicates the ex isting system (i.e. current 2004 se rvice urea) will support 

the improvements , estimated costs arc shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTI MATE SUMMAR Y: 
Wnter Improvements 
Sun itary Sewer 
Stann Sewer 

Totnl 

$ 3.700.000 
$ 3.830.000 
$ 2.700.000 
$ 10.230.000 Volume 5 
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REGION No.8 
IU:VISED A.REA 

JUNE 3. 2004 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately 213 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region is divided 

into 17 AC of Residential and 196 AC of Commercial/ Industrial. 
• Flow rates for water~ sewer and storm distribution and collection systems arc 

based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plan 
consumptionlcontri but ion rates. 

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all CIP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTR1BUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system can be looped to the adjacent existing system without 

requiring any-additional distribution line between systems. 
• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 

durations ( 1.1 MGD). 
• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is S 1.2 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• A new collection system would connect to the existing system on the West end .of ::(>: 

S. Woodland Ave. floWing to l-5 pump station. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $1.2 million and will generate an 

approximate load of 0.25 cfs. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage appears adequate to handle outfaJl(s) to both fingers of SenccaJ · 

Cr. to service this area. Approximately 110 cfs. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $838,000. 
• Analysis ind icates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 se rvice area) will support 

the improv,ements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 

Volurne 
Page 

Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Stann Sewer 

Total 

5 

$1,200,000 
$1.200,000 
$838,000 
$3,238 ,000 



REGION No. 1 
GENERAL: 

REVISED AREA 
AUGUST 2,2004 

• Approximately 155 AC total area. For evaluation purposes, this region wa.s 
divided into 155 AC of Residential and 0 AC of Commercial/Industrial. 

• Flow rates for water~ sewer and storm distribution and collection systems are 
based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates. 

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all CIP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system can be looped to the adjacent existing system without 

requiring any additional distribution line between systems. 
• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 

durations (0.92 MGD). 
• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is S 1.40 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• A new collection system would connect to the existing system on the West end of 

r ': :\ S. Woodland Ave. flowing to 1-5 pump station. 
1 

,< :?,:i • Existing collector would require upsizing to a 24-inch dia. line at a cost of 
$250,00. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $1.67 million and will generate an 
approximate load of0.35 cfs. 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 
the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage appears adequate to handle outfall(s) to both fingers of Senecal 

Cr. to service this area, approximate 77 .5 cfs . 
• Estimated new col lections systems cost is $1 .21 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing sys tem (i .e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Wnter Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

$1,400,000 
$1,670,000 
$1.2 10,000 
$4,280,000 

Volume 

Page 

5 
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ltEGION No.2 
GENERAL: 

ltEVISEI> AltEA 
AlJGlJST 2,i004 

• Approximately 257 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region was 
divided into 255 AC of Residential and 2 AC ofCommerciaVIndustrial. 

• Flow rates for water; sewer and stonn distribution and collection systems are 
based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plan 
consumptionlcontribut.ion rates. 

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all CJP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system will require extension of the extstmg distribution 

system by approximately 1300LF of 12-inch dia. main looped to the adjacent 
existing system at a cost of $180,000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour tire 
durations ( 1.1 MGD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $1 .31 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• This region would require construction of a new gravity system to connect to the 

existing system at the North end of Boones Ferry Rd. 
• From the Boones Ferry Rd. connection point, approximately 4000 LF of collector 

will have to upsized to the Goose Cr. connection of the parallel westerly reliever 
at a cost of $500,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $1 .29 million and will generate an 
approximate load of0.28 cfs 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 
the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage appears adequate to handle outfall(s) to upper Mill Cr. to service 

this area, npproximntely 128 c fs . 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $930,000. 
• Analys is indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs arc shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUM MARY: 
Water Improvements 
San itary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 
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.~ 1,490,000 
$ 1.790,000 
$_9JQlQQQ 
$4 .2 10,000 



REGION No.3 
GENERAL: 

IU~VISEI> AREA 
AUGUST 2,2004 

• Approximately 13 AC total area. ror evaluation purposes this region was divided 
into 0 AC of Residential and 13 AC ofCommerciaVIndustrial. 

• Flow rates for water; sewer and stonn distribution and collection systems are 
based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates . 

• When and where pract ical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed region's . 
• The analysis is bruied on all CIP projects, identified in the. current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system will require extension of the existing distribution 

system by approximately 400LF of 12-inch dia. main looped to the adjacent 
existing system at a cost of $60,000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
durations (0.74 MGD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $66,000. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) wil1 support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• This region would require construction of a new gravity system to connect to the 

existing system at Industrial Pump Station on Industrial Way at a cost of 
$100,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $65,000 and will generate an 
approximate load of 0.01 cfs. 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 
the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage is adequate to handle outfall. The region would require 

construction of approx imately 700 LF storm sewer conveyance sys tem, Easterl y 
to the natural drainage at a cost of $75,000 approximately 6.5 cfs. 

• Estimated "ew collections systems cost is $47 ,000. 
• Analys is indicates the ex isting system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, es timated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
San itary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

$ 126,000 
$ 165,000 
$..122 .000 
$ 4 I 3,000 

Volume 5 
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REGION No.6 
GENERAL: 

REV ISEI> AREA 
AlJGlJST 2,2004 

• Approximately 34 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region was assigned 
into 21 AC of Residential and 13 AC CommerciaVIndustrial. 

• Flow rates for water; sewer and storm distribution and collection systems are 
based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates. · 

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
syste~. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed region·s .. 
• The analysis is based on all CIP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system will require extension of the ex1stmg distribution 

system by approximately 500 LF of J 2-inch dia. main looped at a cost of 
$600,000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
durations (0.23 MOD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $260,000. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• This region will require construction of a new lift station along the Southerly 

finger of Mill Cr. and behind Shalimar trailer park at a cost of$350,000. 
• The new lift station would then require a new force main of approximately 1800 

LF to connect to the existing gravity collection system at Bridlewood Ln. and 
Brown St. at an estimated cost of $250,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $290,000 and will generate an 
approximate load of0.06 cfs. 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 
the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage appears adequate to handle outfall(s) to South Mill Cr. to service 

this area, approximately 17 cfs. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $210,000. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i .e. current 2004 service area) wi ll support 

the improvements, estimated costs arc shown below in the summary. 

COST EST IMATE SUMMARY· 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 
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$ 860,000 
$ 890,000 
$1_1_0...Q9.Q 
$ 1,960,000 
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I~EG ION No. I 

OENERAL: 
• Approximately 600 AC total urea. For evaluation purposes. this region was 

divided into 360 AC of Residential and 240 AC of Commercial/Industrial. 
• Flow rates for water; sewer and storm distribution and collection systems arc 

based on zoning densities appropriate to the nssigned land use and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates. 

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all CIP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system can be looped to the adjacent existing system without 

requiring any additional distribution line between systems. 
• Flow rates . were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 

durations (2.93 MGD). 
• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $4.48 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• This region would be expected to require construction of a new lift station in the 

Northern most point at an estimated cost of $600,000. 
• The new lift station would then require a new force main of approximately 3200 

LF to connect to the existing gravity collection system on King Way at an 
estimated cost of $400,000. · 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $5 .10 million and will generate an 
approximate load of I .05 cfs. 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i .e. current 2004 service area) will support 
the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage appears adequate to handle outfall(s) to both fingers of Senecal 

Cr. to service this area, approximate 300 cfs. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $4 .17 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs arc shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUM MARY : 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

$4,480.000 
$6,100,000 
$4,170,000 
s 14 .700.000 
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REGION No.2 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately 650 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region was 

divided into 440 AC of Residential and 210 AC of CommerciaVlndustrial. 
• Flow rates for water; sewer and stonn distribution and collection systems arc 

based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land usc and Muster Plan 
consumption/contribution rates. · . 

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all CIP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system will require extension of the existing distribution 

system by approximately 1300LF of 1 2-inch dia. main looped to the adjacent 
existing system at a cost of$ 1 80.000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour tire 
durations (3.3 MGD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $5.02 million. 
• . Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 se..Vice area) will support 

the improvements. estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• This region would require construction of a new gravity system to connect to the 

existing system at the North end of Boones Ferry Rd. 
• From the Boones Ferry Rd. connection poin~ approximately 4000 LF of collector 

will have to upsized to the Goose Cr. connection of the parallel westerly reliever 
at a cost of $500,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $5.78 million and will generate an 
approximate load of 1.19 cfs 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 
the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage appears adequate to handle outfall(s) to upper Mill Cr. to service 

this area, approximately 325 cfs. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $4.17 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements. estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Stonn Sewer 

Total 
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$ 5,200.000 
$ 6.280.000 
$ 4,170,000 
s 1 5,650,000 
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REGION No.3 

GENERAL; 
• Approximately 334 AC total area. For .evaluation purposes this region was 

divided into I 00 AC of Residential and 234 AC of CommerciaJ/Industrial. 
• Flow rates for water; sewer and stonn distribution and collection systems arc 

based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates. 

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all CIP projects. identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system wi-ll require extension of the existing distribution 

system by approximately 400LF of t 2-inch dia. main looped to the adjacent 
exi.sting system at a cost of $60,000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
durations (1.6 MOD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $2.09 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• This region would require construction of a new gravity system to connect to the 

::~}:h existing system at Industrial Pump Station on Industrial Way. 
~;- • From the connection point, approximately 450 LF of collector will have to 

upsized to the Industrial Way Pump Station at a cost of$100,000. 
a Estimated new collections systems cost is $2.25 million and will generate an 

approximate load of0.5 cfs. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage is adequate to handle outfall of only a small portion to upper 

Mill Cr. The bulk of the region would require construction of approximately 3500 
LF of 78-inch din. pipeline Easterly to the Pudding Ri ve r nt a cost of $1.3 million. 
approximately 16 7 cfs. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $1.62 mil lion. 
• Analysis indicates the existi ng system (i .e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, es tim ated cos ts are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Stonn Sewer 

Total 

$ 2,150.000 
$ 2,350.000 
s 2.920.000 
$ 7.420.000 
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I~EGION No.4 

OENERAI .: 
• Approximately 343 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this reg1on was 

determined to be all Residential and no CommerciaVIndustrial. 
• Flow rates for water; sewer and stonn distribution and collection systems arc 

hased on 1.0ning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plan 
consumptiorJcontribution rates. 

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all CIP projects, identified in the c\Jrrent Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM; 
• A new distribution system will require extension of the existing distribution 

system by approximately II OOLF of 12-inch dia. main looped to the adjacent 
existing system at a cost of S 154,000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour tire 
durations ( 1.88 MOD). 

• Estimated cost of conStruction of distribution infrastructure is $3.1 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• This region would require construction of a new lift station, off Hwy. 211 then a 

5000 LF of force main to the WWTP at a cost of $1.5 million. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $3.70 million and will generate an 

approximate load of0.75 cfs. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 
- . .. ...-..,... .. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage is inadequate to handle outfall. Runoff would, therefore, require 

construction of approximately 3500 LF of 78-inch dia. pipeline Easterly to the 
Pudding River at a cost of S 1.3 million, approximately 170 cfs. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is S2.68 mill ion. 
• Analys is indicates the exi sting system (i .e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SU MMARY : 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 
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$ 3.240,000 
s 5.200,000 
$ 5,000.000 
$13.440,000 



REGION No.5 

GENERAL: 
• Approximately 430 AC tolal area. For evaluation purposes this rcgaon wns 

assigned into 430 AC of Commercial/Industrial and no Residential. 
• Flow rates for water; sewer and storm distribution and collection systems arc 

based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates. 

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on ull Cl P projects, idcnti fled in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system will require extension of the existing distribution 

system by approximately 3600LF of l ~-inch dia. main looped at a cost of 
$500,000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
durations ( 1.24 MOD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastruc~ is $2.20 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• This region will require construction of a new lift station in the Northwest corner 

of the region at an estimated cost of $350,000. 
• . The new lift station would then require a new force main of approximately 4800 

LF to connect to the existing gravity collection system at the Mill Cr. trunk line 
off of Cleveland St. at an estimated cost of $750,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $2.16 million and will generate an 
approximate load of0.50 cfs.: 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 
the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage is inadequate to handle outfall. RunofT, therefore, requires 

construction of approximately 4500 LF of 84-inch dia. pipeline Easterly to the 
Pudding River at a cost of S2.0 million, approximately 216 cfs. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $1.55 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existi ng system (i .e. current 2004 serv ice area) wil l support 

the improvements, estimated cos ts arc shown below in the summary. 

Cost Esti mate Summury: 
Water Improvements 
Sani tary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

l otul 

$ 2.700.000 
$ 3,260,000 
$ 3.150.000 
$ <J.II 0.000 
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REGION No.6 

GENERAL: 
• Approx imatcly 190 AC towl area. For evaluation purpose$ this rcg10n was 

assigned into 190 AC of Residential and no Commercial/Industrial. 
• Flow rates for water; sewer and storm distribution and collection systems are 

based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates. 

• When and where practical topographic geography was considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all CIP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMi 
• A new distribution system will require extension of the existing distribution 

system by approximately 5000LF of 12-inch dia. main looped at a cost of 
$600,000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
durations (1.09 MOD). · 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is S 1.7 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• This region will require construction of a new lift station along the Southerly 

finger of Mill Cr. and behind Shalimar trailer park at a cost of $350,000. 
• The new lift station would then require a new force main of approximately 1800 

LF to connect to the existing gravity collection system at Bridlewood Ln. and 
Brown St. at an estimated cost of $250,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost. is $2.04 million and will generate an 
approximate load of 0.40 cfs. 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i .e. current 2004 service area) will support 
the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage appears adequate to handle outfall(s) to South Mill Cr. to service 

this area, approximately 95 cfs. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost isS 1.47 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i .e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, est imated costs are shown be low in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY: 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Stonn Sewer 

Total 
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s 2,300,000 
s 2,640,000 
$ I ,470,000 
s 6,4 10,000 
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I~EGION No.7 
GENERAL; 

• Approximately 510 AC total area. For evaluation purposes this region wus 
divided into 380 AC of ResidcntiaJ and IJO AC of CommerciaJ/ IndustriaJ. 

• Flow rates for wntcr~ sewer and stonn distribution and collection systems urc 
based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates. 

• When and where pructicul topographic geography was considered m gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of othyr proposed regions. 
• . The analysis is based on all CIP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system will require extension of the existing distribution 

system by approximately 6100 LF of I 2-inch dia. main looped at a cost of 
$700,000. 

• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2-hour fire 
. durations (2.87 MOD). 

• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructwe is $4.1 million. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• This region will require construction of 1000 LF of new gravity sewer line to 

connect to the existing system at the South end of Harvard St. at a cost of 
$80,000 . 

• The existing gravity collection system at Harvard St. would require being upsized 
for approximately 3300 LF to l-5 pump station at an estimated cost of $250,000. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $4.77 million and will generate an 
approximate load of 1.0 cfs. 

• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 
the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• A new collection system would connect to the existing system on the West end of 

Parr Rd. and require upsizing the existing collector to a 42-inch dia. line at a cost 
of $200,00, approximately 255 cfs. 

• Estimated new collections systems cost is $3.44 million. 
• Analysis indicates lhc existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY : 
Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Storm Sewer 

Total 

$ 4.790,000 
$ 5. 100.000 
$ 3,640,000 
$13.530,000 

Volume 
5 

Page 559-
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RECJON No.8 

GENERAL; 
• Approximately 750 AC totitl urea. For evaluation ·purposes this region was 

divided into 457 AC of Residential and 296 AC of CommerciaVIndustrial. 
• Flow rates for water; sewer and storm distribution and collection systems arc 

· based on zoning densities appropriate to the assigned land use and Master Plan 
consumption/contribution rates. 

• When and where practical topographic geography wns considered in gravity 
systems. 

• This region was analyzed independent of other proposed regions. 
• The analysis is based on all CIP projects, identified in the current Master Plan 

Documents, have been completed. 

WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM: 
• A new distribution system can be looped to the adjacent existing system without 

requiring any additional distribution line between systems. 
• Flow rates were based upon Master Plan use rates per capita and 2·hour tire 

durations (3.5 MOD). 
• Estimated cost of construction of distribution infrastructure is $5.62 million. 
• Analysis indicate$ the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM: 
• A new ·collection system would connect to the existing system on the West end of 

S. Woodland Ave. flowing to 1-5 pump station. 
• Existing collector would require upsizfng to a 24-inch dia. line at a cost of 

$250,00. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $6.42 million and will generate an 

approximate load of 1.32 cfs. 
• Analysis indicates the existing system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improvements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

STORM SEWER SYSTEM: 
• Natural drainage appears adequate to handle outfall(s) to both fingers of Senecal 

Cr. to service this area. Approximately 375 cfs. 
• Estimated new collections systems cost is $4.63 million. 
• Analys is indicates the existi ng system (i.e. current 2004 service area) will support 

the improv.ements, estimated costs are shown below in the summary. 

COST ESTIM ATE SUMMARY: 
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Water Improvements 
Sanitary Sewer 
Stann Sewer 

Total 

$ 5,620,000 
$6 .670.000 
$4,6)0,000 
$1 6,920,000 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Jim Mulder, Conununity Development Director 

From: Greg Winterowd; Jesse Winterowd 

Date: May,2005 (OMMUNITY 
RESOURCE 
PLANNING Re: Response to Written Comments to Woodburn City Council 

This Memorandum responds to issues raised before the City Council on or before 
April 20, 2005, when the Council closed the hearing record regarding the 2005 
legislative plan and code amendment package. This letter is intended to complement 
your letters to the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) and 
the Marion County Community Development Department (County). 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

B-63 Darlene Mahan ( 4/22/05) .......... ........................................................................................ 1 
B-68 Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) (3/18/05) ..... ................. 2 
B-69 Marion Cotu:lty (3/21 /05) .................................................................................. ...... ........... 3 
B-77, B-1 01 Serres Family (3/23/05 and 4/19/05) ........................ ...................................... .. .. .4 
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B-88, B-112 Sharabarin Property (3/28/05 and 4/20/05) .. ....................................................... 6 
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B-63 Darlene Mahan ( 4/22/05) 

In a petition dated February 4, 2004, Southwest Industrial Reserve (SWIR) property owners 
expressed their opposition to master planning, minimum employee, transportation planning, and 
minimum lot size requirements. The petition notes that area property owners have held title to 
their property since the 1960s and "are qu ite capable of deciding who and how we will dispose 
land." ' 
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Except for Opus Northwest (which has contracted to purchase land from Ms. Mahan), none of 
the property owners had contacted City staff prior to signing the petition. Since this petition was 
filed with the City, it is our understanding that SWIR property owners have held internal 
meetings and now understand that their land cannot be justified for inclusion within the 
Woodburn UGB unless suitable sites are reserved for employment categories identified in the 
Economic Opportunities Analysis. 

Retention of large sites within the SWlR for targeted firms - because they are flat, serviceable 
and accessible to I-5- are critical to the success of Woodburn's Economic Development 
Strategy. It is our understanding that SWIR property owners now realize that the City can 
provide urban services to their property only if their land is included with the UGB and 
protected for targeted employment through SWIR policies. 

Ms. Mahan is the owner ofDarma Real Estate, the company that is selling its property to 
Opus Northwest. In a separate February 16, 2005 letter, Ms. Mahan wonders why her 
triangular-shaped 11.79 property located east ofl-5 and west ofButteville Road (at the west 
terminus ofParr Road) was not included with the proposed UGB. Ms. Mahan's 11.75-acre 
property is irregularly shaped and comprised of a combination of Class II and III agricultural 
soils. 

It should be noted that the 2005 Woodburn Transportation System Plan (TSP) calls for the 
improvement ofButteville Road to arterial street status to the point where it intersects with the 
plarmed South Arterial. The TSP also calls for the closure of Parr Road before it intersects 
with Butteville Road, thus limiting access to this 11.75-acre parcel, thus limiting access to this 
parcel in the long-term. As noted in the 2005 UGB Justification Report, development of Ms. 
Mahan's property would not meet a specific site need that cannot be met within the existing or 
proposed UGB. 

Recommendation 
No changes are recommended to the UGB as a result ofthe property owner 
petition or Ms. Mahan's letter. Darma Real Estate's 11.75-acre parcel is not 
recommended for inclusion within the Woodburn UGB because the City's long­
term employment needs can be better met on other sites within the existing or 
proposed UGB. As noted below, changes are recommended in the location of the 
UGB as a result of comments received from DLCD, Marion County, 1000 
Friends and the Oregon Department of Agriculture. 

B-68 Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) (3/18/05) 

Included in the Council 's packet is a draft response to comments raised by Geoff Crook, 
W illamette Valley Regional Representative for DLCD . Mr. Crook's letter is thoughtful and 
well -documented. It is also generally supporti ve of the Planning Commission's recommended 
Comprehensive Plan and Woodburn Development Ordinance (WD O) amendment package. 

Recommendation 
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The revised package before the Council includes changes that respond to most of 
the technical issues raised in his March 18, 2005 letter. In particular: 

• The recommended UGB now excludes a parcel with primarily Class II 
soils west of ButteviUe Road and includes a parcel with primarily Class III 
soils south of Parr Road. 

• Class I agricultural soils on the golf course site north of the UGB are 
recommended for removal. 

• SWIR minimum lot size tables have been revised to be fully consistent 
with the site suitability tables prepared by ECONorthwest. 

• The UGB Justification Report has been revised to correct internal 
consistency issues. 

• Industrial sites within the UGB that are immediately serviceable have 
been described and mapped. 

• Substantial changes have been made to the draft Public Facilities. Plan. 
• Minor changes have been made to the draft Transportation· Systems Plan 

and implementing WDO provisions. 

B-69 Marion County (3/21105) 

Included in the Col!ncil's packet is a draft response to comments raised by Les Sasaki, Marion 
County Senior Planner. Mr. Sasaki's letter also is thoughtful and generally supportive of the 
Planning Commission's recommended Comprehensive" Plan and WDO amendment package. 

Recommendation 
The revised package before the Council includes changes that respond to most of 
the issues raised in his March 18, 2005 letter. In particular: 

• The recommended UGB now excludes a parcel with primarily Class II 
soils west ofButteville Road and includes a parcel with primarily Class III 
soils south of ~arr Road. 

• 

• 

• 

SWIR minimum lot size tables have been r evised to make it clear that two 
large sites located adjacent to the UGB are may be divided into a range of 
lot sizes consistent with the site suitability tables prepared by 
ECONorthwest. 
The Buildable Lands Inventory, Housing Needs Analysis and UGB 
Justification Report has been revised to clarify methods and results of the 
land needs assessment. 
City and County planning staff have reached tentative agreement on 
revisions to the Urban Growth Management Agreement. 
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B-77, B-101 Serres Family (3/23/05 and 4/19/05) 

In Exhibits B-77 and B-1 01 , several members of the Serres family and their consultant, Jeff 
Tross, present their case to include the Serres family farm into the Woodburn UGB. Other 
exhibits include supportive comments from Highway 99E business owners. 

The Serres family owns property to the Pudding River- both inside and beyond Study Area 4 
(East)- and has requested that all of their family property be included within the UGB. 
However, the Serres Tract within Study Area 4 (East) includes 10 parcels comprising 204 acres. 
The Serres family believes that their land is best suited for high-end residential and park use. 
They go on to suggest that agricultural land west of Boones Ferry Road and south of Crosby 
Road (the Fessler property east of 1-5), should be removed to allow inclusion of the Serres Tract. 

In Exhibit B-101, members ofthe Serres family are highly critical of the Public Works 
Department planning level analysis that led to Winterbrook's conclusion that service costs are 
considerably higher for Study Area 4 (East) than most of the other seven study areas. They also 
criticize aspects of Winterbrook' s Economic, Social, Environmental and Energy (ESEE) analysis 
that outlines the benefits and limitations of each study area. 

As discussed at the Council's April25, 2005 public hearing, the Public Works Department 
stands by the basic conclusions reached in its analysis of relative public facilities costs. Study 
Area 2 is expensive to serve when compared with most other study areas. Winterbrook will :' 
amend the ESEE analysis to recognize more of the positive economic, social and energy 
consequences (potential high end home sites, potential linear nature parks along the Pudding 
River and its tributaries, and proximity to Highway 99E businesses) associated with inclusion of 
the Serres property. 

However, the over-riding reason for rejecting all of Study Area 4 is the fact that it is comprised 
primarily of Class II agricultural soils, with no large inclusions of buildable Class III soils. 
Ninety percent of the Serres property within Study 4 is comprised of Class II agricultural soils. 
Unlike the Study Areas 2 (North) and 7 (Southwest), there are no substantial Class III soil areas 
on the Serres Tract within Study Area 4. Although 11 of the 204 acres within the Serres Tract 
(7%) have Class VI soils, this land is confined within unbui ldab le stream corridors. Only J% of 
the Serres Tract has land with Class III so ils, which are located at the edge of riparian corridors 
or drainage areas. 

Looking beyond the eastern boundary of Study Area 4 to other land owned by the Serres family, 
there are substantial inclusions of Class I agricul tural soil formed by Pudding River alluvial 
deposits. If the UGB were to extend to the Pudding River as suggested by the Serres family, 
Class I soi ls would also be included. 

It should be noted that Exhibit 108, Mr. Brian Moore, the lawyer for the Fesslers (whose 
property located between Boones Ferry Road and I-5 , south of Crosby Road) makes a reasonable 
case for inclusion of the Fessler property, based on Goal 14 (Urbanization) and ORS 197.298 
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pnonhes. He also provides supporting evidence regarding the relative costs to service the Study 
Areas 2 (North) and 4 (East). 

Finally, members of the Serres family have stated their intent to file a Measure 37 claim with 
Marion County ifthey are not included within the UGB. Their stated intention is to use this 
claim as leverage to bring their land into the UGB. For the record, Serres family are not the only 
landowners at the perimeter of the existing Woodburn UGB who have potential Measure 37 
claims. For example, the Fessler and Weisz families also have owned and farmed land in the 
area for many years. 

Recommendation 
No changes are recommended to the Comprehensive Plan and WDO amendment 
package as a result of the Serres family testimony. Winterbrook will make changes 
to the ESEE analysis found in the UGB Justification Report to recognize potentially 
positive economic, social and energy consequences identified in materials submitted 
·by the Serres family. 

B-80-81 Mark Unger (3/24/05) 

Mr. Unger would like his property to be included within the proposed UGB. Mr. Unger owns 
property on East Hardcastle Road that located about a quarter mile outside the existing and 
proposed UGB, but is split by the eastern boundary of Study Area 4 (East). Mr. Unger's 
property is comprised primarily of Class II agricultural soils, except for unbuildable riparian area 
(a tributary to Pudding Creek - a portion of which is culverted) that divides the property. 

Recommendation 
No changes are recommended to the Comprehensive Plan and WDO amendment 
package. Please see related response to Serres family comments. 

B-82 Bert Gottsacker (3/24/05) 

Mr. Gottsacker is concerned that proposed street and plan designation boundaries do not always 
fo llow property lines. Mr. Gottsacker references a "policy" (actually the policy preference of an 
attorney representing a property owner in a plan amendment application) that "requires" location 
of plan des ignation boundaries along property or streets, and cites examples in the proposed 
Comprehensive Plan map of properti es with split designations. 

Mr. Gottsacker is correct in noting that a few properties along maj or streets have split 
designations. The proposed designations allow Nodal Medium Density Residential along Parr 
Road and Evergreen Drive, wi th Nodal Low Density Residential located to the rear. There is no 
Comprehensive Plan policy that requires location of plan designations along property lines. 

It should be noted that one of the "spli t" properties cited by Mr. Gottsacker is located west of 
Buttevi ll e Road, and is no longer proposed fo r inclusion within the SWIR or UGB based ORS 
197.298 "priorit ies" and comments from DLCD, ODA, Marion County and 1000 Friends. Mr. 
Gottsacker owns the property south of the proposed South Arte ri al that has Class III so ils and is 
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proposed for inclusion within the SWIR and UGB. None of Mr. Gottsacker's properties have 
split designations. 

Recommendation 
No changes are recommended to the Comprehensive Plan and WOO amendment 
package. 

B-83, B-89 PCUN and F1IDC 

Mr. Ramon Ramirez ofPineros y Compesinos del Noroeste (PCUN) testified in favor ofUGB 
expansion to provide more non-agricultural job opportunities for the over 5,000 farm workers 
represented by his organization. Mr. Ramirez noted that targeted light manufacturing and 
warehousing employers typically employ large numbers of Latino workers and provide 
opportunities for farmworkers to expand and strengthen their job skills ~d ·opportunities for 
their children. 

In a similar vein, Mr. Roberto Jimenez of the Farmworkers Housing Development Corporation 
(FHDC) also supported UGB expansion as holding "great economic potential for the future of 
farmworkers and their families locally." Mr. Jimenez notes that "better-paying jobs would allow 
farrnworkers to buy homes and more beyond affordable housing," thus creating space for those 
in greater need at Nuevo Amanecer and Esperanza Court. Finally, Mr. Jimenez notes that: 
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"FHDC believes that whatever low-paying job loss {in agriculture] is associated with 
developing the land brought into th~ UGB would be minimal and greatly outweighed by 
new job creation ... Together we can strengthen the community of all residents of and 
improve the quality oflife in the Woodburn area." 

Recommendation 
Testimony from PCUN and FHDC strongly support the City's decision to provide 
for basic employment opportunities on land now designated for agricultural use. 

B-88, B-112 Sharabarin Property (3/28/05 and 4/20/05) 

Exhibits B-88 and B-112 include letters from attorney Kevin Maine on behalf of the Sharabarin 
family, who own 7.45 acres of Class II agricultural soils at the northeast comer of Highway 99E 
and Carl Road in Study Area 3 (Northeast). The Sharabarin property abuts a manufactured 
dwelling park in an exception area proposed for inclusion within the UGB. The Sharabarin 
family would like their land designated for commercial use- in order to construct a personal 
storage facility. 

To justify his client's request, Mr. Maine misquotes page 39 of the UGB Justification Report in 
stating that "Winterbrook determined the City wi ll need an additional 202 acres of commercial 
property by 2020." In fact , this is what the report said: 

"The 2004 (existing) Woodburn UGB has 460 developed commercial acres and 108 net 
buildable acres (including vacant and partially ·developed land.) A commonly-accepted 
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method of projecting buildable commercial land need (and one that has been 
acknowledged in many Oregon plans) is to determine the existing ratio of developed 
commercial acres to population, and multiply this ratio by planned population growth. 
Using this method, Woodburn would need 310 net buildable commercial acres to meet 
2020 commercial land needs. Since Woodburn has 108 net buildable commercial acres, 
this would result in a need for an additional 202 net buildable commercial acres. 

We did not use this method, because we have intentionally under-allocated commercial 
land to encourage redevelopment along Highway 214, Highway 99E and in Downtown 
Woodburn. If we were to have extended the existing ratio of commercial land to 
employment through 2020, we would have added approximately 202- rather than 32-
net buildable acres." .. . (Emphasis in the original.) 

Based on ECONorthwest's high employment projection, Woodburn will need 141 (108 plus 32) 
net buildable acres of commercial land by the Year 2020. The Planning Commission's 
recommended plan includes 140 net buildable commercial acres (including nodal commercial 
and exceptions areas). Based on the information provided by Winterbrook on page 39 of the 
UGB Justification Report, increasing the supply of commercial land on Highway 99E would 
have the effect of discouraging - rather than encouraging- the redevelopment of commercial 
land in Downtown '!I oodburn and along Highway 99E. 

We note that there is a significant difference between targeted basic employment categories 
p/t::l identified in the EOA and retail I service uses that typically locate in Woodburn's commercial 

y zones. The former tend to pay higher wages and serve a wider market area, while the latter pay 
lower wages and (with the exception of outlet malls) serve a more localized population. 
Woodburn must compete with other 1-5 locations for targeted employment firms, whereas 
commercial uses are more likely to redevelop under-utilized land as necessary to serve local 
markets. This is why ECONorthwest and Winterbrook applied an employee-per-acre ratio for 
commercial land uses, while applying more specific site suitability criteria to provide choice 
among sites to meet the requirements of targeted basic employers. 

Recommendation 
No changes are recommended to the Comprehensive Plan and WDO package at 
this time. 

B-94, B-112 Amanda Dalton (3128/05) and Realtors Groups ( 4/20/05) 

Ms. Dal ton, Government Affairs Coordinator for the North Willamette Association of Realtors 
(among other real estate groups) wrote in opposition to the Interchange Management Area (lMA) 
Overlay Distri ct. She raised concerns regarding Measure 37 claims, limitations on commercial 
growth, and the potential for statewide precedent. 

It is important to recognize that the peak hour trip generation limits imposed by the IMA trip 
budget are based on plan designations in the proposed Comprehensive Plan and associated trip 
generation figures used in the development of the 2005 Transportation Systems Plan (TSP). The 
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IMA trip budget is intended to allow planned commercial development to proceed based on the 
trip generation figures used in the TSP - but prohibit net increases in commercially-designated 
land within the overlay district that would take vehicle trip capacity reserved for basic 
employment. Notably, the IMA overlay district applies only to vacant parcels and therefore will 
not restrict redevelopment of intensification of commercial uses in most commercial areas in 
Woodburn. 

Finally, the IMA overlay district is an essential element of Woodburn's overall economic 
development strategy and is necessary to ensure that ODOT's considerable investment in the 
Woodburn interchange is wisely used. If interchange capacity were to be used for commercial 
development, then there would be insufficient capacity for targeted, basic employment. 

In an April 20, 2005 letter, the boards of several valley realtors associations signed a similar 
letter, and opined that the "small property" exemption should be reinstated in the draft IMA 
Overlay District. This provision was reviewed with ODOT staff and found acceptable. 

Recommendation 
Mr. Mulder has recommends amending the draft IMA Overlay District to reinstate 
a small property exemption. 

B-95 Martin Rohrer (3/28/05) 

In Exhibit B-95 and related exhibits (B-65), Mr. Rohrer makes a persuasive case to include 125 
acres of land, located between Crosby Road and the Woodburn Company Stores, in Study Area 1 
(Northwest). Mr. Rohrer believes that this land is best suited for mixed use industrial. He goes 
on to suggest that agricultural land west of Butteville Road or land in the Parr Road area east of 
1-5, could be removed to allow inclusion of the Crosby Road property. Mr. Rohrer notes that 
previous Council-appointed committee had recommended inclusion of this area for a mixture of 
commercial and light industrial uses. 

The 125 acres in question is designated "Agriculture" on the Marion County Comprehensive 
Plan map, and is zoned Exclusive Farm Use. This subarea is comprised primarily of Class II 
agriculture soils, with the exception of unbuildable riparian corridors which are primarily Class 
IV agricultural soils with narrow strips of Class III soils are the riparian edge. To access this 
land, one either would need to drive through the Woodburn Company Store area to reach 
Highway 214 and the I-5 Interchange, or access the interchange through the Butteville Road 
residential exceptions area. There are no large blocks of Class III soils in this area, nor can such 
large blocks be reached. by extending services through this area. 

Since the Committee finished its work in 1999, the Council has reviewed and accepted the 
Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and the Economic Development Strategy (EDS), 
Winterbrook Planning has carefully analyzed alternative UGB expansion areas based on the 
Statewide Planning Goals and applicable Oregon statutes, and the Transportation Systems Plan 
has been extensively revised to provide for alternative east-west routes through Woodburn. All 
of this work pointed towards reservation of large blocks of land along Butteville and Parr Roads, 
with minimal development constraints and readily available urban services. ORS 197. 298 
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priorities directed employment growth towards the large blocks of Class III soils immediately 
south of Parr Road. In order to reach this Class III soils area, intervening Class II agricultural 
land along Parr and Butteville Roads must be developed. The Planning Commission has 
reviewed the proposed Comprehensive Plan and Development Ordinance Package, made 
changes, and provided its recommendation to the City Council. 

The Planning Commission recommended that this area not be included in the UGB expansion 
area because it did not satisfy land use, transportation, and economic goals as well as other areas 
proposed for inclusion in the UGB. Specifically, the portion of this area between I-5 and East 
Senecal Creek is best suited for future commercial uses consistent with Woodburn Company 
Stores type development. However, the City proposal only justifies 32 acres of commercial 
UGB expansion. The portion of this area west of East Senecal Creek is best suited for residential 
uses because of compatibility considerations with the adjacent residential development in the 
City and East Senecal Creek. However, residential land needs are better addressed with the City 
proposa:t. This area is not best suited for industrial use for the reasons stated above. This area 
should be preserved for future commercial and residential uses when sufficient justification for 
such expansion can be provided in the future . 

Both Jim Mulder and I very much appreciate the professionalism and thoughtfulness with which 
Mr. Rohrer presented his case. We also respect the hard work done in 1998-99 by citizen review 
committees. However, the inclusion· of this land for the proposed uses would require a wholesale 
revision to the Comprehensive Plan and Development Ordinance package recommended by the 
Planning Commission. This would result in additional costs and delay and would jeopardize the 
City!s ability to receive acknowledgement form the LCDC and funding from ODOT. 

Recommendation 
No changes are recommended to the Comprehensive Plan and Development 
Ordinance package at this time. This land is, however, a prime candidate for 
inclusion for a mixture of commercial and residential uses in the future. 

B-96, B-1 09 1000 Friends of Oregon (3/30/05, 4/20/05) 

Tn its March 30,2005 letter to the City Council, 1000 Friends included copies of previous 
submissions to the Planning Corrunission. Winterbrook responded to 1000 Friends earlier 
concerns in our February 16, 2005 memorandum. This memorandun1 was incorporated in the 
Planning Conunission's fmal order recommending approval of the 2005 Comprehensive Plan 
and Development Ordinance amendment package to the City Counci l. Here, we respond only 
to new issues raised by 1000 Friends in their March 30 and April 20, 2005 letters to the City 
Council. Other exhibits (for example, B-84 and B-90-92) echo themes developed in the 1000 
Friends letters. 

R esidentia l Land Need and Supply. On page 3 of the March 30 letter, after an incomplete 
and misleading analysis, 1000 Friends argues that the proposed UGB has too much residential 
land. To clarify and minimize continued misperception and misuse of Winterbrook's data and 
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analysis, we have restructured the residential land needs analysis and buildable lands 
inventory to reach the san1e conclusion that we reached two years ago: 

• Woodburn lacks buildable land within the existing UGB to accommodate Year 2020 · 
residential, public and semi-public land needs. 

• With the proposed UGB amendment, Woodburn will have enough- but not too much 
- buildable residential land to meet Year 2020 needs. 

For a complete discussion of Woodburn's residential land needs and supply analysis, please 
see Community Development Director Mulder's May 2005 letter to Marion County. In 
sununary, 1000 Friends over-simplified land assessment methods do not consider the facts 
that (a) Woodburn has many smaller residential parcels that will not develop at 100% 
efficiency (e.g., a 9,000 square foot lot in a 6,000 square foot zone) (b) that land within 
residential exceptions areas is unlikely to develop at full density due to small parcel sizes, 
opposition to annexation, and the inefficient location ofhomes on existing parcels, and (c) 
because Woodburn allows a wide range of housing types at varying densities in its zones, it is 
inappropriate to assume that housing will develop at the maximum density allowed by the 
zone. 

To put matters in perspective, consider the following data and ratios. 
• Woodburn's population is projected to grow by 67% from 2002 through 2020 (from 

20,860 to 34,919). 
• In 2002, Woodburn had 1,182 acres of fully developed residential land (957 single 

family residential and 225 multi-family residential)- exclusive of (a) 132 acres of 
partially developed and "infill" residential land, and (b) land developed for churches, 
.schools and parks. 

• If we were to increase its buildable residential land supply in proportion to population 
growth (67%), Woodburn would need 792 vacant buildable residential acres­
without meeting public and semi-public land needs (21 0 additional net buildable 
acres). 

• The expanded UGB inCludes only 736 net buildable acres, including partially vacant 
and infilllots, to accommodate Year 2020 residential, and public and semi-public land 
needs. 

• Woodburn does not have "too much" residential land. Rather, Woodburn. has 
substantially reduced residential land needs through land ·use efficiency measures 
(higher and minimum densities) and by reliance on infill to meet long term residential 
needs. 

As an aside, Mr. Friedman faults Winterbrook's previous work for assuming that public park 
and school needs, as well as religious institutional needs, wi ll be met on land designated for 
residential use." The primary basis for this assumption is my personal experience in planning 
over the last 30 years: new religious institutions, parks and schools typically locate in 
residential areas because such uses are allowed by zoning, residential land is relatively 
inexpensive, and schools, parks and institutions usually require larger, vacant parcels. In 
Woodburn, residential land typically is less expensive than commercial land. Moreover, 
Woodburn's residential zones allow school , park and institutional needs through the 
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conditional use process. Woodburn' s proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve zone- which 
has most of the remaining non-residential buildable land- does not allow residential, park or 
school uses. 

Finally, Wood bum does not have a surplus of land in any use category. If some public and 
semi-public land needs happen to be met on land zoned for industrial or commercial use, then 
there may be a shortage in these categories and a slight surplus in the residential land category. 
However, Woodburn's UGB now has only a 15 (not 20) year land supply. The miniscule 
public and semi-public acreage that might occur on non-residential land will be needed to 
meet 20-year land needs before the ink is dry on this plan, and well before 1000 Friends 
exhausts its appeal rights. 

Industrial Land Need and Supply. On pages 3-10 ofthe March 30 letter (Section III.D) 
based on projecting "employee-per-acre" ratios, Mr. Friedman argues that the proposed UGB 
has too much industrial and commercial land. We have responded, repeatedly and 
exhaustively, to most of 1000 Friends arguments and will not do so again. 

On page 9, after acknowledging that Winterbrook did analyze the redevelopment potential of 
existing industrial parcels based on the ratio of improvement to land values, Mr. Friedman 
argues that Winterbrook failed to examine the potential for existing underutilized buildings to 
accommodate need. This claim was reiterated in Mr. Friedman's April20, 2005letter. 

• First, we know of no Statewide Planning Goal, rule or statutory requirement that 
requires such an analysis. Cities are required to conduct buildable lands inventories, 
not vacant or underutilized building inventories. 

• Second, in Woodburn's case, the availability of vacant buildings in the Highway 99E 
area supports ECONorthwest's and Winterbrook's conclusion that Woodburn's 
primary comparative advantage is its location relative to I-5, not to Highway 99E or 
the existing railroad tracks. 

• Third, in testimony to the City Council, Roy Clor of SEDCOR stated that purchase 
agreements were pending regarding the use of two of the industrial buildings in 
question. Mr. Clor's testimony recognizes that industrial and commercial buildings 
frequently change hands and accommodate various numbers of workers during their 
useful lives. Woodburn consistently has encouraged the re-use of existing industrial 
buildings and vacated industrial sites for years. There is nothing inconsistent with 
supporting intensification of existing industrial sites and buildinys while at the same 
time providing new sites with 1-5 access for targeted employers. 

• Finally, Woodburn has not ''turned its back on under-utilized areas of town" as stated 
by Mr. Friedman. Woodburn's existing, largely developed industrial properties are 
being actively marketed and are capable of absorbing additional employment, as 
indicated by Mr. Clor's testimony. Partially vacant sites also allow for the expansion 
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of existing industrial uses. However, Woodburn's vacant buildings, redevelopable 
sites, and partially developed parcels are located in the Highway 99E and eastern 
railroad area, and do not meet the site suitability requirements of most new 
employment categories targeted in the EO A. 

In conclusion, ORS 197.712 and the Goal9 Rule do not require cities to evaluate the 
employee capacity of vacant or under-utilized buildings; rather, this statute and this rule focus 
on the site suitability needs of targeted industries - just as Woodburn has done. 

Expansion Areas. On page l 0-12 of the March 30 letter (Section V) 1000 Friends cites ORS 
197.298 priorities and argues against expanding onto higher quality agricultural land and for 
expanding to the Southeast to access Class III agricultural soils south of Parr Road between 
Boones Ferry Road and the Freeway. 

We agree in part with 1000 Friends on this issue. The first priority for expansion should be to 
exceptions areas, as Woodburn has done. The second priority should be to Class III (rather 
than to Class I or II soils) where possible. As I explained at the City Council hearing on April 
25, 2005, there are two large concentrations of Class Ill soil within the eight UGB study 
areas.2 However, to provide these Class III areas with transportation, sewer, water and storm 
drainage services, intervening areas with Class II soils must first be developed. This is 
allowable under ORS 197 .298(3 )(a)- specific siting needs of targeted employers and ORS 
197 .298(3 )(c)- maximum efficiency of land use requires extension of services through lower 
priority lands to include or serve higher priority lands. 

As pointed out by 1000 Friends and others, there are two areas with Class I and II soils that do 
not meet this test: 

(1) A 56-acre parcel located west ofButteville Road in Study Area 8 (West) which has 
predominantly Class II agricultural soils; and 

(2) A hazelnut orchard located within the golf course in Study Area 2 (North) with 
predominantly Class I and II soils. 

Both these areas are recommended for exclusion from the proposed UGB. 

School Expansion Site. On page 13 of the March 30 letter (Section V) 1000 Friends argues 
against inclusion of the 19-acre site owned by the Woodburn School District in Study Area 4 
(East). At the Planning Commission public hearing, Mr. Mulder and myself recommended 
inclusion of the school district site if(a) specific need for a site at this location could be 
identified by the District, or (b) a surplus of residential land within the UGB could be 
demonstrated. We agree, unfortunately, with 1000 Friends that neither of these tests have 

2 In fact, Study Area 7 (Southwest) was expanded to include a larger portion of the Class II I soils concentration 
south of the planned South Arterial. 
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been met, and that the school site cannot be included within the UGB consistent with ORS 
197.298 priorities. · 
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Recommendation 
Three changes are recommended in response 1000 Friends comments regarding 
the application ofORS 197.298 and Goal14 Factors 3-7: 

(1) Removal of the predominantly Class II agricultural parcel west of 
Butteville Road in Study Area 8 (56 acres), and replacement with a 
predominantly Class III agricultural parcel south of the South Arterial in 
Study Area 7 (50 acres). 

(2) Removal of approximately 100 acres of predominantly Class I and II soils 
associated with the golf course on land east and north of the emergency 
access road in Study Area 2 (North). 

(3) Exclusion of the 19-acre Woodburn School District site on predominantly 
Class II agricultural soils in Study Area 4 (East). (Please see additional 
discussion under Exhibit B-99.) 

B-99 David Christoff on Behalf of the Woodburn School District ( 4/18/05) 

Woodburn School District would like to add 19.5 acres on East Lincoln Street to the UGB to 
allow construction of a school. Based on the District architect's recommendation, the District 
needs sites of 12-15 acres for an elementary school, 20-25 acres for a middle school, and 40 or 
more acres for a high school. Overall, the District estimates that it will need 170 acres to 
accommodate school needs through the Year 2020. Since 1992, the District had looked for other 

.:-... 

sites within the UGB but was unsuccessful in finding any at a reasonable price. The District sold .: · :>.::;: 
a 10-acre site adj acent to Senior Estates in 1997 for $45,000 per acre and purchased the 19.5 
Lincoln Street site for $20,000 per acre "with the blessing of the City Planning Department, the 
County Planning Department, the advise of the District' s attorneys, and input of their architect 
and private consultant." The District needs a school east of Highway 99E to accommodate 
existing and future student growth. At the time, the Serres property "was ideal and very logical 
land for future expansion as residential." 

We have no personal knowledge of what Keith Liden, a consultant who contracted with the City 
to prepare the 1999-2000 Buildable Lands Inventory, or Steve Goeckritz, the previous planning 
director, may have told the District. We did incorporate the need fi gures provided by the District 
in April 2004 into our residential land needs analysis. The 1 08-acre vacant buildable land figure 
is consistent with land needs for two elementary schools, a middle school and a high school. 

We also know that the site has predominantly Class II agricultural soils and that we lack 
sufficient information to justify inclusion of this property as a "special need" under ORS 
197.298(3). We also know that 1000 Friends will appeal any decision made by the City and 
Marion County to LCDC, and that bringing the District's property into the UGB would 
jeopardize the LCDC's acknowledgment of Woodburn's Comprehensive Plan and WOO 
amendment package. 

R ecommendation 
For r easons stated a bove, we cannot r ecomm end inclusion of the District' s property 
at this time. W e do recommend that the District complete a facilities master pla n 
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that systematically describes existing and future school siting needs. Such a plan, 
coupled with an exhaustive alternatives sites analysis, could be used as the basis for 
future plan amendments to accommodate school land needs. 

B-100 Krivoshein Property (4/19/05) 

Exhibit B-1 00 includes a letter from attorney Kevin Maine on behalf of the Krivoshein family, 
who own 32.5 acres of predominantly Class II agricultural soils north of Hardcastle Road in 
Study Area 4 (North). Mr. Maine questions several ofWinterbrook's "liberal" assumptions 
regarding the development of infill and partially developed residential properties. 

Recommendation 
No changes are recommended to the Comprehensive Plan and Development 
Ordinance package at this time. Please see discussion of Serres property above. 

B-103 Oregon Department of Agriculture 

In Exhibit 103, Mr. James Johnson provided comments related to Goall4, Factors 6 (retention 
and buffering of agricultural land) and ORS 197.298 (urban growth boundary expansion 
priorities). Mr. Johnson notes his agreement with comments provided by DLCD, but expressed 
concern with the proposed expansions located west ofl-5 and north of the existing UGB, 

. because these areas have relatively high value Class II soils. Mr. Johnson recommends that 
,;{?:\ growth be directed as much as possible to the area with predominantly Class III agricultural soils 
\'{"';,') located south of the existing UGB- between Boones Ferry Road and 1-5 (Southwest Study Area 

7l:. In closing, Mr .. Johnson also speaks to the need for buffers to minimize impacts from planned 
residential development on farming operations in the area. 

Table B shows a total of926 gross acres are proposed for inclusion within the Woodburn UGB. 
After accounting for unbuildable wetlands, floodplains and riparian areas - and for street rights­
of-way- 766 net buildable acres are proposed for inclusion within the 2005 UGB. Most of this 
land (413 gross acres of 45% of the total UGB expansion area) is located in Southwest 
Woodburn in Study Area 7, between Boones Ferry Road and Interstate 5. This area has 
predominantly Class III agricultural soils. 

We have explained in the UGB Justification Report, and before the Planning Commission and 
City Council, the importance of including largely Class II agricultural land between the existing 
UGB and Butteville Road. This land must develop in order for Butteville Road to be improved 
to urban standards, thus providing access from industrial sites to the southeast (in Study Area 7) 
to the east access to I-5 Interchange. The Butteville Road properties also have the most direct 
access to the eastern I-5 Interchange and have been recognized by the Industrial Lands Advisory 
Committee as one of 25 sites of statewide significance. Development of this area is also 
necessary to provide a looped water system to commercial and industrial land on both sides of I-
5. However, due to the presence of Class I agricultural so il s, no land is proposed for inclusion 
west ofButteville Road. 
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A similar situation exists for property north of the UGB. In order to reach the second largest 
inclusion of Class III soils in any of the study areas, Boones Ferry Road must be improved to 
urban standards and urban services must be extended through Class II soils. However, the same 
cannot be said for land east of the emergency access road and north of the UGB in the North 
Study Area 2 (the "golf course property), which is comprised of Class I and II soils that do. not 
need to be developed to serve buildable land with concentrations of Class III soils. 

Regarding buffers, the UGB is designed in almost every case to utilize existing roads or streams 
as buffers. Thus, after removing the 56-acre property west of Butteville Road, this arterial street 
provides a buffer along the proposed western boundary of the UGB in Study Areas 1 and 8. 
Similarly, Crosby Road provides a buffer separating proposed residential development from 
agricultural land to the north in Study Area 2. In Study Area 7, residential land will be buffered 
from agricultural land by the South ArteriaL 

Finally, by substituting a 50-acre Class III agricultural property in Study Area 7 (south of the 
South Arterial) for a 56-acre Class II agricultural property in Study Area 8 (west ofButteville 
Road), ORS 197.298 priorities are met. As implied in Mr. Johnson's letter, the most significant 
adverse impacts on agricultural operations come from residential....:. not industrial uses. For this 
reason, Winterbrook recommends directing industrial development to Class III soils despite the 
lack of a road buffer for the 50-acre property located south of the South Arterial. 

Two changes are recommended in response ODA comments regarding the 
application ofORS 197.298 and Goall4 Factors 6-7: . 

(1) Removal of the predominantly Class II agricultural parcel west of 
Butteville Road in Study Area 8 (56 acres), and replacement with a 
predominantly Class III agricultural parcel south of the South Arterial in 
Study Area 7 (50 acres). 

(2) Removal of approximately 100 acres of predominantly Class· I and II soils 
associated with the golf course on land east and north of the emergency 
access road in Study Area 2 (North). 

B-111 Oregon Transportation Commission 

In his April 19, 2005 letter to Mayor Figley, Mr. Stuart Foster, Chairman of the Oregon 
Transportation Commission, expressed his support and appreciation for the high quality 
transportation planning performed by the City in coordination with ODOT staff. Mr. Foster was 
especially supportive of the Interchange Management Area Overlay Zone. Mr. Foster concludes 
by noting that additional work must be completed by property owners, ODOT staff and the City 
regarding funding for interchange improvements. It is our understanding that discussions are 
now taking place among these groups to satisfy the OTC's concern. 

Volume 5 

Page 584 

We recommend that the City continue to work with ODOT, Marion County, 
and affected property owners towards an equitable funding agreement for 
planned 1-5 Interchange improvements. 

Winterbrook Planning Page 16 



Summary of Expansion Areas 

The UGB Justification Report, while focusing on detailed descriptions of need and 
comparisons of need to supply, did not include ~urrunaries of the expansion area by study area 
or by plan designation. Tables A and B below provide this infonnation. 

Table A shows the total expansion acreage by study area. These acres are "gross" acres, 
indicating that they do not account for protected natural areas or right-of-way deductions. 
There are a total of926 gross acres included in the proposed UGB expansion areas. 

Table A: Expansion Acres by Study Area 

Table B shows expansion acreages by proposed land use category. Table B also shows "Net 
Buildable" acres for each designation, indicating available developable area after reductions 
for natural areas and rights-of-way. After accounting for proposed changes to the UGB, we 
recommend adding 766 net buildable acres to the existing Woodburn UGB. 
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Volume 
Page 

Table B: UGB Expansion Acres by Land Use Category 

192 145 
116 107 
84 67 
0 0 

62 51 
50 32 
413 363 

8 0 

926 766 

Conclusion 

In this memorandum, we have attempted to provide an objective review of comments 
received from the general public, landowners, special interest groups, and state 
agencies. The proposed UGB expansion is barely adequate to meet Year 2020 growth 
needs. Most of those who commented argued for or against competing UGB 
expansion areas. 

· As pointed out by several state agencies and lOOOFriends of Oregon, ORS 197.298 
priorities require that cities look first to "exceptions areas" to meet identified 
expansion needs, then to lower value agricultural land, and finally to higher value 
agricultural land. In the Woodburn area, areas with Class IV and higher agricultural 
soils are associated with unbuildable wetlands and riparian corridors, and therefore do 
not meet identified urban land needs. After bringing in adjacent exceptions areas, this 
leaves buildable Class III soils as the highest priority for meeting Woodburn's growth 
needs. 

Woodburn has included all adjacent exceptions areas except a state-owned juvenile 
detention facility and still lacks an adequate buildable land supply. Woodburn has two 
large concentrations of Class III soils: 

• the smaller is located in the North Study Area 2 east of Boones Ferry Road, and 
• the larger is located in Southwest Study Area 7 south of Parr Road. 

ORS 197 .298(3) allows for exceptions to the its own priorities in order to meet specific 
site suitability needs or to maximize land use efficiency. Both Class III soils areas are 
separated from the existing UGB by areas with Class II agricultural soils. These 
intervening Class II so ils must be developed to ensure efficient urbanization and to 
provide urban services to Class III soil areas. 
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. The Serres family (East Study Area 4) and property owners represented by Mr. Rohrer 
(Northwest Study Area 1) have put forth good cases for inclusion of their properties 
within the UGB. However, neither area meets ORS 197.298 priorities or exceptions to 
these priorities and therefore would be vulnerable to legal challenge. Moreover, to 
include either area would require extensive amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, 
Public Facilities Plan, Transportation Systems Plan and Woodburn Development 
Ordinance. Such changes would be costly and time-consuming to prepare- and 
would not help achieve the objectives set forth in the Woodburn Economic 
Opportunities Analysis, Woodburn Economic Development Strategy or Woodburn 
Housing Needs Analysis. 

1000 Friends continues to argue for a different economic development program than 
the one described in Woodburn's Economic Opportunities Analysis and Economic 
Development Strategy. However, 1000 Friends has found no support for its position 
from the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD), the Oregon 
Department ofTransportation (ODOT), the Oregon Department of Agriculture or 
Marion County. These agencies generally are supportive of the economic 
development approach taken by the Planning Commission in its recommendations to 
City Council. 

DLCD has recommended many technical changes to the Comprehensive Plan, Public 
Facilities Plan (PFP), WDO and fmdings justifying the UGB. Minor amendments to 
the Comprehensive Plan, Public Facilities Plan, Transportation Systems Plan, and 
WDO recommended by Mr. Mulder are responsive to DLCD's concerns. Changes to 
the updated Transportation Systems Plan (TSP) will also be required to address 
changes in the UGB and timing issues related to servicing industrial land within the 
Southwest Industrial Reserve. 

Marion County and 1000 Friends raised concerns regarding the number of acres 
proposed for inclusion within the UGB. Both have misinterpreted background 
materials prepared by Winterbrook. We are in the process of making changes to 
background documents and the UGB Justification Report to respond to issues raised 
by state agencies, the county and 1000 Friends - including minor changes in the 
location of the proposed UGB. Winterbrook will finalize the changes in concert with 
the City Attorney's office once the Council has made final decisions on the 2005 
Comprehensive Plan and Woodburn Development Ordinance amendment package. 
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June 13, 2005 

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council 

FROM: John C. Brown, City Administrator 

SUBJECT: Periodic Review, Legislative Amendment 05-01 

BACKGROUND AND DiSCUSSION: 

Two staff reports are included in your agenda package related to this item. The 
first is a report prepared by the Community Development Director. This report 
was distributed to you approximately 10 days ago, with the various referenced 
attachments and exhibits. The City Attorney prepared the second report, within 
the past few days. The City Attorney's report is provided as a supplement to the 
Director's report, and provides you with an opportunity to accept additional 
written materia'! that was submitted after the April 20, 2005 deadline for written 
testimony, should you choose to accept it. Both the Director and the City 
Attorney will be available at your June \ 3, 2005 meeting to discuss their 
respective reports. 

Agenda Item Review: Finance 
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June 13, 2005 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Honorable Mayor and City Council through City Administrator 

Jim Mulder. Director of Communi1y Development t 
legislative Amendment 05-01 (Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan 
Update) - Staff Responses to Comments and Recommended 
Revisions to Periodic Review Amendments 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It ·is recommended that the City Council instruct staff to prepare an ordinance 
adopting Legislative Amendment 05-01, subject to the revisions recommended 
within this memorandum. 

BACKGROUND: 

At its meeting of March 28, 2005, the City Council received oral and written 
testimony regarding proposed periodic review amendments and p roposed 
urban growth boundary expansion. The Council closed the hearing for oral 
testimony and established a deadline of April 20, 2005 to receive additional 
w ritten testimony. At its meeting of April 25, 2004, the Council began 
deliberating on the proposed amendments. Attac hed to this memorandum is a 

' copy of all written testimony received after the Planning Commission deadline 
for receiving written testimony on February 1 0, 2005 and before the City Counc il 
deadline on April 20, 2005. In addition, the City Council meeting minutes of 
March 28, 2005 are attached, which contain the o ral testimony received at the 
hearing on this matter. 

DISCUSSION: 

To address substantive issues raised in oral and written testimony received in 
c6njunction with the public hearing on this matter, staff provides the following 
responses for Council consideration. 

Oral Testimony 

Amanda Dalton: See response to Exhibit B-11 3. 

\~ 
Agenda Item Review: City Administrato --- : Finance 
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Honorable Mayor and City Council 
June 13, 2005 
Page 2 

Sid Friedman, 1000 Friends of Oregon: See response to Exhibit B-96 in Attachment 
B. 

Terry Cole, ODOT: These comments demonstrate the Oregon Department of 
Transportation's (ODOT) support of the draft Transportation System Plan. 

Les Sasaki, Marion County: See Attachment D. 

Kim Ashland: See response to Exhibit B-71 . 

Gene Vliet: These comments pertain to the street improvement requirements of 
the current Woodburn Development Ordinance 0NDO). The applicability of 
street improvement requirements is dependent upon the scope of the 
development in conjunction with a development application. The WOO 
provides potential relief in the form of an exception or variance from street 
improvement requirements if a significant hardship is determined to apply to a 
specific development application or the required improvements are 
determined to be not feasible. This determination can only be made based on 
a specific development proposal. 

Rick Warnick: These comments pertain to property located at 1365 N. Front 
Street that is currently designated Commercial on the Comprehensive Plan Map 
(CPM) and zoned CG (Commercial General). Mr. Warnick commented that he 
would like the CPM and zoning to remain commerc ial. The Planning 

· Commission recommended changing the CPM to Medium Density Residential 
and zoning to RM (Medium Density Residential). This property is one of 14 
neighboring properties designated to change to multi-family residential use. Of 
these properties the subject property is the only one that has a commercial use. 
Tax Assessor information indicates that the existing building on the 0.7-acre 
parcel was constructed in 1964 and consists of approximately 9,000 square feet. 
Assessor information a lso indicates the value of the improvements ($132,000) is 
slightly more than the value of the land ($126,000) (Parcels where the 
improvement value is less than the value of the land are typic ally considered to 
be under utilized and ripe for redevelopment). This property is recommended 
for Medium Density Residential for the following reasons: 

1. The p roperty's improvement value is not significantly higher than its 
land value. 

2. The prop erty is generally located in the middle of a larger area 
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Page 3 

3. 

4. 

5. 

recommended for Medium Density Residential. 

The property's existing commercial use is not consistent w ith the 
adjacent single-family dwellings and Single Family Residential (RS) 
zoning to the west. 

Leaving this property as commercial would result in a 0. 7 -acre 
commercial property that is isolated from other commercial 
properties (i.e., "spot zoning"). 

The property could be redeveloped with the larger vacant property 
to the west, which could potentially provide access from Front 
Street to First Street and Second Street (First and Second Streets 
currently are long dead-end streets). This could provide an 
opportunity to significantly improve an existing access deficiency in 
the area. 

Lolita Carl: See response to Exhibit B-96 in Attachment B. 

Kathleen Carl: See response to Exhibit B-96 in Attachment B . 

. ·:_.'"': ~~ 

. :: :;::5:: Paul Serres: See response to Exhibit B-77 in Attachment Band Attachment E . 
. / 

Licetin Andrade: These comments support the proposed amendments. 

Susan Duncan: See response to Exhibit B-77 in Attachment Band Attachment E. 

Jeff Tross: See response to Exhibit B-77 in Attachment Band Attachment E .. 

Ruth Thompson: See response to Exhibit 8-77 in Attachment 8 and Attachment E. 

Mary Grant: See response to Exhibit B-77 in Attachment Band Attachment E. 

Toni Spencer: See response to Exhibit B-96 in Attachment B. 

Kay Peterson: See response to Exhibit B-96 in Attachment B. 

Erin Donnelly: These comments generally concu r with the Planning Commission's 
recommendation to not change the zoning of the area around Second and 
Third Streets to Commercial Office (CO) . 
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Ray Clore: These comments support the proposed urban growth boundary 
expansion and Economic Development Strategy of the City. They support the 
need for industrial zoned land of sufficient size to attract the types of industries 
targeted by the Economic Development Strategy. They a lso provide evidence 
to counter an assertion that the City has an overabundance of vacant industrial 
buildings. 

Dave Christoff: See response to Exhibit 8-113. 

Bob Thelen: See response to Exhibit 8-77 in Attachment Band Attachment E. 

Bob Fessler: These comments support the proposed UG8 expansion of the area 
generally west of Boones Ferry Road and south of Crosby Road. Staff agrees 
with the comments that the surrounding streets would provide a buffer between 
urban and rural use and the soils in this area are generally of lower quality than 
other potential areas that could be designated for Low Density Residential. 

Martin Rohrer: See response to Exhibit 8-95 in Attachment B. 

Carla Mikkelson: See response to Exhibit B-96 in Attachment B. 

Diane Mikkelson: See response to Attachment D. 

Don Kelley: These comments relate to three main issues: 1) Support of proposed 
UGB expansion in the Butteville Road area that includes Mr. Baker's property; 2) 
Request to separate approval of amendments into two phases to allow 
exception areas to be acknowledged before non-exception areas; 3) Request 
that potential unintended consequences of implementation of Interc hange 
Management Area (IMA) Overlay District be considered. Regarding the second 
issue, staff does not believe separating the approval process into different parts 
o r phases is advantageous, or even feasible, because the justification and 
supporting documents for the UGB expansion take into account the expansion 
areas as a whole, both exception ahd non-exception areas. Breaking the 
approval process up could jeopardize bringing in the non-exception areas that 
include the industria l and nodal development a reas. In addition, it cannot be 
assumed that it is any less likely that the non-exception areas wil l be c hallenged, 
because testimony has been received that has specifically challenged the 
proposed UGB expansion to the Butteville Road a rea. Regarding the third issue, 
city staff, ODOT, and the consultants continue to carefully consider potential 
consequences and have recommended amendments to the d ra ft IMA Overlay 
District (see Attachment F) to address issues raised in comments received. 
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Dan Wells: See response to Erin Donnelly above. 

Mark Unger: See response to Exhibit B-80 in Attachment B. 

Dan Osborn; These comments oppose the inclusion of the Woodburn School 
District property on East Lincoln Road in the proposed UGB. Although, not 
included in the staff recommended UGB expansion proposal. the ,planning 
Commission recommended including the property. 

Brian Moore: These comments support the proposed inclusion of the Fessler 
property (discussed aqove) in the UGB. 

Roger Alfred: These comments support the proposed inclusion of the property 
around the OGA Golf Course in the UGB. 

Written Testimony 

Exhibit B-62 (Craig Robinson): These comments support the proposed 
comprehensive plan change on three adjacent lots at the northwest corner of 
James Street and Tierra Lynn Drive from Medium Density Residential to Low 
Density Residential to be consistent with the existing zoning of the property as RS 
(Single Family Residential) and use as single family residences. 

Exhibit B-63 (Darlene Mahan): See response to Exhibit B-63 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-64 (Kim Ashland): See response to Exhibit B-71. 

Exhibit B-65 (Martin Rohrer): See response to Exhibit B-95 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-66 (Serres Family): See response to Exhibit B-77 in Attachment B and 
Attachment E. 

Exhibit B-67 (Keith Woollen): These comments generally concur with the 
p roposed Transportation System Plan, with the exception of the east a rteria l 
road. An east arterial is not proposed at this time because no UBG expansion is 
proposed on the east side of the city which would be necessary to justify a need 
for it at this time. 

Exh ibit B-68 (DLCD): See Attachment C. 
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Exhibit B-69 (Marion County): See Attachment D. 

Exhibit B-70 (Richard Edmonds): See response to Exhibit B-77 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-71 (Kim Ashland): These comments pertain to two properties each 
approximately 9 acres located on the north side of Mollala Road adjacent to 
the easterly UGB boundary. These properties are within the current UGB, but not 
in the city limits. They both have CPM designations of Commercial. . These 
comments request that the CPM be changed to Low Density Residential. No 
change is proposed to the subject property, because vacant commercial land 
is already being constrained by the UGB expanslon proposal and removing 
approximately 18 acres of commercial land from within the current UGB now, 
will make it difficult to add it back later. This is because commercial UGB . . . 
expansions are much more difficult to justify as opposed to residential or 
industrial expansions because it is more feasible to redevelop commercial uses 
to address commercial land needs than industrial or residential uses. Also, these · 
properties represent the largest vacant commercial site on the east side of the 
city. In addition, Low Density Residential development would not be 
compatible with the adjacent Maclaren facility to the north, the highway to the 
south, commercial land to the west and farmland to the east. 

Exhibit B-72 (Mark Unger): See response to Exhibit B-80 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-73 (Rebecca Jordan): These comments pertain to Measure 37 issues as 
they relate to the proposed amendments. Potential Measure 37 implications 
were discussed with the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission did not 
recommend any changes to the proposed amendments based on its 
consideration of potential Measure 37 implications. 

Exhibit B-74 (Les Schwab Tires): See response to Exhibit B-77 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-75 (Chucks Auto Parts): See response to Exhibit B-77 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-76 (Bert Jones): See response to Exhibit B-77 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-77 (Serres Family): See response to Exhibit B-77 in Attachment B and 
Attachment E. 

Exhibit 8-78 (Charles Piper): See response to Exhibit 8-77 in Attachment B. 
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Exhibit B-79 (Fins & Feathers Pet Shop): See response to Exhibi t B-77 in 
Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-80 (Mark Unger): See response to Exhibit B-80 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-81 (Mark Unger): See response to Exhibit B-80 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-82 (Bert Gottsacker): See response to Exhib it B-82 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-83 (PCUN): These comments express support for the p roposed 
........ amendments, espeCially those amendments that will lead to economic 

development and higher paying jobs in the city. 

Exhibit B-84 (Estelle Watson): See response to Exhibit B-96 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-85 (Michael Sowa): See response to Exhibit B-77 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-86 (ferry Priser): See response to Exhibit B-77 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-87 (Robert and Nadine Eckhardt): See response to Exhibit B-77 in 
Attachment B. 

Exhibit 8~88 (Kevin Mayne - Sharabarin): See response to Exhibit B-88 in 
Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-89 (Fa rmworker Housing Dev. Corp.): These comments express support 
for the proposed amendments, especially those amendments that will lead to 
economic development and higher paying jobs in the city. 

Exhibit B-90 (Carta Mikkleson) : See response to Exhibit B-96 in Attachment ·s. 

Exhibit B-91 (lolita Carl): See response to Exhibit B-96 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-92 (f oni Spencer): See response to Exhibit B-96 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-93 (Brian Moore): These comments support . the proposed UGB 
expansion of the a rea generally west of Boones Ferry Road and south of Crosby 
Road. Staff agrees with the comments that the surrounding streets would 
provide a buffer between urban and rural use and the soils in this a rea are 
generally of lower quality than other potential areas that c ould be designated 
for Low Density Residential. 
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Exhibit B-94 (Amanda Dalton): See response to Exhibit B-113. 

Exhibit B-95 (Martin Rohrer): See response to Exhibit B-95 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-96 (l 000 Friends of Oregon): See response to Exhibit B-96 in Attachment 
B. 

Exhibit 8-97 (Kay Peterson): See response to Exhibit B-96 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-98 (Kay McEwen): See response to Exhibit B-96 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-99 (VVoodburn School District): See response to Exhibit B-99 in 
Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-l 00 (Kevin Mayne - Krivoshein): See response to Exhibit B-1 00 in 
Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-1 01 (S~rres Family): See response to Exhibit B-77 in Attachment B and 
Attachment E. 

Exhibit B-1 02 (VVinco Foods): These comments pertain to concerns regarding 
implications the proposed Interchange Management Area (IMA) Overlay may 
have on future expansion and operation of the Win co Foods property. The 
southerly 19 acres of the 80-acre Winco property are vacant and were included 
in the proposed IMA. However, information provided by Winco makes it clear 
that the 19 acres will be held for future expansion of Winco and will not be 
available for development by another party. Staff recommends that the 19 
acres be removed from the regulatory provisions of the I MA, because the 
property is to be held for expansion of an existing use and most of the 80-acre 
property is developed. In addition, staff recommends that the 19 acres be 
removed from the SWIR designation and zone to keep the comprehensive plan 
designation and zoning on the entire property consistent. 

Exhibit B~ 103 (Oregon Dept. of Agriculture): See response to Exhibit B-1 03 in 
Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-1 04 (Kevin Mayne - Krivoshein): See response to Exhibit B-1 00 in 
Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-1 05 (Kathleen Carl): See response to Exhibit B-96 in Attachment B. 
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Exhibit 8-1 06 (Renaissance Development): These comments indicate that the 
developer of the area around the OGA Golf Course intends to d evelop the . 
area around the golf course outside of the current UG8. 

Exhibit 8-107 (OPUS Northwest): These comments support the proposed UGB 
expansion to inc lude the approximately 100-acre property at the southeast 
corner of Highway 219 and Butteville Road. Staff agrees with the comments 
that the property is ideally situated for immediate industrial development with 
the types of industries targeted in the Economic Opportunities Analysis and 
Development Strategy. 

Exhibit B-108 (Brian Moore): These comments support the proposed UGB 
expansion to include the area generally west of Boones Ferry Road and south of 
Crosby Road. Staff agrees with the comments that the surrounding streets 
would provide a good buffer between urban and rural use and the soils in this 
area are generally of lower quality than other potential areas that could be 
designated for Low Density Residential. 

Exhibit B-1 09 (1 000 Friends of Oregon): See response to Exhibit B-96 in 
Attachment B. 

Exhibit 8:..11 0 (Bob Lindsey): See response to Exhibit B-96 in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-111 (Oregon Transportation Commission): See response to Exhibit B-111 
in Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-112 (Kevin Mayne - Sharabarin): See response to Exhibit B-88 in 
Attachment B. 

Exhibit B-113 (Willamette Valley Realtors Govt. Affairs Committee): These 
comments pertain to the Interc hange Management Area (IMA) Overlay. Three 
major concerns are raised: l) Negative impact statewide; 2) Ballot Measure 37; 
and 3) Small development exception. The first concern asks three questions. Is 
this effectively a pilot p rogram that ODOT wants to extend across Oregon? Will 
residential development be subjected to the overlay d istrict requirements? Will 
the district be expanded to encompass even more of Woodburn? The answer 
to the first question can only be a nswered by ODOT, but staff's understanding is 
the Oregon Transportat ion Commission is moving toward requiring IMAs to 
receive priority for ODOT funding support for major interchange improvements. 
The answer to the second question is: residential development is not subject to 
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:.-:, . . , the IMA regulations. The answer to the third quest ion is: there is no expectation 
.,:: · ··::· at this time to expand the IMA. 

The second stated concern asks severa l questions rega'rding potential Measure 
37 claims that could result from adoption of the IMA. The adoption of the IMA 
could potentially result in Measure 37 claims being filed. If the City Council (and 
possibly ODOl) believes a particular claim is valid it w ill have the option of 
waiving the regulation or paying compensation. This decision would be made 
on a case-by-case basis. 

The third stated concern requests an exception for smaller developments to be 
included in the IMA regulations. Staff has reviewed the IMA regulations in further 
detail and recommends multiple revisions to further refine and clarity them. One 
revision modifies the applicability section to establish a threshold of 20 peak hour 
vehicles trips before a development is subject to the IMA. In addition, the table 
that lists the parcels that are subject to the IMA is revised to include only vacant 
commerc ial and industrial parcels that are least one acre in size. 

Recommended Revisions to Proposed Amendments 

After consideration of o ral and w ritten comments received from DLCD, Marion 
[:::-··:;::_; County and other interested parties and after further staff review and analysis of 

the proposed amendments, staff has drafted revisions to the proposed 
Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies, Woodburn Development O rdinance 
a nd Public Facilities Plan (see Attachment F) . These recommended revisions 
would replace the respective portions of the original public hearing d raft 
amendment package (Exhibit "'A "). Any necessary revisions to the 
Transportation System Plan w ill be made by the consultant after final direction is 
received from the Council on the recommended· revisions discussed in this 
memorandum. The substantive p roposed revisions are summarized as follows: 

Revisions to Proposed Comprehensive Pla n Map (CPM) and Zoning Map: 

1. Revise CPM and zoning map to reflect approval of a zone change from 
RS (Single Family Residential) to RM (Medium Density Residential) for 
Boones Ferry Place. The City Council recently approved a zone change 
from RS to RM on property genera lly located at the southwest corner of · 
Boones Ferry Road and Country Club Road. ·This change is not currently 
represented on the proposed CPM and zoning map. It is recommended 
that the proposed CPM for this p roperty be changed to MDR and the 
zoning be changed to RM. 
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2. Revise the proposed zoning map in the downtown area to reta in the 
existing zoning instead of the proposed Commercial Office (CO) zoning. 
The Planning Commission and staff recommend this change. 

3. Revise the boundary of the Interchange Management Area Overlay on 
the CPM and zoning map to better reflect the areas that ore subject to 
the overlay. 

4. Revise the CPM to change the designation on the exception area at the 
southeast corner of Carl Road and Highway 99E from Commercial to 
Medium Density Residential. This corrects a mapping error and makes the 
map consistent with the existing use of property as a mobile home park. 

5. Revise the CPM to remove the easterly portion of the OGA Golf Course 
from the proposed UGB expansion to avoid Class I soils. 

6. Revise the CPM to relocate the industrial designated 50-acre UGB 
expansion at the northwest quadrant of 1-5 and Butteville Road to a 50-
acre parcel located south of the proposed South Arterial. 

· >:::·::~ 7. Revise CPM and zoning map to remove SWIR designation and zoning from 
south end of Winco Foods p roperty. 

Revisions to Proposed Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies (Volume 1): 

l . Density ranges on Pages 7 and 32 are revised to be consistent with 
proposed lot sizes. 

2. Comprehensive Plan change c riteria on Page ll are revised to be 
consistent with c riteria for a plan change in the WOO. 

3. Policy Table 3 (Page 22) is revised to address changes in the parcels 
recommended . to be inc luded in the SWIR and to provide a more 
complete range of parcel sizes consistent with the recommendations o f 
the Economic Opportunit ies Analysis and Development Strategy. 

4. Goal G-2.4 (Page 33) is deleted because the updated TSP wil l be 
adopted concurrently w ith proposed periodic review amendments. 

5. Transportation goals (Goal H) are revised to be consistent with the goals 
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and policies in the draft TSP. 

Revisions to Proposed Woodburn Development Ordinance 0NDO): 

1 . The proposed WDO amendments are generally supplemented and 
revised to provide proper cross referencing to applicable sections of the 
WOO and to address standards and guidelines of other sections that 
should apply to the new zoning districts. Also, only those specific 
subsections of main sections (e.g. Section 2.102 RS zone) that are to be 
revised are included in these draft amendments whereas the original draft 
amendments contained all zoning districts whether there were changes 
proposed or not. 

2. The NNC District (Section 2.1 08) is generally reformatted to be consistent 
with the format and regulations for commerciol zones. Substantive 
revisions include reducing the maximum size of a NNC District from 15 to 
12 acres. 

Volume 
Page 

3. The RCWOD District (Section 2.113) is generally reformatted to be 
consistent with the format for other zoning districts and revised to better 
reflect the specific language found in the State Administrative Rules .:':;t~~>: 
regulating wetland and riparian ordinances. , 

4. The SWIR District (Section 2.114) is generally reformatted to be consistent 
with the format and regulations for the IP zone. Table 2.1 .22 is revised to 
address changes in the parcels recommended to be included in the SWIR 
and to more clearly address recommendations of the Economic 
Opportunities Analysis and Development Strategy. 

5. The Nodal Overlay Districts (Section 2.115) are generally reformatted to be 
consistent with the format a nd regulations for residential zones. 
Substant ive revisions include adjustments to building setb acks. 

6. Th~ IMA Overlay Distric t (Sec tion 2.116) is generally reformatted to be 
consistent with the format for other zoning d istricts. Substantive revisions 
include establishing a minimum thresho ld for a pplicability of the d istrict 
revising Table 2.116.1 to correct errors, and making the section clearer 
and more concise. 

7. Street Standards (Section 3.101 ), Special Street Setbacks (Section 3.1 03), 
Off Street Parking and Loading (Section 3. 1 05), Administration and 
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Procedures (Section 4.101 ), and Type IV Application Requirements 
(Section 5.1 04) are revised to incorporate recommended code revisions 
from the draft TSP. 

8. Block standards (Section 3.101.02.G) are revised to remove some 
exceptions to the maximum 600-foot block standard. 

Revisions to Proposed Transportation System Plan (TSP): 

1 . Revise maps and illustrations to show revised urban growth boundary and 
study area boundary. 

2. Revise Figure 7-2 to add a c ross section for cul-de-sac streets not 
exceeding 250 feet in length showing a right-of-way width of 50 feet and 
a curb-to-curb. width of 26 feet (one 12-foot travellane ·with 7-foot wide 
parking on each side). 

3. Revise IMA Overlay District boundary to better reflect the areas that are 
subject to.the overlay. 

Revisions to Proposed Public Facilities Plan (PFP): 

1. Revise PFP to address DLCD comments and to provide more up to date 
information regard ing public facility inventories and improvement 
schedules. In addition, an appendix has been added analyzing the 
ability to serve the eight study a reas for UGB expansion and an appendix 
has been added that indicates the infrastructure projects needed and 
associated costs to serve a short-term supply of industrial land in the 
Southwest Industria l Reserve. 

Revisions to Supporting Studies and Documents Nolume II): 

1 . Supporting documents a re revised to support the above recommended 
revisions and to address comments received from the Cou neiL Planning 
Commission, DLCD, Marion County, and other interested parties. UGB 
Study Area Public Services Analysis becomes an appendix to the Public 
Facilities Plan. The revised supporting documents wil l be provided to the 
Council with the ordinance to adopt the proposed periodic review 
amendments otter receiving final Council direction. 

Other Issues 
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Task 9 of the City's Periodic Review Work Program requires the City to review 
and update its Urban Growth Boundary Agreement w ith Marion County for 
coordinating land use w ithin the Urban Growth Boundary. City staff has worked 
with County staff in developing an updated Urban Growth Boundary 
Coordination Agreement. The recommended draft agreement is provided for 
Counc il consideration in Attachment H. 

Task 10 of the City's Periodic Review Work Program requires the City to submit a 
citizen involvement report to LCDC upon conclusion of periodic review. The 
Citizen Involvement Report, as of May 27, 2005, is provided in Attachment I. 

Attachments: 
Exhibit "AH 

Exhibit "Bu 
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Draft City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update 
(previously provided to Council under separate cover) 
Written Testimony and Comments Received After Planning 
Commission Written Testimony Deadline on 2/l 0/05 and 
Before City Council Written Testimony Deadline on 4/20/05: 
B-62: Craig Robinson, received 2/22/05 
B-63: Darlene Mahan, received 2/22/05 
B-64: Kim Ashland, received 2/24/05 
B-65: Martin Rohrer, received 3/3/05 
B-66: Serres Family, received 3/8/05 
B-67: Keith Woollen, received 3/14/05 . 
B-68: DLCD, received 3/18/05 
B-69: Marion Couniy, received 3/21 /05 
B-70: Ric hard Edmonds, received 3/22/05 
B-71 : Kim Ashland, received 3/23/05 
8-72: Mark Unger, received 3/23/05 
B-73: Rebecca Jordan, received 3/23/05 
B-74: Les Sc hwab Tires, received 3/ 23/05 
B-75: Shucks Auto Parts, received 3/23/05 
B-76: Bert Jones, received 3/23/05 
B-:77 : Serres Family, received 3/23/05 
B-78: Cha rles Piper, received 3/24/05 
B-79: Fins & Feathers Pet Shop, received 3/24/05 
B-80: Mark Unger, received 3/24/05 
B-81 : Mark Unger, received 3/ 24/05 
B-82: Bert Gottsacker, received 3/24/05 
B-83: PCUN, received 3/25/05 
B-84: Este lle Watson, received 3/28/05 
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Attachment A 
Attachment B 
Attachment C 
Attachment D 
Attachment E 
Attachment F. 

Attachment G 

B-85: Michael Sowa, received 3/25/05 
B-86: Terry Priser, received 3/25/05 
B-87: Robert and Nadine Eckhardt, received 3/28/05 
B-88: Kevin Mayne (Sharabarin), received 3/28/05 
B-89: Farmworker Housing Dev. Corp., received 3/28/05 
B-90: Carla Mikkleson, received 3/28/05 
B-91: Lolita CarL received 3/28/05 
B-92: Toni Spencer, received 3/28/05 
B-93: Brian Moore, received 3/28/05 
B-94: Amanda Dalton, received 3/28/05 
B-95: Martin Rohrer, received 3/28/05 
B-96: 1000 Friends of Oregon, received 3/31 /05 
B-97: Kay Peterson, received 4/4/05 
B-98: Kay McEwen, received 4/18/05 
B-99: Woodburn School District, received 4/19/05 
B-1 00: Kevin Mayne (krivoshein), received 4/19/05 
B-1 01: Serres Family, received 4/19/05 
B-1 02: Winco Foods, received 4/19/05 
B-1 03: Oregon Dept. of Agriculture, received 4/19/05 
B-1 04: Kevin Mayne (Krivosheln), received 4/20/05 
B-1 05: Kathleen Cart, received 4/20/05 
B-1 06: Renaissance Development received 4/20/05 
B-1 07: OPUS Northwest received 4/20/05 
8-1 08: Brian Moore, received 4/20/05 
B-1 09: 1 000 Friends of Oregon, received 4/20/05 
B-11 0: Bob Lindsey, received 4/20/05 
B-111 : Oregon Transportation Commission, received 4/20/05 
B-112: Kevin Mayne (Sharabarin), received 4/20/05 
B-113: Willamette Valley Realtors Govt. Affairs Committee, 

received 4/20/05 
City Council Minutes of 3/28/05 
Winterbrook's Responses to Comments 
Draft Response Letter to DLCD 
Draft Response Letter to Marion County 
Public Works Dept. Response to Serres Family Comments 
Recommended Revisions to Proposed Amendment Package 
(Exhibit "A") including revisions to the Comprehensive Plan 
Goals and Policies (Attachment F-1), Woodburn 
Development Ordinance (Attachment F-2), and the Public 
Facilities Plan (Attachment F-3) 
Recommended Map Revisions, dated 6/13/05 
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Attachment H 
Attachment I 
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Draft Urban Growth Boundary Coordination Agreement 
Citizen Involvement Report 
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"k REC'O * 
WOODBURN PLANNING COMMISSION METTING 

FEBURARV 24( ~~0~ FEB It 2005 

IN THE MATTER OF THE SOUTlWEST 
INDUSTRIAL RESERVE DISTRICT 
(SWIR) IN THB WOODBURN GROWTH 
BOUNDRY EXTENSION. 

RECIT'-LS: 

) OBJECTIO~~ 
) _ PARCEL SIZE REQUIREMENT 
)l:r ·: ·: EMPLO'!E:!' REQUIREMENT 
) MASTER PLANNING REQUIREMENT 

TRANSPORTATION PLAN IN SWIE 

1. We the undersigned are owners of-100 1 of the land, 

by deed, and owned since the 60s, in the proposed Southwest Industrial 

Reserve District (SWIR}. 

2. We the undersigned are --100\ of the owners of the land 

in the proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve District. 

3. The undersigned are desirous of making this Petition a 

part of the record of the meeting of Feburary Jf,2005, deliberating 

on what was said at the Public Hearing Feburary 3, 2005. 

4. We the undersigned were not approached on any of the plannin~ 

of the Southwest Industrial Reserve District and therefore feel it is 

the Gity of Woodburns responsibility to do their own master planning 

on any parcels. 

5. We the undersigned are oppsed to being told how we will 

divide our farm land in the Southwest Industrial Reserve District. 

6. We the undersigned are opposed- to being told wbc we will 

sell our land to, in the Southwest Industrial Reserve District, as 

to the amount of employees that must be employeed. 

1. We the undersigned feel we are quite capable of deciding, 

to who and how we will dispose of our land. 

8. We the undersigned are opposed to the Transportation Plan 

in the Southwest Industrial Reserve District. If the land need is 

greater that the proposed street width and if it follows a property 

line and does no~~ake ~ off each side of the proposed street 

NOW, THEREFORE, the undersigned hereby: 

1. Affix their signature to this document for the purpose 

of objecting to the above recitals. 

2. Certify that they are the owners, either in fee or under 

contract purchase, of one or more parcels in the proposed Southwest 

Industrial Reserve District. 

Volume 5 

Page 613 



Volume 5 
Page 614 

MAR 2 s·wos 
WOODBURN CITY COUNCIL ~UBLIC HEARING 

M.ARCH 28, ~OU WOOOBURN 
CfN ADMINISTIWOI\'1 ~E 

IN THE MATTER OP THE SOUTHWEST ) 
INDUSTRIAL RESERVE DISTRICT ) 
(SWIR) IN THE WOODBURN GROWTH ) 
BOUNOR~ EXTENSION. ) 

RECITALS: 

OBJECTION TO: 
PARCEL SIZE REQUIREMENT 
EMPLOYEE REQUIREMENT 
MASTER PLANNING REQUIREMENT 
TRANSPORATION PLAN IN SWIR 

1. We the undersigned are owners of 100 'of the land, 

by deed, and owned since the 60s, in · the proposed Sourhwest Industrial 

Reserve District(SWIR). 

2. 100\ of the owners of the land 

in· the proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve District. 

3. The undersigned are desirous of making this Petition a 

part of the record of the Public Hearing on March 26, 2005 at 7:00 p.m. 
4. We the undersigned were not approached on any of the planning 

of the Southwest Industrial Reserve District and therefore feel it is 

the City of Woodburn& responsibility to do their own master planning 

on any parcels. 

5. We the undersigned are opposed to being told how we will 

devide our farm land in the Southwest Industrial Reserve District. 

6. We the undersigned are opposed to being told who we will 

sell our land to in the Southwest Industrial Reserve District, as 

to the amount of employees that mu.st be employeed. 

7. We the undersigned feel we are quite capable o~ decidir. 

to who and how we will dispose of our land. 

8. We the undersigned are opposed to the Transportation i 

in the Southwest Industrial Reserve District. If the land need 1~ 

greater than the proposed s treet width and if it follows a property 

line and does not take ~ off each side of the proposed street. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the undersigned hereby: 

1. Affix their signature to this document for the purpose 

of o bjecting to the above recitals. 

2. Certify that t hey are the owners, either in fee o r under 

contract purchase, o f one or more parcels i n the proposed Southwest 

I ndustri al Reser ve District. 
NAME 

1 
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Exhibit "B" _,r 

february 24, 2005 FEEt 2 4 2005 

wg~l!_AN COMMUNITY 
.. Vt;LUPMENT DEPT: City of Woodburn 

Planning Chairman, Commissioners & 
Woodburn Planning Commission 

It has come to our aHentlon that the Woodburn Comprehensive plan is in 
the process of being amended or changed. The current comprehensive 
plan has our properties, 2055 & 2425 Molalla Avenue {approximately l8 
acres} slated to go to a commerdal type zoning. Due to the recent 
developments, we do not think that this is the ideal zoning for this 
property. 

We propose that single family resldentlol housing makes more sense at thls 
time due to the following reosons: 

1 . These 18 acres are isolated on the edge of the new expanded 
urban growth boundary, far from the 99E traffic streams. 

2. The n~w nine acre Mormon church facility at 2045 Molalla Avenue, 
our direct neighbor to the West (we share the entire length of the 
lot), would blend much nicer into a friendly residential setting. 

3. The property directly South and across Molalla Highway from our 
property and parallel to Cooley Road is currently planned to be 
changed to single family resldenttal. This property lines up directly 
across from ours. The highest end best use for our properties would 
be single family residential also. 

In co·nctusion, the direction of the master plan should be modified since 
the approval of the Mormon church creates more of a community area. 
Single family residential would better serve the area and create more of a 
balance. 

s;zv 
Kim Ashland, Property Owner- Contact Person {503) 390-0308 
Kevin Ashland, Property Owner 
Dan Blem, Property Owner 
Ivan Smerkotf, Property Owner 
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MAR 0 3 2005 

W0008U~MCOMMUNITV 
OE'JE\,OPMENI OEPT. 

Woodburn City Council 
clo Jim Mulder 
W oodbuni City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Dear Mayor Figley and Councilors: 

Exhibit "B"-bS" 
16 Abelard 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035-2342 
March 1, 2005 

This letter and its enclosures are submitted for your consideration relative to your 
March 28,2005, hearing on the UGB expansion (and other matters.) I will be testifying 
at the hearing on behalf of myself arid three of my neighbors (Castor, Adney, and 
Coleman) who also own properties along Arney Road. 

The enclosures are: 
· 1. Aerial photograph looking down on Arney Road. The area outlined in red is 

approximately l2S acres and our four properties comprise about 110 acres of the 
total of 125 acres. 

2. Aerial photograph looking down on the Woodburn I-5 Interchange. Both the 
approximately 125-acre area and the proposed South By-Pass are shown in.red. . 

3. My map showing the northwest quadrant of staff's proposed UGB adjustments to .. 
the CompYehensive Plan. I have added to the map the approximately 125-acre 
area, the roads, and the identification of the properties owned by their owners. 

4. Letter to the Woodburn Planning Commission dated February 7, 2005. 
5. Letter to Greg Winterowd and Jim Mulder dated April29, 2004. 
6 . Letter to John Brown dated April26, 1999, with enclosures (which include the 

July23, 1996, letter of Robert L. Engle sent on my behalf to Steve Goeckritz.) 

As you can see, we have been consistent and persistent in our efforts to be included 
within the UGB since 1996. I last testified before the Woodburn Planning Commission 
on February 3, 2005. At their d~liberations on February 24, 2005, Jim Mulder was asked 
by the Planning Commission why he recommended that olir area not be included in the 
currently proposed UGB expansion. He said that his view is that the west part of our area 
should be developed for multi-family residential use and the rest of our area (that which 
is north of Woodburn Company Stores) should be developed for commercial use. He 
said there is already enough proposed to be designated for multi-family residential and 
commercial uses, arid that what we should do is fmd a developer who will come in after 
the approval (by Marion County and the State of Oregon) of the UGB expansion and ask 
for a separate and specific plan amendment (Post-Acknowledgment Plan Amendment). 
He suggested that one appropriate use for the part of our area along Arney Road would be 
as the site for a "big box" retailer. (That would be like Home Depot, Costco, Winco, etc.) 
Three Planning Commissioners said that they agree with Mr. Mulder regarding the 
appropriateness of a Commercial designation. · 
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W oodbum City Council 
March 1, 200S 
Page2 

We think that the best way to attract a developer who would look at the big picture and 
who would be willing to make any necessary and appropriate improvements. to the 
roadways and traffic situation and to protect the other neighbon who remain in our area 
would be for our area to be included within the UGB. What we have had in mind is 
developing the area for uses that are something between Commercial and Industrial. An 
example of the kinds of businesses that would fit well into such a development would be 
distributors or manufacturers who produce a product and show and market a substantial 
part of their inventory from the site of manufacture. That would be compatible with 
Woodburn Company Stores, and both would benefit from being in the same visible, 
successful location. If we arc brought into the UGB at this time, we would look for one 
developer who specializes in that kind of development for all 110 of the 12S acres. 

A Post-Acknowledgment Plan Amendment is available only for up to 50 acres. We will, 
of course, go that route if you so prefer. That process, because it is more limited in terms 
of the acreage being developed, makes it more difficult for us to find a developer who 
will be able to look at the big picture, be able to finance all necessary and appropriate 
improvements, and be able to most properly protect the remaining neighbors. 

The South By-Pass concept bas been discussed for a long time. · Greg Winterowd and Jim 
Mulder no doubt were influenced by the South By-Pass history and its proponents. 
Whether the South By-Pass ever gets approved; funded; and built remains to be seen. 
Even if that all happens, will a freeway exit to accommodate it ever be built? If it is built, 
will it be within any of our lifetimes? Even if.it is built, does it make sense to now 
develop around it, so that it's more difficult and costly to build the exit? Please look 
carefully at enclosure #2. Notice the extensive amount of farmland proposed to be 
brought into the UGB to make the South By-Pass work. Do you wonder if 1,000 Friends 
of Oregon can find a way to let that picture tell 1,000 words? Now look at the 125 acres 
we propose to bring into the UGB. lt is surrounded on three sides by development, as 
well as adjoining one of the largest and one of the most successful retail areas in the 
Pacific Northwest. (Ex-Mayor and new Planning Commissioner Dick Jennings said, 
during the hearing of the Planning Commissio~ that it looks like a drunken sailor drew 
the proposed UGB line around our area and it should be squared off. But then he voted 
with the otbers against doing it.) 

Do you really think it is more likely t~at Woodburn will develop all the way to the South 
By-Pass within the next twenty years or that the area next to Woodburn Company Stores 
(with streets, power, water, and sewer running right up to it) will likely develop within 
that twenty-year period? Remember, the whole concept of this part of the planning 
process is to determine, not only what is a good plan from other than an economic 
standpoint, but also what will be economically viable within the next twenty years. In 
otber words·, good ideas that won't happen (or at least won't happen for a long time) are 
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· W oQdbum City Council 
March 1, 200S 
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-\ not what you arc being asked to come up with or to approve, as such ideas will not 
J improve the near-tenn economy or-livability of Woodburn. · 

For the past year, the public bas been invited to analyze and comment on the proposed 
UGB expansion. A numbet of people have done so. I noticed at the Planning 
Commission hearings that only one minor change to the UGB proposal was suggested by 
the Planning Commission. Perhaps the proposal is the best we can come up with and, 
therefore, no changes are appropriate. I would like to think that there is still ,a reasonable 
opportwllty for some changes or addjtions to the UGB expansion recommendations. The 
recommendati()ru are somewhat different than earlier proposals that were· formulated by 
citizen groups~ (rather than before) public input. We presented testimony.to the 
Bujldable Lands Citizens Advisory Conunittee (~Growth Policy Task Force) back in 
1999~ Dave Christoff chaired that committee. Following the 1999 hearings arid that 
committee's review, that committee's reCommendation was that a majority of the .110 

_.acres should be brought into the UGB. 

We are not exactly sure what has changed since 1999, other than (1) the su~essful 
development and expansion of W oodburn.Company Stores, (2) the reversing_ of the 
chronological order in which the public hearings were scheduled and the UGB expansion 
proposal was presented, and (3) changes of the consultant, the Woodburn Planning --, 
Department staff, the Woodburn Planning Commission, the Woodburn Mayot, and most 
of the Woodburn City Council who make the recommendations and decisions. We 
apparently haven't done a very good job of continually presenting our case, and for that 
we apologize and ask yo~ for your understanding. 

We will appreciate your consideration of our iequest. 

Very truly yours, 

Martin W. Rohrer 
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Woodburn Planning Commission 
c/Q Jim Mulder 
Woodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Deat Planning Commissioners: 

16 Abelard 
Lake Oswego, OR. 97035-2342 
.February 7, 2005 

This is a follow-up to my testimony presented at your hearing on Thursday, February 3, 
200S. Please consider this letter in your decision regarding the UGB and include it in the 
record. My testimony was presented, and this letter is written, on behalf of myself and three 
families (Castor, Adney, and Coleman) who own about 110 out of the 12S acres in the area 
along Arney Road and Arney Lane adjoining and immediately north of"'?/oodbum Company 
Stores. We have consistently represented to the City of Woodburn, since the UGB study 
be~ .in 1996, that we would allli1~e to be included in any UGB expansion, have all of our 
properties zoned .for Light Industrial development, and cooperate with each other to try to 
develop our propcmie-s as one entire tract of 110 acres. We presented testimony to the 
Buildable Lands Citizen Advisory Committee (aka Growth Policy Task Force) in 1999 and 
at the hearings before the Woodburn City Council shortly thereafter. In fact, a majority of 
our ·area was then recommended, as a result of the study, for inclusion within art expanded 
UGB. We were delighted with that recommendation and were ready for the inclusion. We 
haven't changed our ~ds. All three of my neighbors were at your February 3 hearing, 
although I was the only one who spoke. They indicate they will be sending letters for 
inclusion in the record that support my testimony and written materials. 

Two maps and an aerial photograph are enclosed and should be helpful in your 
understanding of our request. They include: 

1. Proposed Comprehensive Plan with stafrs recommended UGB adjustments added. 
2. My map of the northwest quadrant of Map #I, with the area, roads, and property 

owners indicated. · 
3. Aerial photograph of the area we propose for inclusion, with the area outlined and 

with the double lines showing the current"UGB line . 

. There are three main._reasons we feel we should be included in the UGB expansion. They 
are: 

l . Our area is, and has been for about three decades, the area most surrounded by the 
UGB. That surrounding is even more noticeable if the UGB is now extended both 
north along Butteville Road and all the way to Crosby Road on the east side of I-5. 
Maps #1 and #2 show that very clearly. Although rounding offUGB borders may not 
be required, it would seem to have merit and should be less objectionable to those 
bureaucrats and groups that are concerned about expansion into agricultural areas. 
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With Woodburn Company Stores on one side and housing (or freeway) on the other 
two sides, we are already much more impacted by urbanization than several other 

· areas that ate outside of the current UGB, but which are proposed for inclUsion. 
2. Our area adjoins one of the largest retail centers in the Pacific Northwest. It is bard to 

believe that it would be appropriate for such an area to nofbe included in the supply 
of land that is listed as being made available for development within the next 20 
years. More than any other area proposed for inclusion in the UGB expansio~ except 
perhaps the area in the southwest quadrant that is between Butteville. Road and the 

. interchange, our area is ready for development The roads, water, sewer, and power 
are right at our doorstep. There is no need for a new interchange (although the 
current one clearly needs improvement) and no need to wait for a south bypass to start 
development Our area bas been proven to bo an area that is viable for development 
with the success of Woodburn Company Stores, the auto dealers, and the other retail 
establishinenta along Arney Road. We believe empirical evidence of superior 
freeway vbibility and.traffic flow is demonstrated by that su~ess. 

3. We would like to develop our area as a Light Industrial development that takes 
advantage of the fairly easy access from and to I-S on the west side of the 
interchange, freeway visibility, and the traffic ~eady generated by tho retail 
establishments along Arney Road. We think there is a substantial demand for Light 
Industrial land where manufacturing and similar enterprises arc able to market and 
·sell a p<~rtion of their goods from the location at which they arc manufactured or 
packaged. (Such sales offices were allowed in r~cent WoOdburn zoning codes. I 
believe those codes were amended, but it would be beneficial to the City and the 
businesses to reestablish such permitted uses.) Our area would be ideal to satisfy the 

.·~ . . ' 

"·.· "'·:- . 
particular demand for property where marketing and sales offices aie pennitted. 
Examples of those kinds. of businesses ate manufacturers of clothing, cookware, 
microbrews, computer hardware, golf clubs, and wine, as well as those who package 
products such as flower bulbs and high value agricultural products for shipment. It 
was noted at your hearing that the City needs to provide a variety of industrial options 
to satisfy different needs. The manufacturers who would be interested in our area 
might be quite different tba.,those who are interested in areas along Parr Road. You 
can make land available; but, if it doesn't meet the needs of the buyers/manufacturers, 
they will go elsewhere to buy and develop. 

If what the City of Woodburn wants is to create new, good jobs as soon as possible, it needs 
to offer land that is what manufacturers want, and land that can most readily and quickly be 
developed. We feel that our area along Arney Road has those characteristics. We feel it 
would be compatible with Woodburn Company Stores and other retailers along Arney Road 
an~ in fact, all would benefit from a symbiotic relationship. We appreciate your 
consideration of our arguments and our request for inclusion. 

Very truly yours, 

Martin W. Rohrer 
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Greg Winterowd 
Winterbrook Planning 
310 SW Fourth Ave-·Suite 1000 
Portland, OR 97204 

Jim Mulder 
Woodburn Community Development Director 
W oodbum City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Oil 97071 

Gentlemen: 

16 Abelard · 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035-2342 
April29, 2004 

This is a follow-up to the open house you held at Woodburn City Hall on April 16, 2004, 
for the property owners most directly affected by the proposed UGB changes. I told Greg 
that I would provide both of you with this letter and its enclosures to explain what I and 
several other landowners on Arney Road have in mind. Enclosed are the following: 

l . My letter to John Brown dated April 26, 1999, and its enclosures. 
2. A (rough) map showing. the current location of Arney Road, the landowners 

involved, the current UGB (in blue), and our proposal (in red) for expansion 
of the UGB and industrial zoning along Arney Road. · 

As you can see from the enclosures (which include the letter to Steve Goeckritz dated 
July 23, 1996) and the record you will find from the various hearings we have attended, 
the four main property owners in this area have consistently requested this expansion of 
the UGB since the very start of the current UGB expansion process in 1996. We thought 
we had previously made our case, and have been trying to avoid making pests of 
ourselves. In fact, most of this Arney Road area WaS reconunended for inclusion in the 

· UGB, with an IL designation, in prior studies commissioned by the City of Woodburn. 
With Woodburn Company Stores nearing completion, the o.ther improvements to and 
developments along Arney Road, and the increased need for industrial properties since 
1996, we feel the requested expansion is even more needed and reasonable than it was in 
1996 and that the same arguments for that requested expansion apply more than ever. 

The four owners (Co 1eman, Adney, Castor, and myself) have three residences on our four 
properties. Within the area of the requested expansion are five other residences and the 
concrete plant. The four owners own about 90% of the entire area and, depending on 
how you calculate industrial acreages, there should be between 110 and 120 acres that 
could be developed for industrial us.es from the four propert1es. We have had meetings 
and have somewhat stayed in contact during the· planning process. We are all ready to 
develop our properties when an opportunity presents itself and we have discussed that we 
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Greg Winterowd and Jim Mulder 
Apri129, 2004 
Page2 

would like to collectively market our properties, to find one buyer/developer for aU four 
of the properties, if possible. The reality seems to be that both developers and 
manufacturers want to work with larg~ tracts, and the 110 to 120 acres would likely be 
most attractive. If you review the aerial photo in the enclosures, you Cal) see that the 
requested UGB expansion area along Arney Road is somewhat outlined as a natural 
break for the UGB by the trees and Senecal Creek in the back of the area. 

( 

My "vision" for the area is something different than the typical industrial development 
With its great visibility from and access to 1-5 and with its proximity to and the traffic 
flow associated with Woodburn Company Stores, it would be a great place to havo 
manufacturing facilities for manufacturers that desire an aesthetically pleasing site that 
their suppliers, sbippen, and other visiton can easily locate and access from I-5. The site 
would have places nearby for the workers to eat and to shop. It would also probably be a 
plus to these manufacturers if an associated showroom and salesroom for the 
manufactured goods being produced were allowed, although it appears to me that the 
development ordinance has been changed to make that more difficult. (I welcome any 
alternative zoning suggestions you may have in this regard.) Just a few ideas of the 
products that fit these criteria would be the manufacturing of clothing, shoes~ knives, 
cooking ware, computer hardware, or golf clubs, and flower bulb or nursery plant 
packaging and shipping. This type of an industrial area would supplement and be 
compatible with Woodburn Company Stores and the other commercial businesses along 
Arney Road. The proximity of the commercial and these types of industries that I !~~y= \· 
envision along Arney Road should help to increase business for everyone along the road. 
·I assume that such increased eeonomic activity is one of the main goals that Woodburn 
wants to accomplish with the UGB expansion. Industrial areas on Parr Road and on the 
west side ofButteville Road will not be as attractive (at least for the types of industries to 
which I refer) as the areas on Arney Road. Developers and manufacturers may face a 
shortage of adequate sites, but they still won't go where their needs and expectations are 
not met. Waiting for a south by-pass to be constructed and being expected to travel to 
and from Woodburn via Highway 99E would not be very attractive to the industries that I 
have in mind. They will simply continue to look in other cities for development and 
business location. (Admittedly, a south by-pass may work for certain other types of 
industrial and residential development, so I'm not suggesting it is a bad idea. It is just not 
likely to attract the industries that I would like to see along Arney Road.) 

One concern that has apparently been expressed by ODOT is the traffic created by the 
new businesses that are already along Arney Road. I have made frequent trips on Arney 
Road over the past few years and have visited with the neighbors. The general consensus 
is that there is no particular problem on Arney Road itself. The main problem is on the 
east side of the freeway exit, with some problem on the west side of the exit. It won 't 
solve the traffic problem to route vehicles around to Butteville Road (either north or 
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Greg Winterowd and Jim Mulder 
April29. 2004 
Page 3 

south of Highway 214). Most of that traffic would still take Highway 214 going east and 
wind up at the exit The solution is for ODOT to stop passing the buck and to finally put 
in an adequate interchange cloverleaf. (Consider what a great improvement the new . 
cloverleaf at I-S and Highway 217 is and bow it seems to have solved what formerly was 
an almost impossible interchange situation.) 

Pte·ase take a look at your proposed UGB expansion map and note the gap that youdatest 
proposal would create between the residential areas on Butteville Road and the proposed 
housing area 1n tlle southeast quadrant of the inters~tion ofl•5 and Crosby Road. If you 
·were to.draw a straight line between the northeast comer of the former and the northwest 
comer of the lttter. it would entirely encomp~s. the entire area that we propose. to bring 
into the UGB on Arney Road. While it may not be a stated goal or absolutely required to 
round off the UGB, it seems generally desirable. In fact, that objective was at least a 
stated desire of the Woodburn City Council in prior bearings on this UGB expansion. 
·Bringing Within the UGB an area that is bordered on three sides by the City of Woodburn 
seern.s even mcire logical and desirable where the area also adjoins one of the largest retail 

. ~Is in the State of Oregon and bas a completely improved major road and all the 
necessary utilities right up to its entrance. 

My 'Understanding is that you held the open house to encourage input. And I assume that 
the reason for the input is so that you have the opportunity to make adjustments to your 
proposal before you present it to the Planning Commission. This is a sincere request that 
you consider doing so. If you would like us to provide any further information for your 
consideration, please let me know, and I will be glad to try to obtain it for you. I can 
generally be reached at my office (503-499-4675) or home (503· 635-8768). 

Very truly yours, 

Martin W·. Rohrer 

Enclosures 
cc: Mr. John Brown 
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Mr. John Brown 
City Administrator 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery 
Woodburn, OR. 97011 

Dear "Mr. Brown: · 

1 u n."'"""' ... 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035-2342 
AprU 26~ 1999 

The Buildable Lands Citizen Advisory Committee (aka Growth Policy TaskForce) held a 
meeting for public input on March 30, 1999. The consultants reported their conclusion that, 
between now and 2020, the City of Woodburn will need about 600 additional ~ of land 
suitable for industrial. uses wlthin its Urban Growth Boundary. The comments of ColllliUttee 
members 3nd the ~stimony of the public seemed to both support that ~nclusion and indicate a 
preference for encouraging that type of development. Reference was made to jo.b creation. 
increasiilg the tax base, and taking advantage of Woodburn's location and freeway access. I 
spoke at the hearing with respect to the efforts that Bob Engle (my attorney), my neighbors and I 
have made over the past three years to position approximately 125 acres owned by mj neighbors 
and myself for inclusion within the Urban Growth Boundary with a Ligbt Industrial designation. 
This tetter and the attachments are wbat I lndicated to the Committee I would forward to them, 
through you, for their consideration. Please provide each of the members of the Committee and 
any other officials.or staff who you think should receive a copy with ·one of the enclosed copies. I 
am also sending copies directly to Mayor Jennings, Chairman Christoff and Steve Goeckritz. 

The attachments include: 
1. Aria1 photograph looking south along 1-5. The 125 acres is the area I have marked by 

the enclosed lines. 1'be double. lines indicate the current Urban Growth Boundary. 
2. The consultants' map showing current Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Zones. I have 

marked the 125 acres with the blue diagonal lines. 
3. Bob Engle~s letter of July 23, 1996. It presents our arguments for inclusion of the area 

within the Urban Growth Boundary and its designation as Light Industrial The 
reasoning and conclusions ar~ I believe, even more valid today than they were in 1996. 
Since then the outlet mall on the adjoining property bas nearly been completed, the 
demand for freeway industrial properties within Oregon has continued to increase, and 
the City's own consultants have concluded that 600 more acres of property so designated 
will be needed by 2020. The 125 acres we ask to have included is probably, of all the 
alternatives the City has, the best located and most suitable for inclusion and designation 
as Light IndustriaL 

/ 

At the March 30 meeting, I was asked if we had discussed our desires with, and received any 
comments from, the Marion County Commissioners. I responded in the affirmative and that the 
only concern that had been expressed, by one Commissioner, is with respect to the extending of 
Woodburn's Urban Growth Boundary closer to Marion County's landfill My response was and 
continues to be that, if the concern is that some citizens living north of the current Woodburn City 
Limits will complain that pollution is adversely impacting their water supply, the best resolution roof 
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that potential problem is to have aa maey ·~f the ·current. rural re~. arid anY new .i:esidents 
added. in the future in that area bave .. tbe benefit ofWoodbum's water and storm drainage systems~ 
· 'I'he fact is that it may be the contl-o 11ing of rural development, rather than of proximity to the 
laridfil1, that might be appropriat~. ·wrth·respea to the 125 acres, two additional·peints for 
· Marloq Co~ to consider are that ( 1 )the ind\)strial. uses we oontemplate will probabiy decrease, 
rather than:-inciease; the· number of residents that .would ·~ living ott~ 12S acres and (2) it iS· 
.abo¢ a· full mile between the.Close$t pomts.ofboth ~ 125 acres and the laoofiD (w~b would 
mean that any Maiion County ·poticy·preveming any .new development Within that <UstaDce, le., 

. 0~ mile, of any part of~ laridfi1i would effeCtivelY condemn to varying degrees about 10 square 
~ on.the north oorder.ofWooQ.bUnl.) .From the CityofWOO<:Ibun)'s standpoiQt, we suggest 
that the isSue needs clearly and soon to be addressed wit1l. the MariOn COunty Commissioners, 
because the 1andfiD iS just aoout.asclose to the most northwestern parts. of Senior Estates as it is 
to the 12S aeres am mo$t of any future deve1opiJicot north of~ curient city limits on the east 

. side oftbc freeway ~ceo Crosby ROad and Boones Ferry Road woUld actually be u close or 
closer to the landfiD than the 125 acres is. Polhition concerns respect no freeWay boundaries, and 
·new developments.in that area east of the freeway would most likely be residentiai What the 
.policy ofMarioo.County ought to be is (l)to do more to reduce/eliminate the pollution concerns 
throUgh good management of the landfill and (2)to encourage expansion of the UOB to the north 
and require that any new development .in the area o( concern be connected to Woodbm.n's water 
and storm.drainage 8yst~ · 

: . . • 1 . . 

· · A final co~ that I would like to make is that 1 personaUy support the concept of having a 
· pretty firm Urban GroWth Boundary and requiring development to occur within it. so long as the 
supply·.of the 'V·arious types of zoned acreages within that UGB are adequate to provide fur the 
reasonable demands for development. It is also appropriate to shift zoning from one type where 
there is .an oversupply to another type where there is an undersupply. The current discussion 
·includes one proposal that would essentially resuh in meeting the 600 acre industrial land shortfall 
by changing the designation on single f;mli1y reSidential land to a designation of industrial land. 
'That would work where, both· economically and politically, in the area under consideration the 
two designations are interchangeable. However, 1 submit that almost all of the land within the 

· curret:it UGB that is zoned for· single family residential development would be unsuitable for ·· 
industrial uses of the .type we have in mind. For those uses, the land needs to be close to and 
easily served by a major transportation system and would be best located where the industrial uses 
would be the most compatible with its neighbors and current uses. We think that, from an 
ecOnomic and political standJ)oint, the i25 acres and a few other small tracts outside of and on the 
corners of the current UGB are the appropriate answer to the need for designating 600 more 
acres a$::beirtg for Woodburn's future industrial needs. An additional justification for the inclusion 
ofthe.Se speci& 125 acres within the UGB'is ~the current UGB is already on three sides of the 
125 aeres and its inclusiort would actually somewhat heipto straighten out the UGB lines. 

Very truly yours, 

Martin W. Rohrer 5 
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July 23, 1996 

Mr.· Steve ·Gcieckritz · 
Planning DirectOr 
City of Woodburn 
aty Han . 
Woodbum,.OR 97071 

Re: Woodbuin· Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review - Urban Growth Boundary 

Volume 

Expansion · 

Dear Steve: 

I recently discussed with you the fact that W~odbum win soon Qegin the process o( 
considering the extent to which Woodburn's Urban Giowth· J:Joundary should b 
expanded. 

I have asked you to allow me to offer mput in that process at this time rather than 
after the proposal has been developed since it has been my experience that public 
hearings requesting public comments upon an existing proposal seldom result in any 
significant change or modificatio~ to . that· proposal · 

I am currently representing Martin .W. Rohrer, a fotmer 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 Marion County an'd 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. Marty's ·property is the portion of that 125 acres 
further indicated by the diagonal lines . . We believe that many reasons exist for the 
inclusion of this 125 acres within the City's Urban Growth Boundary. I will use this 
letter as an opportunity to list a few of those reasons which we feel are most 
compelling. 

5 
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Mr. Steve Goeckritz 
July 23, 1996 
Pagel 

The City of W oodbum will need, within ~e next planning period, an additional 
inventoty of light industrial and high density residential property. The 125 actes 
could substantially contribute to meet that need in several ways: 

1. The 125 .acres could currently be brought within the Urban Growth 
Boundary and aU or most of it zoned for light industrial .use with minimal 
opposition or disruption of current owners and activities. This acreage 

. cbntains only eight . residences. The entire acreage is owned by ollly 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 plw;tt and a sales yard for heavy equipment. Over 90% 
of the W acres is owned by four of the owners. AU are engaged in farming 
to same degree; but Marty has polled the . four owners (Coleman, Adney, 
Castor and himself) and all would welcome inclusion and Ught industrial 
designation. That designation would also 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 
inveatOry of property previously identified as high . density residential. A 
·porti<m of the 125 acres could be zoned high density residential to replace 
the Stampley property lost for such uses. Particularly appropriate for such 
zoning would be the Coleman 30-acre farm on the westerly portion of the 125 
acres, siilce it adjoins residential property in the Nazarene Subdivision to the 
w~t 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 Road 
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-S. 
If that occurs, access to the 125 acre·s 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 mterchange would not detrimentally affect the flow 
of traffic into Woodburn east on 214. Much of the traffic would access to 
and from I-5 and only on the west side. Additionally, with proper plannin& 
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Mr. Steve Ooeckritz 
July 23, 1996 
Page 3 

ttaffic 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. 

S. Much discussion has occurred on the subject of a new interchange on 
I~S. 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·S 
access at 214 without substantially increasing traffic east of 1-S on 214 and 
would encourage destination travel to downtown Woodburn &om Crosby 
Road and not from 214. It is particularly important to note that the 
intetcbange 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 develop~ent during that 
period without directly impacting or being· bnpacted by the interchange 
improvements. A . decade could be a very long time for Woodburn to wait 
for the economic development that could ·result from S\lCh business and 
housillg activity. 

6. The subject property7 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;.· · 
abave (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 p<)rtion of the 125 acres. 

7. . Good planniDg 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 !~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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Mr. Steve Ooeckritz 
July 23, 1996 ' 
Page 4 

any concerns related to the iandfill sho\Ud be decreased, rather than 
incteased. 

9. W oodbum lw 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 
Woodb\llll desirable to residents and development is our access to I-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 beeause 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 recommend that the City seriously CO"Qsider and then propose 
inclusion of the approximately 12S acres within Woodburn's Ur-ban Growth 

,: -:::~~:.. Boundary during the planning and review process. Although this is not the time to 
;:,:;;•:;y consider the ultimate zoning of the property, we recommend that the City consider 

designating the property in Woodburn's ~mprehensive 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 tune 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. 

Yours truly, 

ROBERT L ENGLE 
.RLE:hez 
cc: Martin W. Rohrer ../ 
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Letter to the Woodburn City Cou.ncil, March 1, lO~S M~R o· & 2.005 

WOOOBURN 
. . CITY ADMINISTRATOR'S OFACE /~ .. 
We,~ Serres family, would like to address the omission of our farm from the · 

proposed urban growth bo~dary; OVer the past three yean we have attempted to 
illustrate ~benefits our fatm has to increase the city of W oodbum' s livability and 
quality of life. We teamed that our pOtential participation in W oodbum' s vision for the 
futurt fell upon deaf ears. Our message was not conveyed to other ~layers at large" . 

. Withholding infonnation regatding this·interest ofiru:lusion by the planning department 
has ltd us to wonder. i.f our participation in the open .fonllll3 and hearings was a waste of 
our time and effort. Was there t:t-uly an interest Ui pUbUc input and fair balance of 
equ3lity of inclusion? Or was the plan already detennined privately and public hearings 
were merely a formality? Perhaps the W oodbum Planning Colrimission was simply 
trying to come up with a plan that would satisfy County and State mandated planning 
requirements. ·Jim Mulder. Woodburn City Planner, t9ld Serres family members that 
expanding WoodbUrn to the East did not fit into hiS plan. We did not realize that the 
decision~~ piocesa would be closed, leaving Woodbum•s future solely in one 
person's bands. · 

. . 
. At the Feb. 24, 200S Woodburn Planning CommiSsion meetjng, commission 

members and the public were lead to believe that our fann would be the most expensive 
proPertY to include. W c would like to clarify this misconception about our farm. As Mr. 
Mulder ~ sewage doesn't gravity flow .upbill According to the USGS Woodburn . 
7 .S minute quadrangle map, our farm is. located ~ mile S<>uth of the W oodbum Sewage 
Treatment Plant on the same upland bench above the Pudding River. 

The City of Woodburn bas a gravity flow sewer main running along the North ~t;i:it· 
bouruiary of our farm (Hardcastle Street). We arc open to discussion regarding the cost 
of any pump station and sewer mains req~ to service our farm~s area. 

Jim Mulder also mentioned that Eastward ex,pansion onto our farm would 
incorporate prime farmland and wetlarids.. Yes. our farm consists of Class II soils, as 
does the land surrounding Woodburn in ALL directions. The only Class I soils are to the 
West and North. The same can be said of the wetlands. Our farm is 92% flat land. 8o/o is 
rolling forest and Pudding River wetland. 

Consideration for inclusion should not.be solely based upon the sewage issue. As 
the saying goes, a picture is worth a thousand words. A tour of our farm would 

· demonstrate the relief of traffic pressure from future. growth due to the accessibilizy of 
our property. The Woodburn· School district's property, which botders our property on 
two sides, could have improved road acces~ as ,.well as room for future growth. Our farm 
also has proven, large capacity wells, expansive views, natural drainage, and forested 
.parklan~ ill features that can enhance the City of Woodburn. 

5 

East side growth would benefit the business community along 99E. Homeowners 
could enjoy their homes without the noise and air pollution ofl-5. The North South 



Cooley Road extension suggested by the. W oodbum Eeonomic oppOrtunities Analysis 
and Development Strategy Final Report would bisect our farm. 

It is'n« reasonable that new development in Woodburn meet the current density 
standard when the Economic Development Study shows that Woodburn already has an 
unusually high ratio of people to ho~hold. Is our planning commission afraid of 
pointing this out7 

We recognize the long hours and careful review that you have put into this 
p~. We would lib for you to remember that it is not our fault that our active interest 
in this plan was not heard or recognized. We want to be ~luded in this UGB. 

It is not too late to make a better plan for W oOdbum' s future. We invite you to 
tour our farm so that YO\J can sec for yourselves how we can contribute to this vision. 
Please contact any or all of us at: 

Ruth Thompson 
Paul Serres 
Rebecca Kirsch 
Mary Grant 
Susan Duncan 

Sincerely, . 

The Serres Family. 

981-1931 
981-6098 
981-Q717 
845-2635 
981-3275 

Volume 5 
Page 641 



W oodbum Economic Opportunities Analysis and Development Strategy 
Final Report 

Page numbers refer to tbe page numbers of the .pdfvenioa available oa the City of 
Woodban web site. 

"Public infrastructure and services are the comerstc>ne 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 ~ and services to include transportation, water, sewer, 
storm water,.and parks facilities." · 

-page 100 

"11.2. Detennine new transportation facilities needed to implement economic vision and 
amend TSP as appropriate. 

What and why? Good access is essential to the City's economic development strategy. 
The TSP identifies several new transportation facilities. The key facilities proposed in 
the TSP include: 

• Development or a south side arterial. 

• Cooley Road extension to create a new north-south road east of Highway 99." 

--page 101 
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\!AR 1 " 'LUU~ Exhibit "B": '7 ' 
Dear Mayor, 

. 'N0006Uf\N COMMU~'N 

. oMI.C~~EN1 OEP'T. 

It appears Woodburn's traffic is beginning to move again and various agencie$ have 
determined the overall route. I have concentrated on the traffic between 1-5 and 99E. · 
Also 214 to Parr Road extending east from the Butteville Qverpass. Other people have 
considered the northern portion of Parr Road as the cities southern arterial and the zoning 
maps have indicated by arrow the location of the southern arterial. The map shows in 
dark color the arterial best suited for Woodburn's use as starting at the }lutteville 
overpass on the west and extending to an exchange at Boones Ferry Road. It may be 
well for those not familiar with Woodburn's to have a map and the location ofvaiious 

· business. 

ODOt has indicated that they will provide a cloverleaf off of 214 going north on 1-5. A 
similar cloverleaf on the west side to serve traffic goh\g east on 214. This coiistniction. 
may be included in the federal grant. It seems economically sound to do so. · . 

1 received a map from W oo4bum' s Engineering Dep~ent showing a ramp off of l-S 
containing a two lanes of traffic merging into access traffic on 214, another to traffic on 
Lawson Way. 

( 
·, 

I was recently traveling to a .newly revised highway in the Tigard area. From it, it seems 
Woodburn~ be able to construct a one way single traffic lane from Taco Bell and 
Lawson Way to a road servicing Cottage Cafe9 Trailer World, and other businesses that 
may want to be established in this area provided businesses having ~ great deal of in and 
out traffic cannot be located here. Traffic serving the Chevron Station at the SE area 
would receive the various services offered ~d eXit one way to a road serving traffic 
from the area of the Cottage Cafe, Trailer World etc. lf it were possible to route traffic ~)>':::: 

Volume 
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in this manner it would greatly enhance the value of the property the city has proposed to 
purchase for future development. 1'he fact that Garden World located a few ·miles north 

. ofl-5 sold one tree to a New York cli~nt for .$57000.00 and Wal-Mart, wa.S able to almost 
double the size of their store in 6/7 years, indicates the city may have a sound. investment. 

There is no assurance the Chevron will agree to this traffic pattern and if so traffic on 214 
will then continue down Lawson, turn right on Stacey Allison, access Harvard, and north 
entrance ofWal-Mart and continue south past government housing and entrances to Mrs. 
Smith's property and others and past what would be the north portions ofParr Road if it 
were extended to Stacey Allison Way. Such a road is .shown in black in the enclosed 
zoning map #1 and is proposed for development at this time as ODOT has informed us 
that there will be no exit off of 1-S until Exchange 271 <;an no longer carry the traffic 
load. Therefore it will be years before the southern arterial could be finished . . 

We are informed the owners of the larid between the continuation of Parr and of the 
southern portions of Parr Road coming off ofButteville is not desired at this time, If so 
the traffic coming down Stacey Allison could be routed along the north extension of Parr 
Road onto the north/south section of Parr Road and then east over the railroad and to a 
very important interchange as it crosses Boones Ferry. 

ln order to cover WoodbWll's traffic pattern more carefully it is requested you go back to 
the.map #2 and see where Evergreen accesses off of214. The engineers show drawings 

5 



.. ,Q uu~1~uuu w1Ln ~tacey AlllSOn Way. Traffic on Settlemier would absorb that from 
Haye~ continue south and it is very important that it develop into four lane artenal map 
#3 with the following exchanges over it. Since desigillng this arterial it is note~ that the 
Country Meadows addition is proposed in this area, it should be served by a speci~ 
access and without numerous in and out. The arterial would continue south and absorb 
the cul-de-sac traffic from goverrunent housing and carried across the shopping mall that 
would be formed by business area between Stacey Allison and Evergreen. 

The arterial would continue south to Cl location where Smith drive would continue west 
and cross arteri~ tnal.4 and connect to Stacey Allison Way: 

l do not deal with. zoning but Mrs. Smith requested that she meet with me and 1 showed 
her a map #4 similar to the one enclosed which shows her farm as low density residentiaL 
matching a portion of he$' present development. This seemed to please her and 1 
mentioned that a portion of her p'roperty shown ori the map might be used for a school 
assembly. Since then city has decided the assembly would be better associated with the 
Aquatic Center. 

1 did not have time to explain to Mrs. Smith that the developers west of her would be able 
to zone their property as high density and prevent her from ever developing her property 
"in a proper manner. I should have mentioned she could hire a developer to do this in 
accordance to with-her speaflcailons. In so doing would divide her land into two parcels 
instead of one. lt is possible to have Ben Brown lane extended through her property at a 
later time without too much interruption of traffic from east to west. 

lt was pointed out in previous correspondence that 214 as four lanes and Parr Road as 
four lanes east of exit off ofButteville~ that we would have 16 travel passages between I­
S and 99E instead of 6 we have now. (14 if Ben Brown lane was not developed at this 
time.) This should help in solving Woodburn's traffic. 

Mr. Husby aild Mr. Cole have indicated that the city would accept the extension of Parr 
.Road east until it crosses Boones Ferry Road and highway 99E and CQntinues to the 
intersection of the Hillsboro Beaverton Highway shown dotted on 1'1ap #3. They would 
join the city in making sure that the proper right of way was acquired. 

1 think we were all pleased to find that the people ·living east of 99E are pleasoo to be 
included in the city limits. Such a road is shown dotted on map #3 as extending north 
crossing 99E, continuing east till it crosses the railroad, goes south on Front Street till it 
meets Highway 214. 

Crosby Road to the north enclosing a residential area continues west to form a loop 
around the city. A loop that all cities have been trying to create since George 
Washington was asked to provide for the relocation of the U.S. He hired a New York 
architect, be created the District of Columbia: 

This procedure is recorded in a History Channel Tape entitled , Mr. Dreyfuss goes to 
Washingto~ available at the Woodburn Library for viewing. With my Parkinson' s, I 
have not been able t o do this in satisfactory form. It may be desirable to have others do 
this. 

Sincerely, 

Keith Woollen 
Retired Architect 
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CC: ODOT, Mr Husby,~. Cole 
County Commissioners 
City Public Work_ KIT: Randy Rhoman · 
Hazel Smith· 
Woodburn Independent 

P.S. 

The solution to Woodburn's traffic problem is to have the mass of traffic coming over the 
1-S exchange~ as much as possible, go to highway 214 and the remaining collection down 
Stacy Allison Way and a four lane expansion of Evergreen till it reaches the east/west 
southern portion of Parr Road a& it reaches the most efficient exchange possible with 
Boones Ferry Road, it would proceed east to 99E and beyond. 
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Theodore R. Kulongoskl, Governor MAR 1 8 ·2005 

635( 
Salem, Oregon 97301-2524 

Phone~ (503)-373-0050 
First Floor/Coastal Fax: (503) 378-6033 

Second Floor/Director's Office: (503) 378-5518 
Web Address: http:/ /www.oregon.gov /LCD March 16, 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNIN 
DEVELOPMENT DEpt 

Jim Mulder, Community Planning Director 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Oregon 97074 

RE: Woodburn Periodic Review Amendment Package 

Dear Jim: 

The following comments are in response to the city's periodic review work program draft 
amendment package, received by the department on January 21, 2005, and Findings of 
Fact, received on February 7, 2005. The city requested that the department review the 
draft submittal for perceived deficiencies as they relate to compliance with specific 
statewide goals and administrative rules. The work tasks submitted have been reviewed 
as requested- and these comments reiterate those provided at our March 10, 2005 meeting 
in Woodburn. 

The City of Woodburn's periodic review work program was approved on July 31, 1997. 
Since that time, ·the Commission has acknowledged work tasks 5 and 6 (March 2000). 
This submittal, when completed, will address the remainder of the city's outstanding 
work program. 

The department would like to commend the city for investing considerable time, effort 
and resources towards completion of its work program. This is a large and complex 
periodic review package, and the city has prepared a sweeping set of plan, policy, code, 
and map amendments to meet local housing, transportation, employment, and other 
needs. The package responds to statewide planning goals and statutory mandates and 
puts forth plan and policy proposals that will set the context for Woodburn's future 
development. 

The department has not found significant issues with the proposed UGB expansion, but 
believes that responses to certain requirements and review criteria need to be modified or 
enhanced to insure the proposal complies with the state planning goals and administrative 
rules. We request the following comments be included in the official record of this 
proposed UGB and plan amendment. Our comments have been provided in order of the 
applicable statewide planning goals, and conclude with recommendations on the plan's 
draft policy and code amendments. 
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· Goall- Public Involvement 

Citizen Involvement Plan 
The department has received a draft Citizen Involvement Plan, with the understanding 
that a final version will be completed and submitted to the department upon adoption and 
submittal of the final plan amendment package. This item is work task 10 of the city's 
work pro gram. 

Goa12- Land Use Planning 

Urban Growth Management Agreement 
The department understands the city is currently working with the county on revisions to 
the city's UGMA and that this product will be submitted after the local adoption process. 
Submittal and review of these materials are required prior to department approval of the 
city's work program. This is work task 9 of the city's work program. 

Goal S- Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources . 

Riparian Corridors and Wetlands OAR 660-023-0090-100 
The department commends the city's. formation of a Riparian Corridor and Wetlands 
Overlay District (RCW). The city should provide definitions in its code for the tenns 
.. undeveloped floodplains," and .. 1 00-year floodplain outside of developed areas:· 
Although the '.'general location'' of the RCW district is mapped, without clear definitions 
for these terms there may be instances where the intent or application of the overlay 

·district is ambiguous. 

Groundwater Resources- OAR 660-23-0140 
In the water plan of the city's public facilities plan (PFP), it is noted that a Source Water 
Protection Plan for state certification has been developed to protect the city's drinking 
water supplies. 1 However, in its response to Goalll and the PFP work task, the city has 
noted in its findings: "Woodburn has not opted to delineate a wellhead protection area for 
wells or well fields."2 If a source water protection plan has been prepared," the 
department will need a copy as part of this periodic review submittal. If the city has no 
intention to have a certified source water protection pl~ the PFP needs to be amended to 
be consistent. While the department encourages the city to prepare a source water 
protection plan, the Troutdale aquifer is not a critical or restrictively classified 
groundwater area and so is not subject to mandatory Goal 5 protections as a significant 
resource. 

1 Draft 2005 Public Facilitie3 Plan, page 7. 
1 Findings of Fact, page 28. 
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Goal 9- Economic Development 

Commitment to provide adequate sites and facilities (OAR 660-009-0020(2)(b)) 
Woodburn needs to provide a rationale for approximately.6S net buildable acres ofland 
"unrctained" within the Southwest Industrial Reserve overlay (SWIR).1 Although subject 
to the non-industrial conversion restrictions of the SWIR overlay, this land could 
potentially be subdivided into smaller lots (<10 acres) of which the city's BLI and EOA 
hive identified there is not a need. The SWIR site requirements table should also account 
for tax lot 52 Wl4-1200 (adjacent to Butteville Road and I-5), as it is within the overlay 
district. 

Industrial site serviceability (OAR 660-009-0025(3)) 
The Goal9 rule requires that the city's public facilities plan demonstrate how a short­
tenn supply of new indUstrial and commercial sites will be serviceable.4 The PFP needs 
to map and identify needed facilities over the 20-year planning period to serve new 
employment lands, and specifically demonstrate that a three-year supply of serviceable 
sites are scheduled for each year, including the final year. of the short-term element of the 
~~! . 

The Goal 9 rule requires that this demonstration of short-term serviceable industrial sites 
is to occur at the time of periodic review.6 Although the rule makes clear that 
implementation of or amendments to the comprehensive plan or public facility plan 
which change the supply of serviceable industrial land are not subject to these rule 
requirements, the rule does not make a distinction between initial and subsequent 
periodic reviews that would exempt the city from meeting this requirement. Such a 
distinction bas been relied on. in error, in the city's findings of fact? Therefore, to 
comply with the rule the city's plan needs to provide specific information regarding a 
three-year supply of serviceable sites over the short-term (5-years). This information 

· ~hould be incQrporated into the city's PFP (work program subtask 3a). 

Corrections: 
• SWIR Tables identifying required minimum site sizes for specific parcels are 

inconsistent as found in the Findings ofFact (pages 16, 118, and 204), goal and 
policy amendments (page 22), and proposed WDO (page 2.1-91 ). Discrepancies 
found include wron~ tax lot numbers, inconsistent numeric values for buildable 

3 
Based on proposed standards table Required Minimum Site Size for Specific Parcels, tax lot 52W 11-300, 

and tax lot 52W 14- 800. 
4 

A site is serviceable if public facilities have adequate capacity to serve development planned in the 
service area where the site is located or can be upgraded to have adequate capacity within one year; a.nd 
publ1c facilities are either currently extended to the site or can be provided within one year of applicati.on 
for building permit or request for service extemion (OAR 660-009-000~). 
'OAR 660-009-002.5(3)(c). 
6 

Pursuant to OAR 660-009-0025 "Requirements of this rule apply only to local goverrunent decisioru 
made at the time of periodic review." 
7 

Draft City ofWoodburn Findings of Fact and Conclusions of law, Periodic Review and UGB 
Amendme nt, Page 165. 
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site acres, and incomplete and/or inconsistent data for retention of various site 
sizes. 

• In the te:d of the Goal 9 section of the Findings of Fact (page 88), the following . 
correction needs to be made; The table identifies a need for jive left sites of 25 
acres QT larger and at least one site larger than 100 acre.s.1 

• The flgure for the "High" industrial employment projection is missing from the 
"Total employment growth by land use type" table on Findings ofFact, page 104. 

• The following correction in the UGB Justification Report needs to be made: 
reference to ORS 197.212 on pages 5 and 6 should read ORS 197.712. 

• A description of Targeted 1ndustry No. 36 was not included in the findings of fact 
(page 86). The department recommends this be included to be complete and 
consistent with the city's BOA and other supporting documentation. 

Goalll· Public Facilities and Services 

Required elemen1s ofPublic Facilities Plan- OAR 660-011-0010 
The city's public facilities plan (PFP) identifies that service capacity needs can be met 
through year 202(). However, while many of the required elements of the PFP are 
included in the draft, or its supplement, UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, this 
information is .not well organized or is incomplete. · 

General 
• The PFP needs to be updated to reflect current information on facility 

construction and planned facilities within the existing UGB, as well as for 
proposed expansion areas included in the city's plan amendment. Unlike for 
wastewater facilities, the PFP does not provide the timing. cost and location for 
significant water and storm water facilities necessary to serve future development 
in proposed UGB expansion areas. 

• The PFP does not provide an adequate inventory and assessment of existing 
facilities. 

• The UGB expansion area reports indicate that the regions were analyzed 
independent of other proposed regions, and that the analysis is based on all CIP 
projects in the master plan being completed. This approach does not address the 
cumulative effects of development over time and sequencing (timing) of needed 
facilities. 

• Policy statements designating the provider of each public facility system or the 
city's urban growth management agreement with Marion County must be 
submitted concurrent with the PFP pursuant to OAR 660-11-0045. 

1 Findings ofF act and Conclusions of law, page 88. 
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Waste Water plan 
• Projects in the table "Wastewater Long-range Facility Projects (S-20 years)" 

assume no service extensions will occur in UGB expansion areas until 2010.
9 

However, the city's findings indicate all expansion areas are "readily serviceable" 
(although no definition of this term is provided).10 

• The estimated timing and location for constructing long-term waste water 
facilities should be reassessed due to the Goal 9 requirement for a short-tenn 
supply of serviceable industrial sites (OAR 660-009-0025(3)). 

Water plan 
• PFP text indicates four new wells are needed to increase capacity, yet table 12-1 A 

shows six wells prop<>sed (PFP, page 7). This discrepancy should be corrected or 
explained. 

• PFP text indicates storage facilities to be constructed at each of the three new 
treatment plants, yet table'12-1B shows two storage projects to be built in 2004 
(PFP, page 13). Is this information current? 

• PFP Table 12-2, "Proposed Distribution System Projects:' shows 10 projects, 
only two of which are future projects. This table should be updated to show 
planned projects, particularly those identified for future planned growth in 
proposed expansion areas (PFP, page 15). 

• The text indicates that the plan does not include project costs for projects in areas 
to be developed into the future, and notes that the plans included in "Chapter 1 0" 
show possible pipe sizes and locations. This information is necessary to include in 
the PFP (PFP, page 16). 

• The water plan (PFP, page 16), states that expansion areas to be developed in the 
future are essentially '"unknowns" and, therefore, capital improvements for these 
areas will be planned for later. This is counter to the purpose and intent of Goal 
11. Case law has also determined it is not sufficient to simply demonstrate that 
current services and facilities are adequate to service expansion areas; plans must 
show that they can provide services into the future. 1 1 

It is not the intent of Division 11 (OAR 660-011) to cause duplication or to supplant 
existing applicable plans or programs. For instance, there could be appendices, etc. from 
the city's current master plans that would provide some of the additional level of 
information requested. here. The city could also make amendments to its supplemental 
UGB expansion analysis to comply with the rule and incorporate them into the PFP by 
reference. 

9 Draft 2005 Public Facilities Plan, page 22. 
1° Find ings of Fact and Conclusioru of Law, page 196. 
11 Citv o( LaGrandc v. Union County, 25 OR LUBA (1 993); 1000 Frienru v. Ci ty of North Pla im, 27 OR 
LUBA 372 (1 994). 
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Corrections-
• Project descriptions and/or costs do not consistently match infonnation found in 

the UGB expansion analysis (Findings ofFact, page 195). 

• Facility and cost infonnation is not provided for Area 1 in the analysis ofUGB 
expansion areas (Findings of Fact, page 195). 

• The findings indicate that the "City shall adopt a growth control ordinance•• to 
insure that the city•s growth does not exceed its ability to provide public services 
(Findings of Fact, page 162). Wbat is the status of this ordinance? 

• Schools: There arc diScrepancies in the record concerning land needs for future 
schools that need to be corrected and clarified. The Residential Land Needs 
Analysis shows a need of 175 acres by 2020 with an unmet need of 60 acres for 
schools.12 The Revised UGB Justification Report indicates there is a need for 
223 acres by 2023. with an unmet need of 108 acres.'3 A similar inconsistency is 
located in the Findings of Fact under "Schools,. (page 185) and in the year 2020 
Public and Semi Public Land Needs table (page 186). 

Goall2- Transportation System Plan 

The department provided comments on the city's TSP in March. 2004 and in January of 
this year. By working with the city's consultant we have narrowed our comments to the 
following. 

Street Standards 
The city's local street standards are described in the ordinance (page 9-5) and in the TSP 
(Figure 7 -2). The city has adopted three local street standards as follows: 

~ Local Residential with parking both sides: pavement width of 34 ', ROW of 60 '; 
• Local Residential with parking one side: pavement width of 29', ROW of 50',· 
• Local Residential with no parking: pavement width of 24 •. ROW of 50. 

There is no description or criteria to decide when one of these street sections will be used 
or required. It appears it will be up to the developer to decide which street section they 
will use. The department has found that these types of standards do not meet the intent of 
the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR, OAR 660-012). That is because there is no basis 
for local governments to require 34 feet of paved width for all local streets that have 
parking on both sides. It is acceptable for a local government to have a 34 foot street in 
their ordinance for important and/or heavily-traveled local streets. These are usually 
defined by a maximum average dai ly traffic (ADT). such as all local streets expected to 
carry more than 500 ADT should be 34 feet wide. 

12 Technical Report 2- Residential Land Needs Analysis, page 32. 
ll Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Repo£4 page ll. 
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City or Woodburn 

However, local governments should also allow a narrower street with parking on both 
sides for local streets that carry lower volumes of traffic. Alternatively, the department 
has approved (or is in the process of approving) some local govenunent standards for 32-
foot wide local streets that provide curb extensions (bulbouts) that n;m-ow the width of 
the street to 20 feet (or 22 feet) at intersections and midblock along long blocks (greater 
than 500 feet). 

Block Lengths 
It does not appear the city has modified its block length standard. The standard is 
described on page 2-20 as follows: 

"Block length shall not be less than 200 feet and not more than 600 feet, EXCEPT where 
the dimeruions and alignment of existing blocks and street! adjacent to or in the vicinity 
of a proposed subdivision, topography, adequate lot size, or need for trafftc flow wa"ant 
other dimensioru. The maximum block length shall not exceed 1,200 feet. " 

The city's latest response to our TSP comments state that the city acknowledges this 
language is ambiguous, but that they have faced situations where block lengths of 600 
feet cannot reasonably be accommodated.14 The letter also claims the city has found the 
existing language effective. 

This language is clearly ambiguous and appears to open the door to almost any block 
length less than 1,200 feet for a variety of reasons that may not be completely legitimate. 
For example, topography in Woodburn should simply not be an issue in terms of 
determining grades and connections for streets. Also, "adequate lot size .. should not be a 

{: ·??·: significant factor to determine whether a block is 600 feet or 1,200 feet long, Similarly, 
'/ instead of"traffic flow," the language would be improved to read "access management 

on ·arterials." The city should also modify the code to require a pedestrian accessway 
every 600 feet where it is found that a local street cmmection is impracticable. The 
department welcomes more information from the city about its existing code language 
and its effectiveness upon implementation. 

Goal14: Urbanization 

Goal 14 provides "seven factors" to evaluate a proposed change in the urban growth 
boundary. The city needs to demonstrate it has fully considered each factor in its 
response to the goal requirements. The department wants to emphasize the importance o f 
this step and providing detailed responses in its justification for the UGB amendment. 

Factors 1 & 2 - Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban population 
growth reql-4irements consisten t with LCDC goals; Need f or housing,_ employment 
opportunities, and livability: 

Tables in the Findings of Fact (page 89 and 107) show different nwnbers of vacant 
industrial parcels available within the existing UGB. This infonnation pu lled into the 

11 Draft TSP Corrnnent~ : Response from City of Woodburn, dated January 4, 2005 
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Findings of Fact from the Buildable Lands Inventory is not consistent and could justify 
less industrial land being retained as part of the proposed uaa expansion based on site 
requirements for targeted industries. 

Factor 4- Maximum efficiency of land uses with and on the fringe of the existing urban 
area. 

Factor 4 requires Woodburn to consider and encourage tbe efficient development of lands 
within the existing UGB, prior to expanding the UGB. This means the city must consider 
changing plan designations within the existing UGB to increase densities and attempt to 
assemble vacant parcels within the existing UGB to produce targer buildable areas to 
accommodate proposed uses, including site requirements for targeted industries.15 The 
city has alluded to these necessa;( considerations in its findings, but has not provided a 
full explanation to satisfy them.1 

Correction 
• Findings of Fact, page 197· ORS 197.232 is an incorrect statutory citation. The 

department assumes the intended citation is ORS 197.732 regaxding Goal 
Exceptions. 

Factor 6- Retention of agricultural land as defined. with Class I being the highest priority 
and Class VI the lowest priority; and ORS 197.298. 

Goa114, Factor 6 and ORS 197 .29& are not one and the same, so the city should be 
careful when addressing them together under the same heading. The department believes 
it is more appropriate to use the format from the UGB Justification Report; where each 
statutory requirement, and factor 6, has a corresponding response. 

Study areas 2 and 7 are proposed for partial expansion. Study Area 2 contains additional 
areas of lower priority soils that have not been included and has been found to be optimal 
for expansion based on service efficiency. The city's reliance on the .. factor 4-maximize 
efficiency'' finding is on its face, and without further explanation. insufficient to satisfy 
this criterion. For Study Area 7, findings also need to specifically indicate why 
additional class III and IV soils in this area were not brought in for expansion instead of 
other areas containing tower priority soils. Large parcel sizes in this southernmost 
portion of Study area 7 could also satisfy industrial site requirements. Study area 7 was 
found to be optimal· for expansion based on service efficiency. 

In reference to these study areas, the city should elaborate on how the expansion avoids 
the highest value fannland possible while including the lowest soil classes in a feasible 
UGB configuration in compliance with factor 6. 

15 Concerned Citizens of the Ro gue Valley and Don Carroll v. the Citv of Sha dy Cove. LUBA 95-173 
u.m1. 
16 Findings of Fact, page 19 8. 
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Correction 
• Correction on Findings of Fact, page 211. The referenced "Table 13'f is missing, 

and should be labeled as Table 10, as found in the Revised UGB Justification 
Report. 

Factor7- Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with agricultural activities. 

Based on Winterbrook's response to the department"s April2004 comment letter. and as 
discussed in our March 10, 2005 meeting, the city needs to document its intent and 
approach to establish "right to farm, covenants that would deed-restrict residential 
"edge" properties proposed in expansion areas to the north of the city (Study Area 2). 
Such an approach would also be appropriate for residential edge properties planned for in 
the southwest part of the city (Study Area 7). In its response letter to the city, 
Winterbrook wrote: 

''As indicated under Goall4,factor 5 discussion we agreed that additional information 
related to these Goal 2 ·standard3 will be provided in the Goal 14 analysis and in 
finding3. We will consider requiring the property owner to sign ·a "right to farm" 
covenant as a condition of annexation of residential/and that is adjacent to the UGB. "1 7 

This action would be a response to Goa114, Factor 7, but also to Goal2 (standard 4), to 
demonstrate "measures have been taken to reduce adverse impacts, from residential 
development on adjacent agricultural practices. The department believes this approach 
would effectively address agricultural compatibility issues in these areas. 

Corrections 
• Findings ofFact, page 197- ORS 197.232 is a wrong statutory citation and does 

not exist. The department assumes the intended citation is ORS 197.732 regarding 
Goal Exceptions. 

• Table 13 is missing from the Findings ofFact, (page 211) under the Goal 14 
analysis, Agricultural Soi1s and Classifications Summary, and should be relabeled 
"Table 1 0." 

• Findings of Fact, page 193, correct heading to "Factor 3- Orderly and economic 
provision of public facilities and services" 

Proposed Goal and Policy Amendments 

1. Policy Table l, p 7: Some of the stated density ranges don't appear to be 
consistent with the stated minimum lot sizes. For example, The Nodal Residential 
Overlay Zone (RMN) shows a density range of 10-22 dwelling units (du)/acre, 

. but the smallest minimum lot size, 3,000 square feet, yields 14.52 du/gross acre 
(per net acre would be even less). Another example: The RS 1 zone shows a range 

17 
Winterbrook Memo to Jim Mu lder, April26, 2004, (page 17), re: April 21, 20041etter from Kevin 

Cronin, DLCD to Jim Mulder. 
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of 9-12 dulacre but there is only one minimum lot size, and no stated maximum 

lot size. 

2. Zoning section, p 8 - last sentence, and Review, Revision and Update section, 
p 11, 2"d and 4th sentences: It appears that "Comprehensive Plan .. should replace 
··Land Use Plan." "·- -

3. Transportation Plan section, p 9: 2"d sentence is missing a word. Should read: 
"The 20041'SP includes goals and objectives ... " 

Proposed Land Use Zoning Draft Amendments 

Some of the following comments are advisory, and intended to help the city establish 
standards that will achieve successful developments and a livable community. 

Volume 
Page 

1. Section 2 .102.07 F. 1. Landscaping and Sidewalks (RS Zone): These regulations 
allow an option of either curb-tight sidewalks or sidewalks with street trees. In 
residential zones, a planter strip with street trees between the curb and sidewalk 
should be required, and needs to be consistent with the proposed street standards 
in the city's fmal draft Tran$portation System Plan. 

2. Section 2 .105.05 C. 1. a. 2 (CO Zone) and Section 2.106.05 C. 2. a. 2) (CG Zone): 
Setting a maximum front setback is good, but 150 feet is a very large standard. 
No par)cing is allowed in the front setback, which is appropriate, so it seems 
counter-productive and land intensive to allow buildings to be sited so far back 
from the street. 

3. Section 2 .108.06 A- 3. (NNC Zone): Setting a building size limit is a good idea, 
however 60,000 square feet is too large for a single business in the NNC. This 
means that you could have a building with 3-5 busfuesses totaling 180,000-
300,000 square feet, which is excessive for achieving the benefits of successful 
neighborhood nodal development. The single business size limit could be 
reduced to 5,000-10,000 square feet, or change the 60,000 square foot standard to 
maximum building size (to allow a supennarket).18 

4. Section 2 .108.06 A. 1. (NNC Zone): Similar to the previous commen~ 15 acres is 
too lar~?;e a maximum site size for the NNC zone. NC zone sites are typically 3-5 
acres. 1 ~ 

1 8 
The T GM MO<!el De velopment Code for Small Cities recorrunenru a maximum NeighborhoO<! 

Conunercial building fl oor area of 5 ,000- 10,000 square feet, and a maximum single use size o£2,000-5,000 
square fee t. 

19 Source: TGM Model Development Code for Small Cities 
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5. Chapter2.110 CIL Zone): Woodburn has no Heavy or General Industrial Zone, 
just the IP Zone and IL Zones. TheIL allows heavy industrial uses and so should 
be renamed to General Industrial. 

6. Section 2.114.03 CA) )(P/SP Zone): Missing word: "Targeted industries and 
services identified in Table 2.1.21 are allowed in the SWIR .. .. " 

7. Section 2.115.03 A. CRSN Overlay): Missing word:" ... are allowed in the RSN 
Overlay District ... " 

8. Section 2.115.03 D. 3. a. 2). 2.115.04 E. 2, 2.116.05 D. 4 . a. 2) (rear setbacks): 
There is only one rear setback standard for all lots. Twenty feet is appropriate for 
street-access lots but excessive for rear alley-accessed lots. The department 
recommends 6-8 feet. 20 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this package of updates to Woodburn's 
plan and ordinances. If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to contact me at 
(503) 373-0050 extension 289 or geoff.crook@state.or.us. 

Sincerely, 

/~~,_____ 
Geoff Crook 
Willamette Valley Regional Representative 

cc: Greg Winterowd, Winterbrook Planning 
Les Sasaki, Marion County Planning 
Rob Hallyburton, DLCD 

20 Source: TOM Model Development Code for Small Cities 
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PUBLIC WORKS 

March 21 , 2005 

Jim Mulder, CD Director 
City of Woodburn 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

Re: City Council Public Hearing- Woodburn Periodic Review Amendments 

Dear Jim: 

,..·. 
i 

' 
·•. 

; 

) 

Marion County Planning has reviewed the Woodburn Periodic Review amendment 
package that was provided to staff along with the Draft Findings of Fact and Citizen 
Involvement Report. County staff appreciate the City's coordination effort to involve 
the County in both the development and review of the various periodic review tasks 
undertaken by the City to update its comprehensive plan. The amendment package 
is reflective of the extensive work and time invested by the City in formulating a. 
planning strategy to address growth issues facing the City along with implemE':{:.:Jg 
community vision. The County encourages and supports local decision-makir· -. 
control in accomplishing these planning tasks. 

As you are aware, the County has a statutory coordination role to work with cities 
with regard to planning activities affecting land use. The City and County have 
coordinated on the review and update of the City's 2020 population projection whic 
is being utilized in the current plan amendment package. Additionally, the City ant 
County have worked together and are involved in the City's Transportation System 
Plan (TSP) update, the 1-5/Woodburn Interchange Area Management Plan and 
Environmental Assessment, and the development of an updated intergovernmenta 
agreement on urban growth boundar)' coordination. 

It was back in March and April of 2004, that the County along with other agencies 
and interested persons provided the City with preliminary advisory comments and 
suggestions regarding the City's draft Periodic Review task amendment proposal. 
The intent of those staff level discussions/meetings were to provide city staff and 
consultant team with preliminary feedback on the proposed amendments and rais 
concerns or issues prior to development of the final amendment review package. 
The County appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendmen' 
and realizes that urban growth boundary changes are a cooperative process 
between the City and County. The following comments are intended to assis' ~ 
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provided to the City during the County's preliminary review of the draft amendment package in 2004. 

Overall, the proposed amendment package contains many good and often innovative measures to 
!,"crease the efficient-use of land, address specific needs, manage existing and future growth issues, 

· · <) reserve/protect local natural resources. 

Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Amendments 

1. Inclusion of new Marion County Coordination Goals and Policies, Marion County Economic 
Coordination Goals and Policies, and the incorporation of applicable Marion County Growth 
Management Framework coordination language, guidelines and policies regarding housing, 
transportation and the environment into the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. The County is 
supportive of these amendments to improve coordination between the City and County and 
recognize the individual planning interests of both jurisdictions. 

2. New plan and zone designations for the proposed nodal development, industrial reserve, and 
riparian conservation and wetland overlay areas to provide for specific types of development to 
meet housing, economic development, and resource protection needs. Also the creation of an 
Interchange Management Area overlay to monitor and manage_ the transportation capacity, 
safety and functionality of the system around and at the interchange· through trip generation 
estimates and numerical ceilings based on land usa. These overlay designations and the 
respective implementation measures contained in the Woodburn Development Ordinance are 
positive approaches to efficiently plan for land use and locational needs, and the County is 
supportive of these amendments. 

3. Residential Land Usa and Housing goals and policies that provide for adoption of a housing 
(:)(:) code to improve the existing housing stock, encourage and provide for a variety of housing 

->. types ,for single-family and multi-family uses, requirements for application of clear and objective 
design standards, allow for affordable home ownership opportunities through reduced lot sizes 
and increased housing types, and for efficiency of residential lands by allowing provisions for 
increased densities. These amendments provide the framework for the City to address housin 
needs and issues and the County is supportive of these plan amendments. 

4 . Commercial Land Use goals and policies that encourage the infill and redevelopment of existir 
commercial areas of the City rather than increasing the commercial land supply or advocating 
for additional commercial around the interchange area. Also, inclusion of policies encouragin~ 
establishment of neighborhood commercial to serve designated nodal development areas anc 
provisions for veriical mixed l!Ses. These amendments recognize the interrelationship of 
commercial land uses and impacts on the transportation system through increased congestio; 
which can affect the ability of the City to attract other types. of desired land uses. The County 
supportive of these plan amendments that discourage the establishment of new commercial 
corridors/areas in the city and place emphasis on redevelopment of the existing commercial 
areas, including the downtown. 

5. Incorporation of the City's May 2001 Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and Economic 
Development Strategy as part of the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. The economic 
development strategy commits the City to provide the infrastructure and land base to attract 
higher paying jobs, provide for the employment needs of the Woodburn area, utilize any 
comparative advantages the city enjoys such as its location, target specific industries desira1 
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local business development, prevent the redesignation and parcelizatlon of industrial lands, ~ 
utilize master planning as a tool to efficiently use designated industrial lands, rehabilitate the 
downtown area, provide financing for marketing and creating economic development programs, 
and various other measures. The County is supportive of the City's efforts to provide for the 
employment needs of its residents and the north county region and to work cooperatively witf.T_:_~ 
the county in addressing economic growth issues and providing employment opportunities. : · · 

Woodburn Development Ordinance 

1. New nodal residential zona designations to implement the new plan designations. New land 
efficienc-y measures that provide for infill, redevelopment, vertical mixed uses, smaller lots, a 
variety of housing types, and increased densities. Providing for an increase in the multifamily 
percentage (35%) of the total new housing mix, the provision of minimum· and maximum 
allowable densities, requirements for development to occur at 80 percent of allowable density, 
and master planning of designated nodal areas allow for more efficient use of land while 
meeting the City's expected housing needs. The County is supportive of these implementation 
measures and of the City's goal to improve its overall residential land efficiency for new single­
family and multi-family uses from 5.7 dwelling unttslacre over the past 15.years (1988-2002) 
and 6.7 dwelling units per acre over the past five years (1998-2002) t·o 7.7 dwelling units/acre 
consistent with the efficiency guidelines in the County's Growth Management Framework. 

2. New industrial overlay zone for the proposed southwest industrial reserve area. The zone 
provides for the retention of specific parcel sizes, prevents the redesignation and use of 
industrial lands for non-industrial uses, and requires that master planning of the entire industrial 
overlay area occur prior to annexation, parcelization and any development of these lands. It is 
also implied that the parcels within the industrial reserve area will be retained in agricultural usE 
until developed for industrial uses consistent with the zone. 

The County is generally supportive of the concepts of the overlay zone but would recomn. j 
that specific language be added stipulating the continued use of these lands/parcels for 
agricultural use and retention of existing County EFU zoning until developed for industrial 
purposes. In addition, the master planning requirements and process as specified in the zona 
are not clear as to whether the review and approval of the master plan is simply for a public 
facility plan, a conceptual or detailed lot layout plan, an actual development plan or something 
else. The zone requires that a master plan for the entire overlay zone area is required thougr--;. 
is conceivable development could occur on an individual parcel basis or in phases. It is also 
not clear if the City Council approval of the master plan could be considered a land use decis 
. or whether such approval is binding as to lot layouts and configurations. The County believe. 
that further considerations of the master planning process being utilized in the overlay zones 
need to be addressed by the City. Economic Development Policy E 2.2 in the amended 
Comprehensive Plan states that the proposed master plan shall be referred to Marion County 
for comment prior to consideration by the the City Council. It is unclear as to what the Count; 
would be commenting on under the current proposed master plan requirements contained in 
the proposed overlay zone. 

A discussion of the parcel sizes and retention of large industrial parcels is contained in the 
section below on the proposed urban growth boundary amendments. 

' ·· 
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undeveloped floodplain, wetland and riparian areas within the city. The zone utilizes the safe 
harbor provisions under Statewide Planning Goal 5 for riparian resources in providing protection 

. of designated riparian and significant wetland resources. The County is supportive of the Cit'j's 
amendments to protect these resources consistent with the Environmental guidelines of the 
County's Growth Management Framework and safe harbor provisions of Administrative Rules. 

\ dburn Transportation System Plan (TSP) Update 

County Public Works (Mike McCarthy) was involved throughout the TSP update process and provided 
input on the plan. All maier County issues raised during the TSP process have been adequately 
addressed and there are no further obiections or concerns to the proposed TSP. The County is 
supportive of the TSP for the progres~ it would make towards maintaining and improving the 
transportation system within the Woodburn area. The County does have an interest in making sure 
that regional traffic utilizing the county road system can get to and from destinations in Woodburn, and 
to and from the.l-5 interchange efficiently, and the County wants to make sure that this efficiency is 
protected or improved which the updated TSP seems to work towards meeting this end. The TSP 
identifies a south arterial connecting Highway 99E with the proposed nodal development and industrial 
reserve area along Parr Road and with Butteville Road. The County will continue to coordinate with 
the City on transportation issues and proiects within the Woodburn area. - · 

Public Facilities Plan 

County Public Works and Planning staff reviewed the Public Facilities Plan and the Public Services 
Analysis of the eight Study Areas considered for possible expansion of the existing urban growth 
boundary. The County r~cognizes that the City shall be the provider of public water, sanitary sewer, 
stormwater, and transportation facilities within the urban growth boundary unless otherwise agreed to 
:;y the City, County and any other applicable party. The City is also responsible for preparing the · 

6t1;}1ic facilities plan for all lands withing the growth boundary. The County is supportive of the City's 
·mnc Facilities Plan and the City's efforts to cost-effectively size and provide the necessary facilities 

• .; serve lands within the urban growth boundary. The County also supports City efforts to coordinate 
its facilities planning with the County with regards to stormwater management and transportation. 

Marion County Urban Growth Management Framework 

Marion County adopted an Urban Growth Management Framework in 2002 as part of the Urbanizatio 
Element of its Comprehensive Plan. The Framework is a coordination planning st.rategy that provide~ 
guidelines a city may choose to follow when coordinating urban growth boundary needs with the 
county. Decisions on how to use any applicable coordination guidelines of the Framework is, up to 
each city and there can be several approaches taken by the city to coordinate planning efforts with th 
County consistent with the Framework~ 

To facilitate coordination between the City and County, the City has amended the updated Woodburr 
Comprehensive Plan to incorporate applicable policies and guidelines found in the County Framewot 
Plan. In addition, the City will consider these applicable Woodburn Comprehensive Plan policies anc 
guidelines when making land use decisions within the urban growth area of the growth boundary. Tt 
County is supportive of the City's approach toward coordinating planning with the County. 
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3 part of Periodic Review to be consistent with the Growt.n Managemem r-rameworK. vllY ctllu • 

ounty staff have been working together to update the current ·intergovernmental agreement. 

lrban Growth Boundary (UGB) Amendment Proposal 

~eviewing the various background studies and documents supporting the City's proposed plan 
1mendments, the existing Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary contains approximately 4,050 acres. 
rhe UGB amendment proposal that is part of the City's Periodic Review amendment package is for a,, 
~xpansion of .the existing UGB by approximately 1,050 acres. This additional land need to meet 
projected population, housing, employment and other uses is in addition to the 7 46 acres of buildable 
lands within the existing UGB identified in th~ City's 2002 Buildable Lands Inventory. 

The Plan proposal is based on a 2020 projected population of 34,919 utilizing a 2.8 percent annual 
average growth rate during the 20-year planning horizon of the Plan. The Plan proposal would 
accommodate an increase in population of 14,059 people over the 2002 city population of 20,860 
requiring an additional4,753 dwalling units, assuming a household size of 2.9 persons par dwelling. 
The Woodburn area is projected to add 7,153 jobs/employment during the planning period using a 
medium range employment growth forecast. 

The 746 acre supply of buildable land in the current UGB consists of 403 acres of low density 
residential land, 108 acres of medium density residential land, 6 acres of public/semi-public lands, 108 
acres of commercial land and 127 acres of industrial land. In summary, 517 acres of residential land 
and 235 acres of employment land currently exist within the UGB. 

The proposed approxima~ely 1 ,050 gross acres expansion would add roughly 590 acres of residential 
land (520 acres of l9w density residential, 70 acres of medium density), 25 acres of commercial land, 
and 430 acres of industrial land. Of the 1050 acres, 188 acres are residential exception lands and 
acres are commercial exception lands. In rough land totals, approximately 11 00 acres of residentif£ ·-··. 
land (this number would be reduced when constrained lands, right-of-way needs and some of the~/ · 
residential exception lands are subtracted) and 690 acres of employment lands would be available ~( 
development to meet future housing and employment needs. 

Identified land needs from the UGB expansion needs analysis indicate a need for approximately 555 
acres of buildable residential land (259 acres of low density residential, 178 acres of nodal low densi1 
residential, 66 acres of medium density, 51 acres of nodal medium density) and an additional 210 
acres of public/semi-public lands which are accommodated on residential lands. Employment land 
needs are estimated at 627 acres (141 acres of commercial land and 486 acres of industrial land) wit 
industrial land needs based on the provision of specific site sizes instead of an employee/acre ratio. 
The EcoNorthwest analysis of projected land need based on forecast employment increase of 7,139 
employees was for approximately 369 acres with industrial land needs being 224 acres of the total. 

Industrial Land Needs 

Statewide Planning Goal 9 (Economic Development) and corresponding Administrative Rule allow fc 
employment land needs to be based on the need to provide for various sites (specified site sizes) to 
meet likely or expected employment uses that would locate in the area. The .City has targeted certai 
industries that it desires to locate within the community and has specified a range of industrial sites t 
accommodate these uses. Analysis by the City indicates a need for large parcel sites, generally 20 
acres in size or more with specific target industries requiring sites greater than 50 acres. Overall ··-
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large manufacturing and high tech industries requiring sites over 40 acres. 
The City industrial land e)(pansion proposal to the southwest (both west and east of 1-5) capitalizes on 
1he 1-5 corridor location and proposes a range of sites comprising an approximate 440 acre industrial 

··· · "ea. The industrial overlay zone requires the provision and retention of 11 sites that are 1 0 acres in 
.-:-, ·• f\ or greater, with the largest being one 100 acre site and a 70 acre site. The remaining nine sites 
·.· ·<;::between 10 and 25 acres, with provisions for various sites under 10 acres in size. 

Target industries that employ large numbers of people and have large site requirements (40 acres or 
more) are highly desirable with a very competitive market to locate such industries within a community. 
Setting aside two very large sites ( 100 acres and 70 acres) tor such industries may commit a large 
part of the proposed industrial reserve area and limit the ability of the City to achieve its employment 
goals through requirements that specific sizes of sites be retained which cannot be reduced in size 
and may not be flexible to meet the needs of targeted industries once certain sized sites have been 
utilized. The County would suggest that the upper size limit threshold be reduced to 40 or 50 acres 
with the number of sites in this range increased to four or five that can not be reduced below the 
threshold, along with the provision of additional sites in the 10 to 20 acre range. This would allow the 
City soma flexibility in both the layout of sites, the ability to put sites together should larger sites be 
needed by a target industry, and to configure and allow for smaller sites to meet the majority of the site 
needs of the targeted industries. By allowing some flexibility in arranging sites to meet targeted 
industry needs, it would be possible to provide more available sites or increased choices in the size of 
sites, while also requiring less land to meet the employment needs and economic goals and strategy 
the City wishes to pursue. Existing industrial lands within the current UGB can also be utilized to meet 
the industrial land needs of targeted industries that require sites under 10 acres in size. 

Residential Land Needs 

,.:-.-:: J he residential land need to accommodate an additional4,753 dwelling units and approximately 
<:::~~t~ .OOO additional people also includes land for public/semi-public uses (schools, parks, institutional 

uses, churches, governmental uses) which are typically accommodated on residential lands . . Analysis 
indicates a need for 21 0 acres of land to meet public/semi-public land needs during the planning 
period. Through the pro'Jision of various land efficiency measures, creation of nodal development 
areas, increased density allowances for single-family and multi-family, infill and redevelopment of 
existing residential lands and residential exception areas, the projected housing demand can be 
accommodated by utilizing existing buildable lands within the current growth boundary and the 
expansion of the boundary to include additional residential lands, primarily for the nodal development 
area which allows for increased densities to occur over current standards. The residential land need 
for approximately 764 acres to meet both the housing demand (555 acres) and public/semi-public lar 
needs (210 acres) for its projected 2020 population. Currently, there are approximately 520 acres 
within the current boundary for such uses and the proposed UGB expansion is to add nearly 600 acr 
of residential lands (200 of which is residential exception lands which have limited capacities for 
additional housing). 

The County realizes that the additional residential acreage is not all buildable land due to constraint~ 
allowances for right-of-way/streets (20 percent of gross acreage) and that the net buildable acres 
within the residential expansion areas would be less. The housing demand over the planning perioc 
can reasonably be met by the supply of existing residential land within the current UGB, the additior 
residential lands in the nodal overlay area and inclusion of residential areas around the golf course I 
the north. The multi-use nature of public lands may be somewhat more difficult to account for due t1 
locational factors and the neighborhoods that they are intended to serve. 
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planning period, a critical assumption or factor is household size. Tne neeas ana1ys1s utmzes a-. ~.~ ~ 
persons per household which is less than the 2000 Census household size of 3.1 for the City. The 
assumption that household size decreases over time due to a variety of factors tied to urbanization, 
employment, housing and so forth and as borne out in other studies and areas is reasonable, though 
the trend in Woodburn has been an Increase in household size due to demographic characteristics c( 
its population. The City'~ demographics vary greatlY from the state, the region, the county and other:\\:: 
cities in the area which make comparisons difficult or to follow the trends of these areas when it cor' ·: 
to specific assumptions regarding demographics. The County would just like to mention that an 
assumption of a higher household size 1.,1tilized in the analysis for determining dwelling unit needed 
would result in a lower demand for units within the planning period. 

Woodburn Periodic Review Preferred Growth Scenario (UGB amendments) 

The Marion County Urban Growth Management Plan preferred growth scenario is for the majority of 
projected county growth to be directed to the larger urban areas within the county, such as Woodburn. 
The City of Woodburn preferred growth scenario as proposed by their UGB amendment package is: 

1. Expansion of the UGB to include all adjacent rural exception areas. 

The County is supportive of the City's proposal to include all adjacent rural exception areas within the 
amended UGB. These include the 155 acre residential exception area to the northwest, the 13 acre 
residential exception area to the northeast (east of Highway 99E) though additional capacity or 
redevelopment is limited, and the 34 acre (13 acres of commercial, 21 acres of residential) exception 
area to the south along Highway 99E (west side of the highway). Inclusion of these exception areas 
will allow these areas to transition to urban uses and provided with urban services. 

2. Expansion of the UGB to the north and southwest to accommodate residential land needs{ 
the Parr Road Nodal area. ;~t?>. 

·:· 

The County is supportive of the City's proposal to expand the UGB to the north to include the 10~ 
acres north of the golf course property within the current UGB. This would allow the portion of the g( 
course currently outside the UGB and adjoining lands to be developed for upper end residential as 
future phases of the Tukwila development and utilized as open space and natural resource protectior 
The City proposal for the area also includes a 2 acre nodal neighborhood commercial area. 

The County is· supportive of the City•s proposal to expand the UGB to the southwest to include 
approximately 140 acres of residential lands to meet housing needs. This area is part of the propos 
Parr Road area Nodal Development Overlay that includes nodal commercial (10 acres), medium 
density and low density nodal residential areas which are a key component of the City's housing 
strategy to meet residential needs during the planning period. 

The County is not supportive of the City's proposal to include the 160 acres of land to the north, we ~ 
of Boones Ferry Road, south of Crosby Road, and east of 1-5 within the UGB for residential purpos1 
The residential land needs are being met through the existing res idential land supply within the curr 
UGB and the other residential lands being proposed for addition to the UGB. 

3 . Expansion of the UGB to the west and southwest to accommodate employmenVindustrial lar 
needs. 
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employment needs of the Woodburn area. The County supports an expansion to the west and · 
southwest but sees the inclusion of approximately 430 acres of existing farmland in these areas as 
being more than is needed to meet the economic development objectives of the city and provide for 
/"~o.q site needs of targeted industries. As discussed in the section above on Industrial Land Needs, an 
' '"~ansion for industnal lands in this area to include between 300-325 acres would be adequate to 
. . · ·;t employment needs and targeted industry site needs in conjunction with the approximately 130 
, .s of industrial land currently within the existing UGB along with 130 acres of commercial lands 
being provided. The County has questions about the inclusion of the 56-70 acre parcel west of 
Butteville Road as part of the proposed industrial reserve area as being an intrusion into the 
surrounding farmlands without any physical separation from such resource lands or being physically 
connected to the other lands within the proposed industrial reserve area. Additionally, the City may 
want to consider lands to the south of Hwy 211 and west of Butteville Road adjacent to the rail line 
both from an industrial use transportation standpoint, and the possible eventuality of commuter rail 
service coming to the Willamette Valley. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the City's Periodic Review amendment 
package. Hopefully the comments and suggestions provided in this letter will be useful to the City as it 
reviews and makes a decision on this matter. Please include this as part of the record before the City 
Council at their public hearing on these amendments on March 2B. Staff appreciates the City's efforts 
to coordinate with the County on its periodic review tasks and other planning issues of mutual interest. 
Please let me know if I or County staff can be of further assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

, .l,.,es Sasaki 
1/·\>incipal Planner 
\ •. ' 

'arion County PW/Pianning 

cc: Board of Commissioners 
John Lattimer 
Sterling Anderson 
Mike McCarthy 
Bill Worcester 
G'eoff Crook, DLCD 
Greg Winterowd 
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wooo&URN em NJWU(tAAlOR'S Off\CE 
WOODBURN EASTSIDE RESIDENTIAL GROwrH 

t. Residential growth on the East side of Woodburn will: 

a. Bring inore dollars and people to your business. 
b. Revitalize Hwy. 99E. 
c. Alleviate some of the tram.e con gestio a at Woodburn 1-S 

IDterchange 
d. Provide homea away from the noise and poUution of the 

freeway 
e. Provide a· better babnce for our city 

2. Makes economic sense beea~: 
a. Sewage treatment plant is on the East Side 
b. PGE Sub station is on the East Side 
e. Existing city streets abut or intersect available property 
d. Good water sources available on the East Side 
e. Natural drainage available on the East Side 
f. Wen rounded growth is good for an 

... 

We understand that many hours have gone into this 20 year pian. That 
isn't a good enough reason to walk into a 20 year bad plan. We need to 
consider the oversU best interest of Woodburn. 

Bottom lin~ more homes on the East Side mean more SSS for your 
b_usiness, and a more well rounded community. 



' 
' ... .... · . . 

• I 

March 21 , 2005 
MAR 2 3 2005 

C.ity of Woodburn 
City Council 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

W0008URN 
CtlY AOM!NISlRATOR'S OFACE 

RE: Approximately 18 acres Commercto\ General Property 
2145 & 2155 Molalla Road 

A ttm Kathy Agley, Walt Nk:hols, 'Richard BJelland, Peter McCallum 
Jim Cox, Frank Lonergan & 8lda Sifuentez 

The property. owners \~ted belo~ feel that this site should be allowed to be 
zoned single family res\denttal ror the following rea·sons: 

l. The proposed LOS church will tsolate the 18 acres from the CG zone. 
2. The property .Is too deep for Commercial development. Wood bum 

does not have any other Commerctol site, including malts that have 
thts depth because it-Is not practical. · 

3. Property across the street is already Residential. 
4. As residential the site embraces the Cittes concept of "pocket 

comrnunitles" within walldng distance to stores. 
5. Restdentlalls a much better use adjacent to the proposed church. 
6. Since the city must meet the LCDC commercial -land Inventory, we 

suggest that a better place for commercial would be the proposed 
UGB expanslon on the 120 acres on Crosby Road and 1-5. This site Is 
f)roposed residential. It would be better if the West 20+ acres 
nearest \-5 was zoned CG. 

7. It does not seem logical that the City would want to grow the 
commercial act.ivity East on ·Molalla Road (Hwy 21 1 ) to overtax the 
last of the two East-West traffic arterioles. 

We belleve the above items demonstra1e the highest and best use for the 
property as residential than commercial. We have provided an 
a ltemative that wouk:i balance the inventory requirements for LCDC. We 
feel the community is better served with these recommendations. 

Respectfully, 

IWV\+fflL~ 
Kim Ashland, Property Owner 
Kevin Ashland, Property Owner 
Dan B\em, Property Owner 
Ivan Semerikov, Property Owner 

(503) 390-0308 

(503) 704-97 42 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 

"MARK UNGER• <marklunger@msn.com> 
<jlm.mulder@cl.woodbum.or.us> 
3/2312005 4:07:19 PM 

:. :lear James P. Mulder, 
.! 

I am writing to you in regards of my property, 2265 E Hardcastle, 
Woodburn, OR 97071. I have recleved a proposed UGB (Urban Growth Boundary) 
map, I see that my property map (enclosed with my letter mailed to you) Is 
partially inside of the UGB and partially outside of it. I feel strongly 
that it should all be included in the UGB. Also there Is a large three to 
four foot culvert with the cit:(s storm run off that goes through my 
property to the Pudding River, this would be needed for future development. 
Will you please consider extending the UGB to encumber the whole property. 

Sincerely, 
MarkL Unger 
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Woowburn City Council 
Woodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

Dear Woodburn City Council: 

MAR ~ 3 2005 

CITY W0ooSUAN 
AO"'NISTRATOA'S OFFICE 

March 21, 2005 

In October 2004 the citizens of Oregon passed a new land use law, 

known as Measure 37. 

Is the regulations you are holding a Public Hearing on tonight, 

March 28,2005,compatible with Measure 3737 

If it is no~ you should send it back to your consultants, as I 

would think theis 1bai..ts to make recommendations that abide by all 

state laws. 

You should eKpect from your consultants, what we expect from 

you, our Commissioners. 

Please don't make us, t he citizens of Woodbu rn l i able for Measure 

37 claims, that shouldn't be. 
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MAR 2-3 2005 

Attn: Honorable Mayor & Members of The Woodburn City Council 'MlOO!URN 
CITY ADMINISTRATOR'S OFACE 

As a business manager, when 1 was infonned that the Urban Growth Boundary did not 
include expansion on the east side of town. I was ve:ry confused. I don•t understand why the 
expansion would not include the east side of town. My business is located on the east side of 
highway 99E. If all the growth in business is directed to the south west side ofWoodb~ how 
could I count on an increase in customer flow? The city of Woodburn is expanding very rapidly, 
which is a good asset to all retail business. If we limit the expansion to certain areas we arc 
limiting our ability to growl 

Thank yo11 for taking your time to listen to my input. 

THE NORTHWEST'S LARGEST INDEPENDENT TIRE DEALER 
.·. WITH OVER 300 LOCATIONS IN OREGON, WASHINGTON, IDAHO, MONTANA, CAUFORNIA AND NEVADA 
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Mareh 19, 100! 
MAR 2 a 2005 . 

Dear Woodburn Eastside Business Ownen. CtTY W0ooSURN 
AD~NISTRATOR'S OFRCE 

Are you aware of the Woodburn Comprehensive Land Use Plaa (20 
year)? Do you lmQW that it lneludes expandin& the Urbaa Grow1b 
Boundary No~ Sout~ and West? WHAT HAPPENED TO THE 
EAST ?'l'l'l 

AS AN EAST SIDE BUSINESS OWNER YOU SHOULD KNOW 
THAT THIS WILL AFFEcr YOUR.I'1fl'UR.E l 

W~ the Serra family OD East Lincoba Road, have approaebed Jim 
Mulder, your city plaaner, on multiple occasiou about illeludin& part 
of, or oar entire 400 aere parcel. 

Jim Mulder however, failed to mentioa this to the Woodburn City 
Pbtnning commissioners. 

You aeed to write to your Mayor and City Council and ask that they 
reconsider the effe« on our side of town. Business needs to grow in aD 
directions. 

TIME IS OF THE ESSENCE. Write now, but in addition, plan to 
attend .the public hearing ou thia m.att..er oD March 28~ at 7:00pm at the 
Woodburn City HalL You will need to sign up in advance if you eare to 
speak at that hearing, a sign up sheet will be provided that night. 

On the following page we have listed a few details that yo11 may want to 
consider as you write your letters. 

Thank you, 

The Serres Family 

( 
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Marela 19, 200! 
MAR 2 3 2005 

Dear W oodbum Eastside Business Own en, CITY W0oo8UAN 
ADMINISTRATOR'S OFfiCE 

Are you aware of the Woodbun Comprehensive Land Use Plan (20 
year)? Do you know that it includes expanding the Urban Growth 
Boandary North, South, and West? WHAT HAPPENED TO THE 
EAST???? 

AS AN EASi SIDE BUSINESS OWNER YOU SHOULD KNOW 
THAT THlS WILL AFFECT YOUR FUI1.JRE t 

. We, the Serres family oa East Lincola Road, have approached Jim 
Mulder, your city plaaner, on multiple Occasions about mcluding part 
of, or oar entire 400 acre parceL 

Jim Molder however, failed to mentioa this to the Woodburn City 
Ptanaing commissioners. 

Yoa need tO write to your MAyor and City CouncH and ask that they 
reconsider the effect on our side of town. Business needs to grow in aD 
directions. 

TIME IS OF THE ESSENCE. Write now, bot in addition, plan to 
attend the public hearing on this matter oa March 28aa. at 7:OOpm at the 
W oodbum City lblL You will need to sign up in advanu if you care to 
speak at that hearing, a sign up sheet will be provided that night. 

On the foUowiDg page we have listed a few details that you may want to 
consider as you write your letters. 

Thank you, 

The Serres Family 
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MAR 2 3 2005 

Crry AO•J!por;/~~RN •.. ·· . . IY"" .. , rv,TQR·s OFF!C , 
~. -:,.1 

March 21. 2005 

Honorable Mayor & Members of the W oodbum City Council 
Woodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodb~ OR 97071 

R.e: Urban Growth Boundary 

I own a business on Hwy 99-in W OO<ibum and it has come to my attention that there are 
proposals to ex:p8nd the Urban Growth Boundary for Woodbwn to the West and North of 
W oodbum, but very little East of Hwy 99. It would sure be nice to get some additional 
growth east of Hwy 99. which I believe would really help stimulate business along Hwy 
99 and make it a more vibrant and viable area. I ask you to consider the area east of Hwy 
99 for expansion as I think it would be a very positive thing for W oodbum and the 
business on Hwy 99. I believe services to that area are in pretty good shape and would 
appreciate your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Jf£ S. Jo'---'"'"_. 

The End Zone Sports Bar & Grill 
980 N Pacific Hwy 
Woodburn, OR 97071 
503-981-1663 
jjones437@wbcable.net 
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To: 

MAR Z 3 )005 

WOODBURN COMMUNITY 
DMLOPMENT DEPT. 

._Ain...,•• -

March 23, 2005 

Her Honor, Kathy Figley, Mayor, City of Woodburn 
Mt. John Bro~ Woodburn City Administrator 
City Councilor-Ward 1 Walt Nichols 
City Councilor-Ward 2 Richard Bjelland 
City Councilor-Ward 3 Pete McCallum 
City Councilor-Ward 4 Jim Cox 
City Councilor-Ward 5 Frank Lonergan 
City Councilor-Ward 6 Elida Sifuentez 

We, the Serres family, would like to address the omission of our farm from the 
proposed urban growth boundary. Over the past three years we have called attention to 
the attributes of our farm that could improve the City of W oodbum' s livability and 
quality of life. However, we feel that our participation through nonnal channels-the 
open forums and hearings, our various coiiUI1unicatio~ both written and oral-has failed 
to convey our message to the parties making UGB decisions. 

Since we believe that communication through normal channels has failed, we feel 
we must write to you directly. We trust that you will carefully consider what we have to 
say. We would much rather be a part of Woodburn's future than not. ........................................... 

Oregon State Planning Goal # 1 provides for citizen involvement. This goal is 
incorporated in the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan as "Citizen and Agency Involvement 
Policies'', page 12 of Proposed Woodburn Comprehensive Plan-Volume !-Goal and 
Policy Amendment.!. We had an expectation of an open and transparent planning process 
responsive to our input. However, despite Serres Family attendance of public meetings, 
private discussions with the city planner, and written and telephone commentary to 
Woodburn City Planning, we have not foUnd the process to be either open or transparent. 

Woodburn City Planning presented its draft UGB expansion propos8.l at a public 
meeting held April16, 2004. No explanation of the evaluation criteria and methodology 
utilized in deciding which properties were excluded from or incorporated into the UGB 
was provided at this meeting. It was only at the February 24,2005 Woodburn Planning 
Commission meeting, when Planning Director Jim Mulder responded to a question by 
Planning Commissioner David Vancil, that the Serres Family learned that UGB Region 4 
had been excluded because it was identified as having the highest infrastructure 
development costs of any UGB study region. 

We have concerns about a decisio·n process based solely upon infrastructure costs. 
Property value is never solely detennined by infrastructure investment. We feel that our 
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property brings value to the City that other UGB study regions do not and that this value 
was not considered in the Planning Department's decision·making methodology. 

In the quest to determine Planning's decision making process, we obtained a copy 
of 'lCity of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004", which does lay 
out the costs of Sanitary Sewer Service, Storm Sewer Service and Water Service to each 
of the 8 UGB study Regions. We strongly feel, upon examining this document that the 
infrastructure cost estimates. applicable to the Serres Family property, located in the 
Southerly 60% ofUGB Region 4, are questionable. Let us examine these cost estimates 
in tum. 

Volume 
Page 

First, consider the Woodburn Public Works estimate for Sewer Service. Simple 
inspection of the USGS W oodbum 7 .S minute topographic map and City of W oodbum 
Sewer Main Map dated 10/08/02 shows the following to be true ofUGB Region 4: 

• UGB Region 4 is the second closeSt to the Woodburn Sewage Treatment Plant. 

• UGB Region 4 sits on the same topographic feature as the W oodbum Sewage 
Treatment Plant-a bench above the Pudding River. Most other study areas are in 
the Mill Creek or Senecal Creek drainages, requiring sewage to be pumped across 
the washboard topography created by the parallel drainages of Mill and Senecal 
Creeks and the Pudding River. 

• UGB Region 4 sits at the same elevation as the Woodburn Sewage Treatment 
Plant. 

• The sewer main on Hardcastle Street runs along our North property border. The 
Woodburn Public Work's sewer main map does not accurately show the terminus 
of the sewer main, whic~ as evidenced by manhole risers, ends some distance 
East of the Haxdcastle/Cooley Road intersection. 

Despite these facts, the Woodburn Public Works estimate for providing Sanitary 
Sewer infrastructure to UGB Region 4 is $15,160.00/acre. In comparison Region 6 is the 
next most e)(pensive at $13,&95.00/acre. 1he remaining areas vary from $10,167.00/acre 
doWn to $7,035.94/acre. 

What is it that-makes sewer service so expensive on our parcel when the USGS 
map and our familiarity with our property and Woodburn suggests otherwise? Without a 
public vetting of the models and methodologies used to develop the Sanitary Sewer 
In.frilstructure costs, we can't evaluate the validity of Public Work's numbers, and we 
don't think membenJ of the Planning Commission and the City Council can do so, either, 
if all they have is the same ?ublic Works document we have. Based on the information 
available to us-the maps cited, our knowledge of our property, and our knowledge of 
the City of Woodburn and its topography-we do not have confidence in Public Work's 
cost estimate of sanitary sewer infrastructure because it does not make sense that the 
study area close to the treatment plan~ at the same elevation as the treatment plant, with 
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no intervening ridges between it and the treatment plant would have the absolute highest 
cost. 

Second, let us look at Storm Sewer infrastructure costs. Again, Region 4 has the 
highest per acre cost at $14,577.00. The next most expensive is Region 6 at 
$7,737.00/aac with RegionS the lowest at $6,173.00/acre. This is a tremendous 
disparity. with th.e only hint of an explanation being that Public Works states that a 78· 
inch diameter storm sewer to the Pudding River would be required to service UGB 
Region4. 

Simple inspection of the USGS W oodbum 7 .S minute topographic map shows 
that the entirety of the Serres Family property, about 60% ofUGB Region 4. slopes at 0 
to 3% to the Pudding River. On the Serres property, each and every future East/West 
street could contain a small storm sewer appropriate for the area that it serves. And no 
right-of-way problems will be encountered in connecting these small storm sewers to the 
Pudding River or the Serres Reservoir because the Serres Family owns all of these lands. 

Again, ~blic Work's methodology for developing Storm Sewer costs is not 
disclosed. However, Public Work's cost estimate for providing UGB Region 4 Storm 
Sewer service is too high. The stipulation of a 78-inch diameter main drain is completely 
unnecessary on the Serres tract. Storm drainage can be accomplished through a 
distributed network. of parallel East!W est mains. 

And how does the Landau/Laurel storm drain capital improvement project fit into 
this cost picture? This $750,000.00 project, which calls for drainage to the Pudding 
River, is item 4 on the City's "List of Short Term Projects'\ found on page 34 of Draft 
2005 Woodburn Public Facilities Plan. Referring again to the Woodburn 7.5 minute 
topographic map, the shortest path from Landau Lane to the Pudding River would be 
Straight East through the Serres tract to the Serres reservoir in UGB Region 4. 

1bird, let us consider water service. Public Work's estimate for Water Services to 
UGB Region 4 is $9,446.00 per acre, ranking it the second most expensive Region to 
service. The Serres portion ofUGB Region 4 has a 700 gallon-per-minute well located 
on it. A buried mainline distribution system comes within 150 feet of the City Limits at 
Tomlin Street. A secon~ 900 gallon-per-minute well, located just outside the UGB . 
Region 4 boundary is tied in through the mainline syste~ for a combined capacity of 
1,600 gallons per minute. This is 28.5% of the entire City of Woodburn's well capacity 
of 5,850 gallons per minute (Page 5, Draft 2005 Woodburn Public Facilities Plan). 

At one time, during the 1986-1988 drough4 the City contacted the Serres family 
regarding connection of the Serres wells through the Serres distribution system to the 
City of W oodbum system. The City was aware of the Serres water resource at this time. 
So was the value of the existing Serres water infrastructure considered in Public Work's 
water system cost estimate? How can UGB Region 4 have the second highest water 
system infrastructure cost when the Serres portion already has a developed water resource 
more than ample to meet the needs ofUGB Region 4? 
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Agait1, there was no public disclosure or vetting of the methodologies used. .. 
Further, 1here was no pro-active contact by city staff to ascertain or verify pertinent 
information and features, like the Serres wells, even though city · staff should have been 
aware of them. In the case of the Water Services cost estimate, this lack of transparency 
made it impossible for the Serres family to conect this error of omission. 

Following the February 24,2005 David Vancil/ Jim Mulder exchange Serres 
family members have informally sought information about the cost analyses prepared by 
Woodburn Public Works. Based on these informal conversations, our best assessment is 
that city staff prepared these estimates by applying standardized cost estimating rules to 
an assumed set of conditions without verifying that the assumed conditions corresponded 
to the true lay of the land, or to identify site specific mitigatirig factors such as the Serres 
wells, or Serres' ability to grant multiple storm drain outlets to the Pudding River. 

Volume 
Page 

To conclude our review of WoodbUrn Public Works cost analyses, we feel that all 
three systems costs, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, and water supply, are suspect and 
overstate the costs of providing these services to UGB Region 4. 

Moving o~ lets look at some positive values that the Serres tract can bring to 
Woodburn. . 

Parks and Recreation. 

Lets start with the fourth major component of W OO<lbum City public services and 
Woodburn City system development charges-Parks and Recreation. The City of 
WoodbW71 UG.B Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004 does not provide an estimated 
cost per acre for Parks and Recreation. However, the importance of Parks and Recreation 
is noted in Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis and Development Strategy Final 
Report (page 100 of the .pdf version). At the December 9, 2004 Woodburn Planning 
Commission meeting, Planning Director Jim Mulder stated that W oodbum needed a 
major park. At the same meeting, consultant Greg Winterowd stated that Woodburn 
lacke~ funding for major park acquisition. 

The Serres tract includes significant acreage, which., due to its location in the 
Pudding River floodplain or, if not in the Pudding River Floodpl~ its classification as 
wetlan~ is suitable primarily for recreational use. This contiguous area includes open 
fields, hardwood forest, wetlands, mature Douglas Fir timber, a two-acre pond, a half­
mile of side streams, and a half-mile of Pudding River frontage, which includes a sandy 
beach. This site offers recreational and nature study amenities unequaled in the 
Woodbwn area based on the metrics of size, variety of biotype~ variety of landforms, 
presence of year round water flow (Pudding River) and ease of public access (from Hi 
2 14). If a walking trail were constructed inside the perimeter of this area, it would be 
more than two miles in length. 
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The Serres Family would rather be included within the UGB aild have potential 
parkland benefit all the citizens of Woodburn. The alternative uses of the potential 
panland in a Measure 37 process would be either to divide it up among a number of lots, 
or having a number of private lots share il In both of these cases, citizens of Woodburn 
would not benefit. 

Transportation Considerations External to the Serres Tract. 

The Serres tract fronts State Highway 214 for a mile on its South and Southwest 
sides. The Serres tract communicates to State Highway 211 via Cooley Road on the 
North. It communicates with US 99E through Hardcastle, Lincoln, Tomlin, Laurel, 
Landau, and possibly Aztec to the West 

Contrary to opinion stated by Woodburn P!anning, East W oodbum residents do 
not access I-5 at the 1-S/214 interchange. North bound travelers take 99E and the Aurora 
I-5 cut off to 1-5 at Aurora/Charbonneau. Southbound travelers take 99E south and 

. access I-S at either the Brooklake Road/1-5 interchange or the 99EJI-S interchange. 

Contrary to Woodburn Planning, we believe that siting residential areas close to 
the freeway intensifies 1-51214 congestion. For example, consider the future residents of 
the now approved Montebello Phases ll and Ill. Because of their close proximity to the 
freeway, these residents will choose to access the freeway at the 1-51214 interchange. In 
contrast, residents of any future development in UGB Region 4 will access 1-5 through 
the Aurora cut off and Brooks, just as those of us who live in the area do now. 
Residential development in UGB Regions 1 and 7, and the west sides of Regions 2 and 6 
will exacerbate 1-5/214 congestion to a far greater extent than will residential 
development in UGB Region 4. 

Transportation Considerations Internal to the Serres Tract. 

The entire tract, from the Woodburn City Limits to the Pudding River, Hi. 214 to 
Hardcastle, is owned by the Serres family. Internal impediments to road/utility design 
and layout are limited to two public rights of way, East Liri.coln Road and Serres Lane, 
three tax lots owned by one Serres family member, and two residential lots fronting on 
214. Implementation of a North/South parallel road East of 99E, as specified by Firwl 
Draft, Woodburn Transportation System Plan, Policy K~1- 10, (Cooley Road to 214) will 
be easy to accomptish.. In contrast, all the other UGB study Regions are more parcelized, 
posing rights-of-way issues and other barriers to efficient road and utility lay out. 

El~tric Utility Infrastructure. 

The Woodburn PGE substation is located 200 yards West of the Serres tract on 
114. Because of this proximity, it will be easy to route any required feeder circuits to 
service UGB Region 4. 
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Suitability for High-End Housing. 

Our assessment is that the Serres Parcel is best suited for high-end housit1g. This 
assessment is at variance with Winterbrook Planning's evaluation. The following ( 
comments refer to pages 25 through 28 of Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification 

· Repcrt. 

The Winterbrook study states that UGB Region 4 should not be included in the 
UGB for the following reasons: high cost of providing city infrastructure, more intensive 
residential use adjacent to EFU land, and negative consequences for the farming 
ccminunit)'. We believe the infrastructure cost studies are tlawe<t as previously detailed. 
As regards EFU ground oordering low density residential-wbat•s new? Woodburn City 
neighborhoods and their streets have dead-ended at our farm's property line for the past 
30 years. Could someone at Wmterbrook explain bow converting our land's use 
classification from EFU to Rcsidentiid is a negative consequence? We can't think of any. 

We have previously expressed ccncern that W oodbum public works failed to 
verify its design assumptions with site inspections. We have similar concerns about 
Winterbrook's assessment of Region 4's suitability for inclusion in the UGB for several 
reasons. In 2003 beth Paul Serres and Susan Duncan participated in Marion County's 
••urban Growth Management Framework." workshops held in W oodbum. Both Paul and 
Susan made written recommendations that the entire Serres tract be included in the UGB. 
Evidently no land ownership review was performed to identify the EFU landowners to be 
affected ifUGB Region 4 waS included in the UGB. If such a study had been performed, 
it would have shown that the largest affected EFU landowner is the Serres family, which 
supports Region 4 inclusion in the UGB. Numerous Serres Family members submitted 
written CQmments in favor of Region 4 UGB inclusion at the April 16, 2004 meeting. Yet 
these written comments are not taken into account in Winterbrook' s Region 4 
assessment. 

The Winterbrook study supports inclusion of UGB Region 2 for high-end 
hcusing. We do not feel that UGB Region 2's site attributes compare favorably to those 
of the Serres tract for high-end residential development, except for the semi-private golf 
course. We recognize that this is a stibjective matter, so we strongly urge you to tour 
both areas to see for yourselves. 

As we've noted previously, locating more residential development adjacent to the 
freeway (Region 2's Western boundary) increases loading of the 1-51214 interchange 
until a second Woodburn freeway interchange is installed. Since upgrading the Crosby 
Road overpass to a freeway interchange would be the cheapest and easiest way to provide 
additional freeway access. shouldn' t the planning for this area anticipate this as a 
possibility, which would mean Crosby Road would become a connector to I-5 with and 
dramatic tnffic load increases on Boones Ferry Road and Front Street, adversely 
affecting suitability for high end housing? 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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This concludes our letter. We sincerely and earnestly hope that we have raised 
concerns that merit further discussion and consideratio~ even if that means delaying yo~ 
approval of the 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update Periodic Review and Urban Growth 
Boundary AnundmenJ.J. We call these concerns to your attention, not only out of our 
own interests, but also out of an interest in the W oodbum community at large. From our 
perspective the process so far has not been transparent. Without lle(ess to the process, we 
can't ascertain. but can only suspect, that errors and omissions have been made in the 
cost estimates and land use studies. 

We do understand that it is difficult for you as city councilors to render good 
public policy decisions with out accurate information. 

Please enter this letter, and its. attachments, into the record of public testimony 
submitted regarding the 2005 Compreheriftve Plan Update Periodic Review and Urban 
Growth Bot~ndary Amendment~. 

s inc;erely' 

Ruth Thompson 
Paul Serres 
Rebecca Kirsch. 
Mary Grant 
Susan Duncan 

· Cc: 

Claudio Lima, W oodbum Planning Commission Chainnan 
Patty Grigorieff, Woodburn Planning Commission 
Richard Knoles, Woodburn Planning Commission 
David Vancil, Woodburn Planning Commission 
Ellen Bandelow, Woodburn Planning Commission 
Richard Jennings, Woodburn Planning Coll1Illlssion 
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WHY? 

Why we want to become urbaDiz~ whether it be as a part of the City of Woodburn or ( 
through a go-it-alone Measure 37 process. ·"··· 1 

The purpose of this letter is to let you know why we have made this choice. No doubt 
this may seem confusing. A great deal of testimony has been submitted to the W oodbum 
Planning Commission by various individuals and the 1000 Friends of Oregon advocacy 
group that ex:tols the virtues and values of farming. Why would a farming family 
abandon its stake in farming enterprise if farming is the hottest enterprise around? 

The argument these folks advance is an ecooomic argument, but if you notice, they do 
not provide farm enterprise statistics to support their argument-Qnly aggregate crop 
values. The Serres family farm experience does not support tho positive economic 
scenario they portray. The loss of Agripac, Agrifrozen. and Sm~kers in W oodbum is a 
good indicator that our experience is general to area agriculture, not specific to our 
enterprise. 

Volume 5 

During the 1940's, 1950's, and 1960's the Serres family farm was diversified in many 
crops, including walnuts, horseradish, strawberrie9y all types of row crops, and hops. 
lbrough prudent management and adoption of new technology, such as the stationary 
hop-picker, 'the farm enterprise grew. Th.e capital generated by the operation was 
reinvested by purchasing smaller, neighboring farms, which at the time were valued in 
the real estate market at their farming enterprise. value. 

Through <>ut this time peri~ the Serres farm was a major seasonal employer in the 
immediate W oodbum area. Townspeople were employed stringing and picking pole 
beans, picking strawberrl~ cultivating various crop5y hand training and picking hops. 

Farm management, over timt; increased its acreage base in those crops providing the 
greatest financial return. Technological improvement!~ in both equipment and plant 
breeding marginalized many crops, like pole beans. One consequence was the loss of 
diversification across crops, with the farm concentrating on hops. Another consequence 
was the erosion of profit margin across all crops, including hops. 

With a decreasing rate of internal return, the family operation was less able to invest in 
expansion and new technology. The last land acquisition was the Hermle f~ in 1972. 

You will notice that this year there are no more hop fields to the East of town. For the 
first year in over 70 yean the Serres family will not produce a hop crop. Wby? We can't 
grow a labor-intensive crop like hops in a global economy at an acceptable rate of return 
given the financial risks and high overhead <>finsurance, workman' s comp, etc. 
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So now the entire farm is in grass seed. And grass seed is the default cro~c low co~ 
low man-hour/acre crop that you grow when all the other crops you used to grow no 
longer pay their way. Also, please understand that at 350 planted acres the farm is too 
small tG be a Viable stand-alone grass seed enterprise. So the farm takes on custom 
swathing, ccmbining. and hauling for other grass seed growers and specialty hop 
equipment manufacturing for the hop industry. 

Looking at Serres family enterprise another way, lets consider the number of full time 
equivalent (fte) jobs the Serres Farm bas provided to the W oodbum community over 
time. During the 1940' Sy and 50'~ the number of ftc's increased. Beginning in the 
1950's, with improvements in equipment, crops, and cropping systems, the number of 
ftc's began to decline. This decline accelerated dramatically as the family enterprise 
shifted acreage out of hops in the late 1990's. At the present time, with no hops, the fann 
employs only four ~le year round. If the employee hours spent on hop parts 
~and custom farming are backed out, the number of fte jobs, including the 
farm operator, is between 2 and 3. 

Looking at the Serres family enterprise from the perspective of return on ~we see a 
similar scenario. Return on assets has steadily declined over the past 50 years. 
Simultaneously, valuation of farmland, particularly farmland adjacent 1o Urban Growth 
Boundaries, has increased dramatically above its farm enterprise value. If a market rate 
of return on. land (m.atket value of farm as fannland adjacent to town, not developable 
land) is .penciled into the grass seed enterprise budg~ the budget does not have a black 
bottom line. · 

As pragmatic business_ poople, we recognize that continued farming on. our parce~ which 
can't be expanded, is a marginal enterprise. Further, at our ag~ with no succesSors 
interested in fanning, and little free capital, we do not feel that establishing a new 
fanning enterprise, like specialty nursery stoc~ a prudent investment. We would rather 
convert our farmland to urban use as a means to provide for our own and our heirs' 
future. 

Sincerely, 

The Serres F:amily 
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• Piyer's 
Jim jeweCry since 1923 

REC'D 

MAR 2.4 2005 

..&1<1•' " _,.,. , • .,, .. .,.v•• 

Woodburn 
503-982-1321 

'. ,. 

March 22, 2005 

Mayor Figle-y and Woodburn City Council 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

Mayor Figley and Councilors, 

woooeuRN 
CITY ADMINISTRATOR'S OFACE 

Wtlsonville 
503-682-850() 

The purpose of my letter is to show support for the inclusion of the "Serres 
Property" within the urban growth boundary for the City of Woodburn. I am 
both a resident of the area (2625 Meadow 'Lane) and a 99E business owner 
(Mid Valley Plaza). The inclusion appears to be a logical evolution of the 
growth of our city. Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 

Since:~ 

/'/' ) .' :.I I I ' , ,, ·' 
t ~ . 
'., ; I 

Charl 
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March 22, 200S 

Honorable Mayor and Members of 
TheW oodbum City Council 
270 Montgomery Street 
W oodbum, Oregon o/7071 

Re: Expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary 

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen: 

MAR 2.4 2005 

WOOOelJRN 
CITV .A.DMINISTPATOR'S OFfiCE 

As business ()wnen in the City of Woodburn, potential growth within 
the city and an expansion of the urban growth boundary, along with the 
population increases surely to foHow are always welcome news. With 
Woodburn being at the bub of the northern Willamette Valley 
communitY, this growth is inevitable. 

My business partner and I are very interested in the propos·ed areas 
which the city has chosen for expansion and question both the 
population balance and «onomic impact of those choices. 

Highway 99E is a major commerce thoroughfare for Woodburn, with 
m·any wen established businesses bringing in money from Portland to 
Salem. Highway 99E is the road of choice for locals who do not wish to 
contend with the congested interchange at Mt. Hood Ave. and 1-5. To 
invest in the existing infrastructure and make use of the services already 
available on 99E by adding housing east of the highway makes more 
sense than building to the west of 1-5 and having those new residents 
commute to the core area of Woodburn to conduct their business. 

We would like to see the city reevaluate this situation and expand the 
city limits in a way that would invigorate the existing asset of Highway 
99E and make use of this thoroughfare to the ease of 1-~. 

Very Truly Yours., 

/~~ 
Scott Henkel and Karen Boulegon, Fins & Feathers Pet Shop 
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To James P. Mulder 

* REC'D tf 

MARS • 2005 

~COMMUNITY 
ces.opMEHf DEPT. 

Marcn ~J. :wos 

I am writing to you in regards of my property, 2265 E Hardcastle, Woodburn, OR 
97071. I have received a proposed Urban Growth Boundary map, I see that my property 
map (enclosed) is partially inside of the UGB (Urban Growth Bcun4ary) and partially out 
of it. I feel strongly that it should all be included in the UGB. Also there is a large three to 
four foot· culvert with the city's storm run off that goes through my property to the 
Pud<;ting River, this would be needed for future development. Will you please consider · 
extending the UGB to encumber the whole property. 

Sincerely, 

Mark L. Unger 
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MAt\ M . .. LUU"' - ~ . 

WOOOBURM 
Crrt AO~I$1AATOR'S Off\CE 

To the Honorable Mayor and Members of the. Woodburn City Council, 

I am writing to you in regards of my property, 2265 E Hardcastle, Woodburn, OR 
97071. I have received a proposed Urban Growth Boundary map, I see that my property 
map (enclosed) is partially inside of the UGB (Uiban GroWth Botindary) .and partially out 
of it. 1 feel strongly that it should all be included in the UGB. Also there is a large three to 
fow foot culvert with the city's storm run off that goes through my property to the 
Pudding River, this would be needed for future development. Will you please consider 
extending the UGB to encumber the whole.property. 

I also see. that the Serres property (North of mine) is not in the new proposed 
UGB_. I feel that. with the·natural··growth of Woodburn should grow this way because of 
the natural drainage, and the sewer plant is close, the PGE substation is close, and the 
traffic is not aa congested as West Woodburn. Thank you for your time. 
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Sincerely, 

Mark L . Unger 

( 
fJYh: 



·+· l'1riodl4 w.w 
~ i'IJII_IJqt-mU 

Plot Du.: iii!Ul.Uy 13, lOOj 
Map Not 10 SaJ. 
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W oodbum City Council 
Public Hearing on 
Comprehensive Plan 
and Growth Boundry 
March 28, 2005 
at 7:00P.M. 

Mayor and Council Members: 

MAR 2· 4 · £005 

· · . WOOO!URN r-
CllY ADMINISTRATOR'S OFRCE · f, 

,/~J 
, .• ' 

March 24, 2005 

When the city started their land use planning in earnest, they Adopted Policies to be followed · 
then and in the future. The policy that is not being followed is that all different z.One uses and 
growth boundries are to go to streets or property lines. 

I am including a copy of a letter sent to the Planning Commission in 1978, sent by Attorney, Bob 
Engle in regards to following the property lines. 

Reviewing properties within the Southwest Growth Boundry, I fmd many violations, on the 
different uses and Growth Boundries. It is very costley to approve somthing knowingly wrong 
and then have to. go back and change it at a latter date, to make it col'I'eC4 this is taxpayers money. 

There are other violations., but 1 only picked 3- areas , that I am most familiar with, because I live 
in these areas. lwill refer to the areas as #1, #2, and #3. 

Area# 1 is located on the north side of Parr Rd. Between Stubb Rd. and westto the comer where ,\:~ . 
the proposed Ev~ Street will come to. This area has a nwnber of ownerships, approx. 13, * ?:·~. -'', 
in sizes from 1 acre and larger. 

On the map that shows this area it shows a l 0 acre tract of Commercial and the balance Medium 
Density Residental. I do not believe you can do it this way when you have to follow pro~rty 
ooundry lines. All these property owners are entitled to know what their property is zoned 
before the Final Public Hearing. The way it is now some woundn't know for Slire what they had. 

Area #2 is on the South side of Parr Rd. And it goes from the comer, East to the point of Stubb 
Rd. , which is across Parr Rd. On the north side. This is a 41.7 5 acre tract under a single 
ownership. And here again they split through the middle of his property with two different 
zones, here again they violated the policy. In the past the property was always one zone and if 
later they wanted a different zone they would come in for a zone change. 

I would say this should all be Low Denisity Residential and put the Medium Denisity 
Residential, oorth and adjacent to Area # 1 Medium Density Residential. , which should be 
adjacent to the Conunercial Development. Sometimes parking is available in commercial 
developments at night, which can be used by people who live in the area. 

Volume _5_-:::-­
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Area# 3 is on the west side ofl-5 Freeway and also on the West side ofButteville Rd. And is 
adjacent to LeBurn rd on the South side. This is a 226.19 acre tract under one ownership. This 

( property is in two school districts Gervais and Woodburn. 

Here again they went through the property about 25% from the front of the property . The 
planning commission documents shows that it is a 56 acre tract, which is in error. In the past 
when an error existed it was corrected by moving the line to the boundry line, which in this case 
it would be moved to the West property line. 

Cooocil Members it is my suggestion that you refer all this back to the Planning Commission for 
corrections of enors and any other corrections that have to be made and then back to the City 
Council for a new Public Hearing. 

s~~~ 
Bert Gottsacker 
8.518 Parr Rd. NE 
Gervais, OR 97026 

Enclosures: 

Copy of Robert L. Engles letter, to planning commission in 1978. 

6 pages of different maps. 

3 pages of property profile information. 

2 sets of information for public hearing. 
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14AIIOI.D A CIC:HITIAD1 

WAAII IM 0 IIOIL~ANO 

110.1.111 I. CNO~I 

34 S NO .. TH SlCOND ST"IIT 

"· o. aox 311 

WOODBURN. ORIL 97071 

TfiLl!O~ON& 

aet·o•s• 

.l( lltl( A. ICWICID1MAN 
:-:· .. 

February 20, 1978 
~ .. ~ . . . : : ;:. 

President and ~embers of 
Planning Commission 

City Hall 
Woodburn, OR 97~71 

Re : Woodburn Industrial Park 
Gentlemen : 

Woodburn Development Corp. has the potential ability to sell approx1mate1: 
53 acres or land to an · industry which ·we believe would be highly bene­
·ricial. to the city or Woodburn. The proposed parcel which we have ortere• 
to sell is outlined in red on the diagram which is attached hereto as 
Exhibit "A". The diagram also shows existing city limits line designated 
by a solid black line and the existing urban growth boundary de~ignated 
by a dotted black line. · 

The purpose or this letter is to request that the Woodburn Planning Com­
mission initiate a public hearing held between t~e Marion County Board oJ 
Commissioners and the city of Woodburn necessary to extend the urban gro~ 
boundary from the present location north to the line designated in ·yellol 
The change in the urban growth boundary is necessary to commence annexa­
tion and zone ctiang·e procedures so that the entire parcel will ultimate1: 
be within the city limits or the city of Woodburn and will be zoned Ir 
tr~al. ' 

The prospective purchaser has not at this time c hosen to divulge to 
Woodburn Development Corp . its name . We are, however, informed by highl 
reliable sources t hat t h e prospective ~urchaser is a very well known, 
large and highly competitive industry which will build upon the site a 
multi- million dollar plant. Its process will be environmentally clean~ 
a nd the number or employees will have minimum a ·ffect upon the school di.~ 
trict· and commun~ty housing need·s. The valuation of the entire plant wt 
completed will be such to b e of enormous benefit economica lly to the c11 
o~ Woodburn and the surrounding area . 

We ask that the city of Woodburn and the commissioners o f Marion County 
co nside r the northerly extens i on o f the u r ban gr owth boundary lin e fo r 
t he following reasons: 

1) Anne xa tion a nd z one c hange a re a c ondi t i on p r ec edent t o the c l o sure 
o f the s a le. 

2) Th e community be n e f i t to t he c it y of Woodburn and the surrounding 
a r ea i s ex t remely h i gh while t h e detriments a r e fo r a ll pr ac tic a l purp c 
no n-e xist ent . 

3 ) The or i gina l pl at map pr epa red f or the city o f Woodburn dat ed Pebrt 
a r y 4, 197 4, des i gnate s t hi s en t i re area as Industrial Par k Pha3e I I 
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·pag• 2 • 
. ·· '"\ . 

· :.resident and Me111cers or 
( Planning Commission 

~oodburn, OR . 97071 

February 20, 1918 

til The urban · &J'OWtb boundary as presently .drawn d.oes not t'ollow existing 
property 11nes .aa requ~red by policy and, therefore, a mistake occurred 
in the drawing of tha original urban growth boundary line in this locatior. 

5) There is 1ruutric1ent land within the ex.1st1ng urban growth boundary 
to · per~it this sale to occur. 

RLE:mem 
. -:. · .. 

(:.:. •'·:1 
f' ·:. 

y 

Respectfully submitted, . 
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-7lS Glatt Circle, W~ OR 97071 Phone:\-503-98'1-0623 Fax:\-503-981~ ·. 
Visit us oo tho WdJ at www.fhtic.com/opsfor/salemJinda.hbnl 

B-uuil Custom« Service at: customerscrvicesalem@filf.com 

:: :·. ; .. ' rJared For : 
ttpany 

f;l&r~/-jtf.-t/ ~iT/t :C/'-(ty~vt~~,T$ //l 
tv~-r~ ~c/.~o4 1JJ,;9, 4-r 

By : Marion (OR) 
PROPERTY PROFILE INFORMATION 

Parcel# : R14794 
0\.vner : Weisz Family Lk: 
Colhmer 
Site 
Mail 

: 1490S Buttevi.De Rd NE Gervab 97016 

Land Use : 551 Agr ,Farm 
Legal. 

Zoning : EFU EXCLUSIVE FARM USB 

ASSESSMENT & TAX INFORMATION 

Market Total : $445,380 
Mkt Land : $145,360 
Mkt Improvmt : $300,020 
Exemption 

Owner Phone : 
Tenant Phone : 

: 052W14 01300 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

Year Built : 1900 
YrRemcdel 
Bedrooms :2 
Bathrooms : 2 .00 

3. 

03-04 Taxes : $6,014.41 
Levy Code : 10300030 
Millage Rate : 13.5040 
M50 .A.ssdTotal: $445,379 

Total SF : 1,932(Does Not Include GarageSF) 

SALE & LOAN INFORMATION 

Sale Date 
Sale Amount : 
$Cost/SqFt: $0.00 
Document # : 1666-03 70 
Deed Type : Brgn,Grant&Sale 
Loan Amount : 
Lender 
Loan Type 
Interest Type 
Vesting 

Title Co 
Loan Type 

School District !nfonnation 

Schoo l District : Woodburn School 

Main Floor : 1,932 
Second Floor : 
Basement SF : 
Basement Fin : 
Lot SizeAc : 151 .92 
Lot Size SF 
Roof Type 
Roof Material : 
Fo1mdation 
Ext. Material 
Exterior 
Patio Type 
Pa tio SF 
Att Gar SF 

:Yes 
: 3,000 

Garage Type : Grg-detached 
Driveway SF : 4,500 
Dri\vay Mat'/ : Asphalt 
Heat Source 
Fireplace 
Fireplace # 
BldgCondition : 
Neighborhood : 04C 
Impr Type 

'T'h .. r~r,...~. ; ,... ... 0,.. ,... , ~.-t .. rJ ,,. n ... ~ .. rl 0 .. ti"'hl ... ~li t TQ N nt nll~r~ntP.Prl 
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..... ---- -- -., 
73S Glatt Circle, Woodburn. OR 9707\ Pbone:l-S03-98\..o623 Fax:l-503-931~ 

Visit Q OD tho W~ at: www.futic.comJops/or/salcm/indCll.btml 
E-mail Customer Service at customerserviccsalem@fu!com . · . 

S4C'/f.. ~q>'l: . /'(() ;JI1/1'8V~I>'IU7+ . ,...,._.,-:.f.,o~/;5/.f'.J At-.... ~! 
Prepared For : L , ~ 
Company : ~ 

Ba;.~ 
$~tlv'::_1 7d~I. . .OI.J1ir~r: 1JllfM'-J?t..,17 ?f·l? ~Mi.{/~~ 

Manon (OR) 4 -rif t ~~ ., , J Jf ... 
PROPERTY PROFILE INFORMAT .q~aa' • 

Parcel # : Rl4793 
Orvner :Weisz Family Lk 
CoOwner 
Site : 1490S Butteville Rd NE Gervab 97026 
Mail : 14905 Buttevine Rd NB Gervais Or 97026 
Land Use : 551 Agr)Tarm 
Legal 

Zoning : BFU EXCLUSIVB FARM USB 

ASSESSMENT cl TAX INFORMATION 

Market Total : $65,346 
Mkt Land : $65,340 
Mkt Improvmt : 
Exemption 
03-04 Taxes : $763:53 
Levy Code : 00100030 
Millage Rate : 11.6856 
M50 AssdTotal: $65,339 

SALE & LOAN INFORMATION 

Sale Date 
Sale Amount : 
$Cost/SqFt: $0.00 
Document# : 1666-0370 
Deed Type : Brgn,Grant&Sale 
Loan Amount : 
Lender 
Loan Type 
Interest Type 
Vesting 

Title Co 
Loan Type 

School District !nfonnation 

Schoo l District : Gervais School 

Owner Phone : 
Tenant Phone : 

Ref Parcel# : 052W14 01300 
Census : 103.03 2· 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

Year Built 
Yr Remodel 
Bedroo1113 
Bathrooms 
Total SF 
Main Floor 
Second Floor : 
Basement SF : 
Basement Fin : 

(Does Not Include GarageSF 

Lot Size Ac : 74.27 
Lot Size SF 
Roof Type 
Roof Material : 
Foundation 
Ext. ~Material 
Exterior 
Patio Type 
Patio SF 
Att Gar SF 
Garage Type 
Driveway SF 
Dri'rvay Mat '/ : 
Heat Source 
Fireplace 
Fireplace# 
BldgCondition: 
Neighborhood : 04C 
Impr Type 

Volume __ s _ _ ,..,... ' r • t t' ,..... . . -' n - l~ ... L1. n . . .. T - 1t.. r_,. ,-, ______ ,. __ ..) 
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.-----------CONSUMER lNFORMATlON REPORT-----------. 

Prepared for 

14905 Butteville Rd. NE Gervais 97026 
Property Address ----------------------.,-------

Enclosed please find the following information per your request: 

TAX lNFORMATJON 

Tax Account Number 44161-000 

Description ____ 2_2_6_._l_9_a_c_r_e_s_-_S_l_4..;..,_l_5_&_2_3_, _T_5_R_2_W _________ _ 

Assessed Value-Land 

Assessed Value-Improvements 

H~3/ 4 Tax Amounts 

84/5 

84/5 

2,720.17 

TCV-95,450 

TCV-51,300 

Assessed Owner WEISZ, John Jr. e t a1 .. 

~Map CfCopyDeed 0 Contract 0 Other Document of Record 

14 05 2W l23l-5310/V314 P0124 RD 
This title information has been furnished, without charge, in conformance with the guidelines approved by the 
State of Oregon lnrurance Commissioner. The insurance Division caution~ intermediaries that this service i8 
designed to benefit the uttlmata insureds; indiscriminate use only benefiting intermediaries will not be permitted. 
Said saf'Vices may be discontinued. No liability 15 assumed for any errors in this report. 
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Pineros y Campeshios Unidos ctel Noroeste 
Northwest Treeplanters and Farmworkers United 

300 Young St. 1 Woodburn, Oregon 97071 I (503) 982.0243 I (503) 982-1031 (FA 
e-mail: farmworkerunion@pcun.org website: www .pcun.org 

REC'D 
March 24, 2005 

Re: Proposed Urban Growth Boundary Expansion MAR 2 fi 2005 

Dear Mayor Figley and Woodburn City Councilors, woooeuRN 
Ct'TY M)~ISTRATOR'S OFACE 

PCUN, Oregon's farmworker union headquartered in Woodburn, hereby extends our 
support for the proposed expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary and adjustments in the 
comprehensive plan which are pending before you. 

As you may be aware, PCUN will reach an important milestone next month: our 20\h 
anniversary, pursuing better living and working conditions for Oregon farmworkers. In these 
past twenty years, we have registered more than 5,000 farm workers. A very substantial portion 
work or reside in Woodburn and our headquarters has been located in Woodburn throughout our 
entire history. 'Therefore, we feel that we can off~r a special and important perspective regarding 
farmworkers' con9itions and interests in this community. Central to our mission have always 
been issues like housing, immigration, education;-·economic development. and civic participation 
which are of concern to Latino immigrants, including farmworkers. 

Volume 

_Page 

We observe an accelerating trend in Oregon generally, and Woodburn specifically, of 
increased employment ofLatino immigrants in non-agricultural sectors. Many of these workers 
are former farm workers. Woodburn and surrounding communities are home to light 
manufacturing, warehouse, and other businesses whose workforces which include a substantial 
number (in some cases, a majority) of Latinos. While we advocate for better farm labor 
conditions, we also support measures which facilitate farmworkers' opportunities to expand and 
strengthen their job skills and which offer opportunities for their children who, unlike their 
parents, are educated in local schools. 

We bel ieve that the City's vision and plan for attracting and siting businesses which can 
offer such opportunities serves the interests of the farmworker and Latino communities in 
Woodburn. Expanding the Urban Growth Boundary and making adjustments in the 
Comprehensive Plan are, in our view, necessary steps to advance that plan. We loo k forward to 
partnering with you and others to make that vision a reality. 

5 

716 

~ · · - ' 'Ja: •• 

. :··. ~ 

• .. 
·Y 



John Brown, City Administrator 
City ofWoodbum 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 9707l 

March 24, 2005 

Re: Urban Growth Boundary Expansion 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

Exhibit "B" .. 81 

tr REC'D f:r 

MAR 2 8 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUN:TY 
CE\'ElOPMENT DEPT. 

Woodburn's desire to expand their urban growth boundary is a concern to all Oregonians. 
The rich farmland on the outskirts of Woodburn is one of our most precious resources and is some 
of the best agricultural land in our nation. Taking parcels of 800 to 900 acres at a time and 
developing them while there is other existing vacant or otherwise usable land within the UGB is 
unconscionable. Woodburn already sizably diminished its surrounding farmland a few years ago 
to allow for the WinCo Distribution Center the ongoing phases of the Factory Outlet Mall, and the 
huge car lots which border l-5 where Oregon Agriculture signs used to dangle from the fencing at 
the edge of huge crop fields. 

t%\i[; The decisions made by local governments to make these types of expansions are setting 
precedents, and what may seem like a "small" parcel ofland to sacrifice for your city will result in 
other municipalities gaining speed for their arguments to expand. The loss ofboth fannland and 
forests within our state will multiply at a devastating rate. 

The officials who are deciding on these significant changes should consider that bringing 
more industry and population to this area will not necessarily improve the economy. As you well 
know, there is great cost to expanding infrastructure, increasing emergency services, and building 
new schools, etc. Beyond that, increased population has a direct correlation to higher crime rate, 
and most importantly, if we continue to diminish our agricultural land, where are the crops to be 
grown to feed the growing population? 

Bigger is not necessarily better. Those who are benefiting fro m the enormous push to 
develop every available acre in this valley are the developers, the builders, and the real estate 
industry. The rest of us are living with an ever-increasing encroachment on our environment and 
the open spaces we have enjoyed in the past. 

Development should occur as a matter of need, and not for greed. If you want to invite new 
industry to your city, sites should be planned on existing vacant or reusable land within the existing 
boundaries. Farmland that is paved over wil l never be returned to its natural state, and no amount 
of money can replace our natural resources once they are depleted. If our local governments cannot 
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John Brown, City Administrator 
City of Woodburn 

Volume 
Page 

March 24, 2005 
Page Two 

look at the whole picture as to how their individual actions affect the state and even national 
resources, perhaps these land management decisions need to be made at a higher level. 

Our future is in your hands . . 

Sincerely yours, 

Estelle J. Watson 
2120 SE Robins Lane, #33 
Salem, OR 97301 

cc: Governor Ted Kulongoski 
Woodburn City Council 
Woodburn Planning Commission 
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Honorable Mayor & members of the 
Woodburn City Council 
Woodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Or 97071 

REC'D 

MAR~~ 2005 

. WOOOWRN 
Ctl'Y AOMINIS'TR-'TOR'& OFfiCE 

I am a life long resident of the city of Woodburn and a current business owner. 

In the Urban growth boundary changes, it appears that the East side of Woodburn has 
been forgotten or left out of the "planning future" 

The expansion for residential growth on the East side of Woodburn will 

a. Bring more dollars and people to this side of town. 
b. Revitalize the 99E area, which by the current looks of things is attracting new 

and existing businesses 
c. Shift a portion of the traffic now headed to the I-5 interchange to 99E. 
d. Provide a choice of home away from the freeway congestion and pollution. 
e. Assure that the City will grow other than an "I-5 strip" city that appears to be 

the direction now headed. 

I am fully conscious of the fact that many hours of planning have gone into this 20 year 
plan, but I do not feel that an overall view has been presented. Woodburn can use the 
growth, but growth that is inclusive of and diverse enough to allow an overall growth and 
not spot growth. 

I do encourage you to rethink the process and include the property owned by the Serres 
Family as an integral part of the 20 year comprehensive Plan 

Respectfull~, _ ':' / 

/?J!Aat:4.-~~v~ /// L v . 
Michael J. Sowa 
Owner Postnet 
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}.larch 24, 2005 

Honorable ~fayor & Woodburn City Council 
Woodburn City Hall 
20 1[ootgomcry St reet 
Woodburn, O r. 97071 

Deu ~byor & Woodburn City Council: 

RECD Exhibit "B".-8~ 

MAR 2 5 2005 R~'O 

WOOD8URN 
Cll'1 AD~~ISiAAiOR'S OFF\CE MAR ~ 0 LU05 

W0008UAN 
CITY ADMNISTRATOR'S OFACE 

It ius been brought to my attetltioa t:Mt the Woodburn Comprehensive Lind Use Plan which includes 
expanding the Urbul Growth Bouttd.uy Noeth, South. & West and not in the East. Ia about to b«omc a 
~ty. As a business owner (D&D Res taurant and The Bunker Bu & Grill) I am very concerned. Que 

business depends oo Urbm Growth, not across town but in our immediate vicinity. As some of you niight 
know we :ue in the process of completing our new restnmmt. We have been in an economical crunch for the 
last 4 yeus and now seem to be the right time to develop a new business. Mid-V~ Pbn (formerly North 
Pu:k) bu taken on a new look with Safeway and Rite-Aid gone and Mid· Valley B'Olllk, Diesel Fitness. Gen-X. 
and The Bunker Bu & Grill moving in. We :ue hoping this well revitalize the ovu d\.le economy in thla uea. I 
know that The Bunket Bu & GriD will employ at least 30 employees. We mae these investments with Utban 
Growth in mind which includes the East side of Woodburn. I hope you will consider the East side in yow: 
planning in the future as we count oo it for out survival Thank you for yout time aod I hope I haven't 
offended anyone with this latter 21 it is a ktter of deep concern. 

Sincerely, 

···· ··~ ~~- -.. _,. ··-... --. -;t~=r-·.:~ 

Terry Priser 
D&D Restaurant 
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¥ .. I R~o 
d3jO~ 
· MAR 2 8 2005 

WOOD WAN 
CITY ADMfNISTRATOR'S OFFtCE 
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AQ WEST SUPPLY 

BOB ECKHARDT 
BAANCH MANAGER 

Tl:L: ·.800) 'J29·5i61 
CEU.: •. 500) \l:J2·2~ 

Home: 503-9e1-5724 
Office & Fax 503-981-5725 
EmaK: BNEckhatdt@aol.com 
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At Goose Hollow 
2516 Mertdlan Court 

Woodburn, OR 97071 



BREWSTER & MAYNE, P.C. 
687 Court St:r~ Nl1, SuU:a 600 

Salnn, OR 91301 
. P\t.<me: 503-362-2511 

FPI 503-3714649 

FAX COVER SHEET 

FAX NUMBER TRANSMITIEO TO: 503-982· .5243 
To: City CouneU 
Of: City of W oodbum 
From: Kevin E. Mayne 
Client/Matt£r: Legislative Amendment 05-01 
Date: March 28, 2005 

Exhibit "B"..-8'! 

MAR 2 8 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNIW 
OEIJELOPMENT DEPT. 

COMMENTS: Please present the attached to the Council for consideration at tonight's meeting_ 
Thank yotL 

The attached commul' ica.tlon may contnln confidentlnl informat ion which I$ Intended only (or the individual or entity no.med 
on this cover sh~et. Jfyoo a:re not the above-named recipient Of the aeency or employee of the intended recipient you are 
prohibi!W fu:Jm rc lldlnr:. di:~:~cmlnating, c:oJ7Yinio ordiWibvtin& tho lnfonno.tion c:ontalned hcrdn. It i5 requested thai ifth i' 
communlcadon was tnnsmlttcrl to you crroneou3ly. pleuc notify the sender lmrnedJatcly and lmmcdllltcly return ~n orie-Jnal ' 
whicl\ were tnnsmirted. 

• IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALI, PAGE-S. Pl..EASE TELEPHONE US IMMED£ATEL Y AT j03·362·25ll . 
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BREWSTER & MAYNE~ P.C. 
687 Court Street NE, Suite 600 
Salem, OR 97301 
Phone: 503-362-2511 Sydney E. Brewster 

Kevin E. Mayne Fax: 503-371.-4849 

March 28, 2005 

Woodburn City Council 
W oodbum City Hall 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 Byfa:t.: 503-982-5243 

Re: Legislative Amendment 0~-01; Woodburn 10Q~ Comprehensive Plan U¢ate 
Inclusion of Sbarabarin Property 

Dear Mayor Figley and Council Members: 

On behalf of V a3ily and Marina Sharabarin, we ask that the Council consider including 
the Sh.arabarill property in the expanded UGB. In addition, we ask that this letter and ib 
atta.cbmen'\3 be induded in the public. reoord for purposes of the hearing on this matter, and join 
with planning staff's request tha.t the reeord remain open until April4, 2005 to present additional 
written testimony. 

Volume 

Page 

With the realization that the Council's time will be encumbered this evening by several 
pe.rtie3 interested in the above amendment, I have included an attachment with several "bullet~ 
points. The rem.lindet of this letter discusses those points in detail. 

Summarv of Request 
The Sharabarins own a 7-a.cre parcel located at the southeast comer ofHwy 99E and Carl 

Road (Parcel #R48666)(sec attachments). The property is undeveloped and the Sharabarins 
would like to develop it for commercial purposes in the future., ~haps 3.3 a location for self 
storage. The property is currently zoned EFU but is not being farmed and is adjacent to mobile 
home d.evelopments on its south and east sides. To the west is Hwy 99E, and to the southwest is 
properly located within the City of Woodburn and zoned industrial. Scattered residential and 
farm building.! are located to the north and west 

The Ne¢d for Additional Commercial PropertY 
The: City hired Winterbrook Planning to study the need for additional land to be added to 

the UGB to meet projected growth by the year 2020. Winterbrook determined in its Woodburn 
Year 2020 UGB Justifi cation Report ("the Report') that there are 460 acres of developed 
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cotn.tnuciallancl within the existina UGB, and 108 buildable acres. ,Report, pg. 39. Based on 
those findings and projected population increases, Winterbi'OQk determined tM City ~ill nttd an 
additional 202 acrts of commercial property by 2020. I d. The Report admits that it has "under­
allocated" commercial land to eti~ourage redevelopment of existing commercial parcels and 
proposes adding <mly 32 net buildable atre! of crimmercialland. !d. 

Even ~ng the 108 acres cuneutl:y l~ed within the UOB could be developed, the 
addition of32 acres ~quais 140 ac.res,leavins a deficit of 62 acres nece5Sal')' to meet the 
necessary 202. 

A! noted, the Report under~allocates commercial land in order to encourap . 
. · ~e9cvclopment'alons Highway 214, ltwy 99 and downtown. But fror.n a practical standpoint, 

there is 8 !igslificant question as to whether 62 of the other 460 developed acres will be . . 
redeveloped as hoped, and the Report provides no JU$tin~ion as to when or how thb might take 
place. 

The need for additional vacant commercial property can dearly be supported by these 
flgures. Even with the addition of the Sharabarin property, the City could arguably j\J$tify 
including an additional 55 IJ.a'CS of CQrrunrn:iallaud withlo the expanded UOB. 

Existina Goal Exception Areas 
The Proposed Comprehensive Plan includes the parcel located directly south Of the 

Sharabarin parcel. Inclusion of this parcel as commercial property meets the City's responsibility 
to give first priority to existing exception areas. ORS 197.298. However, the property is fully 
·developed (see aerial) and from a practical standpoint, it will not add any buildable commercial 
tand to the UOB. Inclusion of the vacant Sbarabarin parcel will add vacant buildable commercial 
land. 

Costs of Expansion ofUtiliti~~ 
In its Report, Wtnterbrook. divided the potential UGB expansion area into eight study 

areas. The Sh.arabarin property i3 located in Study Area 3, which is essentially the comer north 
ofHwy 211. 

ln its analysis of the criteria n~cessary for a Goal 14 expansion, the Report reached the 
conclusion that Study Area 3 has one of the top rankings for cost of expanding public facilities 
and services into that area. R~ pp. 17-21. The conclusion was that the area would be the 
second chea-pest to develop in terms of public utilities. 

The Appropriate Land 0e§ignation is Commercial 
The Report raises concerru about additional congestion on City streets and the I-S!Hwy 

214 interchange. In order to avoid this., the City wants to promote growth in its southwest sector, 
where it is working with ODOT to place another interchange. The long-tcnn transportation goal 
on the east side is to route traffic around the east and .south sides of the City, rather than 
increasing traffic on Hwy 214. 

Volume 5 
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In order to meet these goals and miti,atc potential traffic problems, the Report sugge$ts ( _ 
placina new residential property (a high seneratot of vehicle trips) primarily at the southwest 
corner and north sides of the City. The Report also sugaests a.voidins the p laument of additional 
rmdential ateas north of Hwy 211 and· east of Hwy 99E, because the area is primarily industrial, 
commercial and agricultural. Designating the Sharabarln parcel as commercial and including it 
within the UGB will comply with this policy. It will not add residential development. 

Itself-storage is eventually placed on the property,. the primary customer base will be 
from City residents and not from "tourists" who use the commercial services along 1-S. Thus, the 
use should not ne~vely impact the 1-5/Hwy 214 interchange. · 

PiniJilJlsmgbts 
With its -proximity to mobile home parka on the SQuth and east, and with Hwy 991! to the 

west, transition<>£ the Sbarabarin·propcrty to col'JUlletCial use should not negatively impact the 
surrounding environment. In fact, the Report states on page '27, "Development of the area for 
industrial or commcrcial uses would n2t cause adverse social consequenCes from land use 
incompatibUity .... " (emphasis added). Development should not have a neiativc 
environmental effect on Mill Creek, which is loeated to the west across Hwy 99B. 

The City needs more COil\lllercial property than that proposed with the CUlTent UGB 
expansion. The Shatabarin ~el provides an ideal parcel size for commercial development, and 
in its undeveloped state its addition to the UOB makes practical sense. Therefore, we ask that 
the Council include the Sbarabarin property as part of the City's UGB expansion. · 

Enc. Map of property 
Aerial of property 

cc: Client 
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,:f' :·.: Rationale for Including Sharabarln Property in Expanded UGB 

The property: A 7 -acre undeveloped lot located at tho southeast comer of Carl Road and H wy 
99E, northeast of current city limit!. 

• The proJ'eftY is a(ljacent to a mobile home paxk that the City is CQnsidering including in 
the expanded UOB as commercial property. The park is currently zoned AR and is being 
included as an existing exception area. The Sha:rabarin property has mobile homes to the 
east and southeast as well. These are also zoned AR. 

• The City needs more commercial land than proposed in the UOB J~ti:tlcation RtpOrt. 
The Rcp<>rt admits the City will need 202 net buildable a~s. However, the Report 
proposes addini only 32 net buildable acres. Th~ the City could easily j~tify the 
inclusion of7 additional acres ~gnated commercial. 

•''The property, located in Study Aiea 3, b.a$ one of the top rankings fur cost of expandina 
public facilities and services into that area. In other words, the cost to extend services to 
the property would be lower than in all but one of the other seven study area!. 

• The request is in hannony with the City's goal ofkeepin~ the northeast corner of the 
City primarily in industrial and corninetcial use. · 

• C~omc=rs of a self-3torage operation would be mainly localt which means that 
customers -would come from within city limits. This would avoid an increase in 
congestion at the t-.5/Hwy 214 interchange. In addition, much of the customer traffic 
would come from Hwy 99E rather tr!Mi along the Hwy 214 corridor. 

• The City would still meet the requiremenu ofORS 197.2981 since it can give first 
priority to including existing exception areas and still show a need f¢r the Sharabarin 
property. 

• The pro~rty is zoned EFU but is not in farm use, so no active fannland will be 
removed from usc and there wi1l be no negative impact on surrounding agricultural. uses . 

. There will be no negative eovi.ronmenUll consequences to Mill Creek, which is located oo 
the other side of Hwy 99E. 
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Farmworker Housing· Development Lorvorduo•• 
Corporacion de Desarrollo de Vivienda Campesina t~' cR. 

www.FHOC.org '3 /.) i/ t:> ~ . 
~;S/fhl. :·, .. 

March 2.6, 2005 

City CouncU 

'alii - Home · 

City of Woodburn 
P:O. Box .942848 · 
Woodbu.rn; OR 97017 

Re~ Urban Growth Boundary Expansion Proposal 

· Dear M~yor Figley Council Members: . 

The City ·of Woodburn's proposal to expand the. urban growth boundary 
Is a bold and progressive move. The City's proposal holds great 
economic potential foe:- the future of farmworkers and their families 
locally. For this reason, FHDC supports the expansion of the existing 
urban growth boundary. 

FHDC has built and managed affordable farmworker hou.sing that 
promotes community involvement. The ·farm workers and their families 
who reside at Nuevo Amanecer and Esperanza Court study at the 
Cipriano Ferrel Educaticn Center to learn computer skills, gain 
leadership training, and promote civic participation. They acquire these 
new skills in the hope ·Of improving their families' economic situation . 

. .. The type .of jobs that would be created·were the UGB expanded call for 
just the skills that these farm workers are learning . 

The ·uGB expansion plan would accelerate opportunities and 
alternatives. These better-paying jobs would allow farmworkers to buy 
homes and move beyond affordable housing. This in turn would create 
·room at N.~:Jevo Amanecerand Esperanza .Court for other farmworkers 
who desperately need the housing and support services. that FHDC 
provides. Our experience shows u·s that farmworkers dearly want the 
better oppo'rtu.nities for their children contemplated in the UGB· 
expansion plan. The children of farmworkers are c·urrently compelled 
to leave Woodburn in search of just the better-paying year-round jobs 

... the plan seeks to create. FHDC believes that whatever low-paying job 
loss is associated with develqping the land brought into the UGB would 
be minimal and greatly outweighed by new job creation. 
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Farm worker Housing· Development Corporation 
Corporaclon de Desarrollo de Vivienda Campesina 

www.FHDC.org · 

FHDC will work closely with the City on these initiatives to help fulfill 
the vision of better-paying and steadier jobs for farmworkers and their 
children. Together we can strengthen the community for all residents 
of and improve the quality of life in the Woodburn area . · 

Sincerely, 

Calli-Home~ 
Roberto Jl menez 
Executive Director 
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March 28, 2005 

Mr. John Bro~ City Administrator 
City of Woodburn 
Woodburn City Hall 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Dear Mr. Brown, Mayor Figley, and Members of the City Council: 

In my testimony to the Planning Commission I stated that I did not like the "vision" for 
Woodburn implied in the Comprehensive Plan Amendments currently proposed. I tried to 
briefly articulate my own vision for the community. Exploring the City's website, I discovered 
the vision statement for the community: 

Woodburn will be a vibrant. full-service. market-based community that retains its small town feel 
and values. Woodburn will be a community of unity, pride, and charm. It will be a sustainable, 
but technologically advanced community with aflmctional multi-modal transportation system. 
Woodburn will thrive as a regional focus for the advancement and enjoyment of the arts, culture, 
leisure, and recreational activities, and be a great place to live. 

I believe that any changes to the Comprehensive Plan should be judged against the criteria listed 
in the vision statement. Unfortunately, many of the Plan changes do not support the above. 

The economic analysis apparently adopted by the city council in 2002 does not follow this vision 
statement. If Woodburn is to be market-based, why is it going to such great lengths to attract 
industries which hav~ not been attracted to the area before- industries creating jobs for which 
citizens of.Woodburn are singularly unqualified? Even ifhigh-tech industries were to come to 
Woodburn instead of to countries where they don' t need to worry about minimum wages and 
worker and environmental protection laws, how does this support a small town feel and values 
and where on earth is the charm? Even though high-tech industries have no smoke stacks they 
produce much pollution and I don't know if the water/sewer infrastructure the city plans to 
develop for the area will have to have the capacity to handle massive amounts of acids, heavy 
metals, and other pollutants- an infrastructure which will be paid for by increasing taxes, -. 
increasing fees, or both on current citizens. As for keeping workers in Woodburn and away from 
commuting, the City is ignoring the fact that many people already commute to Woodburn for 
their job. My daughter and so~ in seven years of attending schools in Woodburn, had no teacher 
who actually lived in the conununity. High tech workers in Hillsboro, Beaverton, and Gresham 
would be the most likely candidates for employment in a high-tech plant and they would most 
likely commute from their current residences. Woodburn citizens would still have to commute 
to other jobs . 
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A very important part of attracting new businesses and new citizens to any community is the 
quality of the schoo ls. While Woodburn schoo ls are unduly punished by state and federal rating 
systems, the perception is still that Woodbw-n has very poor schools. Until this perception can 

5 

732 

( 
\ r-· .. . 

\ 
I 



. . 

be reduced or eliminated Woodburn will not attract the types of businesses which need an 
educated work force and which pay higher salaries. 

Winterbrook Consultants states that the cost of road development and improvement will be paid 
by development fees. But they also state in their February 16, 2005 memo that without the Opus 
NW parcel, there will not be enough fees to make Butteville Road improvements. This is one of 
my gravest concerns with this plan. If only one piece of it goes down, the whole plan tumbles 

· like dominoes. Right now you are planning that industrial traffic will move on a road that 
doesn't ex.ist, to two roads that need to be improved, to an 1-5 interchange that hasn't begun to be 
improved. Residential and industrial development completed before all of the proposed road 
improvements will only cause greater congestion and neighborhood deterioration. 

. . 
And building a road system which essentially "rings" Woodburn is a terrible idea. I know that 
the ODOT engineer approved the plan; but he is an engineer, not an econonust. He cannot 
predict behavior, only numbers of trips generated per day and the optimal number of curb cuts 
along major highways. If any of you can, please remember what Woodburn was like before the 
214 cut off. The original argument for the cut off was to speed traffic through Woodburn and 
avoid congestion downtown. What happened was that downto~ a once vital part of 
W oodbum, was left to decay. Empty storefronts and high crime rates moved in as commercial 
and industrial development moved to the new areas along 214. The new road quickly became 
jammed with traffic trying to access commercial development and others trying to just get 
through town. (I support improving Fifth A venue and having a light at 5th & 214, but it does 
defeat the original purpose of "speeding people" through the area.) Without the energy and 
commitment of Hispanic business owners, downtown Woodburn would ~ve never recovered. 
And it still needs much in the way of infrastructure improvements. The City is to be commended 
for their commitment to the downtown. That is why I believe these ring roads are a mistake. 
Building a road only adds to traffic congestion as people feel they are able to make more trips. 
Development then follows. The Salem Parkway is one example. It was built to get from I-5 to 
Salem more quickly and to provide a transportation corridor for industrial development zoned in· 
the area. Instead of industrial deyelopment the zone was changed and an unnecessary 900,000 
square feet of mall space is going there instead- a.mall that generally produces minimum wage 
jobs and will tremendously increase the traffic along the Parkway. These roads will only create 
pressure to develop further away from what should be Woodburn's core. I kiiow that the city is 
trying to develop ordinances which will prevent this, but Keizer thought they would protect 
industrial land, too. 

To support the multi-modal transportation system, less money should be spent " ringing" the city 
and more on improving the infrastructure within the city. My family cannot remember the last 
time the city paved in front of our property on North First Street which we have owned since 
1960- in fact s.ome of the holes in the street reveal what appear to be bricks or cobbles. 
Improving and increasing public transit is important and 1 agree with the City in their desire to 
add to the system. I also support their plan to make bicycling easier and safer. But these are the 
only parts of the transportation plan which appear to support the vision statement. 

I think wetland and greenway protections are a good idea and support the city's goals. However, 
it is also the only part of the plan which supports the last part of the vision "advancement and 
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enjoyment of the arts, culture, leisure, and recreational activities", and I think I am being 
generous here by including those improvements in leisure and recreational activities. I see 
nothing about arts and culture, which I would strongly support. As for a "community of unity, 
pride, and charm" -well, there's quite a way to go, isn't there? 

The vision in this plan is one of more induStry, more pollution, more traffic headaches and more 
qu.estionable development all in the name of jobs. How much of our ~'small town values" will 
we compromise to get jobs? How can Winterbrook Consultant, the City of Woodburn, or even 
Opus NW guarantee that jobs will come here and that they will pay well? They can't. 

Please don•t turn your back on the vision statement that the City itself produced. I originally 
opposed this plan because of the size of the expansion. But reading it has led me to oppose much 
ofit because it serves a vision of Woodburn that is all wrong. Woodburn is not Wilsonville­
how many ·historic buildings are located there? How many agricultural workers live there? How 
many Russians and Hispanics live there? Woodburn is not Hillsooro- it's hard to keep small 
town values when your population increases from 30,000 in 1980 to'almost 80,000 by 2004. 
Hillsboro has become a community where a modest three bedroom two-bath. house now costs 
$250,000.-Is this what we want for Woodburn? Surely we could have come up with a plan 
which focused on Woodburn's unique history and status in the Willamette Valley instead of 
saying "since 1-5 goes through it we must build." 

I am not an outsider. My address is not in downtown Portland. I have no fmancial ties to any 
corporation wanting to build in this town. The City of Woodburn was not the only entity paying 
Winter brook Consultants for results. It's regrettable that the city has chosen to continue i 

( 
' 

retaining Winterbrook Consultailts. But I hope in this process my observations and opinions can ) :.; .. 
receive as much consideration as anyone elses. ' 

Sincerely, , ...... 

Cadr 77htdJd-s00 
Carla Mikkelson 
17244 Arbor Grove Road NE 
Woodburn, OR 97071 
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To: Woodburn City Council 
Re: Testimony to be submitted to record for 

lk!~[Q) 
~.'do f"" 

Woodburn City 
Council Hearing on March 28, 2005 
From: Lolita Carl 13324 Carl Rd NE, Hubbard OR, 97032 

I'm Lolita Carl, a full time farmer. Five generations have 
lived on our farm, located . just 560 feet from land the City 
of Woodburn purchased to expand its sewage treatment plant. 

Farm land is not land sitting i~~~~~J waitin~ to be devel~ ·ed 
· into industry. It is already in agrfc~tural 1ndustry, with 
production that topped well over half a billion dollars in 
Marion County in 2004. Our industry has been supporting local 
stores and businesses and citizens for generations. 

At the February 3rd (Planning Commission) hearing, Greg 
Winterowd said he likes straight lines in Urban Growth 
Boundaries. Yet each corner of the proposed UGB has fingers 
of land jutting across major roadways and logical 
boundaries. 

Oregon Revised Stat\$ ( ORS) chapter ·1 97.298 governs UGB 
expansion. It prioritizes acknowledged exception areas adjacent 
to a UGB as land that should be included in the UGB before 
lower priority lands UNLESS the exceptJbo~ area cannot 
reasonably accomodate new development. The Northeast Rural 
Re~idential Area (13 gross acres) that juts across 99E along 
Carl Road is an example of land to which this statute applies. 
According to Winterbrook Planning's Revised Woodburn UGB 
Justification Report, "The Northeast Rural Residential 
Exception Area is fully developed for urban,Aow density uses 
and has no remaining development capacity."~ Therefore, it 
is not necessary to bring it~to the UGB sinc~it cannot 
reasonably accomodate identified land needs~ 

Irs outrageous that this fully developed residential area 
be zoned com~rcial. It is zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) on 
the North and East sides. We farmers on Carl Road already 
have a hard time getting our farm equipment and livestock 
loads onto 99E to go to Lenon's, Woodburn Fertilizer, the 
Vet Clinic and the auction without further traffic congestion 9 
-(1.,.A.t"- C.c:>OM.,._. ""-rC:.l--<.1 <.A .._J €/t:.('r.-.. f b,. i""'J"S . 

You cannot stack farm fields on top of each other. But much 
of housing and commerical can be, engendering community spirit 
in a walkable, liveable way. 

Farm crops can easily be changed year to year, meeting market 
demands an~staying in constant production. We might not be 
able to afford to import strawberries and peas from thousands 
o f miles away somedayt Please think 100 years into the future, 
not a measly twenty. Our rich Willamette Valley soil can 
produce new crops of food every year to feed many people for 
endless generations. How many industries can say that? 

d) Oregon Revised Statutes 197.298 1(b), 3(a ) 
Cl) Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report, 
p.22 and p26 
c!)oregon Revised Statutes 197.298 1(b), 3(a) 

January 2005, 
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Oregoa Revised Statutes 

197.198 Priority of land to be in~luded within urban growth boundary. (1) In addition to any 
requirements established by rule addressing urbanization, land may not be included within an 
urban growth boundary except under the following priorities: 
(a) First priority is land that is designated urban reserve land under ORS 195.145, rule or 
metropolitan service district action plan. · 
(b) If land under paragraph (a) of this subsection is inadequate to accommodate the amount of 
land n~ second 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. · 
(c) If land under paragraphs (a) and (b) of this subsection is inadequate to accommodate the 
amount oftand needed, third priority is land designated as marginal land pursuant to ~RS 
197.247 (1991 Edition). 
(d) If land under paragraphs (a) to (c) of this subsection is inadequate to accommodate the 
amount of land needed, fourth priority is land designated in an acknowledged comprehensive 
plan for agriculture or forestry, or both. 
(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 usc. 
(3) Land of lower priority under subsection (1) of this section may be included in an urban 
growth boundaiy if land of higher priority is found to be inadequate to accommodate the amount 

( 

of land estimated in subsection (1) of this section for one or more of the following reasons: .. , : '' · 
(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 urban growth boundary requires 
inclusion of lower priority lands in· order to include or to provide services to higher priority 
la.rids. [1995 c.547 s.5; 1999 c.59 s.56] · 
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• Application of highly conservative assumptions for new Coriunercialtand (onl! 12 new 
commercial acres are proposed within the 20-year planning period), accompamed by a 
virtual prohibition on Commercial plan amendments near Interstate 5. 

• Liberal a.ssumptiona regarding n::develcpment of commercial land. uinfill" on residential 
1~ and the availability of undeveloped portions of existing industrial land. 

If Very strong measures to ensure that industrially-dcsipatcd land within the Southwest 
Industrial Area (SWIR) is retained in agricultural use until targeted employer' · 
requirements are met. 

• Master planning requirements foe tho SWIR and the Parr Road Nodal Development Area 
priOI' to annexation aDd provision of urban services. 

• Minimum density requirements for all residential land. 
• Clear and objective prot.ectiQD measures fOI' W oodxnu' s floodplains, wetlands and 

riparian corridor'S. 

Rxisting MariQD County 7.0Ding maintains large lot si7.ea tbrougb EFU zoDing fOI' large vacant 
parcels within the unincorporaled wbanizab]e aa:a. EFU z.onin& will cootinuo to apply to such 
lands until a master plan sbowin& JDU;IDillll efficieDcy of land use bas been approved by the 
City. the land is annexed. and Ulban zoning has been applied. 

Except fOJ: the MacLaren Scbool (a state juveni1c detentioo facility). all DOIHeS()U(CC land (i.e.,. 
areas that already have built and committed exceptions) adjacent to the Woodburn UGB are 
proposed fOI" inclusion within the expanded UGB. Woodburn has five existing exceptions areas 
adjacent to the 2004 UGB: 

• Buttevil1e Road Rural Residential Exception Area (155 grosS acres) 
• Northeast (Hwy 99W) Rural Residential Exceptions Area (13 gross acres) 
• MacLaren School Institutional Exceptions Area 
• Southeast (Hwy 99W) Couunt2cial Exceptions Aiea (13 gross acres) 
• · SOutheast (Hwy 99W) Residential Exceptions Area (21 gross acres) · 

The need for. low density infill housing can be accornmodatm to a limited extent within the 
Butteville Road, Northeast and Southeast Rural Residential Exceptions A.Icas. 'The Butteville 
Road .and Southeast Rural Residential Exceptions Aiea have the capacity fOI' limited infill at an 
estimated density of 3 units pee net buildable acre.. At this density7 the ~utt:eviUe Road area has 
the capacity for 295 units and the Southeast area has the capacity fOI' 45 units The Northeast 
Rural Residential Exceptions Area is fully developed for urban low density residential uses and 
has no remaining development capacity_ · 

The need for institutional growth cannot be met by the MacLaren School exceptions area. This 
state facility already has urban services and is not available to meel Jon g-tenn institutional needs 
in Woodburn. 

The need for highway commercial uses can be met to a limited extent within the S<>utheast 
Commercial &ce·ptions Area. This area has a range of low-intensity development uses_ We 
have assumed that these and other strip commercial properties along Highway 99W will 
redevelop over time. thus reducing the need to designate new commercia) areas on resource land. 

?.1 
Wimc.rbrook PI:J.nni ng 
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this Study Area provi~ Woodburn a location to s~te upscale homes and meet housing.needs for 
families at or above median income levels. 

Environmental Consequences . 
Study Area 2 contains some wetland areas within the western portion that will be protected 
Residential development around these ~ does constitute a negative environrncntal 
. consequence. However. most of the natural areas in thia Study Area are within or associated 
with the developed golf course, so there is tmlikely to be f'urtbel'negative environmental 
consequences. A natural drainageway ia located along the northern boundary of the golf course 
and will not be impacted by the proposed UGB expansion. 

· Energy Consequences 
Study Area 2 feeds into Boon.ea Ferry Road. which leads diJectly toW oodbum• s downtown core 
shopping and dining opportunities- a positive energy consequeoco to residential development. 
Study Ala. 2 can be efficiently saved by public facilities and would cootinue a relatively 
compact uibaa f«m (by closing a gap in the UGB). which am a1ao positive eneiU consequencea 
of tho propOsed expanaioa iD this area. Energy COOSUIDptioo will be reduced by 1be proposed 
nodal development. By placing neighbOJhood coiiJIDielcial next to bigba' density residential. 
reliance on ~tomobilea f« shopping and services will be ~ in ravOI' of bicycle and foot 
traveL This will have positive energy consequences. 

Study Area 3 . 
Study Area 3 is located on the northeast border of the existing Woodburn UGB. This site is 
bounded to the west by Union Pacific Railway and the UGB. cast by the eastern edge of the 
MacLaren Sehool for Boya. north by Dimmick Road NB. and south by Highway 211 (&t:acada 
Highway). 

Land uses in Study Aica 3 are mixed- some fanning on EFU ~ two developed residential 
areas with rural residential excepti~ and the MacLaren Youth Cor:rcctional Facility. The only 
land proposed for inclusion within Study Area 3 is a rural residential exception area adjacent to 
the existing UGB that is fully developed as a residential subdivision. Titis land is proposed for 
inclusion to ensure compliance with Factor 6 and ORS 197.298 requirements that exception 
lands be included befoce farmlands. 

Economic Consequences 
Study Area 3 would not meet the industrial siting needs. as it has fairly small parcel sizes and 
does not have good access to 1-5. The economic value of industrial expansion in this Study Area 
would be minimal. since the City would be obligated tp provide services to an area that is 
unlikely to meet the siting needs of targeted employers. · 

Study Area 3 is removed from residential nei ghbOihoods within W oodbum. and is located near 
industrial and co~al ~and a correctional facility. Though Study Area 3 can be 
provided efficiently with public services, its location makes it relatively less desirable for 
residential expansion. However, the developed rural residential exception area in Study Area 3 is 
proposed for inclusion within the UGB to ensure ORS 197.298 priorities are met. 

26 Winterbrook Plannir . · 
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Hello. My name is Lolita Carl. ' 3 3 .J.. Y Cq_r/ ~J /Jc ;-fqb~cv-d, cA. fl' 

1 am here to urge you to think not 20 years into the [Ri~J~f[ 
future, but 50, 75, 150 years. Our farm has already had five ~ 
generations of our family iivlng on it, in only 90 years. 

If we think short-term, our beautiful valley of mild 
climate, rich soil, and abundant resource land will be paved 
over. This is some of the nation's most valuable soil, and the 
plants and crops that can be grown here include grain, grass 
seed, vegetables, fruits, nuts, grapes, alfalfa, livestock and 
nursery stock. 

Perhaps you are looking at a grass seed field and 
thinking: "What good is that? Let's put in some houses or a 
commercial or industrial park." 

Because some. day we might not be able to afford to 
import strawberries and apples from thousands of miles away. 
Because agriculture is Marion County's #1 industry. 

You cannot stack farm fields on top.of each other. But 
much of the housing and commercial needs for a small city 
such as Woodburn could easily go more vertical. It is much 
more efficient to have apartments with several stories and 
housing over commercial, as seen in many downtowns. The 
happy result of this smaller footprint is that it also makes a city 
more walk-able, more livable, and engenders community spirit. 

\Voodburn is ignoring the enormous agricultural 
production supporting and surrounding it, as well as the fact 
that thousands of its residents 'York in the ag industry. ~lost of 
these people's occupation has not been counted, as indicated in 

_ Eco North,vcst's \Voodburn Economic .A.nalysis. 
The City of\Voodburn has just recently spent a couple 

million of the taxpayer's money for land for additional snYagc 
treatment and road\Yay construction. This, only for the land, 
not the rni1lion5 to dcYdop it. 

Already, \Voodburn has a dependable and gro\Ying 
economic base in place with agribusiness. The farmers that 
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are the backbone of this industry are not pushing for new 
roads and infrastructure. 

The ones who are really pushing for development and 
expansion are tbe consultants who are paid to say we need it. 
For example, Greg Winterowd, the consultant ·who was paid by 
Opus Nortb\vcst to try to get its land in an expanded UCB and 
also .paid by the City of \Voodburn. This is a serious conflict of 
interest that cannot be ignored. 

Volume 
Page 

Please take a moment to reflect on the in1portance of our 
dccisi'ons today. Think of the early settlers, who had no idea 
'\Vhat the value of one huge old gro·wth tree ·would be today. 
~fiW think of one acre of land today. \Vith our rich \Villamcttc 
Valley soil~ it can produce nc\v ·crops of food ~very singl-c year 
to ft-ed many., In any p-eople for endless generations. Ho\Y n1any 
industrks can say that~ 

( 
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Business editor: Don Currie (500) 399-6671, dcurrte@Sb 

Stuv~..,~~ d3 , ~cor\ 
Strong agricultural · 
showing may help 

stave off development 

I 
have harped agatn and again on the 
importance of the value of the agrt. 
cultural sector to the overall economy 
Qf the Salem area.l inay sound like a 

. broken record, but it La for good rea- .. 
son. There are manJ factors relateci'to the · 
agricultural economy that 
contribute to its impor· · 
tance.lncludin& ita size, 
the amourit of exporting ·. ~~tt 
that l.s dOne, the value 
added to raw prod­
ucts and the consis­
tency o( 1t in the 
long term. 

The first measure 
of an econl>mlc 
sector is the value of 
the product as it · 
leaves the gate. We call 
this the "Farm Gate" 
value for ~gr1cu1t"ur9, .. 
bUt it can be the gate of 
a manufacturing 
co~pany as well 
~gonState Univeislty 
Extension Service 
collects data from every 
county in Oregon each year 

JOHN 
BURT and reports on the value of 

agricultural Production. 
These numbers for 2004 have Agncultura 
j u.st been released and fd like 
to take a look at the results 
for the Mld-Valle:,t 

The ~news is that the numbers are up 
5.6 percent from 2003. The gross value for all 
commodities is $519million for Marion 
County, $124 million for Polk County and 
$242 million for Yamhill Councy The three­
cotmty total is $885 million 

Remember that these figures are at the 
farm gate, that ~. before any processing or 
value added takes place. We take acres times 
yield times price, or head of livestock times 
prlee. That gives us the gross value of 
production. .. 
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the value added, whlch translates into a 
"multiplier" and is higher for agriculture 
than for many other sectors of the econom)t 
We use a.multipller of2.0 to 2.5 for 
agrtculture to get the overall impact on the 
lOcaleconom~ Do the math and we're 
appioaching $2 billlon. 

Wbat \.s the commodity makeup here in 
the Mid· Valley? 

The &pUt betw~ crops and livestock 
runs !lbout 00/20 crops to livestock. It Varie8 
a little each year and bY coun~ but has 
remained at about this level for several 
yean. Ranking the top commodities 1n our 
thrt!e counties shows nursery and 
greenhouse commodities ftrst with 
$289 million. a whopping 32.6 percent of the 
total; grass and legume seeds next at 
$135 mllllon; then dairy products at 
$88 million; vegetables at $'76 million; and 
~fruits and nuts at $44 milllon. 

Once again Marlon County at $519 m..Ullon 
is the No.1 agr1.cultural producing county . 
jn Oregon. followed by Clackamas County at 
$354 million. 

Consistency is another attribute that 
keeps the agrlcultural sector strong. 

Looking back dupng the past 1~ years 
gives credence to this statement. The total 
value for the three oonnties was $511 million 
in 1990, $602 in 1995, $760 1n 2000, and now 
$885 in~ for an average growth rate of 
4.9 percent in this span. Since the value of 
agricultural products aren't directly a 
product of ~tlon. these growth numbers 
don't need to be adjusted for inflation. The 
only time there was a decrease was between 
2001 and 2002 where the value dipped 
1.9 pettent. This is a track record other 
secton are hard pressed to follovt 

Finally, the real value of the agricultural 
economy is the fact that it is based on our 
natural resources: our world~lass soils, 
available water and beneficial growing 
climate. A strong agriculture will help 
protect and conserve these resources and 
may be the best way to hold off the pressure 
to develop these lands for other uses. 

John Burt is staff· chairman of the Oregon 
Sta~ University/ Marion and Polk County 

Extension Service. He can be reached at 
John.burt@Oregonstate.edu or (503) 373-3757. 
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l "I 'd-00 s-
.Qftbt 39 individual induatriet ahown in Table 2·3, 22 o£ them added 

fewer thu ~0 joba in the 1990-199& period. lnduatriea that l"st ;oba over thia 
period include Fore1try (·54), Buildinc Material• atorea (·16), and Heavy_ 
Cooatruetion (·10). 

Table 2·2. Covered employment and payroll In the 97071 zip code 
area, 1990 and 1999 · 

Stet« ltftdut SIC 2 Ul\!tll ,_ "" Unlta Em P tol 
A !Utile. ~~. f'-IIJnf U 1~ 67 1,J11 Ul,J7Ull 
~~·009" 01 31 $1,1M.OM U 775 S1S,Jt7,&06' · 
~ $tt'.b6 07 14 St,010,1&4 11 ~02 l-4 .141.~ 
Fcrellty oa 11 $144,724 4 3t s~.9t5 
Mlnlat • $1 • 0 so 
CoN~ 5I $-4.1~ II lU $11,011,132 
O.C.W EWdlnt Coclnc:IOR 15 20 IU7t.o4 2a t 72 $5,00..~~ 
Hee"tYCoMttudioft HI J So411.111 3 13 J.4M,t72 
SP«iiflrade~ 17 32 117 12.~.271 57 1M $5.121.eeG 
MMufacMfftt lt t,n.t »4,411,120 U 2.11' Uf,&H.1M 
r0011 & l<nft4 Produda 20 s e~ t12.0t2.4t1 1 nt ~tl.147 .293 
I.I.MnOef 'Wood Pn>duda 24 12 111 tts.eet.m u uu $zs.-.m 
PJ1n11nt ·& ~ rt 1 32 $50~. 1M 4 11 M2t,S2a 
lndullrtlll t.tedllnely I Equipment 35 S 71 S2. 111,220 l 121 14,:11.130 
Truaportldotl• uuncs.e U t7t $4Aft,Ha 24 211 St.J"·'" 
TNddnt&Winhoullnt "2 12 &4 11.451.11& 12 tU $3,111.212 
~ ~ ~ 11 S%12.517 5 23 $4t7 .287 
.,......._Trade 20 102 tU29.12t U 2M 'UM.OII 
0\nbaeGooda 50 10 51 $1,321,4.. 10 1&e . s... .... t.320 
Honduntlll Gooda 51 10 ~ $Mt,3at 12 121 S3.+4t.7M 
~ TIMe 1ot 1.1M .11,7at.MS 1~ 2.340 t'-4,tt).ltl 
Bulldlnf Mneriata 52 12 ·:feo M.111.4tl u 144 S-4.234.232 
G4IWII ~ 53 2 12 sa.4a.711 5 307 u.oez.122 
Food Storee 54 16 274 ~..83t.541 17 UO S27,14a,473 
M(omo!MO.alfn&s.Mct M 22 1M S3M1.54J 18 274 U.f.44,0S8 
~ :5t • 11 1171.114 ,., ot mt.e53 
F~ 57 a 11 u.c~.m ,. "1 sm.~ 
Eating l omkJno 58 25 3M $2,722,113 37 5-41 $6.353.%71 
~ Retaa sa 11 47 SS22m 2e a. st.2M.&H 
ffna,nu.lneuraAU, & R .. t &tate 21 14 ~.221.111 ll 2.2J 11,714,001 
~ ln&Utudona eo 4 13 SUT1.te0 14 71 S2A72 • .87t 
~ ,I,Q.,.,.. 64 9 24 ~12 t 24 SU3.3U 
R.ttEWe. 65 11 50 S-451.251 2s u1 s1.t1o.ooo 
S..-.icM 1U ItT $1',4M,1U 167 101 StU2t.r14 
HotM&LodglngPbe.t 70 3 33 S20f.~ 5 51 S&-47.101 
Pen.on.ai s.r.4oH 72 12 51 $012,321 11 48 $178..574 
8uslneu s.c-.4on 71 1 o 38 $510,182 11 aa. s • 1~.ln 
NAofteslu&s.rw::.• 75 g M 1t11.1;e 13 5t ~t.h•.s2s 
~Repair 70 " s $82.7&1 1 1 $tn.ztz 
~It l Rtaullon 7t ~ 37 U7t.75t 8 OS $714,822 
~alh ~- eo 2t 111 u.oes.tu 2& 212 s..m.1...o 
L• ~ at s 15 sm.l41 t te l-42T.oee 
Ec!uutloNII S.rkta 82 2 23 U3Z.Otl 4 2a S...77,842 
S«:W s.Mcn 0~ ll 24 S2el.74f 14 US $Mt5,5l~ 
Mtrnbt~ Orgal\lutloN &0 ta M ~.415 23 &7 $1,1Q0,291 
~&Matlao~ 87 10 2l l-411.00l 11 20 $&.45,501 
Prtva .. ~ &a 4 5 $41,107 a 3 S105.W 
HonclluHlabM It 10 Z U ... Q I I $77,212 
~erniMnc 4 471 $t,IOl,tU I 1-U ':lo.t11,0.1 

- L~ l "71 $U01,25t 4 $.41 $201Mt.~5. 
Tot!4C~~ Emelox~nt Ul I,Uz $tUa4,2~ 5U 1,714 1~1,JH,427 

Sovcce: ~on Emp~nt Oepartmtnl ConlldenUal E$.202 £ln91Qym•r.t Ow provided to ECO~ul 
Nol~ Woodbvm uea tmployrNnt turrvna/Ued by ECONorthwtat; Ccverod f(l'lployrMnt doe a not indu<1e 
mcst farm limployment. lh~.~t 1M tab It unde<eatrnalea \QUI ~loymenl. 
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Table 2-3. Covered employment growth 
and average pa-yroll per employee tn the. 
97071 zlp code area · 

CONTEXT FO.R ECONOMIC 
GROWTH IN WOODBURN ( .. 

Emi GrowUI PayiEmp 
S.CtorllnduatJy 1HG-1i9\··' H 
Agilcuttue.fonst~J. fiSJ\ifti l7i ui i17.SH 
Agrlcutlural Produc:tiM • Cropa 91 1-4'% $19,868 

Economic development in Woodburn over· 
the next twenty years will Occu.r in the conteX\. 
of long-term national trenda. The moat 
important ol these trenda includes: 

Agrtc:utturat SeMc:a 333 476'% $12.058 
FOf'Utly -54 -60% $1-4,139 

- ~~ I ~ ~ 
Con.tructloft 181 If% $21,961 
General Buiding Cootnacn 1oe 173% $2t,1 oa 
Heavy ConstM::tlc» -10 -43% $35,921 
Special trade Con1nctoR 81 69% $21.392 
~ 37t22%S~ 
Food & Kindred Procbds a 1a m.• 
lumber .. Wood Produc:ta 24 ~ $25,657 
f"rtndnm & ~ ~ -1cr.4 $23.318 
lnduAial Mactlinery & Equipment 50 ~ $32.418 
Transpoetdoa a UtllltiM 101 ft% S30.1A 
Truddng & Warehousing 5I 9244 $31,550 
Communications 1 ....,.,., $30.317 
Wbolesale Trade 1t2 1an. $28,1A 
~~ 107 181% . $29,815 
Ncndurable Goods 85 198% $28,92.8 
~Trade t,1T4 101% $23,602 
Buiktln9~ -16 -10% $29,404 
GeneNI Men:handise 235 328% $16,-'91 
Food Staes 606 221% $31,648 
.Automotille De~ & selvtce 79 41% $31.5.48 
Apparel <45 281'% $13,588 
Fumib.n 28 16:3% $17.218 
Eating a Drinking 16Z 42% $11.594 
Miscelaneous Retal 37 79% $15,463 
~. rn.unnce, a Real Estata 74 50"X. $21.1-48 
Oepositofy lnstiutlons 3 4% $32.538 
Insurance Agents o 0'% $28,058 
Real Estate 61 1~ $17.208 
Servtce. 308 5%% $11.211' 
Hotels & Lodging P\aces 25 76% $11 ,171 
Personat SeMces -2 -4% $19,991 
BusinesS SeMces 49 1:26% $13,027 
Auto Repair & SeMoes 3 5% $27,365 
Misc:e!Janeoos Repair 2 .o40")(, $24,745 
Amusement a. Recreation 28 76% $10,994 
Health SeMces -4 -2% $22.537 
Legat Servtas 1 7% m.692 
Educational~ 6 26% $16,CJ 
Social SeMc:es 161 671% $18,69$ 
Membenhlp ~ 21 32'% $13,682 
E.ngloeeting & Management -3 -13% $:32,.275 
Prfvate Househ<llds -2 --44)'% $3S,295 
~onelualflab~ _ 3 150% $115,..460 
Gov.mment 371 7n $24,8-40 
Local 370 7~ $24 815 
Total Employment 3,151 5"Ji~J. $23,6a2 

Sourc.: OreQOA ~nt beparlment. Con~ ES-202 
Employment Data pcovlded to EC()Northwe$t. Growih and p~ P« 
empbfee C<Jblated byE~ 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Continued westward migration of the 
U.S. population, and the increasing role . 
o{ amenitiee and other non-wage 
factors aa determina.nta of the location 
decieiou of households and firms. 

Growth in Pac:i.fic Rim. trade • 

n,e powinc importance of education as 
a determinant of wages and household 
income. 

The decline of employment in resource­
intensive industries and the increase in 
employment in servic,e..()rlented and 
high-tech manufacturing sectors of the 
economy • 

The increasing integration of non- .,;~/:· 

metropolitan and metr.?politan arel 

Sho:rt..term national trends will also affect 
economic growth in the region, but these 
trends are difficult to predict. At times these 
trends may run counter to the long:t;e.nn 
trends described. above. A recent example is 
the downturn in Asia.n economies, which 
caused Oregon•a exporta to Pacific Rim 
countries to decline. This in turn. led to layoffs 
in the Lumber & Wood Products and high-tech 
Manuf.acturing industries... The Asian 
emnomiea, however, have substantially 
re(X)vered. and Pacific Rim trade will continue 
to play a signifin~nt role in the national, state, 
and local economy. Thia report takes a long­
run perspective on the Woodburn eoonomy (as 
the (}Qal 9 requirements intend) and does not 
attempt to predict short-run businesa cycles. 

Economic development in Woodburn will 
alao be affected by long-run economic trends in 
Oregon and the Willamette Valley. The 

' 
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fM t..t... l. g- d-ao.;, -
r 'ability to compete well in the job muket. A much hlcher percentase of 

Hiapanica are in Ffll'Dlt Forestry, and Agricultural occupationa than the 
statewide population as a whole. Moreover, far fewer Hispanics are in 
professional occupationa. Tb.iaauggesta that HispaniCs earn leu. than other 
ii'Oupa. Aceording to the are.on Employment Department, "there ia little 

' · · · doubt that in OTegon, income levela are lower than those for all Oregonians ... 

• 

.. , . 
0 • 

;.~ •. 

Table 3-8 abo~• the percent of population by occupation. This table shows 
that a larcer share o£Woodbum resident. are in the FarmJForestiFishing. 
Laborer & Handler, and Machine & Tn.nsportation Operators occupations, 
which are generally low-skill and low-wage OCClrpations. Woodburn has a 
conespondi.ngly low share of population iD 
Executive/Administrative/Managerial and ProCe88ional occupations, which 
are generally high-skill and higb-wage oceupJ\tion&. 

Occupation 
execs, Admin, Mgrs 
Professional 
Technical 
Sales 
Admin & C1ericat 
HH SGrvk:es 
Ottler SeMces 
Ctaft & PreclsJon Prod. 
Machine & TICU"'S Operata~ 
Laborer· & Handler 
Farm, Forest, FIShing 
Total 

Oregon 
12% 
14% 

3% 
12% 
15% 
0% 

13% 
11% 
11% 
4% 
4% 

100% 

Nonh 
Valley 

13% 
.15% 

3% 
.12% 
16% 

0% 
12% 
11% 
10% 

4% 
3% 

100% 

Marion 
County VVoodbum 

12% 9% 
13% 9% 

3% 2% 
11% 9% 
16% 11% 

0% 0% 
15% 14% 
11% 12% 
1.0% 14% 

4% 6% 
6% 14% 

100% 100%. 

The data in thi.a section suggests that the labor force in Woodburn may 
lack the aki.lLs needed in industries with high-skill and high-wage 
occupations. IfWoodbun1 wants to attract high-skill and high-wage 
~dustries it will need to rely on workers who reside outside of Woodburn. 
attract bigher·skilled residents. Ol' improve the education and training of 
existing residents. 

HOUSING 
Housing is an important component of any eeonomic development 

strategy. Goal 10 requires cities to develop strategies to provide housing · 
affordable to households at all income levels. In addition to concerna 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 eeonomic development strategie-s. 

Moreover, ORS 197.296 requires communities to inventory buildable 
residential lands and conduct a housing needs analysis. Woodburn completed 
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Woodburn Gty Council 
270 Montgomery Street . 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

RE: UGB Amendment- Fessler Property 

Dear Councilo rs: 

Exhibit 418" .. q 3 

March 28, 2005 

This office represents the Fessler family, farmers in the Woodburn area for four generations with 
a strong interest in Woodburn' s economic growth a nd livability. 

(' ···-~~- As owners of property to be included in the expanded Urban Growth Boundary, the Fesslers 
. ··-~;;ge your approva l of the proposed expansion. Their property consists of 120 acres on the 
.~orthernmost tip of the proposed UGB (Study Area 2) and is bordered on three sides by 1-5, Crosby 
Road, and Boones Ferry Road. Under the proposed Comprehensive Plan, the property would be 
designated l ow Dens ity Residentia l. 

In add ition, the Fesslers respectfully request that no portion of their property be removed fro m 
the expansion as a result of the potenti al addition of School District property to the proposed 
expansion. The Planning Commission has recommended to Council that 19 acres owned by the 
Woodburn School District be added also as Low Density Residential to the southeastern edge of the 
proposed expansion. The Fesslers do not o ppose the addition of the School District's property. 
However, if the Council decides to add these 19 acres, and, as a result, also decides to reduce Low 
Density Residential acreage from another area of the proposed expansion, the Fesslers request that 
such reduction be made o n other areas of the exp;1nsion. The rea~ons fo r this request are as fo ll ows: 

1. Existing Buffers between Residential & Agriculti,Jral Uses 

The Fessler prop-erty as a w hol e is ideal ly situated for low density res idential development not 
o nl y because of its close proximity to ex isting public services and flat terrai n, but also because 1-5, 
Crosby Road, and Boones Ferry Road provide a buffer between the proposed residential use on the 
Fessler p roperty, and the agri cultu ral uses su rrounding the property. Leaving a piece of the Fessler 

S. ;!cll1 -lil•nd 

·.v\\W. -.:-: I ,,•.v .(0J11 
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March 28, 2005 
Woodburn City Council 
Page 2 

;:. )perty as agricultural land would eliminate these existing buffers since that land retained as 
:icultural would directly abut residential property. Further, under the Woodburn Transportation 

::,ystems Plan, Crosby Road is to be upgraded -to minor arterial standards, which will not only enhance 
it as a buffer between residential and agricultural uses, but will also improve access and transportation 
generally for the residential area proposed on and around the Fessler property (See Revised Woodburn 
UGB/ustification Report, 41 ). 

2!.. Soil Values 

Other properties also to be designated Low Density Residential are better suited for removal 
from the proposed expansion based on soil value. The Fessler property contains Class II, Ill, and IV 
soils, but has no Class I soils. If the Council indeed decides to remove low Density Residential 
acreage from the proposed expansion, other areas contain higher value soils (i.e. Class I soils) and 
should be removed first. Preserving soils capable of the highest value agricultural production is not 
only economically beneficial, but is also required by Statewide Planning Goal 14, Factor 6, as well as 
ORS 197.298(2). Factor 6 and ORS 197.298(2) require jurisdictions to give lower capability soils 
higher priority for inclusion in a UGB. Or, in other words, Class I soils should be removed from the 
proposed UGB expansion before Class II and Ill soils are removed. 

3. Efficiency 

Lastly, by including all of the Fessler property in the UGB expansion, Council will promote 
efficient development and avoid inefficient use of land. Large-tract development enables City Planning 

. ::;,,.. and Public Works to plan services for a I arge area at one time rather than sporadically as piecework. 
· :::_:- Similarly, the soft costs of developing property, such as site design, engineering, obtaining permits and 

approvals, and legal fees, can be spread over more acres. 

We again urge your approva l of the proposed expansion and, for the reasons set forth above, 
ask that if the Counci l intends to reduce Low Density Residential acreage, that it be done on prope·rties 
more suitable for reduction than the Fess ler's. Thank you for your consideration of this matter. We 
look forward to your decision. 

BGM:ms 

H:I Oe>< 1l I ) 000.1 S <99\ I ) 067\ Len..- Cocod.2.0oc 

Sincere ly, 

g:£~~ 
BRIAN G. MOORE 
bmoore@sglaw.com 
Voice Message 066 
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view of what is sufficient to accommodate peak hour trips is obviously far below what 
would be expected in the area covered by the IMA Overlay District. 

We are unsure what will happen once the cap has been reach~ and ask the City if all 
. non-residential development will be halted as result In essence, we believe this proposal 

will impose an indefinite growth moratorium in this area of Woodburn once the 2,500 
trip Areawide Trip Budget has been reached. 

Concern 1#3: Negative Impact Statewide 

While we recognize the proposed IMA Ordinance affects only W oodbum and the 1· 
5/Hwy 214 interchange, it is apparent that ODOT clearly views this as a pilot which 
could be extended to interchanges across Oregon. 

In Conclusion: 

We encourage the Council to view the Proposed IMA Ordinance as affecting more than 
just Woodburn, to oppose ODOT~s attempt to use Woodburn as a test case for vehicle 
trip-based regulatio~ to further investigative the impact on Woodburn's commercial and 
industrial maturity, and to protect the city from the potential of costly litigation as a result 
ofMeasure 37 claims. 
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Woodburn City Council 
March 28, 2005 

,,_ 'lage 2 

In my previous oral and written testimony, I have given numerous examples of the kinds of" 
·uses that we have in mind for our area. Copies of my letters to you dated March 1, 2005, and 

to the Planning Commission dated February 7, 2005, are attached at the end of the handout. 
They contain many of those examples . . 1 won't go through them again here. I do want to 
point out, however, that our vision is not ours alone. 

'•, .. ' 
•'•r 

In case you don't know or have forgotten, in 1999 a City Council-appointed committee 
called "Buildable Lands Citizen Advisory Committee" hel<l numerous hearings and reported 
fmdings and recommendations to the City. Dave Christoff chaired that committee. The 
recommendations were shelved because of the conflict with Marion County over the future 
population figures to be assigned to the City for puriloses of determining land needs. By the 
time the population issue was resolved, the players (including the consultant, the planning 
staff, and most of the elected and appointed Qtlicials) had changed and the recommendations 
came out very differently, including the current proposal that bets most of Woodburn's future 
on the construction and success of a South By-Pass. 

Let me tell you about the recommendations of Dave Christofrs committee. That committee 
recommended that 65 acres of our area be brought into the UGB and designated Light 
Industrial, with a Mixed Use Campus District designation. I will let you read from the 
committee's report for yourselves. It is attached in the middle of the handout. Included also 
are maps related to the committee's recommendations. I would like to highlight several 
comments and fmdings. They said (and I run several clauses together) 'There are a number 
of commercial and industrial uses that compliment one another ... A mixed use campus ... 
district ... would allow the opportunity for specific industrial and commercial uses to be in 
close association with one another .. . The mixed use campus would be subject to a strict 
design standard." 

We and that committee don't have exactly the same concept in mind, but it is pretty close. 
W.e think that, not only do many commercial and industrial uses conducted by different 
businesses compliment one another, but also it is often difficult to tell exactly which one a 
particular business is. For example, you would normally say a shoe maker has a commercial 
operation at a retail location, but an industrial one where the shoes are made. However, what 
would it be in a location where they make the shoes, but they also have a showroom and 
salesroom as part of their entire business at that same location? We think that uses and 
businesses that have some of the characteristics of both commercial and industrial are also 
appropriate fo r our area. We would I ike to see an area similar to some of the areas along the 
west side of I-5 near Lake Oswego, along 1-5 through Wilsonville, near Portland Airport, and 
along Highways 26 and 217. We disagree with the committee to the extent that we think that 
you should now bring the entire 125 acres into the Urban Growth Boundary. Things have 
changed in several respects since 1999, including Woodburn Company Stores and other 
retail businesses along Arney Road, the population projections, and the urbanization of our 
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/- Woodburn City Council 
,,::::;·. March 28 2005 . , 

Page4 

r,E:\f:~:~:~-
.. ~· 

1. Our area is and has been for about the past 30 years the area most surrounded by the 
UGB. That will be even more true if you now extend the UGB north along Butteville 
Road and all the way to Crosby Road on the east side ofl-5. You can see that very 
clearly on the flrst page ofthe maps in the handout. As former Mayor, now Planning 
Co~issioner, Dick Jennings so colorfully suggested at the hearing a month ago, "It 
looks like a drunken sailor drew the proposed UGB line in that area.•• He then went 
on to acknowledge that squaring off the UGB around our area is something he has 
wanted and promised to do for quite some time. However, he decided to not 
recommend that action at the Planning Commission hearing. 

2. Our area is already surrounded and affected by urbanization, This is basically the 
same reason that we should be considered an "exception area". Our area adjoins 
Woodburn Company Stores, the manufactured homes portion of the old Nazarene 
District, and 1-S. Our parcels are small, especially in comparison to the parcels along 
the proposed South By-Pass and on the west side ofButteville Road. Our area will 
draw far less attention from co~servation organizations and from county and state 
officials, who will be scrutinizing this proposal very carefully. Our parcels haven't 
been fully farmed for quite some time. It will have far less impact on local fanning 
for our area to be developed than it will for those other parcels to be develop~d. 

3. Our area already has streets, power. water. and sewer running right up to it. There is 
no need to wait for a South By-Pass (or a new freeway exit) to be approved, funded, 
and built. And there is no ·need to wait for or to pay for utilities and infrastructure to 
be drug nearly one mile to a South By-Pass before industrial development could 
commence there .. You might be talking about a difference of over 20 years. If the 
purpose of this periodic review process is to designate an available 20-year supply of 
land, isn't it relevant how ready the land is for development and whether the area has 
economic viability? Hasn't Woodburn Company Stores, which is one of the largest 
and most successful retail developments in the Pacific Northwest, proven that our 
area is viable in terms oflocation, visibility, and traffic flow? 

In summary, we feel that our area should be included within the UGB based on its own 
merits. Your consideration of our position will very much be appreciated. 

One fmal matter that I would like to get in the record·is that I wish to ex.press my thanks to 
both Greg Winterowd and Jim Mulder for the time, coaching, and courtesies they have 
extended. We simply have a slight difference of opinion on this particular matter. 

Very truly yours, 

·/~IJ?r~~. 
Martin W. Rohrer 
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City of Woodburn 
Pebruary 7, 2000 
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.. ': ... Urban Growth Boundary Amendments 
~ ;. : ."~·· ~ 

As can be seen in Table 6, the measures proposed by the Committee yield a shortage of 
industrial land, according to the assumed need (Table 5). To help off-set this shortage, the 

.. Committee recommends expanding the UGB in three areas to increase the city's industrial land 
base (Figure 3). The Committee also recommends including all of the Tukwila residential 
development in the UGB. 

• Description: The Committee recommends the following measures to expand the 
UGB: 

A. 130 acres (97.5 acres net) as Industrial located west of the Waretnart property. 

8. 65 acres (48.8 acres net) as Industrial located northwest of the I-5 interchange. 

C. 82 acres (61.5 acres net) as Industrial located adjacent to other industrial uses in 
the southeast comer of the city. 

D. 38.3 acres (28.7 acres net) as LDR located adjacent to the northern city limit. 

• Potential Issues: Additions to the UGB must be justified according the evaluation 
criteria in the W oodbum Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies and .Oregon 
Revised Statutes which are listed later in this report. Findings to support the 
proposed expansion are presented in Appendix H. 

• Estimated Result: The industrial land base will be increased. substantially 

• Net Gain: · 

207.8 net acres- Industrial land to be added to the existing 107.9 net acres. 
28.7 net acres - Residential land to be added to the existing 535 net acres. 

Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance Amendments 

To support the Conunittee recommendations, a number of Comprehensive Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance amendments are proposed. These are described in Appendix I. 
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• 

• 

An opportunity to work and live within the same community thereby reducing commuting 
time for residence. This would promote energy conservation by reducing fuel 
consumptiotl. 
The areas proposed for industrial designation have the ability to be provided with city 
services. 

• There are no identified water or sewer capacity issues. 
• The proposed industrial properties have direct access to state highways and/or city arterial 

sl,feets. 
• The City of Woodburn sites on predominantly Class II (Amity and Woodburn) soils. The 

city has no option on this matter but to place such uses on Class II soils. 

UGB Amendment A 

This site is approximately 130 acres in size and lies on the south side of State Highway 219 
adjacent to the Waremart facility and is o~ide the City's UGB. Any site approved for UGB 
expansion by the City Council it will be subject to justification under ORS 197.298 and 
Statewide Goals 14 Urbanization and Goat2·Land Use Planning exceptions process. 

FINDINGS: 

• 
• 

I:s contiguous to the city limits and Urban Growth Boundary . 
Completes area adjacent to existing/successful industrial sites . 

• Has direct access to Butteville County Road and Woodland Avenue and arterial that 
connects to State Highway 219. 

Has convenient access to the 1-5 Interchange. 
Water, sewer, storm and the Woodland arterial are stubbed to the west property line of this 

tract. 

UGB Amendment B 

Site number three consists of approximately 65± acres adjacent to Interstate 5 and north o f the 
Factory Outlet and would be designated MUC. These properties are outside the city's Urban 
Growth Boundary but contiguous to that boundary. 

FINDINGS: 

• 

• 

• 

The use of these parcels for industrial activity serves as a buffer to freew ay noise for the 
residential uses to the west. 

Is a better neighbor to adjacent wetland/greenways and existing residential area than 
current f~ng·practices, i. e., chemicals, and pesticides pollution. 

Provides a buffe r to vehicular pollution between freeway and farmland uses to the wes t. 
Public facilities and an arterial street abut these parcels. 
It upholds the concept of maintaining industrial uses on the periphery of the city. 

5 Volume 
Page 771 

City of Woodbum Buildable La r~d& and Urba.niz.alion Project 
Final Report 



Volume 5 
Page 772 



APPENDIX I 

RECOMMENDED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
AND 

ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS 

Growth Management Committee Recommendations 

PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS & POLICIES 

GOAL: I:Tovide a wider range of housing alternatives that encourages larger residential lot 
sizes providing a balance to the citf s housing needs. 

PoUcies: 

• 

• 

Require Single Family Residential properties that are annexed to the City be a minimu.m of 
8,000 square feet in size (exceptions for PUD's). 'Ihls will require amending the city•s 
zoning ordinance to allow another residential zoning district. 
Encourage residential properties annexed be designed as Planned Unit Developments 
(PUD's)~ 

• Allow a mix of uses within a residential PUD being annexed that provides such amenities 
as private or public parks, open space and low intensity neighborhood commercial uses. 

(@\roAL: Provide for diversification in land uses by allowing for an industrial (at least 50% 
'''\)~more) and commercial mix. 

Policies: 

There are a number of commercial and industrial uses that compliment one another. 

• 

• 
• 

Create a mixed use campus (MUC) district that would allow the opportunity for specific 
industrial and commercial uses to be in close association with one another. 
The mixed use campus would be subject to a strict design standard. 
All Commercial uses in the MUC district would be required to have a minimum floor area 
ration (FAR) of .4. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

.. 
• 

Expand the Urba[l Growth Boundary to allow for additional light industrial development 
Adopt policies that must be met to justify any UGB expansion for industrial development. 
Note: Any site approved for UGB expansion will be subject to justification under ORS 
197.28 and Statewide Goals 14 Urbanization and Goal2 Land Use Planning exceptions_ 
process. · 
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Woodburn City Councll 
c/o Jim Mulder 
W oOdbum City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

Dear Mayor Figley and Councilors: 

16Abelard 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035-2342 
March 1, 2005 

This letter aud-its-enclosures are submitted for your consideration relative to y~ur . . . 
March 28, 2005, hearing on the UGB expansion (and other matters.) I will be testifying 
at the hearing on behalf of myself and three of my neighbors (Castor, Adney, and 
Coleman) who also own properties along Arney Road. 

The enclosures are: 
1. Aerial photograph looking down on Arney Road. The area outlined in red is 

approximately 1 Z.S acres and our four properties comprise about 110 acres of the 
total of 125 acres. 

2. Aerial photograph looking down on the Woodburn I-5 Interchange. Both the 
approximately 125-acre area and the proposed South By-Pass are shown in red. 

3. My map showing the northwest quadrant of staff's proposed UGB adjustments to 
the Comprehensive Plan. I have added to the map the approximately 125-acre 
area, the roads, and the: identification of the properties owned by their owners. 

4. Letter to the Woodburn Planning Commission dated February 7, 2005. 
5. Letter to Greg Winterowd and Jim Mulder dated Apri129, 2004. 
6. Letter to John Brown dated April 26, 1999, with enclosures (which include the 

July23, 1996, letter of Robert L. Engle sent on my behalf to Steve Goeckritz.) 

As you can see, we have been consistent and persistent in our efforts to be included 
within the UGB since 1996. I last testified before the Woodburn Planning Commission 
on February 3, 2005. At their deliberations on February 24, 2005, Jim Mulder was asked 
by the Planning Commission why he recommended that ol.rr a,rea not be included in the 
currently proposed UGB expansion. He said that his view is that the west part of our area 
should be developed for multi-family residential use and the rest of our area (that which 
is north of Woodburn Company Stores) should be developed for commercial use. He 
said there is already enough proposed to be designated for multi-family residential and 

· commercial uses, and that what we should do is find a developer who will come in after 
the approval (by Marion County and the State of Oregon) of the UGB expansion and ask 
for a separate and specific plan amendment (Post-Acknowledgment Plan Amendment). 
He suggested that one appropriate use for the part of our area along Arney Road would be 
as the site for a ' 'big box" retailer. (That would be like Home Depot, Costco, Winco, etc.) 
Three Planning Commissioners said that they agree with Mr. Mulder regarding the 
appropriateness of a Commercial designation. 
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.!;, :f. W oodbum City Council 

f./' . -~:~ 1, 2005 

.-;_' 

not what you are being asked to come up with or to approve, as such ideas will not 
improve the near-term economy or livability of Woodburn. 

-For the past year, the public has been invited to analyze and comment on the p~posed 
UGB expansion. A number of people have done so. 1 noticed at the Planning 
Commi15sion hearings that only one minor change to the UGB proposal was suggested by 
the Planning Commission. Perhaps the proposal is the best we can come up with and, 
therefore, no changes are appropriate. I would like to think that there ia still a reasonable 
opportwiity for 159mo c¥nges qr additions to thctUGB ~P_ansion recommendations. The 
recommendatiODJ are somewhat different than earlier proposals that were formulated by 
citizen groups !ftg: (rather than_before) publi~ input.· We presented testimony to tho 
Buildable Lands Citizens Advisory Committee (aka Growth Policy Task Force) back in 
1999. Dave ChristOff chaired that ·committee. Following the 1999 hearings and that 
committee-'s review, that committee's reconunen¢ltion was that a majority of the 110 
acres should be brought into the UGB. 

We are not exactly sure what has changed since 1999, other th~ (1) the successful 
development and expansion of W oodbum Company Stores, (2) the reversing of the 
chronological order in which the public hearings were scheduled and the UGB expansion 
proposal was presented, and (3) changes of the consultant, the Woodburn Planning 
Department staff, the Woodburn Planning Commission, the Woodburn Mayor, and most 
of the W oodbum City Council who make the recommendations and decisions. We 
apparently haven't done a very good job of continually presenting our case, and for that 
we apologize and ask you for your understanding. · 

We will appreciate your consideration of our request 

Very truly yours, 

Martin W. Rohrer 
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With Woodburn Company Stores on one side and housing (or freeway) on the other 
two sides, we are already much more impacted by urbanization than several other 
areas that are outside of the current UGB, but which arc proposed for inclusion. 

2. Our area adjoins one of the largest.retail centers in the Pacific Northwest. It is bard to 
believe that it would be appropriate for such an area to not be incl~ded in the supply 
of land that is listed as being made available for development within the next 20 
yeats. More than any other area proposed for inclusion in the UGB expansion. except 
perhaps the area in the southwest quadrant that is between Butteville Road and the 
interchange, our area is ready for development The roads, water, sew~, and power 
are right at our doorstep. There is no need for a new interchange (although the · 
current one clearly needs improvement) and no need to wait for a south bypass to start 
development. Our area baa been proven to be an area that is viable for development 
with the Sllccesi oCWoodbum Company Stores; the auto dealers, and the other retail 
establisbmenta along Arney Road. We believe empirical evidence of superior 
freeway visibility and traffic flow .is demonstrated by that success. 

3. We would like to develop our area as a Light Industrial development that takes 
advantage of the fairly easy access from and to 1-S on the west side of the 
interchange, freeway visibility, and the traffic already generated by the retail 
establishments along Arney Road. We think there is a substantial demand for Light 
Industrial land where manufacturing and similar enterprises are able to market and 
sell a portion of their goods from the location at which they are manufactured or 
packaged. (Such sales offices were allowed in. recent Woodburn zoning codes. I 
believe those codes were amended, but it would be beneficial to the City and the 
businesses to reestablish such permitted uses.) Our area would be ideal to satisfy the 
particular demand for property where marketing and sales offices are permitted. 
Examples ofthose kinds of businesses are manufactUrers of clothing, cookware, 
microbrews, computer hardware, golf clubs, and wine, as well as those who package 

· products such as flower bulbs and high value agricultural products for shipment. It 
was noted at your hearing that the City needs to provide a variety of industrial options 
to satisfY different needs. The manufacturers who would be interested in our area 
might be quite different tha,those who are interested in areas along Parr Road. You 
can make land available; but, if it doesn't meet the needs of the buyers/manufacturers, 
they will go elsewhere to buy and develop. 

If what the City of Woodburn wants is to create new, good jobs as soon as possible, it needs 
to offer land that is what manufacturers want, and land that can most readily and quickly be 
developed. We feel that our area along Arney Road bas those characteristics. We feel it 
would be compt:J:tible with Woodburn Company Stores and other retailers along Arney Road 
and, in fact, all would benefit from a symbiotic relationship. We appreciate your 
consideration of our arguments and our request for inclusion. 

Very truly yours, 

Martin W. Rohrer 
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We believ~ Woodburn would be wiser to instead focus its efforts both on the retention and 
expansion of existing employers and on attracting new small to medium-sized employers 
who can: 

a) Strengthen Woodburn's core business district. For example, an economic development 
strategy that attracts office workers to the periphery of the downtown core will provide 
potential downtown retailers with a pool of customers within walking distance of their 
businesses. The new Chemeketa campus on the north end of downtown is a good first step in 
this direction. 

b) Complement existing industries and the existing local economy. Year in an4 year out, 
Marion.County leads all Oregon counties in gross agricultural sales. Agricultfue is a traded 
sector industry. Agricultural. exports rank #2 among all Oregon export~ accounting for 25% 
of all Oregon exports in 2002 • . 80% of production leaves the state, 40% leaves the country. 
In 2002, Agricultural exports increased 4% to $1.13 billion while high-tech decreased .31 %. 
Woodburn is located in the agricultural heartland of Marion County. where direct agricultural 
sales topped half a billion dollars in 2004 for the first time in any Oregon county. 

Farmland is_ not undeveloped land waiting for urbanization. It is already developed industrial 
land that supports the leading industry in Marion County. The agricultural industry is a 
primary drlv.erofWoodbum•s economy. Winterbrook~s proposal would harm the local 
economy by undercutting the land base that supports this leading industry. 

IL Winterbrook's proposed UGB contains significantly more buildable land than 
stated in the UGB Justification Report or Buildable Lands Inventory 

We believe Winterbrook overstates the amount ofland needed to meet Woodl-run's projected 
land needs. Moreover, his recommended UGB eipansion contains significantly more 
buildable land than his own reports conclude are needed. 

Winterbrook is recommending a UGB expansion of 845 net buildable acres, or 1,020 total 
acres.1 This would be significantly more buildable acreage within Woodburn's UGB than is 
indicated by either Winterbrook's January 2005 "Revised UGB Justification Report,"2 or by 
Winterbrook's July 2004 "Technical Report l, Buildable Lands Inventory Inside the 
Proposed Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary,"3 No justification is provided for the 
inclusion for this unneeded acreage. 

Both the Technical Report and the UGB Justification Report indicate that there are currently 
752 net buildable acres within Woodburn's UGB.4 According to the Technical Report, 
under the consultant's preferred scenario there will be 1506 net buildable acres within tne 

1 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16,2005, p. 14. 
2 Winterbrook January 2005 "Revised UGB Justification Report." p. 42, Table 16: Preferred Scenario 
1 Winterbrook July 2004 Buildable Lands [nventory Inside the Proposed Woodburn Urban Growth Boundary," 
r- 4, Table I: Buildable Lands Summary, Preferred Scenario 

Technical Report l, p. 3 Table A and UGB Justification Report, p. 4, Table I 
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and Economic Development Strategy prepared by EcoNorthwest have been approved by the 
City Council. u ·· · 

We are not aware of any recorded vote by the City Council to approve or adopt these 
documents~ _Citizen participation is the first goal of Oregon's land use planning program. 
Beeause these documents are proposed for adoption as part of this hearing, tht';>e policy 
issues have not .. already been decided,." and this is the proper time and forum to address 
them. 

IfWinterbrook's preferred scenario is adopted, Woodburn will have 503 net buildable acres 
of industrial land. This is huge. amount of industrial land for a city the size of Woodburn. 
For comparison, Medford is proposing to add 431 acres of industrial land to its UGB for the 
needs of an additional94,000 people. Bend recently added 338 industrial acres to its UGB 
for the needs of an additional 48,000 people. Salem/Keizer, with a population 7 or 8 times 
that of Woodburn's thinks it could take decades to develop the 500-acre Mill Creek industrial 
site. McMinnville just adopted period review amendments based on a need for 17 4 acres of 
vacant industrial land for the needs of an additional13,567 people. 

Wmterbrook concludes that the relatively large amount of industrial land within the 
Wilsonville city limits forms a more appropriate basis for his recommendations for 
Woodburn than the urban growth boundaries cited above.14 The consultant ov_rrlooks the 
fact that the Wilsonville city limits comprise a much smaller subarea of the much larger 
Metro UGB. Wilsonville is the only city in Metro that haS more employees than residents. It 

~ has a large number of warehousing and distribution jobs due to its location at the junction of 
~· two interstate highways. · 

.· . . ';"·(·-:\\ 

:.···. 

,;' It is not unusual for industrial uses to be concentrated within a portion of a UGB. In fact, 
that is what Winterbrook recommends for W oodbum. We do not believe that the 
disproportionately large amount of industrial land that Winterbrook proposes for inClusion in 
Woodburn's UGB can be justified by a comparison to a subarea of the Metro UGB. 

Winterbrook recommends an extremely optimistic forecast of 8,373 new jobs by 2020 1~, of 
which 3,836 will use industrialland.16 This is a substantial jump from Winterbrook' s 
previously recm~mended forecast of7, 140 new jobs.17 We believe this significantly 
overstates what can reasonably be expected to occur. · 

Woodburn has about 7% of Marion County's population and just under 8% of,\1arion 
County's jobs.18 Between 1990 and 2000, 11.2% of all job growth in Marion County 

13 Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16,2005, p.4, p. 11 
1
• Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 4. 

15 Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Planning. January 2005. p. 2. 
16 Technical Report 2.8 , Winterbrook Planning. May 2003, p. 8 Table 6 
17 Woodburn UGB Justification Report, Winterbrook Planning, November 2003. 
11 In 2000, total employment in Marion County Wa5 131,622. Total employment in Woodburn was I 0,3 88 or 
7.9% of Marion County's total. Source: "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report. 
May 2001, p. 2-10, and "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020'' EcoNorthwest 
Memorandum to Winterbrook, April29, 2002, p.l6 
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• Even under the most aggressive assumptions, WPS is recommending &~~ding to the 
UGB more than 2 Y2 times the needed indUstrial land. 

• Under reasonable assumptions, expected employment growth can be easily 
accommodated with a much smaller expansion or potentially on existing land 

The assumptions above are taken directly from Winterbrook's background documents. They 
assume that Woodburn captures 23% of Marion County job growth and that every new 

. industrial, commercial and office job requires development. Even under these unreasonable 
assumptions, the industrial portion of Winterbrook' s recommend~ expansion is more than 
double what is needed for the number of employees who will use industrial land. 

Wirtterbrook states, "ifECONorthwest and Winterbrook have ov~-estimated potential basic 
employment opportunities, unused industrial land will be retained in large parcels exclusively 
for agricultural use. We have the following responses: 

11) if ECONorthwest and Winterbrook have over-estimated potential basic employment 
opportunities, land must be removed from the proposed UGB pursuant to Goall4 and 
ORS 197.296. . 

b) we concur with the comments of Marion County recommending that specific 
language be added stipulating the continued use of these lands/parcels for agricultural 
use and retention of existing County EFU zoning until developed for industrial 
purposes. 

c) Even if the land does temporarily remain in agricultural use, the agriculural industry 
will not make the major investments in them to produce higher-value agricultural 
products and increase employment. 

III. Purported Need for 125 Acre Parcel 

The industrial portion of Winterbrook' s U GB expansion proposal is based in part on "a need 
for one very large site of 100 acres or more."11 The Economic Opportunities Analysis 
includes a list of target industries (fable 4-4) and their site requirements (Tah·~ ~ 4-5).22 

The largest site requirements for any target industry listed in Table 4-5 is Electronics- Fab 
Plants at 40-80 acres+. The text of the EOA identifies these as "silicon chip fabrication 
plants," with site requirements that exceed 100 acres.23 Since 2000, the silicon chip industry 
in the northwest has closed many plants and retains significant unused capacity. 

Mr. Winterowd speculates that, "the silicon chip industry may recover during this period ... 
[or] that there may be other emergi~g industries that require such a large site. "24 

21 "Woodburn UGB Justification Report" November 2003, p.9 
12 "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report. May 200 I, pp. 4-8, 4-9 
23 "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report, May 2001, p. 4-S 
2
-t Winterbrook Memorandum, February 16, 2005, p. 6 . 
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We also note that Winterbrook' s conclusion is at odds with the conclusions reached by 
EcoNorthwest when a similar issue arose in McMinnville. In that instance, EcoNorthwest 
concluded that it was necessary to revise land need projections to remove that portion of land 
need that had been absorbed on parcels that were removed from a later buildable lands 
inventory. 

The City should reduce projected industrial need by 34 acres to account Cor industrial 
development that bas occurred on land removed Crom the inventory. Alternatively, the 
City should calculate the percentage of projected indutrial need that was absorbed 
between 2000 a11d 2002. 

The_ forecasted employment growth of 7,139 new jobs assumes a 2.65% average annual 
growth in employment within Woodburn's UGB. 1 The first two years increment of this 
growth is already accounted for on land that is not included in the l~d inventory. 

At 2.65% annual -growth rate, 558 jobs were absorbed by the time of the land inventory, 
leaving a need to accommodate 6,5 81 new jobs in all employment sectors. Winterbrook 
assUmes that 46% of all new jobs will locate on industrial land. This means that 3,027 new 
jobs will locate on industrial land through 2020. 

C. All New Employment Does Not Require New Development 

Considerable employment growth occurs on existing developed employment land. In the 
real world many new jobs are created without land being developed or redeveloped; a 
restaurant adds additional staff in the dining room and kitchen, a processing plant or 
manufacturer adds a second shift, a retail business expands its hours and hires }lew people to 
work those hours. Metro recently found that 21% of new industrial jobs and Sl.% of non­
industrial jobs are absorbed on developed land without expanding onto vacant land. 32 

These numbers are supported by a recent McMinnville Chamber of Commerce Business 
Survey conducted by EcoNorthwest which found, '~that nearly half(4S%] of the respondents 
that indicated they had expansion plans will not need any additional floor space to 
accommodate new employeeS." 33 

We note that EcoNorthwest is one of Woodburn's current consultants. In a recent Economic 
Opportunities Analysis prepared for McMinnville, this same consultant found: 

"Some employment growth will be accommodated on existing developed land, as when an 
existing finn adds employees without expanding space ... if a jurisdiction has high vacancy 

31 "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest Memorandum, April 29, 
2002. Tables 8 and 10, pp. 16-17 
32 Metro Report, September 1999, Urban Growth Report Update" p.51 
33 McMinnville Business Survey Results, EcoNorthwest, September 200 1, p. 11 
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regarding job absorption, these jobs would only require 229 acres of industrial land, leavirig a 
deficit of only 102 acres to be added to the 127 net buildable acres already in the UGB. 

Winterbrook contends that much of Woodburn's existing industrial1and is of inappropriate 
parcel sizes. Either the land can be used to meet industrial needs or it cannot If it canno~ as 
part of this periodic review, Woodburn should rezone the land for other urban uses and adjust 
land needs for those other uses accordingly. If the existing industrial land c~ot meet any 
identified urban land needs, the land should be removed from the UGB. 

Based on generous but reasonable assumptions regarding industrial employmen4 the 
- overaO UGH expansion should be reduced by at least 208 acres; from the 654 net 

buildable acres recommended by Winterbrook in the UGB Justification Report to no 
more than 444 net buildable acres. 

. , . 
~-':- . ·~~J 

V. Expansion Areas 

It is generally recognized that Woodburn has traffic problems associated with the 1-5 
interchange with Highway 14. These traffic problems will only be exacerbated by expansion 
weSt ofthe freeway. Winterbrook recommends a major expansion west of the freeway for 
industrial purposes and for residential purposes west ofButteville Road. Such an expansion 
is ill-advised and is not warranted under state law. 

~ 

ORS 197.298 establishes the priorities for inclusion ofland within a UGB. Under this 
statute, exception land is of higher priority for inclusion within a UGB than farmland. Land 
ofhigher priority, like exception lands, must be brought in before fannland unless specific 
types of identified land needs cannot be reasonably accommodated on higher priority lands . 
If farmland must be included, land of lower soil classification must be included before land 
of higher classification unless specific types of identified land needs cannot be reasonably 
accommodated on the poorer soils. 

Goal14 has similar provisions. It requires urban growth boundaries to be based upon several 
factors, including: 

(1) Demonstrated need to accommodat~ 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 within and on the fringe of the existing '.:.!ban area; 
(5) Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; 
( 6) Retention of agricultural land as defined, with Class I being the highest priority for 

· retention and Class_ VI the lowest priority; and, 
(7) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural activities. 

Exception Areas 
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According to Winterbrook, the Northeast Rural Residential (Carl Road) area "~has no 
remaining development capacity,"44 and this exception area does not contain land that is 
"usable for urban purposes.'t4s Because this area cannot reasonably accommodate any of 
Woodburn's identified land needs Woodburn can justify its exclusion from the UGB. Of 
greater concern, the consultant has propos~d to designate this piece for commercial . 
development More strip commercial development heading north along Highway 99E is not 
an appropriate land use in this area. This area is currently in residential use. If it is included 
in the UGB, the City should plan designate it for residential uses, rather than commercial 

. uses. 

Because these areas· cannot reasonably accommodate identified land needs and because they 
would be a significant unbuffered intrusion into surrounding agricultural land they should be 
excluded from the UGB expansion under ORS 197.298 and factor 7 of0oal14. 

We agree that the Southeast Commercial Exceptions Area should be brought into the UGB. 

Resource Land 

Under ORS 197.298 Woodburn should no·t expand onto the prime farmland west of the··. 
freeway and north of the existing UGB. Inste~ any expansion onto resource land should be 
southward onto the predominantly non-prime soils south of Parr Road between Boones Ferry 
Road and 1-5. If land needs cannot be met on land north of the proposed South Arteri~ 
additional poorer soils are adjacent south of the proposed South Arterial. The reasoris 
Winterbrook cites for expanding onto better soils west and· north of the existing UGB are not 
sufficient justification to ignore the statutory directive. 

Of particular concern is the SW intruding into prime farmland west ofButteville Road. This 
approximately ·60 acre piece of Class II has particularly high pot~ntial for conflicts with 
surrounding. agriculture because it juts out into surrounding farmland without any physical 
buffers. 

In discussing land west of the freeway proposed for industrial use Winterbroo~ states that, 
''The 100-acre Opus Northwest site is on the Governor's Industrial Task Force list of prime 
industrial sites in Oregon." This statement is in error. It is true that the Opus site was 
discussed by an advisory committee and was included in its report However, the site was 
not on the Governor's certified list of industrial sites because of the land use obstacles to its 
inclusion within the UGB. 

In addition, Winterbrook has proposed the inclusion of 29 acres of Class I soils north of the 
existin1 UGB. Winterbrook states that these Class I soils are within a master-planned golf 
course. 6 Whlle~these lands may be owned by the golf course, we believe they are actually in 
farm use as a hazelnut orchard. The long-range plans of the golf course are not sufficient 
justification to ignore the statutory directive. 

44 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.22 
45 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p. 38 
j
6 "Revised Woodburn UGB Justification Report," January 2005, p.35 

12 
Volume 

5 Page ---::-:=--_ 

~ 



!;,~.:::::::. ~~ 
:· 

Volume 5 

Page 792 



onto the predominantly non-prime soils south of Parr R{)ad between Boones Ferry 
Road and I-5. 

We hope these comments are helpful. They address what we see as the most significant 
issues raised by the consultant's propos·at. We will try to address any remaining technical 
issues prior to the hearing before the City Council. Once ag~ please include this 
testimony in the official record of this proceeding and please provide us with written notice 

. of your decision. 

Attachments: Soils Maps ( 1 set submitted) 

Cc: (w/o attachments) 
Marion County 
DLCD 
Oregon Department of Agriculture 
Marion. County Farm Bureau 
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and we have to drive all the way across town to buy groceries from Roth's or Safaway. It would make more sense to me to reduce 
density on the west boundary and to develop more neighborhoods like Smith Addition (with breath.ing space) an the east side of town, 
plus develop a neighborhood school ovar there. In that way. Woodburn will grow symmetrically, like a traa, rather than as a •strip malt• 
which is the concom~ant to "strip minin( in mining/planning circles. 

Woodburn used to ba1he Berry Capitol of the World." but ~old out leaving this younger genaration bereft of a wonderful social system 
that we enjoyed growing up hera. We who grew up in that generation often gather and share stories of how much we enjoyed growing up 
hera. going out to tha berry fields during the summer months in platoons. enjoying the Woodburn Swimming Pool and the Pix Theater 
afterwards. This younger group of kids has been cheat~d out of a healthy social system, and we feel sorry for them. Woodburn now 
calls itseK irse City." and the symbol of a tree growing unfettnd to full growth and maturity is a worthy paradigm and model to 
emulate. Therefore. I encourage City Hall to sat aside the plan offered by the planning consukant; thank him for his time and pay him his 
due. But actually. that plan is not worthy of the City of.Woodburn; we desern bBtter. We need to QO back to the drawing table and set at 
a collaboratl'ia tabla of stakeholders. including the Woodburn School 01strict. the Serres Family. the Historic Downtown sector. including 
the Sanchez Family (who has inherited your abandonment). the Castro Family. the Woodburn community and forge aut a new plan. 

Don't seU out our cora values. Walk humb~ an4.justly and tenderly; keep in balance and harmony with nature. An that glittars is not gold. 
Remember to compost· return to the soli and omturn th1 humus sa that the nutrlentJ can be relemlf. Keep the poisons out of the soil 
so that we keep our watarshed pura. Wa hm gilt ta hold Ia hlghut lltllln and regar~ the pll'lty af tltt Wlllldbll'll Wetanhad. 
Clean all', clean water, healthy fami~ systems. high quality education, a clean downtown area. (Kids are telt.ng us that you can go 
downtown and get drugs. that the polica don't do anything about it.] A town when people want to hve-not just drive here to work. but 
living elsewhere becausa there's nothing to do hera: it's boring. And being under 1 "code of silence" of a population that's taking over 
illegally is neither. fair nor just to our community; a~hough "adverse possession" is a legal strategy, if we don't do anything about ll 
those who take possession by adversa possession get to take ownership. [It is Ironic that my dad left Tulane University because it 
taught Napoleonic law and came to finish law school at Willamlitte University which is English law. but that (as I read In the Woodburn 
Independent). Mexico ls under the rule of Napoleonic law·-maybe ws need to hire some Tulane Law School graduates to work ln 
Woodburn.] 

Peace and Blessings be with you in your work. I truly appreciate you and pray for you in good decision·making. I will be saddened if you 
accept the current plan: I will be heartened if you table it and send it back again to the drawing board for revision. It is not "in tha best 
i n terests~ of the community nor of the children of this community. 

Sincerely, 

ix.~~ 
54 Smith 0 rive 
Woodburn. Oregon 97071 
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configured in a way to lay out the buildings am grounds and allow 'maress and egress 
that meet schocl standards. 

About 1997 the District was getting offers on a monthly basis to sell their 
property on Vanderbeck Ln. It was a·lO-a.cre site in the UGB designated as residential. 
No one on the Board or in the District knew how the District acquired that land. The 
Superintendellt at that time was Dr. Jack Reeves. I was asked to advise the District on 
the matter. 

The District had long ago decided not to pursue a school on the site for several 
reasons. First of all tbc site is ~ated adjacent to Senior Estates. At that time, there were 
the new developments ofHeritage Park and Henry's Farms subdivisions. ~ dialog 
from the City Council was to make an eflbrt to not pqt.any heavier load on Astor Way for 
future development. The School District also felt that given the protest of tbose 
subdivisions .and the size of the property being too small for a school that their best 
option would be fu. sell the property. Also, the ingress/egress issues there would more 
than likely require access onto Vanderbeck Ln. and into Senior Estates. 

I Suggested that the District not sen the property unless they .bad a replacement 
property. The thought was that because of the appreciation fuctor of property, that they 
should sell at the same time they buy so that inflation did oot reduce their purchasing 
power. The School Board agreed. Before accepting an offer I was able to locate the 
'Lincoln Street site and the owners were open to selling. · 

We sold the Vanderbeck site for $45,000 per acre and paid $20~000 per acre for 
the Lincoln St. site. We paid about twice what farmland was selling fur at that time but it 
was the compelling factor in obtaining the property and the District doubled their land. 
We added some value for speculation because the area was a natural area to develop and 
the in-fill that planners so desire was there. 

, . 

At that tnhe and since ~ there were no other sites large enough for a school 
that we could purchase. We virtually asked every owner with property large enough on 
which to site a schoo~ if they would selL and they all declined. We even tried 
assembling some sites in the Brown Street area and decided it was not practical or cost 
effective. 

So, in April of 1997 the District accepted an offer on their 1 0-acre Vanderbeck 
site and made an offer on the Lincoln Street site. All with the blessing of the City 
Planning Department, the County Planning Departmell4 the advise of the District's 
attorneys~ the input of their architect and private consultant and with the approval of the 
School Board. -

' 
MAJOR FACTORS IN THE DECISION 
The site was ideal for school use. The District did not have a school east ofHwy. 

99-E. The area had enough student population and especially bad potential for future 
population to fill a 3chooL The area had many in-fill lots andre-developable sites for 
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BREWSTER & MAYNE, P.C. 
687 Court Street NE. Suite 600 
Salem, OR 97301 
Pf\one: 503-362-2511 
Fax: 503-371-4849 

Mayor Figl~y 
Woodburn City Council 
WO<XIbum City Hall 
270 Montgo.mery_St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

APR 1 9 2005 

WOODBURN·COMMUNITY 
OEVELOPMEHT DEPT. 

Sydney E. Brewster 
Kevin E. Mayne 

Aprill9, 200S 

Exhibit "B'~ /0~ 

By fax: 503-981-S243 

Re: L&iislative Amendment 05·01: Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update 
Inclusion of Kriyoshcin Property 

Dear Mayor Figley and Council Members: 

On behalf ofNedezda Krlvoshein. we ask that the Council consider including the 
Krivosbein property for residential purposes in the expanded UGB. In addition, we request that 
this-letter and its attachment be included in the public record. · 

During the last City Cou.ncil Meeting on March 28~ 2005~ there was considerable 
testimony. including that of the Serres family, M to why the City should consider developing the 
east side ofWoodbum for residential purposes. We agree with several of the points raised by the 
·Serres family. However, we also suggest that inciiDlion of the I<rivosbeln property might be 
m<>re beneficia~ based prlmatily on the smaUer p~l sizes. · 

Description of the Krivoshcin Property . 
The Krivoshcin property consists of four different parcels (see attached map). The first 

three are owned outright, and the fourth (surrounded by dashes) is cmrently under lease with an 
option to purcha.$¢. The parcels are zoned EFU, composed pti.manly of Class II ~oil~, and 
consists of approximately 32.5 acres. The property is bounded on the north by Meadow Lane, on 
the south by East Hardcru~tle, and on the west by Cooley Road and the existing UGB. 

The Krivoshein property is flat Unlike the Serres property, none of it is not located 
within a floodplairi1 and it contains no wetland areas for which special consideration would be 
required. 

1 See F'IR.I\1 41 047CO \390 . 
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Economic Congqueoces 
In its Report, Winterbrook diVided the potential UGB e~ansion area into eight study 

areu. The Krivoshein p-coperty is located in Study Area 4, consisting of 343 acres. Report, pg. 
13. 

In its analysis of the criteria necessary for a GOal 14 expansion, the Report reaehed the 
conclu.sion that Study Area 4 was one of th& costliest for expanding public facilities and services 
into that area. Rtp<>rt, pp. l7-2l. This, alo~g with negative impacts on adjacent farm uses, was 
cited as one of the primary reasons for avoiding expansion into th.is area. Report, Pi- 27. 

We agree with the 'arg\lments of the Strres letter submitted to the City on March 23 •. 
2005, suggesting_ that the findings reaardins utility costs be re-examined. To paraphrase, those 
findings were-u follows: 

L Sewage Treatment· S~ Area 4 is near the Woodburn Sewaae Treatment Ptant, and 
!its on the same bench above the Puddin& lUver. In addition, there is a sli&ht slope from the 
Serres and Krivoshein property to the Plant This results in a gravity flow line and eliminates the 
~for pumping across ~h~ard topography." There ia also an existini gravity flow sewer 
main running along East Hardcastle. It is questionable how costs could be so high when such 
conditions exist. 

2. Storm Drainage- Storm drainage flows easterly to the Pudding River. The drainage 
.flows naturally downward from the Krivoshein property to that basin. 

3. Water- As menti.oned in the Serres letter, there is more than ample water available in 
that area and two existing wells with mainline distribution systems. 

4. Negative Consequences to the Fanning Economy -The Serres letter to the City 
proposes indusion of a large tract of fann property based in part on the premise that it cannot be 
made produetive since it is too small in size. The K.rivoshein property is much smaller than the 
Serres property and would result in less land being removtd from farm use. In addition, based on 
input frorn the neighbon, including Serres, that they would like to be included in the UGB 
expansion, it does not appear that adjacent fannin~ operations could be negatively impacted. 

SQ!;ialLEnYironroental Consooumse:t 
' The Report admits on page 27 that there would be no negative social consequences from 

a.n expansion of residential uses into this area. It also states that environmental consequences 
would be "relatively low." Report, pg. 28. 

EnergyfTraffic Issue3 
The Report raises concerns about additional congestion on· City streets and the 1-51Hwy 

214 interchange. rn· fact, during his testimony at the City Council meeting Mr. Winterowd stated 
that .. relieving the congestion at the l-5 interchange is nece.~sary to make the eco.nomic 
development plan workable.'• Minutes, pg. 5 (emphasis added). However, the current plan 
provides that the only residential expansion will take place on the southwest and north sides of 
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Her Honor, Kathy Figley, Mayor, City of Woodburn 
Mr. John Brown, Administrator, City of Woodburn 
City Councilor-Ward 1 Walt Nichols 
City Councilor-Ward 2 Richard Bjelland 
City Councilor-Ward 3 Pete McCallum 
City Councilor-Ward 4 Jim Cox 
City Councilor-Ward 5 Frank Lonergan 
City Councilor-Ward 6 Elida Sifuentez 

April 19, 2005 

Dear Mayor Figley, Administrator Brown, and City Councilon: 

We sincerely appreciate the opportunity to make our views known to you. 

Please accept into the public record the following four submissions: 

1. Cover letter for~ and text of sp<>ken testimony by, Susan Duncan before the 
Woodburn City Council, March 28, 2005. Pages 4-6. 

2. Cover letter for, and text of spoken testimony by, Paul Serres before the 
Woodburn City Council, March 28,2005. Pages 7-9. 

3. "Letter in Response to Commissioner Cox,., re March 28 Hearing questions. 
Pages 10-20. · 

4. "A Quick Critique" ofWinterbrooks SA-2 and SA-4 Assessments, as presented in 
Woodburn Year 2020 UGBJustificiation Report. Pages 21-32. 

Of these four submissions, we especially call your attention to "Letter in 

Response to Commissioner Cox" and "A Quick Critique". Both of these documents 

discuss issues and concerns either not discussed in our previous communications with the 

City Council and Planning CorrUnission (new issues), or are significant developments of 

previously expressed concerns. 
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is never solely determined by infrastructure investment. We feel that our property brings 

value to the City that other UGB study regi.ons 4o not and that this value is not 

considered in the Planning Department's decision·making methodology.» 

Our property brings with it woodlands, pon~ bioswales, Pudding River frontage, 

open skies, and Mt. Hood Views. 

Please understan~ we will donate a portion of our property to the City of 

Woodburn for parkland, and public open space if our tract in UGB Study Area 4 is 

brought into the UGB. Our parents, Jc)e and Adela Serres, out of a commitment to the 

community of which they felt a part, purchased Legion Park and held it for the City of 

Woodburn until the City could purchase it. 

Our parents felt,· long ago; that the City of W oodbum would eventually engulf the 

Serres farm. Their hope was that the woodlands and reservoir would become a public 

park for Woodburn residents. We, the current generation of Serres's, want to honor their 

vision and simultaneously make our own cot;~.tribution to the public good. 

The public will only benefit if we are included in the UGB. If we are not included 

in the UGB we will have to consider private development, which will mean private 

ownership of the reservoir and other natural amenities. 

Sincerely, 

The Serres Family 

Ruth Thompson 
Paul Serres 
Rebecca Kirsch 
Maiy Grant 
Susan Duncan 
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Text of Susan Duncan's March 28, 2005 testimony before W oodbuin City Council, 
public bearing on the City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update. 

Honorable Mayor, Councilors, Staff 

My name is Susan Duncan. I live at 1840 East Lincoln Ro~ Woodburn. 

The City of Woodburn has invested a great deal of time and effort to develop a 20 year 
workable plan. Your placement of industry and large commercial establishments along 
the freeway makes excellent sense. 

HOWEVER, WOODBURN IS NOT JUST A FREEWAY TOWN! 

Residential development is better served on the East side. Our land has many features 
that would be beneficial to the City of Woodburn. Many people, new comers and long 
time residents, have told uS that if new high quality homes were available on the East side 
that is where they would live. There is no freeway pollution and noise, and less traffic 
congestion. The BBB (big black book) states that higher end housing could not be drawn 
to our area because of the poor quality housing that currently exists along our borders. 
We do not consider the homes on Heritage Court and Tomlin Ave, for example, to be 
offensive. The school property and public open space can serve as a buffer zone. 

There is a huge market for empty nesters transitioning to retirement. They want the quiet 
life of a smaller town yet be able to enjoy the amenities of Portland just 20 minutes away. 
There currently is a demand for higher quality homes; for example, Tukwila has a 
waiting list for $300,000 homes. New industrial growth will only increase that demand 
Offer this, Build it well, and they will come. 

However, no matter how nice a place is, it has got to have good access for it to work for 
the people that live there. Residential development East of town will not impact the 
infamous I-5/214 Interchange. Woodburn is actually served by 3 interchanges. Eastside 
residents use the Aurora cutoff going North or the Brooks Interchange going South. Our 
land is bounded by 214 to the South and is ~ mile from 211 on the N. and 99E is Y. mile 
to the West. No other undeveloped land in the Woodburn area is served by better 
transportation access than our farm. 

Bike routes and walking paths can be laid out that do not cross major arterials. It is an 
ideal situation. Easy access in all directions by state Highways, yet at the same time, no 
interior traffic. This means that road and utility layout is easy. The addition of our land 
would mean that Landau, Tomlin, Laurel, and Aztec could continue, no longer as the 
dead-end streets dreaded by city planners today. Our parcel is a planners dream! If it 
were up to us we would redraw the UGB to include all of the reservoir. The woods offer 
a potential for a parkland trail system unparalleled in the Woodburn Area. It is our 
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2. Cover letter for and text of spoken testimony by Paul Serres 
before the Woodburn City Council, March 28, 2005. 

April 11, 2005 

Dear Mayor and City Councilors 

I appreciate being able to present my views on the UGB at the March 28, 2005 
hearin&. I'm attaching a copy of my testimony to this cover. Please accept both this 
letter and the text of my hearing testimony into the record. 

Woodburn is at the threshold of a new 20 year plan. just as we are at a threshold 
of a n~w era as a· farming entity. The best use of our land has changed. This Spring will 
be the fust in over 70 years that we will not raise a hop crop. 

Please visualize what those of us working the land already know: 

• Our land has a gentle slope that diains East to the Pudding River. 

• Our land has great views and exposure to the South. 

• Our land has groves of tall firs above our wetlands and bottom lands. 

• Our land has abundant water resources. 

I hope you can see that a life time on our land gives us an insight into what works 

and what doesn' t, what makes sense and what doesn' t, that conflicts at times with what is 

stated in the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Update. As the landowners, we will live 

with the consequences of this Comprehensive Plan Update, while city planners and 

consultants are not affected by their decisions. 

Thank you for the opporhmity to pass these thoughts along, 

Paul J. Serres 
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our letter. I mention this one because it is s0 obvious that something wasn't right if the 
results say its cheaper to pump sewage across town 2 Yl to 3 miles than across our farm 
less than 1 mile to the sewage treatment plant. We have excellent water sources, existing 
wells have the capacity to provide all necessary water for Study Area 4, yet it was listed 
as a high cost to provide. Our land has natural relief for drainage yet drainage became a 
big factor in the study. · · 

Environmental. energy. economic and social consequences will be served on a much 
higher basis utilizing land on the East side for higb. quality housing. Along with the 

. natural drainage, we have woodlands that can be maintained in their natural state and 
enjoyed by all. 99E businesses need development on the East side for their survival. 

Nearby agric-ulture will not be harmed by inclusion of our property in the UGB. We are 
bordered by214 on the South side, the Pudding River for the most part on the East side. 
Woodburn on the West side and Hardcastle Street on the North side. Farmers with land · 
adjoining our property on the East and North sides also welcome the expansion oftlW 
UGB to the East. 

Thank you 
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Serres Tract-UGB Study Area 4 

Assessor Map Tax Lot Name Housn Gross Acreage 
51W 170 300 Paurs Bar1<dust c 1.ee 
51W 170 200 Christensen 1 30.97 
51W 17A 500 Rodnev's 1 10.50 
51W 17A 60o Aicher 1 18.5C 
51W 17A 700 Henrv's Pumo c 8.00 
51W 17A 800 Gullickson 1 8.00 
51W 17A 900 Paurs Place 1 10.00 
51W 17A 1000 Camp 1 10.6(1 
51W17 100 Rita's 1 39.n 
51W17 20C Home Place 1 65.9fi 

Total 8 203.9e 

On April4, 2005 Susan Duncan was able· to speak with David Torgeso~ 

Assistant City Engineer, regarding our concerns about the costs study, City of Woodburn 

.··;;,·' UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004. Mr. Torgeson was unwilling to show 

Susan the study or explain how the cost estimates were determined. He did offer to give 

Susan a copy of Public Work's memorandum on the study once it is written. The 

expected completion date of this Memorandum is April 20, 2005 at the earliest. 

OU.r goal was to review the .. City of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services 

Analysis, 2004" starting from the lowest level design and lay out assumptions. We were 

unable to accomplish this goal. Without access to the specifics, we can only speak to 

general areas of concern developed from available public-record documentation. With 

that in mind we present six areas of concern. 

<,. ::=··:; 
0 0 
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II Gross Acres Venus Net Acres 

Each Study Area contains different acreages of"constrained" land that can't be 

developed, and some Study Areas contain land that is already "developed". The 

"constrained'" and "developed" land acreages are presented, by Study Area, in Table 10, 

"Goal 3, 5, and 7- Constrained Land Summary", of Woodburn Year 2020 UGB 

Justification Report on Page 16. This table gives a net developable acreage for each 

Study Area. 

Despite the expense of generating this information, both Table 11, titled "Ranked 

Public Utilities Costs by Study Area", Page 18 of the Justification repof4 and City of 

Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis indicate that the cost estimates of 

city services for each Study Are~ were developed on a gross acreage basis. 

Since the percentage of"constrained" and "developedn lands differs by Study 

Are~ the gross acreage cost estimate can't be used as an index. of costs. We do not 

understand why gross acreage was used to develop these city services costs when staff 

had already determined net useable acreage. 

Ill . Adding TranSportation Costs to the City Services Cost Picture 

The City of Woodburn will incur costs in developing and improving roads to 

service the areas brought into the UGB. These Road Improvement Costs are not included 

in the City's infrastructure services cost study. Consequently, the Woodburn 2020 UGB 
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and is 0.5 miles from 211 on its North side. The Senes tract is the only undeveloped land 

~(· {-:· .·;~;; of any size that is less than 0.5 miles from any Major Arterial, much less three of them. 

We do understand that develop~g the East side will mean significant investment 

in road infrastructure, particularly improvements to East Lincoln Road and Serres Lane, 

· extension of Cooley Road South from Hardcastle Street to Serres Lane or 214, and 

extension of Blaine, Toml~ and Landau onto the Serres tract However, we contend that 

the proximity of three existing, state funded, Major Arterials permits development of our 

tract for LDRat a lower transportation cost to the City of Woodburn than any other Study 

Area. 

We question why the City ofWoodhzun UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis 

does not consider Road Improvement costs. If the cost of providing city services is u8ed 

as a criterion for inclusion or exclusion of our trac~ why aren't aU applicable city costs 

considered? 

IV City. Services to Woodburn School District's Lincoln Road Parcel 

At the March 28 public hearing on Measure 05-1, UGB update, Jim Mulder stated 

that the Woodburn School District's Lincoln Road property could be supported with City 

Services. Two quick comments regarding his remark: the school district's parcel 

naturally drains to the South and East, towards the Pudding River across the Serres tract, 

not towards Mill Creek; and existing City/County street access to the School District 

parcel is inadequate to serve a school. 
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boundary of Study Area 3 a~d Study Area4 is Dimmick Road'NE. Since these· two 

~-~§ Study Areas aren•t side by side, they can't have the same North boundary. (Here are 

-- . ~.i 
-. : _ _.... 

,., •. 

three places where this error is stated: Table 9. Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification 

Report, Page 15; Study Area 4, Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report, Page 27; 

Technical Report 2A.: UGB Expansion Areas Natural Resource Inventory, Page 3)~ 

Our understanding, based on the UGB study area map titled "City of Woodburn 

Natural Resources and Soil Capability Classes 1
' is that the North Boundary ofUGB 

Study Area 4 and the South boundary of UGB Study Area 3 coincide at State llighway 

211. If Public Works did not work from the correct boundary descriptions when · 

performing the three cost studies-storm drainage, septic sewer, and water-it is possible 

that system costs for areas North of State Highway 211 were allocated to UGB Study 

Region4. 

Perhaps, also, there is confusion about allocating costs for services on the 

ooundary between Study Areas. Let us assume that no mistake was made about the 

shared bQundary between UGB Study Areas 3 and 4 by Public Works. UGB Study Area 

3 is divided into two different zones by the MacLaren facility, one North of MacLaren 

and one long, narrow strip South of MacLaren. It would make sense to lay out city 

services to serve the narrow strip along State Highway 211, where they could also serve 

the North portion of S~dy Area 4. If so, to which UGB Study Area were shared 

infrastructure costs allocated? 
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follow the lay of the land. Our limited contact with City engineering increases our 

concerns that the studies do not accurately identify costs. 

· Coo.clusioo 

Mayor Figley, City Councilors, this concludes our letter in response to Councilor 

Cox. We appreciate that Councilors have found merit in our March 23 letter and we trust 

that the council will find further merit in this le.tter. 

We do not disparage Public Works for their efforts, for a careful read of their 

report and its cover letter suggests that their cost estimating procedure is based on 

standard service assumptions for each land use zone. However, that level of detail does 

not come through into the published report, leaving decision makers and the public to 

grapple with averaged numbers that don't support accurate comparisons between Study 

Areas for .specific land uses, such as LDR. 

Susan's April4, 2005 telephone discussion with David Torgeson greatly 

increases our concern that the City of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services 

Analysis, 2004 does not accurately assess the costs of providing city services to low-

density residential zoning in SA-2 or SA-4. Since costs are cited as the basis for planning 

decisions throughout the City of Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update., and 

particularly the Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report, it is imperative that the 

"City of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004" be thoroughly 

reviewed for completeness and accuracy . 

19 
Volume 5 
Page __ 8_2_7_ 

' . . ; . 



Volume 5 . 
Page 828 



1 4. A Qui~k Critique Winterbrook's SA-2 and SA-4 Assessments io 
......... 

·~f:y~·. 
:i··· .c,:. 2 Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report. 

3 

4 The UGB Justification Report follows Statewide Planning Goal 14 to assess 

5 Woodburn's land needs by the year 2020. Factors 1 and 2 ofGoall4 identify 

6 Woodburn's 2020 needs and the ability oflands currently in the UGB to meet those 

7 needs. Factors 3 through 7 then justify potential Plan and UGB amendments necessary to 

8 satisfy these identified unmet needs. The Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report 

9 is written to fulfill these planning mandates. 

1 0 And the report is exactly ~ a report written to support and justifY a 

11 recommended plan. We are concerned that Winterbrook's report does not do so 

12 objectively. We feel this report misrepresents our property and improperly presents the 

competing property. We are writing this letter to detail these misrepresentations. 

14 

15 

16 First, we would like to point out that the UGB Study Areas are inconsistently 

17 described. The descriptions ofSA-3 and SA-4 found in Table 9, page 15 of the 

18 Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report are inconsistent with the maps that show 

19 the UGB Study Areas, such as the City of Woodburn Natural Resources and Soil 

20 Capability Classes. This inconsistency is found through out the Woodburn 

21 Comprehensive Plan. The discrepancy, in terms of acreage, is possibly .as much as 130-

22 l40 acres. These discrepancies may have resulted in inaccurate calculations used to 

23 develop the cost of city services to these areas. 

21 
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4 7 development near the golf course, which will meet a specific housing need that would be 
-:- --.... 
. :,·~ -1 

~tp ,. :·<18 otherwise difficult to meet elsewhere within the UGB" 
~:-~. ::._; ~\ :) 

.:; 
-' 

. 9 This is a statement of opinion. . WSA-2 will have I-5, with its noise, air and visual 

5.0 pollutio~ on its West, a mobile home court and an RV storage facility to its South, and 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

EFU operations (currently nursery stock) on its North. The golf course, which is cited as 

a positive amenity, actually lies out of visual range, behind a buffer strip that includes a 

planned nodal commercial center, on the other side of a major road (Boones Ferry). We 

believe most people, if shown WSA-2 and Serres on a comparative basis, would prefer 

ours because of these negatives. 

"the small commercial node (2 acres) located along Boones Ferry Road will provide 

commercial opportunities for future residents in this area, thus reducing transportation 

costs" 

A two-acre nodal commercial center will not meet the daily shopping needs of 

61 area reside~ts. Study Area 2, when compared to Study Area 4, is located further away 

62 from most established shopping in Woodburn. Please refer to the Mileage Table on Page · 

63 27, which compares the mileages from Serres and WSA-2 to major grocery outlets and 

64 city agencies. 

65 

66 "Study Area 2 contains a significan/ amount of high value farmlands, which gives 

67 negative consequences to the farming economy if the entire Study Area were developed' 

68 The WSA-2 property is 100% tillable. The Serres property is not. WSA-2 is 90% 

69 Capability Class 2 soils. Serres is 85% Capability Class 2 soils. WSA-2 has 2 

23 Volume 5 
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84 2) Social Consequences, Study Areal 

86 "AdJacent to an existing residential area and golf course, providing positive social 

87 amenities and avoiding negative consequences with location adjacent to industrial or 

88 active farmland .. . provides a location to site up-scale homes for families at or above 

-89 median income levels . ., 

90 Not everyone wants to live near a golf course. (Read Letters to the Editor and 

91 various articles over the last year in the Woodburn Inde.pendent. regarding residents of 

92 golf course community-Senior Estates-objecting to paying golf course maintenance 

93 fees). 

94 WSA-2 is not adjacent to the golf cOurse. The proJX>sed commercial strip, a row 

95 of houses, and Boones Ferry Road intervene. WSA-2 is not part of the golf course 

96 community. Future residents ofWSA-2 will have the same vested interest in the golf 
t~~~J.i%~ 

·-::, 97 course as all other non-Tukwila Woodburn residents--zero, nada, rien, nein. 

98 . The Serres Property can meet higher end housing needs. People seeking high-

99 end housing don't want to live near an RV storage facility, mobile home park, and 

100 freeway that immediately adjoin WSA-2. They do want to live near rivers, streams, and 

101 trees, and have a view of Oregon's iconic Mt. Hood. Many people who have seen both 

102 properties have expressed preference in our property. 

1()3 

104 3) Enviro_nmental Consequences, Study Area 2 

105 None cited. 

106 
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Mileages to Selected Establishments: WSA-2 versus Serres 

2004 UGB at 
Serres,1769 E. Boones Ferry 

Establishment Type of Enterprise Lincoln Road Road 

lincoln RoadJ99E (Roth's) Grocery 0.4 2.3 

[214/99E·J211lntersectlon Landmark Intersection 1.1 2.4 

Safeway { cet1ter of store front) Grocery & Gas 1.2 2.5 

Luis's Tacquerfa, N. Front St Mexican Restaurant 1.3 1.5 

~oodbum Post Office U.S. Post Office 1.4 1.4 

~hop N Kart, 214 Discount Grocery 1.5 2.1 

Silverton Hospital (K Mart) Medical SefVlces 1.5 2.1 

lwoocibum City Hall Govt Agency 1.6 1.6 
131 

132 Now lets look at Winterbrook's Woodburn Year 2020 UGB Justification Report 

133 with reference to UGB Study Area 4. 

134 

"Land uses . .. are farming on EFU land. No land in Study Area 4 is proposed 

136 for inclusion within the Woodburn UGB" 

137 WSA-2 and Serres are both 100% EFU zoned. Winterbrook states that this is a 
. 

138 negative for Serres, but not for WSA-2 because roads bound it. Serres is similarly 

139 bounded by Pudding River, Highway 214, City ofWoodblllll, and Hardcastle. Serres is 

140 mixed farming and residential with eight residences, where WSA-2 has two residences at 

141 its Eastern edge. 

142 

143 

27 
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212 WHAT??? East-side residents DO NOT ACCESS 1-5 at the 1-5/214 Interchange. The 
-~ .. 

~~,.-.,:· ,.~ 13 shortest path to 1-5 from the East Side is to take 99E North or South. The distance from 

.14 the intersection of214/211199E to the Aurora Cut-offl-5 On Ramp is 11.0 miles. If you 

·215 travel to the same ramp by going West on 214 from the 214/211/99E intersection and up 

216 1-5, the distance is 14.1 miles and you go through two school zones. 

217 

218 Conclusion 
219 
220 The Winterbrook report makes positive statements about the WSA-2 property and 

221 negative statements about the Serres property in an inconsistent manner. Somehow the 

222 negatives, which are applicable to both, are only discussed in reference to the Serres 

223 property. Similarly, some positives apply to Poth properties, yet are only discussed in 

224 reference to the WSA-2 property. Negatives specific to the WSA-2 property, such as 

!::. 
;'j . ·xc·. 225 impact of I-5, are omitted. Positives specific to Serres, such as recreational opportunities 
~ r.r~~<:~~; 

... ·.·· ·. ·.· 

226 around pond, are omitted. 

227 We question Winterbrook's statement that SA-2 is the only Study Area offering a 

228 suitable venue for high-end housing. The I-5 freeway noise and pollution, traffic 

229 congestion, lack of true public open space (golf course is signed "No Trespassing", 

230 requires a greens fee to use-website for fees: 

23 1 http://www.oregongolf.com/oga/ogainf.htm ), poor arterial road support, proximity to the 

232 regional waste disposal site, proximity to RV storage and mobile home parks, lack of 

233 distance views are high end housing negatives. Our farm does not suffer any of these 

234 negatives and offers significant positives, discussed below . 
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The Serres Family 
··~ 1840 E. Lincoln Road NE 
1:;.' Woodburn, OR 

rtF=··~:;:: 
:. Les Sasaki 

t'rincipal Planner 
Marion County Public Works/Planning 
555 Court Street NE 
Sale~ OR 97309 

. Dear Mr. Sasaki: 

Apnl19, 2oos 

We felt it prudent to inform you of our family's imminent Measure 37 application. Our 
property's West border is the City of Woodburn City Limits. Our property fronts State Highway 211 
on the South, borders the Pudding River on the East, and fronts Hardcastle Street on the North. For 
simplicity, we will refer to this property as '-serres Tract" in reference to our entire holdin~ and 
"Serres" in reference to that portion lying within the City ofWoodburn•s UGB Expansion Study Area 
4. Please refer to the enclosed aerial photo. 

As you know, the City of Woodburn is completing its Comprehensive Plan update, a process 
: __ ··.}· which permits amendment of the Urban Growth Boundary. The current draft plan amends the UGB by 
. bringing in approximately 160 acres to meet 2020 needs for Low Density Residential (LDR)~ At this 
,, time, the proposed LDR inclusion area is West of Boones Ferry Road, East ofl-5, South of Crosby 
~Ji Ro~ and North of the current UGB. For simplicity, we will refer to this property as "WSA-2", which 

, ::::'/:~. a reference to its location within the Woodburn UGB Expansion Study Area 2. 
1- '· ":~1 

Our hope was that "Serres" would be included in the UGB based on its superior access to major 
highways, identified recreational features and amenities, proximity to established shopping and 
downtown core, proximity to Sewage Treatment facilities, natural drainage to the Pudding River, 
proximity to existing electrical and gas utility infrastructure, and shared border with the City Limits. 
The City ofWoodbum, by bringing Serres into the UGB, would realize the following synergies: 
completion of the city street network that currently dead ends at our West border (Tomlin, Landau, 
Laurel Streets), gravity flow storm drainage to the Pudding River for East W oodbum, road access from 
all four sides for Woodburn School District's undeveloped Lincoln Road school property, and potential 
parkland centered arormd Serres Reservoir, unnamed creeks, wetlands, and Serres Pudding River 
frontage. 

Unfortunately, the City of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis, 2004 identified 
UGB Study Area 4 as the most expensive area to serve with city services. We question this study, 

. which we regard as flawed. 

Because the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Update process did not solicit public input at the 
time of p1an deve]opmen~ we were unable to testifY to the strengths of our property or question the 
city services cost study until the March 28, 2005 public hearing before the Woodburn City Council. 
While our understanding is that our testimony has been well received, we cannot depend on a "hearsay 

~(::r[~~:n, 
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APR 1 9 _2005 

~w· ... 1·; R; · ,"-o· .. . • . ' 1\ (: 
~ I :,· · ."t :( I · ·, 

F :o ··'ODS Exhibit uB'!./02. 

~ 1\&.;;.V U . }:~ 

WOODBURN COMMUNllY •. 
cEVElOPM!:Nroepr. An Employee Owned Company 

tJ!nCo Foods, LLC 
Distribution Centfitl' 
Pnone: (503) 982-4900 

400 S. Woodland Avenue 
P.O. Box400 

Woodburn, Oregon 97071..()4()() 

Aprill9, 2005 

Woodburn City Council 
C/0 Jim Mulder 
Community Development Director 
Woodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn OR 9701 

Honorable Mayor Figley, Esteemed Council Members, and Mr. Mulder: 

Please consider the following before making a final decision regarding the adoption of 
the proposed Comprehensive Plan, including the Transportation System Plan and, 
specifically, the Interchange Management Area with its associated "parcel trip budgets." 

WinCo Foods, Distribution Center is located at 400 S. Woodland Avenue on 80+ acres 
within the proposed IMA. Since 1997 WinCo has enjoyed a very constructive and 
positive relationship with the City of Woodburn and we trust that the community has 
benefited from our presence here. WinCo employs over 600 people at this location with 
average employee wages of $40,000 or more per year, plus full health care and retirement 
benefits with a total annual payroll expense of over $40 million. In general, because of 
the 24-hour nature of our operations, traffic generated by WinCo is spread throughout the 
day and any significant peak traffic flows do not coincide with typical "rush hours" or the 
evening peak traffic periods as defmed in the proposed IMA. Nevertheless, the proposed 
IMA causes us lobe concerned about potential obstacles to future expansion of our 
operations and facilities. 

Based on conversations with city staff and OOOT representatives we understand that the 
intent of the proposed "parcel trip budget" concept is to make sure new development of 
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.Uregon 
Thx>don 1t T<ulonpkf, Govemot 

March 19, 2004 

Jim Mulder, Community Planning Director · 
City of Woodbum 
270 Montgomery Street 
Woodburn, Orc~ou 97074 

Dear Mr. Mulder: 

Exhibit "8'~ IC>!> 

APR 1 9 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUN~TY 
CEVCLOPM€Nr DEPT. 

Department of Agrl(U}ture 
635 Capitol St:teet NE 
Salem, OR 97301·2532 

VIA FACSIMILE 

The Department of Agriculrure (ODA) provides the following comments in response to 
the propo~d periodic review amendments related to proposed expansion of the city's 
urban growth onto agricultural land. Out comments focus on the requirements for 
expansion found in Statcw\de Pianning Goal 14, Urbanization. Ooal14 establishc3 seven 
factors that are ('equired to bl!l addressed jn otder to justify an expansion of an urban 
growth boundacy. Before we comment on factors 6 and 7 relating to agricultural lands 
please note that we are in agreement with and support the comments provided to you by 
the Department of Land Conservation and Development related to factors 1, 2 and 4 
(letter dated Marcb 16, 2005). 

Factor 6 requires the retention of agricultural land based on a priority that when need is 
justified for an expansion, that Class I agricultural soils have the highest priority for 
protection (lowest for inclusion within th~ UGB) and Class VI has the lowest priority for 
protection. It also a,ddresses ORS 197.298 which requires that exception lands, 
nonresource lands and resource lands completely surrounded by exception lands be 
included before resource lands. The department is concerned especiaJly with the 
proposed expansions located west of Interstate 5 and north of the existing UOB. Both of 
these areas include prime fannland and Class II soils. Based on the soils priority 
established by both Goal 14 and the statute, the best place for any justified expansion 
onto agricultural land would bo south of the existing UGB between I-5 and Boones Ferry 
Road. This area includes large tracts of "poorer'' Class ITI soils. 

Factor7 requires an analysis of the proposed urban uses that would be located within 
proposed expJ!Itsion areas with agricultural activities. Much of the city's response to this 
factor relies on a proposed intent to require "right to fann" covenants or deed reBtrictions 

on the residential edge of the UGB . It is our experience that while such restrictions help 
to educate nonfarm residents of the adjacent fanning practices, they do little to actually 
ensure compatibility with farming operations. Covenants generally do little other than 
preclude the flling of complaints against farm operations. Much of the impact.~ 
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BREWSTER & MAYNE, P.C. 
687 Court Street NE, Suite 600 
Salem, OR 97301. 

1 Phone: 503-362-2511 
Fax: 503-371-4849 

Mayor Figley 
W oodbum City Council 
W oodhum City Hall 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodb~ OR 97071 

Exhibit "B"·fo4 

Sydney E. Brewster 
Kevin E. Mayne 

April 19, 2005 

APR 2 0 2005 

By fcrx: 503-982-5243 

Re: Legislative Amendment 05-01: Woodburn 2005 Comprehensive Plan Update 
Inclusion of Krivoshein Property 

Dear Mayor Figley and Council Members: 

On behalf of Nedezda Krivoshein, we ask that the Council consider including the 
Krivoshein property for residential purposes in the expanded UGB. In addition, we request that 
this letter and its attachment be included in.the public record. 

During the last City Council Meeting on March 28, 2005. there was considerable 
testimony, including that of the Serres family, as to why the City should consider developing the 
east side of Woodburn for residential purposes. We agree with several of the points raised by the 
Serres family. However, we also suggest that inclusion of the Krivoshein property might be 
more beneficial, based primarily on the smaller parcel sizes. 

Description of the Krivoshein Property· . 
The Krivoshein property consists of four different parcels (see attached map). The first 

three are owned outright, and the fourth (surrounded by dashes) is currently under lease with an 
option to purchase. The parcels are zoned EFU, composed primarily of Class II soils, and 
consists of approximately 32.5 acres. The property is bounded on the north by Meadow Lane, on 
the south by East Hardcast le, and on the west by Cooley Road and the existing UGB. 

The Krivoshein property is flat. Unlike the Serres property, none of it is not located 
within a floodplain' and it contai ns no wetland areas for which special consideration would be 
required. 

1 See FIRM 41 047CO I 390. 
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Economic Consequences 
In its Report, Winterbrook divided the potential UGB expansion area into eight study 

areas. The Krivoshein property is located in Study Area 4, consisting of 343 acres. Report, pg. 
15. . 

In its analysis of the criteria necessary for a Goall4 expansion, the Report reached the 
conclusion that Study Area 4 was one of the costliest for expanding public facilities and services 

·.· into that area. Report, pp. 17-21. This, along with negative impacts on adjacent farm uses, was 
cited as one of the primary reasons for avoiding expansion into this area. Report, pg. 27. 

_ We agree with the arguments of the Serres letter submitted to the City on March 23, 
2005, suggesting that the findings regarding utility costs be re-examined. To paraphrase, those 
findings were as follows: 

1. Sewage Treatment- Study Area 4 is near the Woodburn Sewage Treatment Plant, and 
sits on the same bencb above the Pudding River. In addition, there is a slight slope from the 
Serres and Krivoshein property to the Plant. This results in a gravity flow line and eliminates the 
need for pumping across "washboard topography." There is also an existing gravity flow sewer 
main running along East Hardcastle. It is questionable how costs could be so high when such 
conditions exist. 

2. Storm Drainage- Storm drainage flows easterly to the Pudding River. The drainage 
flows naturally downward from the Krivoshein property to that basin. 

~'. 
:~ 3. Water- As mentioned in the Serres letter, there is more than ample water available in 
>' 

pU~<;: that area and two existing wells with mainline distribution systems. 

.·.· 
~· ...... . . 

4. Negative Consequences to the Farming Economy -The Serres letter to the City 
proposes inclusion of a large tract of farm property based in part on the premise that it cannot be 
made productive since it is too small in size. The Krivoshein property is much smaller than the 
Serres property and would result in less land being removed from farm use. In addition, based on 
input from the neighbors, including Serres, that they would like to be included in the UGB 
expansion, it does not appear that adjacent farming operations could be negatively impacted. 

Social/Environmental Consequences . 
The Report admits on page 27 that there would be no negative social consequences from 

an expansion of residential uses into this area. It also states that environmental consequences 
would be "relatively low." Report, pg. 28. 

Energy/Traffic Issues 
The Report raises concerns about additional congestion on City streets and the I-5/Hwy 

214 interchange. In fact, during his testimony at the City Counci l meeting Mr. Winterowd stated 
that "relieving the congestion at the I-5 interchange is necessary to make the economic 
development plan workable." Minutes, pg. 5 (emphasis added). However, the current plan 
provides that the only residential expansion will take place on the southwest and north sides of 
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* REC'O -!:< 

APR 2 0 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNilY 
DE.VELOPME~H DEPT. 

Testimony submitted for Woodt'um,s Periodic Review 

I believe strongly that Woodburn needs to develop an economic plan that benefits 

the eXisting population: of Woodburn. One such way is to· focus on local businesses 

rather than mega-employers. In tho real world ·many new jobs are created without land 

being developed. A proce$Sing plant or manufacturer adds a second shift or a retail 

btlSiness expands its hours ·and hires new pec)pte; a good example i.s Industrial Machining 

an4 Fabrication which added extra shifts for welding contracts. Metro :recently found that 

"on average. 40% of all job gt0\1Tth is absorbed through redevelopment or infiU."1 

Although Mr. Winterowd talked about not comparing Woodburn to other communities 

the McMinnville Chamber of Cc·mmerc~ organi?.ation that most people interested in 

jobs would respect-found in. a business survey that neQlly half (45%) of the respondents 

indicated they had expansion plans that will not need any additional floor space to 

a.ceommodatc new employee$." 1 What are the needs of existing busjnesses? Does 

Woodbwn Fertilizer & Seed Company need easier access its facilities? Could Sabrosa 

expand even more with help? The plan this consultant made assumes all new employees 

will need new all new industrial land. 

Woodbt.rrn's economic development strategy relies heavily upon the inclusion of 

very large parcels ofland to attract mega-employers. The largest parcel was intended to 

lure high-tech silicon plants. The Brookings Insitituti.on, in a national tech report, 

underscored the difficulty of gerterating new technology clusters were none previously 

existed; such clusters build on the knowledge base of current workers and firms? 

1 Metro Report, Septcmbor 1999, Urb~n GroWth Report Upd.tlto, p. 51 
2 McMinnville Bu.sines5 Survey Resuh s, Eco Northwest, September 2001 , p. 11 
3 "High Tech Spedalh .. ation: A Comp<"rison ofH.igh Technology Center.r'', January 200 l , Brookings 
I.nsituti on 
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1677111Gona Fcny Ro..s 
Lake o.w._ OR. 97t3$ 
. no... <!83)~ 
Pui (!13)4~ 

~20,2005 

City of wood bum 
Jim Mulder 
. Planning 'Director 
270 Mon1gomery Street 
Woodbum, Oregon 97071· 

Re: Woodburn UGB Expansion 

Dear Mr. Mulder, 

i:r ·REC'D * 
APR 2 0 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNI'TY 
DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 

. . 

Exhibit "B~ /~ ...... ,. · 

Renaissance Development has developed th8 first four phases d the Tukwtla golf coorse property. We hope to 
contilue deveklping the T\JkY.Itla gat property if and when the UGB i8 expanded. We believe with the extension 
of the UG8 that lnctudes the Tukwla golf property, you oould have approxinatety 150 more tones In the area. 

Cln'entty the final two phases cl the Tukwia golf property wlft be developed within the next year. We are 
brin(jng all ut1iUes to the edge of the UGB for future exparlSion. No additional pubtlc costs fa the extension c:l 
seMce8 shoUld be associated with the futllre UGB expansion of the Tukwla Qdf property. 

TOTAL ?.02 
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April20, 2005 
Page2 

;:~} 
.>' .- :· :Thank you for your consideration of this matter. Please send me written notice of the City's final 

··tction regarding adoption of the proposed UGB· amendment and other periodic review work 
casks. 

·Sincerely, 

~Gr~~ 
Corinne C. Sherton 

En c. 

cc: John Bartell (w. enc.) 
Kyle Bertelsen (w. enc.) 
Will Denecke (w. enc.) 
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0 OPUS. 
OPUI NORTHWI8T, L.L.C. · 

.4 ,.,,.,qn,o,.o.v. 
1000 SouclrwCI& Bro.dway, Sllilf 1130 

Por111114. OR mos 
PboDI 3()3..91~196) 

Fax~9l~ 

1 ,I OPUS GROUP 
~- .. 

'tCKITICTS 

JNTIACTORS 

DBVBLOI'IllS 

• Professional Image- With a solid master-plan process, industrial parks create an 
attractive and professional image that appeals to high quality companies, 
employees and investors. Opus Northwest often uses Covenants, Codes and 
Restrictions (CCRs) to set simple rules that maintain this professional image long 
into the future. Industrial areas outside of industrial park! that don't benefit from 
master planning or CCRs tend to evolve without direction and lose efficiency and 
this professional image. 

• Job Growtll- Well managed industrial parks give strong companies the 
opportunity to grow without relOcating A small "One ofr industrial project may 
Serve a company with 20 employees well but if that company grows to 50 
employees it will have to relOcate. The competition between cities IJOd states for 
growins companies is fterce. An industrial park can offer_ a variety ofb:uildings in 
the same location that will keep these growing companies and their employees in 
the community. 

• Efficleades of Scale- There are flxed costs in development that change little, 
whethei- you are building 10,000 sf or 1,000,000 sf. The larger industrial parks 
take advantage of these efficiencies to create cost advantages that help attract new 
companies. The proposed regional stormwater facility in the northwest corner of 
the Opus site is an excellent example of efficient, "Green," stormwater 
management These efficiencies allow industrial parks to make equitable 
contributions to the construction of offsite improvemenis such as the upgrade of 
Butteville Road to meet Woodburn Transportation System Plan standards. 

Real Estate Investor Magazine ranked Opus Northwest the Nwnber One Industrial 
Developer for 2004. Opus was able to achieve this by providing the type of product 
that industrial users desire and by maximizing efficiency. Time is of the essence as 
opus has already had to turn away a number of significant employers. The industrial 
park Opus is proposing in Woodburn could accommodate up to 1,400 new industrial 
jobs, and we would like to get started immediately. We look forward to the approval 
of the Urban Growth Bmmdary amendment and a successful industrial project. 

Sincerely, 

;(J~ 
Kyle Bertelsen 
R.eal Estate Manager 

11ll'. OPUS GR.OLl': ,\lkotowlo • AlW.ta • ,\u.ti& • C'!U:.>B" • Cclwnbu. • Dallu • D<:avct • Dcuoit • Fort Uudcr.W. • Hou.loe • lndim"!"'lia • K.-. City • Loo Ansdo , ~li.l1w aukoo 
!\H..tute•polia • Ont110 Coaa ty • Othodo • Pea.ucola • Philadelphia • Plloenix • PortiAod • Sacramento • San FrJ ntiJ~O • SJa Jou • Sl. Louia • Tamp• • Wubio~Jtou, D.C. 
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I would like to point out that we have received at least tw·o inquiries on the Mahan property each 
month for the past 6+ years. During this period there has been no marketing, no sign on the 
property. no economic development support from the public sector- virtually nothing to 
encourage businesses or the brokerage community to look at the property as a relocation 
alternative. Imagine what might be happening on that property today if it had been included in the 
UGB in 1999. 

In addition to the ongoing impact of having people going to wock every day on the Mahan 
property (J~ss commuting up ~ down 1.:.5 to find woO< in Salem and Portfand woUld also be an 
advantage) the initial investment on the property wiU be significant 100 acres with 25°,4-35°,4 
coverage means 1,000,000 -1 ,500,000sf of improvements. Thats somewhere between $50 
million ·cind $150 ~inion ($50/sf- $100/sf depending on manufacturinsidlstribution mix) in 
construction. value. That would be a significant economic stmulus for not only \Noodbum but for 
the entire state. 

Opus Northwest has spent $170 million at the old DUrham quarry site (Bridgeport Village) In 
Tualatin. We would be delighted to spend another $1 00 million on the Mahan property in 
VVoodbum. 

The best time to include the Mahan property in the UGB was six years ago. The next best time is 
right now. 

John Bartell 

Opus Northwest, LLC 
Vice President 
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development by providing basic· infonnation about the site sucb as environmental 
assessments. wetlands delineations, ew. 

• Redeveloplna Brownfield Slte. 
· . The committee recommends that the state set a strategic direction on the feasibility of 

brownfield rehabilitation of existing industrial sites. Brownfield sites, particularly in 
urban areas. are often In prime industrial locations and served by existing infrastructure. 
Oean up of these sites for industrial development will increase the availability of 
industrial lands. particularly in the Portland metropolitan area. 

In conclusion. thC committee is grateful for the opportunity to assist and advise OECDD, GERT 
and others in this process. The members of the .committee will remain active in these issues as 
they relate closely to the professional pursuits of each individual committee member. The 
committee l.ooks forward to the opportunity to dialogue further in that capacity on the policy 
issues surrounding industrial lands. 

Background 
Govem« Ted Kulongoski ~d the 7lnd Ore goo Legislature took actioo during this past year to 
facilitate job growth and stimulate the economy. Since these actions support and complement 
one ano~r they are briefly described below: 

Eucative Order~ 
Governor Ted Kulongoski, signed Executive Order 03--02 on February 20, 2003. The Executive 
Order has two major components. the creation of an Industrial Lands Task Force and the 
development of the "Shovel Ready Industrial Sites Initiative ... 

In the Executive Order the Industrial ~ds Trude Force was givera the fact-finding mission of 
"evaluating ·concerns and proposals for developing. identifying and protecting our short-and 
long-term industrial land supply." The Task Force published their findings in a report, 
·Positioning Oregon for Prosperity (appendix C), in October 2003. The report outlines four 
critical policy issues: 

• State Land Use Program 
• AtQtudes of State and Local Official and General State Reputation 
• Responsibility of Public and Private Entities in Maintaining an Inventory of Industrial 

Land 
• Infrastructure Financing 

The "Shovel Ready Industrial Sites Initiative" directs the GERT in partnership with OECDD and 
the GERT agencies to: 

• Complete a statewide inventory of industrial sites 
• Work with locaJ governments, state agencies and other parties to resolve issues identified 

to make the sites ready for development; and 
• Develop an Industrial Site Certification Process. 

OECDD's Regional Development Officers identified more than 160 industrial sites statewide. 
Regional GERT teams, in conjunction with local governments and landowners, evaluated this 
inventory of sites for those with the highest potential for achieving "project ready '" certificati o n. 
Approximately 50 sites are being forwarded to OECDD as candidates for "project ready" 

1 Ail lndustr1al s~es that Is certified as ·project ready" Is one that Is ready for construction within s tx 
months or less arter being chosen for development. 
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NORTHWEST OllEGON 

Northwest Oregon, wbicb includes the north coast. Hood River, ClackamaS, Multnomah and 
Washington counties is tbe population and ea>nomic center of the state. Accordinc to the 
Industrial Lands Task Force Report (October 2003) and the Portland-area Regional Industrial 
Lands Study (RILS). this region of the state bas a critical shortage of large industrial sites, for 
both immediate development and long tenn (20 year) projected need. 

Although the committee selected the following five highly marketable sites, the industrial land 
. supply in the MEfRO region remains critically low. Identifying lhese five sites is only a first 

step. Mo~ industrial shes, especially those that could accommodate a large employer, are 
needed. 

Canby-Pioneer Industrial Park (100+ acres) . 
Close proximity to the Portland METRO Area and transportation access makes this site 
highly marketable for light or general manufacturing and warehousing/distribution. Just 
25 miles from Portland International Airport and minutes from 1-S and 1-205. lhe site is 
easily accessible by rail, air,la.od· and sea transportation. 

Fairview-TowDSelld ladustrial Park (111 acres) 
Exceptional transponation access (ml, marine, air and major freeways) and M2 industrial 
zoning makes this site marlcetable for a wide range of industrial uses. 

HUhboro-Shute Road (201 acres) 
This highly desirable site in Oregon's high tech conidor is about 350 feet from a major 
freeway Interchange. The Hillsboro City Council just approved anneution of this flat. 
buildable acreage. The site is zoned for high technology research and/or manufacturing. 

Hillsboro-N ike/Sbute Road (7l+ aeres) 
This i~ an excellent location for a high tech fi111,1looking to locate or expand. The site also 
can accommodate other corporate uses. Owned by the Nike Foundation. this industrially 
zoned site is situated near Hwy 26 and with excellent freeway access. The potential to 
add another 20 acres to the north could expand the site to 92 acres. 

Portland-North Lombard/Rinrgate (113 aeres) 
Located.in the Rivergate Industrial Area and owned by the Port of Portland, this 
industrially zoned property is within the Portland's Enterprise Zone and E-Commerce 
Zone. The si te's market potential is further enhanced by its multi-modal transportation 
access- five miles from two 1-5 interchanges, l/2 mile from the Port of Portland's 
Tenninal Six marine container facility and close proximity to Burlington Northern and 
Union Pacific Railroad. 

WESTERN OREGON 

Western Oregon includes the Willamette Valley and mid-coast counties of Marion, Polk. 
Yamhill, Benton, Linn, Lane and Lincoln. This seven county region is both geographically and 
econo mically diverse. Like the Portland Metro area, the Industrial Lands Task Force Report 
found that the Eugene-Springfield and Salem-Keizer metropolitan areas, the state's second and 
third largest urban areas, also appear defi cient in their supply of industrial lands. 
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recent yean, several companies have expressed ioterest in siting large industrial projects 
on the site or on adjacent. si~ 

Medtord-NE Airport (9e acres) 
Located ht the city limits of Medford. this large site is close to I-5. Hwy 62 and the 
Medford Airport. This site bas eicellent transportation connectivity and is buffered from 
any residential or conflicting usc by its proximity to the airport and other industrial uses. 
Zoned general industrial with excellent workforce avallability. this site is fully serviced 
With utilities includin' high-speed connectivity. This site offers both enterprise and 
electronic commerce incentives. 

Myrtle Creek-Soutla Umpqua Industrial Park (50 acres) 
This county-owned industrial sire is visible from 1-5 with easy freeway access. Douglas 
County. is actively marbling the sire for distribution facilities and other lighter industrial 
uses. The site has full utility service. 

SutlaerU.-Sutherlla Kuolt. (200 aeres) 
Situated close to l-5 and about 50 miles south of Eugene and 20 miles north of Roseburg. 
this large industrial site has market potential for light manufacturing and high technology 
assembly. 

Wltlte Clty-Aveaue G (105 aeres) 
This is one of the largest, ready to go, rail served industrial sites on the west coasL Zoned 
for heavy industrial use and close to I-S and air services. this site is adjacent to large 
national and intcmatiooal companies. The site has good workforce availability and is 
eligible for tax increment assistance from the Jackson County Urban Renewal District. 

CENTRAL CORRIDOR 

Highway ()7 is the Central Corridor's major north/south transportation route. It bisects most of 
the Central Corridor which consists of the following counties: Wasc;J;), Sherman, Gilliam and 
Wheeler counties to the north, Jefferson, Crook and Deschutes counties in the middle of the state 
and Klamath and Lake counties along the California border. According to the Industrial Lands 
Task Force Report, the Bend metropolitan area also has an industrial land supply shortage. 

The committee selected the following sites as being highly marketable in the Central Corridor. 
Bend-Juniper Ridge (250+ acres) 
Located at the north end of Bend. this is the largest site being prepared for industrial 
development in Central Oregon. The site is in close proximity to Hwy 97 and lS minutes 
from the Redmond/Bend Ajrport. With anticipated transportation improvements in place, 
this site will be a draw for indus trial/campus users. 

Klamath Falls-Kia~th Falls Industrial Park (55 acreJ) 
This city owned industrial park is adjacent to the Klamath Falls Airport and 5 minutes 
from Highway 97, the major north/south freight corridor. This fully served industrial park 
is curren~ly home to two manufacturing facilities, and is ready to break ground for the 
next tenant 
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In this regaid the cOmniittee concUrred with the findings of the Governor's Industrial Lands Task 
Force wbich state in pertinent part: 

The Task Force believes~ that a first step local jurisdictions can take with respect 
to industrial land supply is to do what state law aUows and requires them to do: 
have a 20-year supply of buildable lands inside their Urban Growth Boundaries 
(UGB!J). The. entire state's economy suffers when certain communities fail to 
meet their obligations to provide a full ilaventory of such lands (Appendix C, page 
3). . 

. Role of Laad Owners 
The committee also observed that in several inst,ances land. that was otherwise potentially 
significant far job creation was negatively affected for ncar-tenn industrial development by 
either disinterested and/or diffuse land ownership. 

For insta~Ko, tho committee observed that many of the sites it reviewed l~ked basic site 
information sU<:h as Phase I environmental assessments and wetlands delineations. The 
committee took this lack r:A intormatioa' to indicate it lack o!.motivation by landowners to 
develop their properties for industrial use. Gre1 Specht, C~ of the committee notes that 
"Property owners need to "tee up" their sites because this would demonstrate that they are 
serious about attracting a buyer." 

Some desirable sites possess a l~d ownership scenario that frustrates industrial development. 
One example identified by the committee, wbere diffuse and multiple land ownership hinders 
development is the Springwater site in Gresham. This 1,000+-acre site has more than 200 
property owners, some own parcels as small as a half-acre. Complications likely~ to arise from 
this fractured land ownership pattern preclude near term industrial development. ' 

The committee engaged in discussion about the roles that private landowners and stale and local 
governments could occupy to encourage industrial development on significant sites io critical 
employment centers. The committee concluded that this issue warranted further evaluatio n. 

Redeveloping Brownfteld Sites 
The commiUee also observed that particularly in Oregon's urban centers, brownfields3 must be 
evaluated as potential industrial sites since an absolute proscription of development on these sites 
would drastically affeet the industrial lands supply in these regions. 

An example of an industrial brownfield site in the Portland area that bas significan~ job creation 
potential is the site of the former Reynolds Aluminum facility located along the Columbia River 
near Troutdale. At approximately 700 aggregated acres, the site is one of the largest industrial 
parcels in t1ie Portland metropolitan area. Although environmental clean is currently underway, 
the s ite wilt not be ready for redevelopment in the near term. 

The committee reco mmends lhat the state set a strategic dire~tion on the feasibility of brownfield 
rebabilitati<Jn clean up of potential industrial sites and supports the following recommendations 
of the Governor's Industrial Lands T ask Force: 

Metro and other jurisdic tions with si gnificant brownfields in their inventories 
should e:u mine how these lands should be treated in the industrial lands inventory 
(i.e ., is it "buildable"), taking into account the environmental investigation and 

3 ' Brownfieldll' means real property where expansion Of redevelopment is complicated 
by actual or perceiv~ environmental contamination (ORS 285A 185.) 
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A. County Staff's Methodology Is Inaccurate 

County Staff's analysis is based on gross buildable acres, _ not on net units per net acre . 
:sed on acreages alone, the County contrasts the 20-year need, the existing supply, and determines 

that the existing proposal contains too many acre$. However, the January 2005 Revised Woodburn 
UGB Justification Report specifically states that "[t]he capacity for residentially-designated parcels to 
meet residential land needs is considered on a parcel-by-parcel basis, rather than on a aggregate land 
area basisJI (footnote 4, page 4}. In other words, the number of dwelling units a property can provide is 
not based on the property's size alone, but on the characteristics unique to that property. 

For example, compare two properties each zoned residential, and each 3 acres in size, 
however, one has an existing home. The parcel with the existing home will accommodate less 
dwelling units than the vacant parcel. Further-, consider the approximately 200 acres of the exception 
land to be added to the UGB. Only 1 07 of those acres are net buildable acres, on which the housing 
capacity is only 3 dwelling units per acre. 

The model and approach used by the City in this case is sound and has already been 
reviewed and approved by Woodburn's planning consultant, Woodburn's planning staff, the 
Woodburn Planning Commission and the State of Oregon Department of land ConServation and 
Development (DLCD) staff. In fact, the Housing Needs Model employed to estimate .ueed actually 
shows the need for an additional 160 acres of low density residential land to accommodate the 
anticipated growth within in the Woodburn UGB, but the planning consultant, with concurrence from 
Staff and the Planning Commission, has reduced the expansion acreage in anticipation of higher 
densities within the nodal residential overlay zones. See Technical Report 2, Woodbum Residential 
Land Needs Analysis, p. 30. 

B. County Staffs Rationale Is Unrealistic 

County Staff's analysis assumes that infill acreage, or existing residential parcels in 
Woodburn, wiH develop as efficiently and economically as new, large-acre tracts. lnfill is much more 
difficult to develop. Owners of smaller lo ts are muc h less like ly to divide their property and develo p 
mp re reside nti a l lots to be so ld to others. These owners may have an existing home on the property 
and . desire buffers from neighboring properties, the property may be an he irloom, or thP. property may 
contain environmentally sensitive areas. 

Woodburn is hi ghly parcelized. 353 of Woodburn's 402 reside nti al lots are less than 1 
acre. O nly 11 lots are greater than 10 acres. See Technical Report 1, Buildable Lands Inventory, Table 
B, p. 3. To assume that these small infill lo ts w ill be developed at the same capacity as large acre 
tracts, of which the re are few , ignores the rea lity that these sma ll-lo t owners will on ly infrequently 
divide their property, and develo pers will just as infreque ntly desire to develop them. The practica l 
·result will be an inadequate supply of low de nsity residenti al property and an artifi cial increase in 

. property values. · ·· 

If th e 160 acres were removed from the expansio n as County Staff suggests, the 14,819 
addi tional Woodburn residents over the next 20 years w ill have inadequate supply of higher-quality 
construction, and higher wage earners wil l find other cities in which to build their homes. In fac t, 
demand for higher quality construction already exceeds supply as evidenced by the waiti ng li st fo r 
indiv iduals seeking a home at the Tukwila, where, due to the demand, the price fo r a new home has 
nearl y doub led in four years. See Ex hibit B, le tter from Tukwila broker, Ki m Whitma n. 
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2, including the Fessler property, as being the. best locati~n for the low .density residential expansion. 
Area 2 best satisfies the factors to be considered under Statewide Planning Goal 14, which governs 

mendments to urban growth boundaries. Each one of these reasons are more fully set forth below. 

A. Lowest Concentration of High Value Soils 

Factor 6 of Statewide Planning Goal 14 and ORS 197 .298(2) both govern the selection 
of properties for inclusion in a UGB, and both require jurisdictions to give lower capability soils higher 
priority for inclusion in a UGB. The Fessler property contains a high concentration of Class Ill soils, 
and some Class IV soils, whil~ the study areas on the eastern side of the current UGB, including Area 
4, contain predominantly Class ll soils. See Exhibit E and Table 13 ofRevised Woodburn UGB 
Justification Report, p. 35. The Fessler property, therefore, has higher priority under Factor 6 and ORS 
197.298(1)·for inclusion in the proposed UGB,..as compared to the Serres property. 

B. Lower Impact on Surrounding Farmland 

. Factor 7 of Goal 14 requires compatibility between proposed urbanization and 
agricultural uses. In looking at this compatibility factor, 11buffers" and ''hard edges" on the border 
between urbanizing and agricultural uses are sought to enhance compatibility of such uses. Streets are 
the ideal buffer to minimize conflict between these uses. · 

;, , ·· -A;:eu 2 with the Fessler property has existing cou.nty roads and 1-5 buff~ring it from 
. agricultural uses on each of its four sides: Boones F~rry Road to the east and Crosby Road to the north 
that<will both be minor arterials, 1-5 to the west, and, of course, the City to the south. !.rea 2 with the 
FessiP.r property enhances the comp.atibility between urban and agricultural uses. 

fkt: ·'·· The majority of the eastern border of the Serres property within Study Area 4 would 
'directly abut farmland. That minor portion of the Serres property not directly abutting farmland would 
only: be separated by a local road, rather than a minor arterial. See Exhibits A & D. Consequently, 
Area .. 2 with the Fessler property enhances compatibility between urban and agricultural uses as 
required by Factor 7 better than Area 4 with the Serres property. 

C. Lower Cost for Services 

Factor 3 of Goal 14 requires orderly and economic provision for public fac ilities and 
services. Woodburn Public Works (Public Works) calculated the cost of extending public services tc 
each of the study areas under the proposed expansion. Public Works' report indicates that extension of 
services to Area 2 costs would total $4.2 Million, or $16,381 per acre, while Area 4 costs would tota l 
$13.4 Mill ion, or $39,184 per acre. See City of Woodburn UGB Study Area Public Services Analysis. 
Area 4 costs over 300 percent more to serve than. Area 2. Area 2 therefore better promotes the orderl y 
and economic provision of services as required by Factor 3. 

To independently eva luate the cost estimates of Public Works in the UCB Study Area 
Public Services Analysis, the Fesslers retained Multi Tech Engineering of Salem. Multi Tech reviewed 
the methodology, maps, and information used by Pub lic Works for its determinations, and performed 
its own cost ana lysis using not only the City' s in fo rmation, but also its own information rega rding 
existing and proposed services. Multi Tech' s independent evaluation confirms that ex tens ion of 
services to Area 4 with the Serres property costs substantiall y more than extension of services to Area 2 

with the Fessler property. Even after development of all lots, which were assumed to be the same 
J . ... number fo r each of Areas 2 and 4, Area 4 with the Serres property costs $6.7 Million more to serve, at 
1;.·: 
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An Integrated Package 

Finally, the Comprehensive Plan and related UGB amendments come to you as ·an integrated· 
ackage pieced together with multiple assum·ptions buttressing each other. The Planning Commission, 

0DOT, DLCD, Planning staff, and Winterbrook Planning consultants have reviewed the package as a 
whole, and recommended approval of the plan based on those assumptions. If you eliminate or move 
any part of the package, the assumptions also change, and the package approved as a whole must be 
reviewed and · analyzed again as a resull Therefore; as a practical matter, we wish to emphasize that 
by eliminating the low density residential acreage, or by relocating it from Area 2, the package must be 
reviewed again, which will only further delay a process that is already 5 years into its 20-year period 
and still has yet to be officially acknowledged by the. County Board of Commissioners and the land 
Conservation. and Development Commission. · 

IV. Conclusion 

Your Planning Department has made a very· thorough effort in coordination with. Winterbrook 
Planning consultants, the County, DlCD, and other advisory committees to prepare a comprehensive 
package that accomplishes the economic goals of the City while complying with the Statewide 
Planning Goals. ,For the reasons expressed above, Area 2, and the 120 acres owned by the Fesslers in 
particular, not only should be included in the UGB expansion for their economic· and socia.l 
advantages, but al~ must be included over other areas such as Area 4 under Statewide Planning Goat 
14. 

. We respectfully request that this letter and all its exhibits and attachments be entered into the 
record. 

BGM:ms 
Enclosures 

Cc: Councilor Walt Nicho ls, W ard 1 
Councilor Richard Bjelland, Ward 2 
Councilor Pete M cCal lum, Ward 3 
Councilor jim Cox, Ward 4 
Councilor Frank Lonergan, Ward 5 
Councilor Elida Sifuentez, Ward 6 
Robert Shields, City Attorney 
Jim Mulder, Community Development Director 
Tom Fessler 

H:'.Doo \ ISOOQ.I 5~ '3 9 \ I 5087 llcne<.Cou<><: oi.6.Doc 

Sincerely, 

bmoore@sglaw.com 
Voice Message /1366 
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April 20, 2005 

Mr. Brian G. Moore 
Attorney at Law 
e-mail: bmoore@sglaw.com 

Dear Brian. 

As I mentioned, Renaissance Homes is an industry leader in high end, high finish homes in the Portland 
area and baa been building homes for more than 20 yem. About five yean ago coqany owner, Randy 
Sebastian, decided to grow the companr, and attracted a team of experienced people to assist him in his 
expansion efforts. Now, five years later. the company 1W grovm rietily 3~ white miintaimns itt·· ·· · ·. . .. ... 
reputation as the metro areas best high end production builder. R.cnaissancc is the only company to win 
five of the coveted Street of Dreams 'best of show' awards and recently became one of the area's few local 
builders with new home sales in excess of $100 million. 

In late 2000 we were given the opportunity to purchase 67 lots in W oodbum in the development known as 
Tukwil~ surrounding the OGA Members Golf Counc. I would be the first to admit we struggled to create 
our market nic:be. We built our first home in late 2000 and the first owners' moved in during the late spring 
of200l. In 2001 we sold only 13 homes and we were questioning our decisio~ to enter the Woodburn 
market. One of our most popul~ homes on the golf course was then sold for $199,900. or $120 per foot. 
In 2002 we continued to struggle but sales improved and in 2003 and 2004 sales were strong as we 
completed sales in mid 2004 of all 67 homes. 

It is important for you to realize that at the conclusion of sales at phase II, our prices had increased from 
$120 per foot to $195 per foot! Homes that once sold for $200,000 now sell for $330,000 and we cannot 
build them fast enough The market demand far exceeds our ability to build new homes. In late 2004 we 
purchased an additional 16 lots and had a list of prospective purchasers ofroore than 35 ready, willing and 
able buyers. Our on site resident agent has sold all that are available and we have increased the sales price 
by $3,000 every time she sold three homes. She routinely works from a list of 50- 100 interested prospects 
who have visited the site and asked to be kept aware of future development Our average sales price is 
now approx.imately $365,000 and we continue to have people waiting for our next land development at 
Tukwila. Also, please ki::ep in mind that these buyers - after initial purchase - routinely spend an 
additional $25-S40K at our Design Center on options and upgrades so the final sales price average is 
actually significantly higher. 

Brian, the market for these homes is robust and growing. We have firmly established that people from all 
over the Willame tte Valley will spend their dollars on higher end homes at a good location given the right 
marketing and a great product. · 

Please let me know if I can provide you with any additional infonnation. 

Best regards, 

Kim H. Whitman 
Vice President, Sales and Marketing 
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"'~~. - v• MULTI/ · 
f~-. ~ !TECH 

CONSULTANTS 

lrSS 13th Straat, S.E. 

Salam, Dr11gon 97302 

(5031 363·9227 .. _ ~' :-.. • ENGINEERING SERVICES, INC. 
- ·:·:·.:::.:: 

:: ."·>"·.;1 

Woodburn 

Urban Growth Boundary Expansion 

April, 2005 

Our office was requested to review two of the 8 areas being considered for an addition to the 
Woodburn City Limit~. We we~ to consider the estimated cost for the installation of Public 
Water, Sanitary Sewer, and Storm Drainage facilities to and within each area. 

The two areas aie "Area 2" and "Area 4 ." 

Our office reviewed information that had been prepared by the City of Woodburn Public Works 
that outlined the off site facilities that would be required and the on site facilities that would be 
needed in the development of the areas. We relied on the Public Works assessment of the 
existing facilities in the vicinity of each of the areas and the required master plan facilities needed 
to service them. 

·The two areas contain different amounts of serviceable land. Area 2 includes a total of 257 acres 
of land, with all but two acres as residential land. Area 4 includes a total of343 acres, all of 
which is to be residential land. 

We reviewed the topographic features of both areas. 

We prepared detailed cost estimates for the off-site facilities using current construction costs for 
each system. 

The areas were evaluated to determine the expected number of lots that could be developed. We . 
used an average density of 4.88 lots per acre to arrive at the expected number of lots. 

The on site costs were developed using the number of lots, an expected cost per lot for the 
infrastructure, with consideration for the features of each site. · 

The attached summary shows the projected cost for Water Distribution Facilities, off and on site, 
Sanitary Sewer Facilities, off and on site, and Storm Drainage Facilities, off and on site. 

Each of the costs were then evaluated based on the size of the areas to show the Per Acre Cost 
for each of the facilities as we ll as the total costs for each area. 

;}·.·"- ... 
!'-~··. ·,_) provide a full spectrum of engineering & related technical services -----------------
-----------------------Design, Coordination & Cons tructim Manageme 
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Woodburn UGB Additions 

Aprt~ 200$ 

Area2 

Service Area Size 251.00 Acrn 

Ofi.Site at.-Site Tot.l 

WatM Dlstrubutkln F.cli!lel Costs $233,2-43.00 $3,487 ,752.-u) $3,701,000 . .-o 

Sanitary Sewer FICiiiiM Coals $882.2.-o.oo $4,963,968.21 $5,8-48,205.28 

Strom Drainage Faclltles Costa $32,000.00 $1,530,075.20 $1,562,075.20 

Totlll Colts $1, 1<47,481.00 $1,9f1,792.81 $11, 10t,2S0.88 

Costa Per ACfe SeMced 

Water Dla1rubutkln F acllltlea Costs $907.58 $13,-493.20 $1-4,400.78 

Sanitary Sewer FICIIItles Costs $3,432.M $19,315.o.t $22,7-47.83 
~~ 
~~ Strom Drainage Facll111e$ Costs $1Zo4.51 $5,953.60 $6,078.11 ., 

t#~~~~ Total per Acn Served $4,464.93 $38,781..84 W.22&.n 

Area4 

Service Area Size 343.00 Acres 

Off- Site o,...slte ToUI 

Water Olstrubution Facilities Costs $209,952..00 $-4,628,167.60 $4,838,119.60 

Sanitary Sewer FacBitiM Costs $1 ,957,760.00 $6,625,058.72 $8,582,818.72 

Strom Dralnaqe Facilitle' Costs $1,338,2-40.00 $3,088,234.80 $-4,426,474.80 

Total Costs $3,50S,951.00 $1-4,3-41,«1.12 $17,8-47,413.12 

Costs P6l Acre SeMced 

Watef Dislrubutlon Facllitles Costs $612.1 0 $13.4 93.20 $1-4, 105.30 

San~ary Sewer Facilities Costs $5,707.76 $19,315.0<4 $25,022.80 

Strom Drainage Facilitl~ Costs $3,901.57 $9,003.80 $12.905.17 

To~l per Acre Served $10,221.43 $-' 1,811 .84 $52,033.27 
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Woodburn UGB Additions 
Cost to Servlc• Analysis for Areas 2. & 4 

AREA No.2 
April, 2005 

Sanitary Sewer Faci/IUes 

257 Acres 

Off Site Facil~ Improvements 

Sewer Trunkline 
& Replacement 

. 4.88 Lots· Per Acre 

3650 Lin ft. $25.00 

T raffle Control 

MobDization 

1 Lump Sum $11,000.00 

1 Lump Sum $18,000.00 

Granular Backfill 3650 Lin. Ft 

Manholes 10 Each 

Asphalt Cut and Patch 1500 Lin Fl 

Utility Conflicts 6 Each 

Testing 1 Each 

Construction Costs 

Engineering, Surveying, etc. 

Permits 

Contengencies 

Total Costs 

On Site Facility Improvements 

Projected No. of Lots 1254 Each 

Total Cost for Water Improvements 

$135.00 

$3,000.00 

$24.50 

$750.00 

$5,000.00 

$3,958.00 

1254 Total Lots 

$91,250.00 

$11,000.00 

$18,000.00 

$492,750.00 

$30,000.00 

$36,750.00 

$4,500.00 

$5,000.00 

$689,250.00 

$75,817.50 

$48,247.50 

$66,925.00 

$882 ,240.00 

$4,963,965.28 

$5,846,205.28 
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Woodburn UGB Additions 
Cost to Service Analysis for Areas 2 & 4 

AREA No.4 
April, 2005 

Domestic Water Improvements 

343 Acres 4.88 lots Per Acre 

Off Site FacHity Improvements 

12" Water Trunk Line 1210 Lil ft. $65.00 

Traffic Control 1 lumpSum $6,675.00 

Mobilization 1 Lump Sum $9,000.00 

Granular BackfUI 1210 Lin. Fl $25.00 

12" Fittings 22 Each $500.00 

Asphalt Cut and Patch 500 Lin Fl . $24.50 

Utility Conflicts 8 Each $750.00 

·Fire Hydrant Msy. 4 Each $2,500.00 

Construction Costs 

Engineering, Surveying, etc. 

Permits 

Contengencies 

Total Costs 

On S~e Facility Improvements 

Projected No. of Lots 1674 Each $2,765.00 

Total Cost for Water Improvements 

167 4 Total Lots 

$78,650.00 

$6,875.00 

$9,000.00 

$30,250.00 

$11,000.00 

$12,250.00 

$6,000.00 

$10,000.00 

$164,025.00 

$18,042.75 

$11,481.75 

$16,402.50 

$209,952.00 

$4,628,167.60 

$4,838 ,11 9.60 
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(?:~;5; Woodburn UGB Additions 

i;·:::\L: .. 

Cost to SetVlce Analysis for Areas 2 & .f 
AREA No.4 

Aprtl, 2005 

Storm Drainage Facilities 

343 Acres 

Off Site Facility Improvements 

Crossing Up Grades 
& Replacement 

36lnch Stoim 

Traffic Control 

Mobilization 

4.88 Lots Per Acre 

1 Lump Sum 

7500 Lin Ft. 

1 Lump Sum 

1 lump Sum 

Construction Costs 

·Engineering, Surveying, etc. 

Permits 

Contengencies 

Total Costs 

On Site Facility Improvements 

Projected No. of Lots 1674 Each 

$20,000.00 

$132.00 

$14,500.00 

$21,000.00 

$1,845.00 

Total Cost for Storm Drainage Improvements 

167 4 Total Lots 

$20,000.00 

$990,000.00 

$14,500.00 

$21,000.00 

$1,045,500.00 

$115,005.00 

$73,185.00 

$104,550.00 

$1,338,240.00 

$3,088,234.80 

$4,426,474.80 
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w,Uamette Viltley OHict: • '89 Libe St. N.E., Sto 307A • Sal'7m, OR. 973 • 
LAne County Office • 120 Wlltt Broadway • ugeno, 9 401 • (541) 431-705'. 

- ,- --, ...... Exhlblt "B'~ lrfl 
OF OREGQN 

Central Orcgor1 Office • P.O. Box 1380 • Bend, OR 97709 • ~541) 382-7557 • fax (541) 317-9129 

April 20, 2005 

W oodbum City Council 
City of Woodburn 

' tr REC'D fl: 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

re: Woodburn Periodic Review 

Dear Mayor Figley and Council members: 

APR 2 0 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 

At the public hearing held by the City Council on March 28, several issues arose which we 
would like to address prior to the close of the written record. In addition, an apparent 
drafting error in the proposed amendments to the Woodburn Development Code may result 
in an affect that is the opposite of that intended. These comments supplement our letters 
dated February 10, 2005 and March 30, 2005. 

I. Development Code Text: NNC Zone Dimensional Standards , 

An apparent error in the Dimensional Standards in the proposed Nodal Neighborhood 
Commercial (NNC) zone text may result in an affect that is the opposite of that intended. 
The limitation on square footage for commercial uses that is intended as a maximum, is 
instead stated as a minimum. 

The Fourth Revised Draft Amendments, dated November 2004, states: 

"2.1 07.06 Dim~nsional Standards 

The following dimensional standards shall be the minimum for all 
development in the NNC zone .. . 

. .. any single business in the NNC zone shall occupy more than 60,000 square 
feet." 

We believe the intention was to limit commercial uses to "no more than 60,000 square feet," 
not to require 60,000 square feet as a minimum. 

In addition, we bel!eve that a limitation of 60,000 square feet is much too large to encourage 
the sort of neighborhood-oriented, pedestrian-friendly commercial development that is the 
purpose of the NNC zone. Businesses that large typically draw upon a city-wide or even 
regional customer base. 

-7596 

Volume 5 
Page 895 



~- . 

Volume 5 
Page 896 



.of industrial job growth will occur on non-industrial land, that 7% of industrial job growth 
will be absorbed by finns adding employees without expanding space, and that 
redevelopment will' accommodate an additional 5% of industrial job growth. Winterbrook 
applied none of these assumptions in Woodburn. 

III. Purported Need for Very Large Parcels 

The consultant has recommended that Woodburn base its industrial land needs in part on a 
purported need for very large parcels. 

Marion County pointed out in its Written testimony that by allowing more fle>.f"Jility in 
arranging sites, "it would be possible to provide more available sites or increased choices in 
the size 9f sites, while also requiring less land to meet the employment needs and economic 
goals and strategy the City wishes to pursue." 

The utility of smaller sites is supported by the testimony ofRay Clor from SEDCO~ who 
said at the March 28 hearing that his clients want 15 to 35 acre parcels. 

IV. Existing Very Large Parcels 

Even if the purported need for a flat, vacant, industrial parcel exceeding 1 00 acres was 
realistic and reasonable, it is likely this need, as well as the need for other large vacant 
industrial parcels (40-80 acres) could be accommodated on parcels within existing UGB. 

The City's Buildable Lands Inventory identifies tax lot 052Wl3 00100 as a vacant 141.56 
parcel, tax lot 052W13 01200 as a vacant 56.64 acre parcel and tax lot 052Wl3 01000 as a 
vacant 40.3 acre parcel. ·~ 

These flat, vacant parcels are within the existing Urban Growth Boundary, in an 
unincorporated area southwest of the city limits and currently have no city zoning. They are 
in the general vicinity of the proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve. Given that they meet 
the site requirements Winterbrook has laid out for target industries and given Goal 14 
requirements for maximum efficiency ofland use within and on the fringe of the existing 
urban area, these parcels seem like a logical place for the City to plan for industrial 
development. The consultant has not explained why he instead recommends that they be 
planned for residential uses. 

V. Conclusion 

We hope these comments are helpful. Please include this testimony and all attachments in 
the official record of this proceeding and please provide us with written notice of your 
decision. Because we are uncertain as to whether you have previously receivf':d our written . ~ 

testimony to the Planning Commission, we have included it among the attachments to this 
letter. 
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Property ID 
.. Building Type 
:,~". 
:~~· 

:y Type Segment : 
. l n'Qr Method 
. . (-:' ~:J Info 

Rl3423 051Wl7BA00400 

MA (MAIN AREA} 
F;M/S 

0# Occupancy 
01 (446) Supermarket 
02 (353) Retail Store 

Area ,e 9. Eff Age 
I ' # of Stories: 10. Typ Life 
I • Perimeter . 11 . Yr Built 

Shape 2 12. Base Date 
I . Report Date 13 . .EffAge Adj : 

14. Loqal Mult: 

Imp Il Segment 1 OF 1 
Complx/Bldg . Name: ROTH'S IGA 

1970 

21. Flat Price : 2,008,680 

% Cla ss Height Rank 
94 c 14 2.5 

6 c 14 2.5 

15. Depr Type 
16 . Phys + Func: 
17 . -Physical 
18. Functional· : 
19. Addtnl Func: 
20. External 

)-Details c -characteristics AM-Amenities (.) More 

~ter <RET> or 'X'-Exit: 
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Property ID .. R2434l 072W31BB04500 Imp Il Segment 2 OF 2 
... Type Improvement: C (MOVIE THEATRE) 

~' ;"-~ Type Segment: MEZF ( COMM. BUILDING 
! . (· ::~' :pr Method 
1. .;·ass 
1 • ..J"ea 

Dimensions 

>. Canst Style 

) . Foundation 
7. Exter Wall 
~ . Inter Finish: 
~ . Roof Cover 
:>. Roof Style 
1.. Flooring 
2. Plumbing 

F;C 

6508 Eff: 6508 

13. Heat/AC 

15 . 
16 . 
17. 
18. 

Ceiling 
Inter Comp 
Exter Comp 
Electric 

Nbhd: Primary: 

20 . Year Built 1998 Eff: 1998 
Depre: 21 . Condition: 

22. %Adjust 
$0BD 
$0FD 

23. Rep. Cost: o 
24 . RMV Tot·al: 0 

Nbh%: 

0.00 

nter 'C'-Characteristics, 'AM'-Amenities, 'UM'-Unit Mix, 'N' for Next page, 
RET> or 'X'-Exit: 

.... -~ ::· .. 
:.-· ';.~ ·~­

:.:· .. 
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Table 6-:1. Total employment growth by land usa type in McMinnville 
. UGB, 1999-2020 . 

land ust category '1999 
Growth 

2020 1999-2020 Percent 
Commercial 
Office 
Industrial 
Public 

3,043 
5,413 
4,239 . 

890 
13,585 

5,222 2,179 
7,505 2,092 
6,451 2,212 
1,668. 778 

30% 
29% 
30% 
11 o/o 

Total 20,846 7,261 100% 
Sourcfr. ECONorthwest 

Table 6-1 shows that 29% of future growth is expected to be in office 
employment~ About 30% of growth is forecast to occur in the commercial 

· fand use category, with another 30% forec~t to occur in the industrial land 
use category. 

The next step in the analysis is to convert employment into land demand. 
Several assumptions .must be made to convert employment growth to 
demand for land by the four land use categories shown in Table 6-1: 

• Percent of total ~mployment growth that requires no commercial 
or industrial bullt space ·or land. Some new employment will occur 
outside commercial and ind~s~ built space or land. For example, 
some construction contractors may work out of their homes, with no 
need for a shop or office space on non-residential land. The Census 
reports 4.4% of workers in McMinnville worked at home in 1990. 
Metro, iri its September 1999 Urban Growth Report Update applies a 
sector-level "home occupation" factor in its analysis of land needed for 
non-residential uses. The factor ranges from 0% for the Government 
sector to 15% for the Service sector. We use an aggrega te assumption 
of 5% for this study. 

This figure is slightly higher than the4.4% reported by the Census in 
1990 for McMinnville, and lower than the aggregate assumption of 
11% for Metro. Census data, however, indicate that cities tend to 
have much lower rates than the Metro assumptions. The statewide 
percentage of persons that worked at home was 3.6% in 1990 and 
ranged 'from a low of 0% in 18· incorporated cities to a high of 15% in 
Coburg. The assu mption u sed in this report accounts for a slightly 
increased rate of home employment. 

• Percent of employment growth on non-residential developed land 
currently developed. Some employment growth will b e 
accommodated on existing developed land, as when an existing finn 
adds employees without expanding space. There is Little empirical 
research on the amount of employment growth accommodated in 
existing developments. This factor overlaps with other assu mptions: if 
a jurisdiction has high vacancy rates or large amounts of square 
footage per employee, then more of the future employment growth can 

DRAFT: McMinnville Economic Opportunities Analysis ECONorthwest November 2001 

Volume 
Page 

Page 6-3 

5 
903 



Volume 5 
Page 904 



( 

·. 
' ,' 

reasonableness of the assumptions for land and built space per 
employee. 

• Percent or employment growth on redeveloped land. Some 
employi:nent growth will be accommodated on land that is 
red~eloped-for example, an existing building that is renovated or 
tom down and replaced with a new building; Redevelopment potential 
can be estimated from the supply side or the demand side.· 

Supply side methods typically use an improvement-to-land value ratio 
threshold to identify lands with redevelopment potential. Lands below 
the threshold are considered potentially redevelopable: the lower the 
value of improvements relative to the value of land, the more likely is 
redevelopment. An improvement-to-land value ratio of 1 to 1 is a 
. coJP,lilon threshold. This meth,od has several limitations, the chief of 
· whiCh i~ that a higher probability of redevelopment is not a certainty 

of redevelopment. Not all land (perhaps not even a majority of it) 
below the threshold will redevelop, and some of it above the threshold 
will redevelop. Many factors-for example, location, economic · 
conditions, and technology-· affect the functionality of land. The 
improvemen.t-to-land value ratio only considers the value of 
improvements on the site. 

More robust supply-side models look at the value of improvements on 
the site and nearby sites. This approach considers the broader 
character of the area and the relative value of improvements on the 
subject Site compared to uses surrounding the site. This approach 
typically considers properties with improvement values 50% or less of 
surrounding sites as having redevelopment potential. 

Less common, but in our opinion superior for the purposes of 
estimating future consumption of buildable land, are demand-side 
methods, which assume that a certain percentage of new employment 
will be accommodated on sites that are classified as developed. This 
approach considers complicating factors such as home employment, 
increases in the efficiency of space use, increases in employment 
density, as well as redevelopment. Metro uses this approach for its 
studies. The details are discussed in a 1999 Metro memorandum 
titled Nonresidential Refill (Redevelopment and Infill). 

Based on conversations with local realtors and review of studies by 
Metro and the City of Salem, we ~ssume that r edevelopment will 
accommodate 5% of the for ecasted growth in employment for all 
employment types. 

• Redeveloped land relative density. Redevelopment of land general ly 
increases the employment density on tha t land. An assumption of 
50% indicates that employment density on redeveloped land will be 
50% greater than the assumption of density applied to vacant land . 

i :<-' :,.' DRAFT: McMinnville Economic Opportunities Analysis ECONorthwest November 2001 Page 6-5 
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a) Strengthen.Woodbumts core business district. For exampl¢~· an economic development 
strategy that attracts office workers to the peripnery of the doWntown core will provide 
potential downtown retailers with a pool of customers within walking distance of their 
busin~. The new Chemek:eta campus on the north end of downtown is a good first step in 
this direction. ., 
b) Complement existing industries and the existing local economy. Year in and year out, 
Marion County leads all Oregon counties in gross agricultural sales. Agriculture is a traded 

· sector ~dustry. Agricultural exports rank #2 among all Oregon exports, accounting for·25% 
of all Oregon exports in 2002. 800~ of production leaves the state; 400Atleaves the country. 
In 2002, Agricultural exports increased 4% to $1.13 billion while high-tech decreased 31 o/o. 
Woodburn is located in the agricultural heartland of Marion County, where direct agricultural 
sales topped half a billion dollars in 2004 for the first time in any Oregon county. 

F arm1and is not undeveloped land waiting for urbanization. It is already· developed industrial 
land that supports the leading industry in Marion County. The agriCUltural industry is a 
primary driver of Woodburn's economy. Wmterbrook:'s proposal would harm the local 
economy by undercutting the land base that supports this leading induStry. 

II. Wlntel'brook'J Industrial Land and Employment Pl'ojectlons 

1 
IfWmterbrook's preferred scenario is adopted. WOodburn will have 503 net buildable acres 
of industrial land. This is huge amount of industrial land for a city the size of W oodbum. 
For comparison, Medford is proposing to add 431 acres of industrial land to its UGB for the 
needs of an additional94,000 people. Bend recently added 338.industrial acres to i_ts UGB 
for the needs of an additional48,000 people. Salem/Keizer, with a population 7 or 8 times 
that of Woodburn's thinks it could take d~es to develop the 500-acre Mill Creek industrial 
site. McMinnville just adopted period review amendments based on a need for 174 acres of 
vacant industrial land for the needs of an additional 13,567 people. 

Winter brook recommends an extremely optimistic forecast of 8,3 73 new jobs by 20201
, of 

which 3,&36 will use industrialland.2 This is a sub~tial jump from Winterbrook's 
previously recommended forecast of7,140 new jobs.3 W-e believe this significantly 
overstates what can reasonably be expected to occur. 

Woodburn has about 7% of Marion County's population and just under 8% ofMarion 
County' s jobs.• Between 1990 and 2000, 11.2% ofall job growth in Marion Gvunty 

1 Revised Woo<ibum UG B Justification Report, Winterbrook Planning. January 2005. p. 2. 
2 Technical Re('{)rt 2.8, Winterbrook Planning, May 2003, p. 8 Table 6 
3 Woodburn UGB Justification Report. Winterbrook Planning, November 2003. 
4 In 2000, total employment in Marion County was 131 ,622. Total employment in Woodburn was 10,388 or 
7.9% of Marion County's total. Source: "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analys is," phase one report. 
May 200 I, p. 2·1 0, and "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020" EcoNorthwest 
Memorandum to Winterbrook, April 29, 2002, p.J6 
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• Even under the most aggressive.assumptions,.WPS_ is reoommen(iing adding w the 
UGB more than 2 Yz times the n~ded industrial land. • 

• Under reasonable assumptions, expected employment growth ·can be easily 
accommodated with a much smaller expansion or potentially on existing land 

The assumptions above are taken_ directly from Wmterbrook' s backgrqund documents . . They 
assume that Woodburn-captures 23% of Marion County job growth and that every new 
industrial; _commercial and office job requires development. Even under. these ~nable 

· asswnptions, the industrial portion ofWmterbrook's recommended expansion is more than 
double what is needed for the number of employees who win usc industrial land. 

Wiuterbrook's owm teehnl~al reportllnelude 3 UGB expallSioD scenarios: an 
"lntensU'lcation~ expansion of 447 net buildabl' acres, a "Medium UGB expansion" of 
481 ~et buildable acres and a "Large UGB expansion" of !58 net buildable acres. For 
your re(¢a:e~~e, these are attached to this testimony. AI the text of the "Largo" 
expansion scenario explains, it ls based on the highest employment foreca~t and 
provides alternative sites for target industries identified in the Economic Alternative 
Opportunities Analysis. At 751 net buildable acres, Wlnterbrook b npw 
recommending a UGB expansion that is nearly 200 acres larger than hb "Large 
·Expansioli" scenario. 

. III. Purported Need for 125 Acre Parcel 

The industrial portion ofWmterbrook's UGJJ expansion proposal is based in part on .. a need 
for one very large site of 100 acres ormore ... 7 The Economic Opportunities Analysis 
includes a list of target industries (Table 4-4) and their site requirements (Table 4-5).8 

The largest site requirements for any target industry listed in Table 4-5 is Electronics- Fab 
Plants at 40-80 acres+. The text of the EOA identifies these as .. silicon chip fabrication 
plants." With site requirementS that exceed 100 acres.9 Since 2000~ the silicon chip industry 
in the northwest bas closed many plants and retains significant unused capacity. , 
It b unreasonable to base a portion of the UGB expansion on the expectation that a 
silicon chip fabrication plant will locate in Woodburn. 

IV. Reasonable Assumptions for Industrial Land 

The following industrial land assumptions are reasonable and legally defensible. They 
assume disproportionately large, but credible, increases in Woodburn's employment. They 
show that using reasonable assumptions, Woodburn's industrial land needs can be 
accommodated between 161 and 195 acres of industrial land. Since Woodburn already has 

7 "Woodburn UGB Justification Report'' November 2003, p.9 
1 "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report, May 200 I, pp. 4-8, 4-9 
9 "Woodburn Economic Opportunities Analysis," phase one report, May 200 I, p. 4-8 
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These n~bers are supported by a recent McMinnville Chamber of Commerte Business 
Survey conducted by EcoNorthwest which found, "that nearly half[45o/o] of the respondents 
that indicated they had expansion plans will not need any additional floor space to 
accommodate new employees." 16 

· 

We note that EcoNorthwest is one of~oodbum's current consultants. In a recent Economic 
Opportunities Analysis prepared for McMinnville, this same consultant found: 

"Some employment growth will be accommodated on existing developed land, as when an 
existing finn adds employees Without expanding space .. . if a jurisdiction has high vacancy 
rates .•. then more of the future employment growth can be.accommodated in existin' 
buildings. We assume rates of7% [commercial and office] and 10% [industrl~l] •.. 1 

We believe the rates assumed by EcoNorthwest in McMinnville are too low and that 
empirical data supports much higher rates. However, W oodbum should recognize that at 
least some _new jobs will not reqUire new vacant or redevelopable land. 

Even if only lOo/e of the 3,027 new industrial jobs do not require buildable industrial 
land, that means that only 2,725 new jobs will need to be accommodated on buildable 
industrial land. 

D. Industrial Land Conc/usioru 

... Under the "optimistic" forecast of7,139 total new jobs, 2,725 new jobs will require buildable 
industrial land. Winterbrook includes a ''basic assumption" that jobs will utilize industrial 
land at 14 employees per acre.18 Thus, only 195 acres ofbuildable industrial land are needed 
to accommodate this job growth. Applying the same set of assumptions used above to the 
consultant's lower forecast of 5,981 total new jobs between 2000 and 2020 rel.ults in a need 
for 161 acres of buildable industrial land. 

Since Woodburn already has 127 buildable acres of industrial land within its UGB, only 34 
to 68 net buildable acres of industrial land needs to be added to the UGB to meet the need for 
161 to 195 net buildable acres. Winterbrook recommends adding 3 7 6 net buildable acres of 
industrial land to the UGB, which is 308 to 342 acres more than the 34 to 68 acre deficit. 

Winterbrook's highest employment forecast is significantly .higher than his "optimistic" 
forecast. Nonetheless, even if this highest forecast is used, under reasonable assumptions 
regarding job absorption, these jobs would only require 229 acres of industrial land, leaving a 
deficit of only 102 acres to be added to the 127 net buildable acres already in the UGB. 

Based on generous but reasonable assumptions regarding industrial employment, the 
overall UGB ex-pansion should be reduced by at least 308 acres; from the 752 net 
b~ild able acres recommended by Winterbrook to no more than 444 net b~·ildable acres. 

16 McMinnville Business Survey Results, EcoNorthwest, September 200 I, p.l l 
17 McMinnville Economic Opportunities Analysis, EcoNorthwest, November 200 I, pp. 6-3 to 6-4 
11 Technical Report 2.8, Winterbrook Planning. May 2003, p. & 
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and churches. These ·uses require parcels substantially larger than those found in the 
Butteville Road area. Therefore, this exception area cannot accommodate the identified land 
needs. 

In addition, the Butteville Road Area is located west of Butteville Road adjacent to 
unbuffered farmland and is sq)arated from most of Woodburn by the traffic prpblems around 
the freeway interchange. Its inclusion in the UGB would not be consistent with the various 
Goal14 factors. For these reasons, it should be excluded from the UGB expansion under 
ORS 197.298 and Goall4. 

· We agree that the Southeast Commercial Exceptions Area should be brought into the UGB. 

Resource Land 

Under ORS 197.298 Woodburn should not expand onto the prime fiumland west of the 
freeway and north of the existing UGB. Instead, any expansion onto resource land should be 
southward onto the predominantly non-prime soils south of Parr Road between Boones Feny 
Road and 1-5. 

VT. Reconunendadon~ 

" 
• Adopt an employment forecast of either 5,981 or 7,139 total new jobs, based on the 

consultant's "Woodburn Population and Employment Projections, 2000-2020. 

• Eliminate Silicon Chip Fabrication plants from the list of target industries. 

• Reduce the overall size of the UGB expansion to no more than 444 net buildable 
acres, based on generous, but reasonable assumptions regarding industrial 
employment. 

• Eliminate the Northeast Rural Residential (Carl Road) area, the Southeast Residential 
Area, and the Butteville Road Rural Residential area from the proposed UGB 
expansion because they cannot reasonably accommodate identified land needs and 
because their inclusion would be inconsistent with various factors of Goal 14. 

• Exclude prime farmland west of the freeway and north of the existing ~ TGB from the 
proposed expansion. Instead, any expansion onto resource land should be southward 
onto the predominantly non-prime soils south of Parr Road between Boones Ferry 
Road and I-5. 

-
We hope these conunents are helpful. They address what we see as the most significant 
issues raised by the consultant' s proposal. We will try to address any remaining technical 
issues prior to the hearing before the City Counci l. Once again, please include this 
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SCENARIO #liNTEtssmCATION ( 447 ACRES} 
... Based on medhim employment forecast (7,140 new jops) with intensification measures to 
~t incre* denaity within UGB for residential and commercial land needs. This was the smallest 

_. ·. · UOB expansion to provide additioiial buildable land to meet future residential and industrial use 
·. · needs. Me~ used to increase derisity and efficiency ofland usc arc 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 approxinl~ely 420. 

North Golf Course: LDR- 6 units per acre. Total of 144 additional potential dwelling units. 

North LDR: 6 units per acre. Total of240 additional Potential dwelling units. 

- SoutJa ~ 99E E~:eepdoa Area: Comm~al. Total of 170 additional potential employees. 

*Commercial: Primarily.redevelopment and intensification within existing commercial areas. 
Total additions of 473 potential employees. This measure &aves a need for approximately 24 
acres of commcrclal land. · 

*Mixed· Use Node: LOR (8 units per acre), HDR(24 unitl .per 3cro),.CommercUd (24 employees 
per aero). Increasing LDR density from 6 to 8 units per acre within tllc Node adds 102 potential 
dwelling units. Increasing HDR density from 12 to 24 units per aero within the Node adda 200 
potential dwelling units. Increasing Commercial employees per acre from 20 to 24 within tho 
Dodc adds 177 potential employees. · 

*Pub He/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 qo alternative sites. Adqs 1,732 potential industri:ll 
employees on 155 acres. · · · 

Table 7. Scenario 1: Surplus and Deficit Comparisons 
Current Surplus (Deficit) 

.-

~nd Use Supply pemand Surplus (Deflclt) :Scenario Adds 
R••· Low(DUl 2 368 du 3,749 du (1 ,381) du 1443 du 
ReS. High {DU) 1 679 du 1 874 du .(195) du 200du 
Commercial {EMP) 1 888 emp 2 678emp (790) emp 790 emp 
Industrial {EMP} 1 651 emp 3,578 emp (1 927) emo 1 927 emQ. 
Public (Acres) 6.1 ac 36.1 ac (30) ac 30ac 

Current Surplus (Oeflclt) Acres 20 Year Surplus Deflclt) Acres 
- ~urplus [uGB 

!Land Use fsupply Demand Oeflclt) Expand 
Res. Low (acres} 403 625 (222) 258 
Res. HJgh (acres) 108 117 (9) 0 
Commerclal_{acres) - 96 134 (38) 5 
Industrial (acres) 119 258 (136) 155 
Public (Acres) 6 36 (30) 30 
Total 447 
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May$, 2003 

. . 

~- Table 8. Scenarlo·2: Sur,plu• .and· De~elt Comparison,· 
~~~i . :. . · .. 

~: .. 

Current Sut»tua (Dtftclt) 
. . 

and Use Supply Demand $urplus (Difld_tl Scanarlo Adds 
Res. Low (DU) 2.368dV 3,749dU (1381ldu 1 426 dti 

. Res. Hfah (DU\ 1 256du . 1 87<4 dU (81S)du· 6Hi du 
Commercial (EMP) 1 888 emo 2 678eml! (790lemD 790·.emo 
tnduatrtal CEMPl 1 851 emo 3L51!emp ( 1 92_D: 8m_R_ 2;711 emo 
Public (Acres) Sac 38ac (30) ac 3oac 

. ' 

SCENARIO #3 LARGE UGB EXPANSION (558 ACRES) · 
Basically, the same assumptions and measures as Scenario 111., but it is based on high 
employment forecast (8,375 new jobs) and provide& two alternative suitable sites for target 
industries identified in the Economic Opportunities Analysis. · 

ffigh Density. Residential: 12 dwelling ~ts per acre. 

NW Exceptloll Area: V ~ Low Density Residential- 3 units per acre. This allows 218 
potential dwelling units in the NW Exception Area 

North Golf Coune: LDR- 6 units per acre. Total of 144 additional potential dwelling units. 

North LDR; 6 units per acre. Total of240 additional potential dwelling units. 

South HWY 99E Exception Area: Commercial. 

*Commercial: Redevelopment and intensi:fication. Total additions of30 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 
dw elling units. Increasing HDR density from 12 to 24 units per acre within the Node adds 200 
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v au.c::y realtors artCl Clevelopers· were with expertise on developments in target areas in 
the Willamette Valley. 

q~; The required site and building characteristics ior 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.literahlre and interviews include appropriate parcel size 
and l<Xation, labor force quality, access to the Interstate highway.system, and 
proximity to customers~ 

The W oodbum EOA conclud~d that ·the site nee<{a of target industries generally fall 
into one of !qur types of site clas"Sifications: large lot industrial sites (40-80+ acre 
parcels}; campus research and development (R&D) and smaller manufacturina sites 

_ (20 to 40 acre parcels); smaDer light industrial/ office sites (4-20 acre parcels); and 
speculatlve space within office/flex and mixed·use developments. ~> 

ge lot target indusm.· es include Electronic and ltlectric Equi~t manutadu.nn:J 
, ~n chip fabrication plants). These users are generally mote land intensive 

typical site requi:rementa exceed 100 acres) and have a relatively high level of 
environmental arid water system impacts. · 

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

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 sum.m.arizes the lot sizes needed for firms in target 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 industries for this analysis. 
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goals, or as provided by Commission 
rules which ensure such uses do not: ,_ 

(: (1) adversely affect agricultural 
-" ;C ~nd forest operations, and 

:: :;._, (2) interfere with the efficient 
iunctioning of urban growth boundaries .. 

Notwithstanding the other 
··provisions of this goal, the 
commission may by rule provide that 
this goal does not prohibit the 
development and use of one single­
family dwelling on a lot or parcel that: 

(a) was lawfully created; 
(b) lies outside any 

acknowledged ·urban growth 
boundary or unincorporated 
community boundary; · 

(c) Is within an area for which 
an exception to Statewide Planning 
Goal 3 or 4 has been acknowledged; 
and 

(d) is planned and zoned 
primarily for residential use. 

W GUIDELINES 
(f',~::' 

_,,A. PLANNING 
1. Plans should designate 

sufficient amounts of urbanizable land 
to accommodate the need for further 
urban expansion, taking into account (1) 
the growth policy of the area, (2) the 
needs of the forecast population, (3) the 
carrying capacity of the planning area, 
and (4) open space and recreational 
needs. 

2. The size of the parcels of 
urbanizable land that are converted to 
urban land should be of adequate 
dimension so· as to maximize the utility 
of the land resource_ and enable the 
logical and efficient extension of 
services to such parcels. 

3. Plans providing for the 
transition from rural to urban land use 
should take into consideration as to a 

major determinant the carrying c~pacity 
of the air, land and water. resources of 
the planning area. The land 
conservation and developr~1ent actions 
provided for by such plans should not 
exceed the carrying capacity of such 
resources. 

2 

B. IMPLEMENTATION 
1. The type. location and 

phasing of public facilities and services 
are factors which should be utilized to 
direct urban expansion. 

2. The type, design, phasing and 
·tocation of major public transportation 
facilities o.e., all modes: air, marine, 
rail, mass transit, highways, bicycle and 
pedestrian) and improvements thereto 
are factors which should b.- utilized to 
support urban expansion into 
urbanizable areas and restrict it from 
rural areas. · 

3. Financial incentives should be 
provided to assist in maintaining the use 
and character of lands adjacent to 
urbanizable areas. 

4. Local land use controls and 
ordinances should be mutually 
supporting, adopted and enforced to 
integrate the type, timing and location of 
public facilities and services in a manner 
to accommodate increased public 
demands as urbanizable lands become 
more urbanized. 

5. Additional meth(,•js and 
devices for guiding urban land use 
should include but not be limited to the . 
fo llowing: (1} tax incentives and 
disincentives; (2) multiple use and joint 
development practices; (3) fee and 
less-than-fee acquisition techniques; 
and (4) capital improvement 
programming. 

6. Plans should provide for a 
detailed management program to assign 
respective implementation roles and 

) ' 
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responsibilities to those governmental 
bodies operating in the planning area 
and having interests in carrying out the 
goal. 
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197.298 Priority olland to be included within urban growth boundary. (1) In addition tQ any 
requirements established by rule addressing urbanization, land may not be included within an 
urban growth bountiary except under the following priorities: 
'·a) First priority is land that is designated urban reserve land under ORS 195.145, rule or 
1etropolitan service district action plan. 

~_b) If land under paragraph (a) of this subsection is inadequate to accommodate the amount of 
_land needed, second priority is land adjacent to an urban growth boundary that is identified in an 
acknowledged com:prehensive 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. ~· 
(c) If land under paragraphs (a) and (b) of this subsection is inadequate to accommodate the 
amount of hmd needed, third priority is land designated as marginal land pursuant to ORS 
197.247 (1991 Edition). 
(d) If land under paragraphs (a) to (c) of this subsection is inadequate to accommodate the 
amount of land needed, fourth priority is land designated in an acknowledged comprehensive 
plan for agriculture or forestry, or both. 
(2) Higher priority shall be given to land oflower capability as Irieasured by the capability 
classification system or by cubic foot site class, whichever is appropriate for the current use. 
(3) Land oflower priority under subsection (l) 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) of this section for one or more of the following reasons: 
(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 urban growth boundary rlquires 
inclusion oflower priority lands in order to include or to provide services to higher priority 
l~ds. [1995 c.547 s.5; 1999 c.59 s.56] 
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WOOd bum City councU 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn,. OR 97071 

Subject Periodic Review Plan: 

April liS- 'lUlJ-:>· APR 2 0 2005 

Many issues and processes such as periodic review take on a Hie ortlleir own, to the point 
wherein it becomes very difficult to even make bad· ideas go away. At this stage of th~ game it 
may be very difficult to- make some of the bad ideas go away, But, somehow, someway, I urge­
you to. purge and rethink some of the bad ideas. This program is filled with bad ideas. 

. ~ This fs a recipe for expectations never met. Recipe for disaster. Not oniy for Wood bum but the 
larger community. 

You are not the first community to follow this- recipe. There are plenty of examples of what net 
to do. 1 urge you to look over the landscape. View the experiences and results of others before 
plunging your community down the same path. · 

Woodburn-'s-well-being does- not eenter around the issues-of industrial- aeres- , golf eourses-, high­
end housing and transportation plan.. W oodbum' swell being centers. around the missing and. 
unstated issues,. like: livability and :fimctional issues of a major rail road tfuou~ middle of 
town that may need to expand operations, 59 blocks of main street called 99E, entry level 
housing. How d& you develop sense of community when you have three oommereial eenters 

looking for a downtown? Ho.w do you accept development and avoid passing off costs. without (,~~.:£;,,,_,._ .. ·.··,:, 
gain or benefit to otliers. How do you create urban scenes that focus on art efements of urban tile, · 
education., open space, safety. livability etc. which translates into long term value. An affordabte 
transportation plan that can be developed and will create benefit. Plan avoids issues like benefit 
of reducing curb. cuts. and developing connectivity of existing systems.. Avoids. the benefits and-
costs of redevelopment of underdeveloped and under utilized lands versus expansion into new 
ground 

These are the real- issues- that will produce the values of community and bring the "Job-s'' and 
hold those "Jobs" that you seem to think is the gateway to the promised land. 

Some of us hold Woodburn up as the poster child of Urban planning gone awi-y. Everything that 
can be done wrong to an Urban setting. It would be so wonderful to see you take a shot at losing 
that title by stepping back and rethinking some of the premises presented in this program .. 

· Bob Lindsey 
7505 Windsor Is Rd N 
Salem, OR 97303 
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B.ob Undsey· ·' · 
750S WindS« Js Rd N· 

·;~ Salem., Olt 97!o3" 
r. ,::'-/> 

( · ··~ ·Background: 

1967 to 1977,. Privil~ of serving_ Salem· member of council,-as Mayor, 73 thru 77. part of the Urban growth 
studie~ which led to concept of wbaA growth boondaries. part oi the proceu thu brought fortb Sen. bill 1 00 .. 

·_ Negotiated the UGB .k implementation of Sen·. too for City· of Salem. 10 yean around city hall you get a feelins 
fOr what makes cities work and not work. 

l em tell you that the pr~ in front of you it not irt W oodbum' 1 best interest Short or long term·. Proposal· 
in it's presatt Conn is a recipe (or expectations never met'. Recipe ror disaster. 

Two isaueuurfaced from tbt Urban growth- studies of early. 70(5-) that are stiU germane today.The publiG coat of 
Development and ability of Urban centers to fund those eosts .. For cities to survive they need to address two issuer. 
patterN or desisn an4 tfevefopment and devefop Ill efastfe funding base or go· 6rob . . Exampfe, we onfy nee4 to 
loot. a. few ~ soutb.~ City. of Salem. iJ. a.~ cxamplo. o£ UlbaA ceoter in deep. e<:o~ trouble. 

Summer of 1916, Standard. and P"oor gave Satem a tripl'e AAA credit rating. Sat em credit rating b.u phunmeted· to 
anA. 

pop # increased- All systemT eame un'd« str~: 
Library hOW'S decreased . 
aquati'"· programs. slipped away 
traffic-issues increased exponentially 
public safety response deereased. 
capacity to supply, & treat water decreased 
livability diminished. 

Consultants- : proposal-leads-you· dewn that same path, 

Wood6urn lias more tfian enougfl fana mass w1tflln existing UGB to ace<lmmodate Popufati"on # assigne<foy 
Marion. County. 

WOOd burn has acres an acres of under utilizedTand 
You are a service center for the Agriculture industry. 
Thi~ appro~ll i' not within yoor eccoom~ capacity. 

We sugg.est that you sta-y withln existing_ service systems to create an ec<>nomic and liveable-loveable model that 
brings benefit to the taxpayers. -., 

You do not need to rooli: outward.-Yout best course of action i.il looli: inward -play to your strengths- -
regroup, rethink- organize a plan that speaks to community., speaks to Uve ability, speaks to sense of place 

The challenge is create that sense of' identity-a sense of pl"ace.- Challenge is how to buit·d a Hveabte, lovabte 
community. Your Challange is to create benefit for the taxpayer- not pain & misery. 

Tho.. shmdd be fue fA 
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U. -r-e-g.-0-n-. -------are-c-~o~-lran$ponattol\ commbst: 
3S5Capit01~NI 

t11.c14on rc. ~ Govm1or SalBJ:n, Ol97301-387\ 

Aprll1&, aoos 

Honorable Mayor Kathy Agley. 
City of Woodb\m 
210 MontQcm\Gty Street 
Woodburn, Oregon 97071 

Dear Mayor Ftgroy, 

1::r REC'D tr 

·APR 2 0 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 

FILICXOI: 

I al1d cth..-membera of the Oregon Tra.neportatlon Commission (OTC) :recently had the c:hln<* 
to revl9w ·tnterehana• Area Management Plan elem.ma uaocfated With yoUr Comprehenalv• 
and Transportation System Plan update$ and the proposed reoonstnJction of the lntardlange of 
Interstate 5 .and Oregon Hlghwaye 214 ancf 219 (exit 271), "'••• accept 1hla letter aa 
tes11mony for your Comprehensive and Transportat~ Syatem Plan adoption proce58. 

On behalf of tbe OTC, l vYQuld like to expresa our support and appreciation for the work that 
your oommunJty hu done. The level of partnership that nu been adlfaved between ODOT and 
the City of Woodburn Is what we hope to be able to achieve throughout Oregon as we WOfk to 
Improve and protect sts:te and 100$1 transportation 3)'8tems. 

In particular, we are very lmpresseq with the lnt.rchange Management Are'a OVertay Zone 
concept and 6Uppof1fng plan and policy elements ttust are now before you for adoption. Tht. Is 
a truly Innovative approach that will tie our mutual tran&portatfon ~tem performance objectives 
to your cornmunlt'{s stated economlo development objectives. By creaUng a procese that 
allows ua to track and mon"or trafflo growth in the overlay zone area as the growttl ocwrs. we 
wll be better able to enaura that the area develop• aa e?q:>QCtad and identify and address 
~on system Issues before they become problem9. 

With these very promising planning efforts nearing conclusion and OOOT's Envkonmentat 
~ent for tha lnterchang• reconstru~ion &etledule<J for completion later this year, we now 
face the challenge of tunc:ttng ttle Interchange. We are very 8t100\Jr&Qed to hear that COOT, the 
City, and prtvate development interests have begun discussing funding ~tegles. 

t 

While unable to make a c&rtaln determination of ltle Ukelihood of lnter~ange reeonstructlon at 
this time, we do hava con1ldence that It will oocur within the planning ho~zon. We also beReva 
that a comprehen~e strategy to fully fund the Interchange should be oqmpl~ed and agraed to 
by ODOT and the City before it Is considered a plannGd Improvement llljyour new TSP as It 
applies to the development of new lands being added to your Urban Gr~wth 6¢undary. Taking 
this approach will help to ensure the.t new development that Is dependa11t on lntercnang«~ 
reconstruction will not occur too far In advance of oUr ability to implement the needed 
!mprovemints. · 

I 

Once again, thank you for your partnership and planning efforts. Your actions will enable us to 
protect our mutual investment In the [nterchange a.nd ultlmately res\Jtt ln .a more successful and 
livable Woodburn. Wall donal 
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Sincerely, 

Stuart Foster 
Chairman, Oregon Tnlll$pOI'tatJon Commission 

0« ····. ·· Commlaioner Gal Achtennan 
commlutoner Mlkt Netaon 
Convnlsslcner Randy Pap6 
Commt..tooer J~ Wlltson 
BnJceWarner 
Doug11ncld . 
Jeff Schekk 

/ ' 
I 
I 
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BREWSTER & MAYNE, P.C. 
687 Court Street NE. Suite 600 
Salem, OR 91301 
Phone: 503-362-2511 
Fax: 503-371·4849 

APR 2 0 2005 

WOODBURN COMMUNiTY 
DEVELOPM:NT DEPT. 

Sydney E. Brewster · 

Kevin E. Mayn• 

Exhibit "B'~ I 1 2.. 
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Mayor Figley 
Woodburn City Council 
Woodburn City Hall 
270 Montgomery St. 
Woodburn, OR 97071 

April 20, 200.5 

~ .... ···-

By fax: 503-982-5243 

Re: Legislatiye Am§ndment O.S-01; WoodburJt2005 Comprehensive Plan Update 
Inclusion.ot Sllaraharln Prnperty 

Dear Mayor Figley and Council Members: 

This submission complements our original submission dated March 28, 2005, and we ask 
that you consider the two in conjunction with each other. 

I wanted to briefly add~ss some of the comments made at the last City Council meeting 
on March 28, 2005, as pertain to our request that the Sharabarin property be included in the 
expanded UGB. 

1. Greg Winterowd from Winterbrook Planning again admitted that Winterbrook was 
very conservative in its approach to examining commercial needs (Minutes, pg. 4). This 
confinns that the land currently proposed for inclru;ion docs not meet the actual need fo.r 
buildable commercial property. · 

2. As the Council is well aware, under ORS 197.298 the Council must first look at infill 
areas, then exception area3, then agricultural land. There was some opposition at the COtmcil 
meeting to including any agricultural land. However, the statute clearly states such land can be 
considered if infi.ll and exception areas are insufficient, as they are 1n this case. Testimony from 
Marion County was supportive of including the existing exception areas, such as those adjacent 
to Carl Road (Minutes PP- 8-9). Even with this property, there is still a need for additional 
commercial property. especially if the Council consider~ the requ~t by Kim Ashland to 
recla.ss:ify two 9-acre parcel~ slated as commercial to residential instead (Minutes, pg. 9). 

The Sharabarin property is in an ideal location for ttansition to commercial property. 
Development in that area will not increase congestion at the I-5 interchange. It is located in 
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Study Area 3, whi~h is one of the 1et$t expensive for dev!lopment. In addition, its proximity to 
~ - , -.. existins development means VtlfY little agricultural ptopert)t (1 acres) will be removed from farm 

:-~- ~' · ;,::use and nearby farming practices will not be nep.tively imp~ted. 

We again ask that the Council consider this letter and our ori sinal subrrti ssion of March 
· ·. 28, 200S regarding inclusion of the Sharabarin property in the UGB. 

Yours truly,. 

ec: Client 
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Honorable Mayor Kathy Figley 
City of Woodburn 

Councilor Walt Nichols 
Councilor Richard Bjelland 
Councilor Pete McCallum 
Councilor Jim·Cox 
Councilor Frank Lonergan 
Councilor Elida Sifuentez 

* REC'D * 
APR 2 0 2005 

'NOOD8UAN COMMUNITY 
D€'!'ELOPMENT DEPT. 

Exhibit "8'!. II) 

SUBJECT: Proposed Interchange Management Overlay District for 1-5/Hwy 214 
Interchange in Woodburn 

April 20, 2005 

Mayor Figley and Members of the Woodburn City Council: 

We would like to express our concern with the proposed Interchange Management Area included 
in the City of Woodburn's Periodic Review. We fear that by enacting such a restrictive district 
within Woodburn's city limit, that it will be only a matter of time when similar districts are 
imposed along similar interchanges down I-5. 

We applaud the city's efforts to expand the UGB, and support the timeliness of bringing much 
needed residential, commercial and industrial land into the city's boundaries. However, we urge 
the council to vote against ODOT's attempt to use Woodburn as a case study in the IMA and 
encourage you to separate the issue from your periodic review. 

Local Realtors® are principally concerned about the negative effect that the proposed 
"Interchange Management Area" (IMA) would have on commercial development around the 1-5 
Highway/214 interchange. We are also concerned with the broader implications of adoption of 
this kind of an overlay district on land use in Woodburn and ultimately across Oregon at similar 
interchanges. 

Following are our three major concerns as well as questions we'd like to pose to the city and the 
Oregon Department ofTransportation: 

Issue #1: Negative Impact Statewide 
Although the proposed IMA affects only Woodburn and the I-5/Hwy 214 interchange, it 
is apparent that ODOT views this as a pilot which could be extended to interchanges 
around Oregon. 

Questions: ls this effectively a pilot program that ODOT wants to extend across 
Oregon? Will residential development be subjected to the overlay district requirements? 
Will the district be expanded to encompass even more ofWoodbum? 

Concern #2: Ballot Measure 37 
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Measure 37, we believe it would be a substantial financial risk for the City and ODOT 

to attempt new and untried land-use restrictions such as the proposed IMA at this time. 

Questions: What is the City's and OOOT's strategy for dealing with BM 37 claims 
which will almost certainly result from the proposed IMA? Will waivers be issued? Will 
compensation be paid? If compensation is to be paid, from where will the funds be 
drawn? 

Issue #3: Small Development Exception 

The current draft of the proposed IMA appears to have deleted the September 2004 
version' s small development exception. Now, instead of exempting all developments 
that will generate fewer than 100 peak hour vehicle trips, the proposed IMA applies to all 
non-residential developments of any size. The effect of the referenced change 
eliminating the exemption will be to increase significantly the administrative burden on 
smaller development applicants. The added expense of having to prepare a full 
Transportation Impact Analysis, combined with all of the other burdens imposed by 
existing regulation as well as the other provisions of the proposed IMA, could well make 
certain smaller parcels essentially undevelopable, inducing owners to sell to adjacent land 
owners or abandon plans for development. 

We urge the City to reinsert the small parcel exception which. would allow the owners of 
those parcels to develop their property without having to go through the time and expense 
of an unnecessary TIA. 

We encourage the Council to view the proposed IMA as affecting more than just Woodburn and 
to separate the proposed Interchange Management Area from your Periodic Review. 

Sincerely, 

George Haight 
President 
North Willamette Association ofRealtors® 

Debbie McMillan 
2004 President 
Salem Association of Realtors® 

Deborah Weaver 
2005 President 

Don Robertson 
Government Affairs Director 
Santi am Board of Realtors® 

Timm Cable 
Appointed Representative 

Willamette Association of Realtors® Polk County Association of Realtors® 

CC: Marion County Commissioner Patti Milne 
Marion County Commissioner Janet Carlson 
Marion County Commissioner Sam Brentano 
Amanda Dalton, Willamette Valley Rea ltors® Government Affai rs Coordinator 
Harlan Levy, Oregon Association of Realtors® 

385 Taylor St. NE 
Salem, OR 97303 
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ATTACHMENT A 
COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 

MARCH 28, 2005 ;if) 
·,·~ - TAPE 
.j' 

~ ... 

. ' READING 

0001 DATE. COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL, CITY OF WOODBURN, 
COUNTY OF MARION, STATE OF OREGON, MARCH 28, 2005. 

0025 

CONVENED. The meeting convened at 7:00p.m. with Mayor Figley presiding. 

ROLL CALL. 
Mayor Figley Present 
Councilor Bjelland Present 
Councilor Cox Present 
Councilor Lonergan Present 
Councilor · McCallum Present 
Councilor Nichols Present 
Councilor Sifuentez Present 

Staff Present: City Administrator Brown, City Attorney Shields, Community 
Development Director Mulder, Public Works Director Tiwari, Public Works Manager 
Rohman, Police Chief Russell, Finance Director Gillespie, Senior Planner Zwerdling, 
Community Relations Officer Meza, Recorder Tennant 
Consultant: Gteg Winterowd - Winterbrook Planning f:} 

" .::.\/,:;105-
ANNOUNCEMENTS. 
A) Spring Concert series- Woodburn Public Library will host Ricardo Cardenas, a 
Chilean guitarist, on April 10, 2005, 2:00p.m., at Woodburn City Hall . 

.. 

0070 PROCLAMATION: WOODBURN'S TULIP FESTIVAL- MARCH 19, 2005 
THROUGH APRIL 20, 2005. 
Mayor Figley proclaimed March 19, 2005 through Apri120, 2005 as Woodburn Tulip 
Festival Month and encouraged the public to participate and support this annual event 
promoting Woodburn and the horticultural industry. 

0160 CONSENT AGENDA. 
A) approve the City Council minutes of March 14, 2005; 
B) accept the Library Board minutes of March 9, 2005; 
C) accept the Planning Commission minutes of March 10, 2005; 
D) receive the claims report for February 2005; and 
E) receive the Aquatic Center Revenue Compari son report. 
MCCALLUNIJNICHOLS ... adopt the Consent Agenda as presented. The motion 
passed unani mously. 

)age l -Counci l Meeting Mi nutes, March 28, 2005 
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0237 PUBLIC HEARING: LEGISLA'fiVE AMENDMENT OS-01; WOODBURN 2005 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE. 
Mayor Figley informed the public that this was a legislative hearing and, as such, is not 
subject to the same formal procedure that would be foJlowed in a land use hearing. She 
reviewed the following ground rules that would be followed for this hearing: (1) 
individuals giving testimony on behalf of an organization or agency will be given 10 
minutes, and (2) individuals or an attorney representing individuals giving testimony will 
be given 3 minutes to present their comments on the proposed legislative amendment. 
Dependent upon issues raised, the Council may elect to close the hearing for oral 
testimony once all of the individuals who have requested an opportunity to speak have 
made their presentation, however, the record will remain open for written comments until 
April 20,2005. Council deliberations will take place at their April25, 2005 regular 
meeting .. 
Mayor Figley declared the public hearing open at 7:10p.m. on the following subjects: 
Legislative Periodic Review Amendments including Woodburn Comprehensive Plan 
Map, Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) expansion and text amendments, Woodburn Public 
Facilities Plan, Woodburn Transportation System Plan amendments, and Woodburn 
Development Code text and map amendments. She also stated that she tries to adhere to 
land use standards as far as contact with individuals about specific individuals. She feels 
that it is important that decisions made in conjunction with what is heard at this hearing 
be made as openly as possible. She has spoken briefly to some individuals who have had 
concerns about one or more issues but she has asked them to either attend this hearing to 
talk about their concerns or to write a letter. 

0558 Community Development Director Mulder stated that the Council agenda packet 
materials include all of the testimony received after the Planning Commission's record 
was closed and up to March 17, 2005. The City Recorder has received some written 
testimony just prior to this meeting and he would presume that additional written 
testimony will be received during the hearing for entering into the record. He proceeded 
to give the staff presentation on Legislative Amendment 05-01. He stated that this 
proposal was initiated by the Council to amend the UGB, Comprehensive P1an text and 
map, Development Ordinance, and zoning map. Additionally, the amendments are 
proposed to complete the City's Periodic Review Work Program. The City has been 
working on periodic review since 1997 and the program includes the completion of 11 
periodic review work tasks. The tasks include: Buildable Lands Inventory; Growth 
M anagement Orainance; Commercial and Industrial Lands Inventory; update Public 
Facilities Plan ; revise Transportation S ystem Plan (TSP); Wetlands Inventory and Natural 
Resources Study; Recreation Parks and Open Spaces Plan; Historic District and 
Downtown Plan; address changes in Goals and Objectives; update Comprehensive Plan, 
Zoning Orctinance, and other rel ated Ordin ances ; planning coordination with Marion 
County and other agencies ; providing opportunity for Citizen Involvement; and Collating, 
Printing, and Mapping re lated issues. The Recreation, Parks and Open Spaces Plan, and 
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the Historic District and Downtown Plan have been completed and acknowledged by the 
Oregon State Land Conservation and Development Commis&ion (LCDC). Of the 
remaining tasks, all have been completed ex.cept for Planning Coordination, Citizen 
Involvement, and Collating/Printing/Mapping. Staff is working with Mariori County on a 
new urban growth boundary management agreement, and a citizen involvement report 
will be submitted to LCDC once the Council adopts proposed amendments. The 
collating/printing/mapping will take place after the Council adopts an ordinance 
appro~ing amendments. It was noted that state statute requires the City to provide for a 
20-year buildable land supply and, as a result, it is proposed that the City's urban growth 
boundary be expanded. He reviewed the public involvement process which has taken 
place up to this date and noted for the record that all property owners within the City, the 
current urban growth·boundary, and the study area for proposed urban growth boundary 
expansion received a hearing notice announcing the dates of the hearings before the 
Planning Commission and City Council. The Planning Commission held a public hearing 
on the proposed amendments ·on February 3, 2005 and left the record open for additional 

· written testimony for 7 days. On M~ch 10, 2005 the Commission approved a final order 
reconimending the proposed amendments with the following modifications: 1) Woodburn 
School District 19-acre site located on E. Lincoln Road be included in the UGB 
expansion area, and 2) no change be made to the ex.isting zo~ing for those areas bounded 
by Second Street and Fourth Streets, and Oak and West Lincoln Streets. He briefly 
reviewed the following amendments: 1) update of the Comprehensive Plan text on 
significant new and aniended goals and policies, 2) Development Ordinance amendments 
on significant new and amended regulations; 3) Comprehensive Plan Map amendments to 
apply land use designations; 4) Zoning Map Amendments to apply the Nodal Single 
Family Residential (RS) and Nodal Multi-Family Residential (RMN) overlay distriGts, the 
Southwest Industrial Reserve Overlay, and Interchange Management Area Overlay; and 
5)·Urban Growth Boundary Amendment to provide for a 20-year buildable land supply 
and for 20-year projected economic growth. 
Councilor Cox. stated that it was his m1derstanding that the City had recently received a 
letter from LCDC and from Marion County stating their positions on where the City is as 
of this date . He requested staff to provide a brief summary as to whether or not the City 
will need to make more changes or perform a lot more work on the proposal in order to 
justify what the City is proposing. 
Director Mulder stated that he is not in a position to respond in great detail since staff just 
received the letters last week. He, along with Greg Winterowd, have reviewed the letters 
and will be di scussing the issues presented in more detail later thi s week to determine the 
City's course of action in responding to the letters. For the most part, he felt that the 
comments made in the letters were very favorab le but there wi ll most likely be some 
additional work. 
Greg Winterowd, Winterbrook Planning, reviewed the local objectives that has driven 
this process over the last three years. Those objectives included 1) implementation of the 
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Economic Opportunities Analysis, 2) provide choice among suitable industrial sites, 3) 
provide buildable land for housing, parks, and schools, 4) increase land use efficiency 
within the urban growth boundary for the purpose of preserving farmland as much as 
possible, 5) complete the Periodic Review Process, 6) coordinate with the County 
Framework Plan, 7) provide adequate transportation connections including 1-5 
interchange improvements, 8) minimize the impacts on agricultural land, and 9) protect 
Woodburn's stream corridors and wetlands. The population projection for 2020 has been 
established at 34,919 which is a 75% growth increase using the .City's 2000 population 
figure of 20,100. This comparison of capacity of the existing UGB to accommodate 
employment and population with anticipated population and employment growth resulted 
in a · huge disparity even with more careful looks at buildable lands, redevelopment. and 
increasing densities within the UGB. In determining land inventory, staff took out only 
those places where there are buildings. The rest of the industrial and commercial land 
were considered part of the buildable land inventory which was one way to increase 
intensity of land use within· the existing UGB. To make sure that the industrial land 
needs were correct, EcoNorthwest was asked to prepare a memorandum identifying the 
types of sites needed in Woodburn to attract the targeted industries in the Economic 
Opportunities Analysis that was previously approved by the Council. In regards to 
commercial needs, a conservative approach was taken for the reasons that 1) there is a 
large supply of commercial land that is either developed or not developed intensely therby 
encouraging redevelopment infill, and 2) the freeway interchange system cannot take a lot 
of commercial traffic at this time. The only new conunercialland proposed are two 
Nodal developments one of which is a 12-acre parcel and a 2-acre parcel plus some 
exception areas at the edge of the UGB which were already zoned commercial. State­
wide planning goals require that before UGB expansion includes farmland the City must 
look at ways to use land inside the urban growth boundary more intensively which is one 
reason why the Planning Commission has proposed that density on buildable land for 
dwelling units be increased to about 10.4 dwelling units per net acre. The goals also 
require consideration of alternatives by identifying the characteristics of land outside the 
current UGB, analyze those areas, show that the best farmland has been preserved, show 
that services can be efficiently provided, and the land the City says they need will be 
protected for what they say they need it for. He stated that the City curr~ntly has 126 
buildable acres of industrial land located within 36 parcels with an average Jot size of 3.5 
acres and the majority of land is located along Highway 99E. However, I-S is what gives 
Woodburn its .. comparative advantage since it gives direct access to an I-5 interchange. 
The proposal is to include approx.imate ly'400 acres of land ·in large parcels in an area 
being identified as a Southwest Industri al Reserve. The pared sizes, locations, and 
characteristics identified by EcoNorthwest have been matched with land that has freeway 
access, is Oat, can be served readily with public facility services, and motorists can get to 
the interchange without using Highway 214 on the east side of I-5. He stated that there 
will be testimony received stating that the City does not need 400 acres of industrial land 
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to meet the City's economic development needs. He stated that in developing the 
proposed plan, economic needs were not projected on employees per acre rather it was 
based on what kind of industries does the City expect to get into the community using a 
comparative advantage of I-S and what kind of parcels does those type of firms demand. 
The City has received a letter from the Department of Land Conservation Division 
(DLCD) that says that the City has developed their proposal based on doal 9 
requirements. He reiterated that, if this plan is adopted, the City will be required to hold 
the large industrial sites and encourage developers to use other industrial land when they 
are. not in need of a large parcel. Another recommendation is to prohibit commercial re­
zoning within the industrial reserve area. He stated that a critical transportation issue is to 
link Highway 99E by a southern arterial to Butteville Road then to Highway 214/219 and 
1-5 on the west side. Developers will be responsible for making improvements as 
property is developed. Additionally, master planning will be required before ·annexation 
is allowed that will show how policies will be met within· the southwest industrial 
reserve: In regards to utilizing land within the current UGB more efficiently, the 
following measures are available to the City: 1) higher density for residential units; 2) 
Multi-family mix of 65 single family units to 35 multi~family units; 3) increase nodal 
development densities by adopting new overlay zones; 4) increase the density in 
exception areas adjacent to the UGB; 5) master planning for the southwest industrial 
reserve and nodal areas; 6) allow housing units over retail businesses in· the downtown 
and nodal areas; 7) adopt minimum density standards; 8) and plan for the development of 
infill, partially vacant, and potential redevelopment of land. Components of Nodal 
Development policies include a neighborhood commercial center, surrounded by higher 
density residental area, small lot single-family option supported by an integrated park 
system an<i multi-modal and connected transportation system, a master plan, and design 
standards. He stated that the Planning Commission was adamant that strong design 
standards before moving ahead with the nodal development concept. He reviewed the 
factors that were considered for the purpose of determining where the City should grow. 
Those factors included (1) the ability to meet special needs (industrial land) and general 
and livability needs (residential, commercial, parks, and schools); (2) Goal 14 and ORS 
197.298 priorities that would look fi rst at rural residential exception areas, then to lower 
quality (Class Ill and IV) agricultural land, then to higher quality (Class I and m 
agricultural soils; (3) transportation limitations in the l-5 interchange area; (4) relative 
efficiency of service; and (5) environmental impacts. He stated that 75% to 80% of the 
land around Woodburn has Class I and II soils. The southwest area has slightly wetter 
land and more Class ill soil s than most of the areas to the north. It was also noted that 
areas to the north had lower clqss soils since they are in stream beds. He reiterated that 
relieving the congestion at the l-5 interchange is necessary to make the economic 
development plan workable. A major element in working towards the improvement in 
cooperation with ODOT is the City's Transportation System Plan and the Interstate 
Management Area Overlay Zone. This is a new type of zone that would provide for a 
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budget of trips based on the proposed plan that limits the number of trips to 2500 peak 
hour commercial and industrial trips. The trips would be allocated to parcels and if the 
trip allocation of a proposed development would be exceeded the developer would be 
required to come before the Planning Commission to explain the need for an adjustment 
to their trip generation allotment. The Planning Commission voted unanimously for this 
ne_w proposed zone because they understood the importance of preserving the capacity to 
attract jobs to the area. Mr. Winterowd summarized the results of the 8 altemati ve study 
areas that addressed (1) Class I and II agriculture soils, (2) public facilities service cost 
per acre, (3) environmental impact on stream and wetland acres; and (4) impact to the I-5 
interchange east access. It was noted that the highest areas for Class I & ll agriculture 
soil and public facilities service cost were study areas #4 (East) and #6 (South). Most of 
the stream corridors are locate in study area #1 (Northwest) and #2(North) which is why 
the proposed UGB expansion involves these two areas. As a result of the work done on 
this project, the proposed UGB expansion would include (1) land located in the southwest 
for industrial land, (2) land located in the north area for low density residential, (3) Nodal 
development area in the vicinity of Parr Road, and (4) exception areas around the 
perimeter of the City. The proposed UGB amendments would provide 13 surplus acres to 
meet the City's proposed population, employment, and livability needs for the next 20 , .. ... 
years. He stated that the periodic review amendment package before the Council includes ~~~~-;;·:, .. 
a UGB justification report and amendments to the City's Comprehensive Plan and 
Development Ordinance. 

Mayor Figley stated that she would first call for testimony from representatives of an 
agency or organization and they will be given lO minutes to present their testimony. 

4690 Amanda Dalton, representing North Willamette Association of Realtors, stated that 
local realtors are concerned about the negative effect of the proposed Interchange 
Management Area on commercial development around the I-5 I Highway 2 14 
interchange. The major concerns include (1) Ballot Measure 37, (2) adverse effect on 
commercial growth and potential moratorium on commercial development within the 
interchange management area, and (3) negative impact of an interchange management 
area statewide since ODOT views this ordinance as a pilot program that could be 
extended to interchange areas statewide. She expressed her organization's opposition to 
the proposed interchange management area and encouraged the Council to further 
investigate the impact how this proposed area would affect the City's commercial and 
industrial growth. 

Sid Friedman, representing 1000 Friends of Oregon, expressed his belief that an 
alternative strategy can be used to obtain the economic development strategies that the 
City is trying to achieve. In their opinion, the City does not need the large amount of 
industri al land as proposed by the consultants . Marion County and the Metro City 
Council have raised concerns about the magnitude of the proposed industri al expansion. 
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He disagreed with the consultant's comparison of Woodburn to Wilsonville since 
Wilsonville is a very small sub-area of a much larger urban growth boundary and it is not 
uncommon for one portion of an urban growth boundary to have more industrial land 
than another portion. Additionally, Wilsonville is the only city in Metro that has more 
jobs than residents. He stated that the City's employment forecast of 8,300 new 
employees by 2020 is extremely high and it is a substantial increase from the original 
7,000 new employee figure. ·He did not feel that W oodbum would capture 23% of 

· Marion County's job growth and, even if the projected 8,37 5 new industrial employees is 
acquired, it can accorrimodated on far less industrial land. Overall, he believed the City 
would need 274 acres of industrial land less the 127 acres the City already has within the 
current urban growth boundary. · He stated that the consultant's report focuses on site 
requirements of targeted industries rather employees per acre and that the industrial land 
within the current UGB is not the appropriate siz~ to meet the site requirements of 
targeted industries. He suggested that current industrial land within the City that is not 
expected to be used to meet the industrial land need then it be rezoned to some other 
urban use and those. other urban uses be adjusted accordingly. He stated that the largest 
site for industrial is 125 acres-which is an area large enough for a proposed silicon chip 
fabrication plant. He did not believe that the City could justify the inclusion of such a 
large site within the urban growth boundary based on speculation and he did not believe it 
was reasonable to think that a silicon chip plant would be located within Woodburn·s 
urban growth boundary within the near future. He :reminded the Council that Oregon law 
requires that land of poorer quality is to be included in an urban growth boundary prior to 
land of better soils. On the study area map to the south between I-5 and Boones Ferry 
Road is a large area of ClaSs ill soils which should be considered as the expansion area 
rather than the southwest area as proposed. Another parcel they object to including is 
located on the southerly end of the of the southwest industrial reserve on the west side of 
Butteville Road. He stated that this is an unbuffered intrusion into surrounding 
agricultural land that will create forseeable conflict with existing agricultural operations. 
Another area of concern is the Carl Road exception area just east of Highway 99E. This. 
area is currently a mobile home park but it is proposed for commercial designation. His 
organization believes that strip commercial development along Highway 99E north is an 
inappropriate location for new commercial uses and requested that the land be either 
removed from the urban growth boundary or re-designate the parcel for some other non­
commercial use. 

6 124 Terry Cole, OBOT Region II, .stated that ODOT has been working with the City on 
transportation issues, in particular, the Woodburn Interchange. He spoke in support of 
the Transportation System Plan as proposed and feels that the City and ODOT, in 
cooperation with the County, have worked well over the last few years to come up with a 
transportation system plan that balances the needs that are created by the population and 
employment projectioQs which are now adopted projections. In regards to the 
Interchange Management Overlay, he pointed out that the estimates that are being made 
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for trip generation within the Interchange Management Overlay zone are based upon the 
City's population and employment projections as reflected in the transportation system 
plan. He stated that it is anticipated that not all of the land in the overlay zone will 
develop to full build-out by the year 2020, therefore, rather than developing the trip 
budget on the land base, it was developed on the population and employment forecast. 
He expressed his belief that this is a proactive method to try and manage what will be a 
very large investment in improving the interchange and preserving the investment for the 
industrial uses that the City has_ identified as of being of primary importance. Even 
though there may a be some limitation on commercial zoning. it is not inherent in the 
overlay zone as much as it is inherent in what the City is proposing to do within that 
proposed zoning area. He reiterated his support of the City's proposed transportation 
system plan. 
Councilor McCallum questiol)ed as to how flexible·the 2,500 peak hour trips is with 
ODOT and whether or not other communities will be affected by this limitation. 
Terry Cole stated that a process was being developed that will be brought to the Council 
over the next several months in the form of an intergovernmental agreement that would 
set up how the trip generation would be monitored over time. There will be 
modifications over time since this is an opportunity for ODOT to try arid find a new way 
to manage a $40 million plus investment in the interchange that will work for Woodburn. Q~Fft]\, 

Tape 2 

In regards to flexibility on the 2,500 trips which is derived from the population and 
employment forecast of new development on undeveloped land, excluding re-developed 
land and residential land, the trips will be monitored and if the trips are being consumed 
more quickly by trips outside of the interchange management area, ODOT will be looking 
at some flexibility. The objective is to try and meet ODOT standards in the 2020 -2025 
planning horizon. ODOT standards for an interchange for operations are pretty high and 
just because you reach their standards it does not mean that the City has reached 
interchange failure. Once the interchange is improved, there will probably not be 
additional improvements made at that interchange as the community grows into the future 
and there will be a need to look for alternatives. ODOT views this as a work in progress 
and adjustments will be made as time progresses forward. 

Les Sasaki , Marion County Planning, stated that Marion County has submitted a letter to 
the City for the record. The County and C ity have been working together as part of the 
Periodic Re~~ew process and, overall, they are very supportive of the comprehensive 
package that the City has developed. The proposed plan provides for more efficient use 
of land wi thin the City. They are supportive of the City's efforts to (1) provide for 
employment opportunities and needs of City residents and putting together an economic 
development strategy; (2) update the coordination agreement with the County; (3) 
incorporation of lot of guidelines that are the County's recorrimended Growth 
Management Framework plan; and (4) limit commercial development to alleviate some 
of the traffic congestion in the vicinity of the interchange. They are also supportive of the \f'··· 
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proposed policy amendments, in addition to the land deficiency measures and identifying 
land needs, to put together a comprehensive package that addresses the identified needs 
of the City. In regards to the urban growth boundary issues, they realize that the UGB 
process is a cooperative process between the County and the City. They do not agree on 
all of the different aspects of the amendment package and, as a result, are offering some 
different ways addressing the needs o"f the City as identified that may involve less land to 
be included in the UGB expansion. The County does support the City's proposal to 
include the adjoining exception land areas that currently abuts the existing city limits or 
urban growth boundary which is consistent with the alternative needs analysis and the 
criteria for inclusion of land within the UGB. ·They are also supportive of including the 
residential Nodal Area to the southwest part of the existing boundary and of the 
residential land expansion to the north adjacent to the golfcourse area. The County does 
have some concern with the amount of industrial land within the proposed industrial 
reserve area and they have offered some suggestions as to how that can be reconfigured 
so that it does not necessarily tie the City into specific parcels and retaining those parcels 

· whiCh may or may not be utilized for those targeted industries that the City is trying to 
accommodate. They have also looked at the City's proposed residential land needs for 
housing, parks, schools, and other public uses and they feel that there is sufficient within 
both the existing land inventory as well as some of the areas being proposed as part of the 
boundary expansion and they do not see the need to possibly include the 160 acres north 
adjacent to Crosby Road as part of the residential land need based on the numbers they 
are looking at as part of the package. They also have some questions on the 65 acre site 
on the west side of ButteviUe Road which is not tied to any other area and looks like it 
should be preserved as farmland in that area. He reiterated that the County is in support 
of the majority of the proposals to the amendments of th~ plan, to the code, as well as the 
UGB amendments that are a part of this package. ., 
Councilor Bjelland questioned if Mr. Sasaki had some specific issues on how sites can be 
combined into a larger parcel. 
Mr. Sasaki stated that by allowing the combination of smaller sites into a larger parcel 
within the industrial reserve area gives the City an opportunity to put together parcel 
acreage to meet a particular need rather than preserving a LOO-acre parcel for a specific 
industry. 

0800 Mayor Figley stated that testimony from the public will now be heard, however, the time 
limitation will~be 3 minutes. She remi nded the public that additional written testimony 
can be submitted to the City by April 20, 2005. 

0835 K.im Ashland, 2 155 Molalla Avenue, referred to two (2) 9-acre parcels located on 
Highway 21 1 across from Cooley Road that are shown in the proposed plan as 
conunercial land. He requested that those parcels be zoned as single family residential 
since the Church of the Latter Day Saints have purchased property to the west of these 9-
acre parcels and they are in the planning/development stage to build a church on their site. 
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They feel that these parcels would become an isolated commercial area since the property 
across the street is residential. Additionally, the 9-acre parcels are narrow and deep and it 

. ' 

would be more suitable for single family residential area. . 
1086 Gene Vliet, P.O. Bmt 20694, Keizer, stated that he owns property on the north end of 

Second Street that is currently zoned RS and it is in the proposed comprehensive plan to 
change to RM. He st~ted that he is in favor of the zone change however. under th~ 
current transportation code, it could be developed as RS and Second Street could be used 
for access. Under the proposed zone, it would not meet the transportation code, therefore. 
the property could not be developed without totally re:..building.a half mile of Second 
Street. He stated that staff has indicated that street requirements are usually reduced in 
this type of situation but he wanted the Council to definitively state that the street 
requirements would be reduced otherwise it is worthless property. 
Rick Warnick, 9925 72JYJ Ave., Salem, stated that he presently owns property located at 
1365 N. Front Street which is a .07 acre parcel of Commercial General that is slated to be 
changed to. RM. He stated that he has a growing business on a portion of the site and he 
has the other portion leased out to another business. Even though he has been told that he 
can continue to operate like businesses at the site, he will eventually run into problems 
when he decides to sell. He will then have a piece of property zoned RM and, unless a 
buyer puts in a like business, his property will be devalued since RM property is worth 
around $150,000 per acre .. He currently has 10,500 square foot of office and warehouse 
space which is descrjbed by a City planner as a d.ilapitated run down building, however, 
his building is not run-down and consists of partial block construction and steel trusses. 
He had gone into the City last fall to apply for storm drain and pavement permits and at 
that time no one in the City mentioned this proposed change. He has spent a lot of money 
on this property with the current appraisal being $438,000 artd, if it is rezoned to RM, 
then he will have a $300,000 loss. He did not feel that a property owner should pay the 
price in that fashion for the City's planning. 

1324 Lolita Carl, 13324 Carl Rd NE, Hubbard, stated that their farm is located 560 feet from 
land the City purchased to expand the wastewater treatment facility. She stated that farm 
land is continually used in the agricultural industry and the agriculture industry supports 
local stores, businesses, and citizens. She stated that the City's consultant stated that he 
preferred straight lines in determining boundaries, however, the proposed plan has fingers 
of land jutting across major roadways and logical boundaries. She referred to the State 
Statute relating to UGB expansion and stated that the 13 acres that juts across Highway 
99E along Carl Road should not be zoned as commercial since future commercial 
development at this site would increase the traffic congestion at that intersection making 
it even more difficult for farm and livestock truckloads to pullout onto Highway 99E. 
She urged the Council to think more than 20 years into the future when making decisions 
on the UGB ex.pansion and related zoning. 
Kathleen Carl, 13324 Carl Rd NE, Hubbard, stated that she believed that Woodburn 
needs to develop an economic plan that benefits ex.isting population of Woodburn and 
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focus on local businesses rather than mega employers. She cited an example within 
Woodburn whereby an industrial ma~hining and fabrication business added extra shifts 
for welding contracts. She stated that the plan proposed by the consultant assumes that 
all new employees will need all new industrial land. The Economic Development 
Strategy relied heavily on the inclusion of very large parcels of land to attract mega 
employers with one of those employers being a high-tech silicone plant. She stated that 
her research has shown that it is difficult to generate new technology clusters where none 
previously existed. She believes that Woodburn's economic model should focus on 
utilizing existing infrastructure which will then take care of taxpayer investments. She 
feels that expanding to new land is not a benefit to most citizens and every expansion 
costs current taxpayers additional money; She feels that Woodburn can grow its local 
industrial base if that is the focus. Additionally, Wqodbum needs to build a City that 
works together and looks to those businesses that are putting money into the City's 
pockets now and the goals of Woodburn can be accommodated with a UGB expansion 
that is more limited. . . . 
Councilor Cox stated that she made some interesting points and requested clarification of 
her objectives. He questioned if it is her suggestion that the City back-off on the 
expansion of the industrial component of the urban growth boundary proposal. 
Ms. Carl suggested that the City focus on existing empty industrial lots, look at what 
industries cangrow within the current boundaries, and accommodate the City•s goals 
where the expansion is more limited. 
Paul Serres, 11283 Serres Lane, Woodburn, stated that he is a life-long resident of the 
Woodburn area and is a representative of the Serres family promoting the inclusion of 
their farm as part of the UGB expansion. He stated that the best use of their land has now 
changed with regards to the change in the rel ation ship their property now has to the city 
limits. In their review of the proposed Compehensive Plan. their property is a logical 
aqdition to the urban growth boundary at this time. They feel that the information used to 
determine the cost of providing services to their property instead Area #4 is flawed. The 
majority of their property is flat land and 5-10 feet above the sewer treatment plant which 
is less than 1 mile from their property. They have excellent water sources from existing 
wells that has capacity to serve Area #4 but yet the report shows that water was a high 
cost to provide. The fand has natural drainage but yet drainage became a big factor in the 
study. He stated that environmental, energy, economic, and social consequences will be 
served on a mu_ch higher basis utilizing land on the east side of the City for quality 
housing. Along with the natural drainage, they also have woodlands that can maintained 
in a natural state to be enjoyed by all. Their property borders Highway 214 on the south 
side, P"udding River on the east side , Woodburn ci ty limits on the west side, and 
Hardcastle Avenue on the north side. Farmers with land adjoining their property on the 
east and north side also welcome expansion of the UGB to the east. In his opinion, 
Highway 99E businesses wi ll not survive 25 years wit hout east side development. 

· Councilor Cox congratulated the author of the letter submitfed to the Council since it is 
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the type of argument needed for the Council to consider. He stated that the Serres Family 
is pointing out what appears to be some logical things that are wrong with some of the 
basic assumptions that were made in regard to that property. When it gets closer to 
voting on this proposal, he would like to have some clarification on the infrastructure 
costs because, if they are right, this parcel may be better than Area #2 and the Council 
must decide on one or the other parcel. 
Mr. Serres stated that there is approximately 200 acres in Study Area #4. 

·Mayor Figley called for a recess at 9:08pm and reconvened at 9:18p.m .. 
2165 Licetin Andrade, 1274 5111 St., Woodburn, stated that she is in supPort of the plan and 

feels that more opportunities will come if the City grows as it is proposed. 
2298 Susan Duncan, 1840 E. Lincoln Rd, stated that residential development would be better 

served' on the east side and, as a member of Serres family, she supported the inclusion of 
their property in the UGB. She stated that their property has many features that would be 
beneficial to the City especially since there is no freeway pollution or noise and less 
traffic congestion. They believe that higher end housing in their area can be 
accomplished and they have enough property to create a new neighborhood in the manner 
of a planned development. She reiterated that residential development east of town will 
not impact the I-5 I Highway 214 interchange since east side residents can use the Aurora 
cut-off going north on Highway 99E to I-5 and the Brooks I-5 interchange going south. 
Their land is bounded by Highway 214 to the south, a half-mile away from Highway 211 
to the north, and Highway 99E is a one-quarter mile to the west. No other undeveloped 
land in the Woodb~m area is served better by better transportatiqn access than their 
property. Additionally, LanduaDrive, Tomlin Avenue, Laurel Avenue, and Aztec Drive 
could be connected into a complete street pattern an no longer be dead-end streets. She 
urged the Council to consider their land in evaluating opportunities for the City. 

2547 Jeff Tross, Land Use Planning Consultant, spoke on behalf of the Serres Family and, 
based on their testimony, it is clear that they have spent a lot of time working on this issue 
and they are very knowledgeable about the issues within the proposed plan. He met with 
them for the first time last week and the family wanted to get confirmation that they 
understood the rules and process correctly and that they had addressed the right factors to 
support their position. He urged the Council to seriously consider their proposal since 
which he feels would be in the best interest of the City. 
Ruth Thomps_on and Mary Grant, Serres Family members, elected not to add any other 
comments to those already made on the Serres property. 

2677 Toni Spencer, 13736 Wilco Highway NE, Woodburn, stated that she is a concerned 
citizen about the proposed urban growth boundary. She stated that she has respect for 
those who live and work on the land, and she also respects and realizes the importance of 
the economic stability that it provides the community. Agriculture and food products are 
Oregon's largest export by volume and second largest export by value. She expressed 
concern that the City may be too eager to add farmland into the proposed UGB when 
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there is vacant commercial, industrial, and residential properties that can be redeveloped 
and reoccupied. She urged the City to solicit businesses to occupy those buildings before 
any UGB expansion is proposed . . 
Councilor Cox requested clarification of Ms. Spencer's statement regarding vacant 
industrial buildings not being counted in the available lands: 
She stated that the consultant did not consider vacant or under~utilized industrial 
buildings as having any capacity to accommodate need unless the value of the buildings 
were lower than value of the land. 
Greg Winterowd stated that he had projected the need as acquired by state law for 
industrial sites that would meet the needs of targeted industries. In those projections, he 
did not, not is a there a state law requirement, to evaluate whether any building at any 
given time is vacant because that can change momentarily as it can for an office building 
or any other structure. Vacant undeveloped land adjacent to such buildings was included 
in the projections. He stated that projected needs were not based on employees per acre 
and, it is anticipated that there will be some employment in existing buildings, they did 
look at the siting needs of the industries in the Economic Opportunities Analysis and 
made sure that the City had the required sites. He reiterated that it is a complex issue but 
·the proposal did not account for so many jobs to certain buildings since ( 1) there is no 
way to determine the number and (2) that was not a task as described by state law. 
Kay Peterson, 13740 Wilco Hwy NE, Woodburn, requested that the Council carefully 
corlsider the testimony being submitted. She acknowledged that everyone wants 
Woodburn to be an economically viable community, however, she opposed to a UGB 

· expansion in order to accomplish this. She stated that the City has only recently begun to 
address the traffic issues at the Highway 214/ 1-5 interchange. UGB expansion will 
increase the congestion and her husband's clients continue to complain about the 
difficulty in driving to his office which is located on Evergreen Road. She disa'greed with 
the proposal that would take farmland out of production in order to attract some high tech 
industry to Woodburn. She did not feel that any high tech industry would be willing to 
come to Woodburn since many have abandoned the United States and have gone to 
China. She stated that agriculture can quickly respond to current market conditions 
whereas other industries pick-up and leave. In her opinion, the economic security of the 
United States is compromised as more and more farmland is· taken away for development. 
At this time, the United States imports more food than it exports and she suggested that 
continued elimination of farmland will make the United States's dependency on food 
supply sirnilailo our country's dependency on foreign oil. 
Erin Donnelly, 480 N. Third St., Woodburn, requested that the Council uphold the . . 

unanimous recommendation of the Planning Commission to maintain the Second and 
Third Street area as residential and not change the area to commercial office zoning with 
an eye to permanently changing the comprehensive plan in the future to help preserve this 
historic area. · 
Ray Clore, 15 Smith Drive, Woodburn, stated that he works for the Strategic Economic 
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Development Corporation in Salem and his organization supports Marion and Polk 
Counties for Economic Development. He. also stated that his organization supports the 
City's industrial lands expansion. Part of their mission is to work with incoming 
companies and industrial companies are looking to site in the Mid-Willamette Valley 
which is a major growth area. Over the last 5 years, they have consistently seen 
companies or site consultants stating that they would like to site in the area south of 
Wilsonville and north of Salem. The biggest drawback to a Woodburn site is land 
availability. Currently, the average land size clients are looking for is 15 to35 or 50 acres 
in a campus setting with landscaping. In regards to the City's current industrial park, 
there are 2 facilities for sale and the 137,000 sq. foot facility Ms. Spencer mentioned in 
her testimony has .been purchased by Universal Forest Products and it is currently being 
converted for a manufacturing facility. The second site has also been sold but he cannot 
disclose at this time who is purchasing that facility but it will also involve manufacturing. 

3590 Dave Christoff, 671 Ironwood Terrace, Woodburn, spoke briefly on the proposed 
Interchange Management Area (IMA) ordinance. He stated that it appears that the 
September 2004 version regarding the small development exception has been deleted. 
This exception would allow developments of sites that generate less than 100 peak hour 
vehicle trips for non-residential developments of any size without having to do a full ,, ... 

. traffic impact analysis. By deleting this exception, it creates a need for a costly and ~l~i;.::;~:;:\. 
unnecessary full traffic impact analysis which mirrors and all but insures local special 
interest groups no growth policies by over reguiation. In his opini~n. it will create 
pockets of small undeveloped sites and he urged the Council to reinstate the small parcel 
exception to allow owners of these parcels to develop without a loss of time, expense , and 
redundancy of additional traffic impact studies. . 

3713 Bob Thelen, 509 N Third Street, Woodburn, stated that Woodburn is surrounded by 
prime farmland that is protected by state law. He expressed his opinion that the UGB 
should be expanded to the south where the land has lower soil quality. In his opinion, the 
Economic Opportunities Analysis ignores Woodburn's location in the middle of 
productive farmland and at the center of the County's number 1 industry. It also fails to 
identify Woodburn's role as a commerdal and cultural center for the valley' s Hispanic 
population as a possible advantage. Instead, Woodburn could lose between 55 and 222 
agricultural sector jobs based on employment growth forecasts for 2000-2020. He stated 
that it is inconsistentwith 39% agricultural related employment growth in Woodburn' s 
zip code bet~een 1990- 1999. He stated that W oodburn' s growth should.be accomplished 
by utilizing the industrial and commercial land within its current UGB b.efore it consumes 
productive fannland. Once farml and is converted for other uses it is gone forever. The 
development of land west of Parr Road will add congestion for the City' s only 1-5 
overpass and it will insure the failure of the 1-5 interchange. He supported expansion to 
the east where the road infrastructure is well-developed. The City will experience 
additional congestion and gridlock at the I-5 interchange and he urged the Planning 
Commission and Counc il to modify the UGB expansion to delete the expansion west of I-
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5 and to modify the expansion elsewhere to a reasonable amount that will encourage the 
infill and redevelopment of the considerable lands within .the existin·g UGB. 
Bob Fessler, 11796 Monitor-McKee Rd, Woodburn, stated .that his family owns a piece 
of proPertY located on Crosby and Boones Ferry Road which is in the proposed UGB 
expansion. He stated that they are in favor of this expansion and requ~sted that the 
Council not consider this property for reduction if the school district property is added to 
the proposal for the following reasons: (1) surrounding streets are .a natural boundary. 
between residential and farm use, and (2) soils on there property are of Class ll and ill 
comp~d to soils in other property desigpated. as low density residential. He stated that a 
larger tract of land being developed .results in more efficiency for public works and 
planning. puipQses and costs. He reiterated that they did not oppose of the school district 
but urged the Council not to reduce· the low density property proportionately. 
Martin Roher, 16 Abelard, Lake Oswego, stated that he and three other property owners 
own property located north of and adjoining Woodbu111 Company Stores on Arney Road. 
He stated that they own approximately 110 acres in total and are requesting that their 
land, along with another 15 acres to make up a 125 acre parcel, be included in the 
proposed UGB expansion. He stated that the periodic review process actually started in 
. the mid.:. 1990's and, in 1998 and 1999. the Building Lands Advisory Committee proposed 
that a majority of their land be included in the UGH as a mixed use campus district 
designation. He expres~ed his opinion t.hat this type of designation would be appropriate 
for this area. The three arguments he made to the Council are as· follows: 
1) their area is most surrounded by the urban growth boundary and if one of the purposes 
is to square off the UGB then expansion to include their property would appropriate; 
2) their area is most affected by urban.ization with the Company Stores adjoining their 
property and Nazarene housing district to the west. He felt that the property in the 
proposed southwest reserve which is located west of Butteville Road should be removed 
from the proposed UGB and, as a replacement, add their area with a mixed use 
designation; 
3) they have public facilities already running up to the property due to the Woodburn 
Company Stores development whereas it may take a long ti me before the infrastructure is · 
developed in the southwest reserve. 
He stated that their properties would be the cheapest to develop, least impact on I-5 
·because it is on the west side, and it has mostly Class II soils. 
Carla Mikkelson, 17244 Arbor Grove Rd NE, Woodburn, stated that she and her family 
have been connected to Woodburn since 1.956 and hoped that she is not being considered 
as an outsider since she does not fu lly agree with the provisions with in the proposed plan. 
She stated that she had provided written testimony for this hearing and included those 
issues that she did support in that letter. On paper, she felt that the proposal looked good 

· but felt that the plan is very fragile. She cautioned the Council in that the Economic 
Analysis does not guarantee that the proposed jobs will arrive. She questioned the City's 
abi lity to provide necessary public facilities that would service these targeted industri al 
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businesses. She stated that W oodbum has a history of traffic planning difficulties and she 
questioned if Woodburn's ordinances will be strong enougbto withstand the development 
forces if planned industry does not come to Woodburn within the near future. In her 
opinion, the proposed.plan will not restore those qualities within the City's Vision 
statement and she requested that the Council carefully consider the proposal. 
Diane Mikkelson, 1090 N. First Street, W oodbum, stated that she is new to the public 
process relating to development and implementation of public policy, however, she 
recognizes that there is a lot of time, energy, and money invested in the process. She 
feels that those individuals who have raised concerns at the .open houses and at the 
hearings are only given token acknowledgment since the plan has, for the most part, been 
developed. She stated that there should have been more public input before consultants 
were ever bro~ght into the picture so that the public's ideas could have been incorporated 
into the proposed plan at the beginning of the process. She referred to the Marion County 
"Planning Department letter dated March 21,2005 which suggests that the 160-acre parcel 
between I-5, Boones Ferry Road, and Crosby Road not be inctuded in the UGB. 
Residential land needs are being met through existing land ·supply in the current UGB.as 
well as other residential lands being proposed for addition in the plan. She urged the 
Council not to disregard the concerns expressed because it would mean additional work 
for staff and/or Council since livability depends on the decisions made by the Couricil. 
Don Kelley, attorney representing Dale Baker, questioned if the record of the Planning 
Commission hearing was incorporated into the Council's record. 
Mayor Figley responded ·affirmatively. 
Mr. Kelley stated that Mr. Baker owns a 10.25 acre parcel on the east side of Butteville 
Road which lies between Butteville Road and Senecal Creek. He stated that they are in 
agreement with the City that the property should be brought.into the urban growth 
boundary. He provided background information on this property relating to the County's 
redesignation of the property in 1988 from exclusive farm use (EFU) to AR and in 1992 
the City adopted an urban growth boundary amendment for this property but Marion 
County did not agree that the property should be included in the UGB. The County has 
now changed their position and agree that the property should be included in the UGB . 
This property is within the exception area and should be included in the expansion. He 
also recommended that the Council consider dealing with the urban growth boundary in 
two phases. One phase would be those parcels that already have exceptions granted and 
the second p~ase would be those parcels that do not have exceptions. The reason for the 
separation is to keep those parcels that should be included and most likely.not going to be 
challenged from getting caught up over a court battle over those that may be challenged. 
In regards to the Interchange Management Area, he requested that the Counci l look 
c losely at what might happen if higher traffic areas are pushed out of that area but they 
still need interstate access resulting in maldng the trips longer .for the same business 
therefore increasing traffic over the long run. 
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Dan Wells. 275 N. Third St., spoke in support of the modification to the comprehensive 
plan that would move their neighborhood from the commercial zone. 
Mark Unger elected not to provide testimony. · 
Dan Orsborn9 1670 E. Lincoln Rd., Woodburn, objected to the late addition of the school 
district property into the proposed plan. He stated that the school district had sold 
property located within the City and bought property that was located outside of the City 
and existing UGB. He approached the school district after they purchased the land 
regarding potential use and he was told by the district that they would not be asking for 
special consideration. However, that seems to be what is happening with their most 
recent request to include the property in the proposed plan. This property is landlocked 
. and has no access other than E. Lincoln· Road which is an unimproved street. He 
expressed his opinion that the school district should not be treated any differently than 
other property owners requesting inclusion.. He expressed concern on the costs he would 
be obligated to pay if this property is developed. He was.also concern about this type of 
last minute inclusion since it had not been part of the original prop<>sals and if he had not 
k~pt up with what was going on, then this proposal could have moved forward without 
his ever being notified that was going to happen. 
Brian Moore, attorney with Saalfield Griggs representing the .Fessler family, 250 Church 
St., Salem, requested that if the school district property is added to the proposed UGB 
then no portion of their property be reduced to accommodate this UGB modification. He 
stated that there seems to be an effort to remove the Fessler property and some low 
density residential property from Area #2 and then add Area #4. He referred to comments 
made earlier regarding local objectives on how to implement the Economic Opportunities 
Analysis. Three objectives listed were improvement of the interchange, protection of 
valuable soils, and protection of stream corridors and wetlands. If Area #2 is added, there 
would be a benefit in that Crosby Road would be improved since the Fessler property is 
bordered on 3 sides by roadways which makes it an ideal place as far as efficiency and, in 
particular, in respect to transportation since it provides access over r:.s into the western 
side of Woodburn and I-5 can be accessed by going north on Boones Ferry Road to 
Donald or Aurora exits. This property contains Class ll and Class ill soils and some 
Class N whereas the property in Area. #4 contains predominantly Class ll soils. Tukwila 
is close in proximity to the Fessler property and there would be enough demand for 
higher end housing even with the addition of the north property. Lastly, public facilities 
cost to serve the Fessler property is still substantially less than Area #4 even if there is 
some irregulanties in the calculations. He reiterated that Area #2 will serve just as good 
if not better than Area #4. 

6446 Roger Alfred, attorney representing Renaissance Development, expressed his support of 
the Planning Commission recommendation to expand the UGB in the areas that have 
been selected. In his opinion, City staff and Winterbrook Planning have done a thorough 
job of making s ure that the decisions to be made by the Council correspond with the 

""'"·'. · principles under state Jaw. He stated that the proposal does bring in all of the exception 
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lands that are adjacent to the existing boundary which then affords the Council the 
opportunity to go to the next tier which is fannland. The area north of the Tukwila piece 
offers is that the Council is looking at land that provides for some desired and needed 
residential development without bring in any land that is currently in agricultural 
production. Bringing this property into the UGB is consistent with prior City decisions 
with respect to Phases I through IV of the Tukwila PUD decision where the City 
contemplates the extension of Olympic Street to connect to Boones Ferry Road. This 
extension will provide a second aecess for residents in the area and is consistent with the 
prospect of future development "in that area. 
For the record. letters were received at this meeting from the following: 
Fannworker Housing Development Corporation (Robert Jimenez); Carla Mikkelson; 
Lolita Carl; Toni Spencer; Saalfe]d Griggs (Brian Moore); Direct Northwest (Amanda 
Dalton); Martin Rohrer; and the Serres Family. 

67 43 Mayor Figley stated that all of the names have been called that were listed on the sign-in 
sheet. No other individuals in the audience elected to speak on this issue .. 

Tape 3 

Volume 
Page 

Councilor Cox stated that the Council has probably heard as much oral testimony as is 
going to be beneficial and any additional testimony can be made in writing since the 

~~~~~i:~1s7eit:;~~;~ested that staff ~omments be submitted once additional written G?·~''"'· 

5 

public comments are received since there may be issues to be addressed. 
Mayor Figley closed the public hearing for oral testimony at 10:13 p .m .. 
BJELLAND/SIFUENTEZ ... leave the record open for written testimony until April 20, 
2005. The motion passed unanimously. 
City Attorney Shields stated that staff will be bringing this issue back to the Council for 
deliberation at the April 25, 2005 Council meeting. 
Councilor Cox qtlestioned if staff would be precluded from giving the Council a 
supplemental written or verbal staff report analyzing some of the positions made by the 
public after April 20, 2005 if the public hearing is closed except for written testimony. 
City Attorney Shields stated that he did riot see a problem with a staff analysis of what 
has been brought up through this hearing' s process. 
Councilor Bjelland stated that this is a very complex issue which the Council has been 
involved with since 1997. He would like to have a workshop on some of these issues 
since there £1!e a lot of policy decisions involved, information absorbed and processed and 
.he would like to be sure that the Council does not prohibit interchange and staff input in 
that process. . 

Administrator Brown stated that deliberations wi ll involve staff and the Council can 
continue to deliberate until such time as a decision is ready to be made. He suggested 
that the deliberations be held duri ng regular Council meetings even it does take more than 
one meeting. 

952 
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.· Mayor Figley encouraged the Council to relay their quespons to staff prior to the April 
25th meeting in order to give them so,me direction when going through all of the material. 
Further discussion was held regarding a workshop session versus a regular meeting and it 
was decided to hold the deliberations during regular meetings. · 
Councilor Cox stated that his next available meeting after this meeting will be May 11, 
2005 since he will be gone for the April 25, 2005 meeting. He also hoped that' someone 
was encouraging the school district to give the Council more data before a final decision 
is made. 
Councilor Bjelland stated that the school district proposal is an illustration of the fact that 
the Council has to make a decision based on (1) either a justification for a special needs 
or (2) a tradeoff is required 1f the Council decides to incorporate th~ ·area into the UGB by 
reducing S?me other area within the proposed UGB. He felt that this is a significant 
decision and the Council needs more information on this proposal before a final plan is 
adopted. 
Councilor McCallum stated that the Council h~ a regular meeting schedule in which 
intyrested citizens can attend and listen to the deliberations of the Council. He requested 
tha.t a copy of the draft minutes be forwarded to the Council as soon as they are prepared. 

~ .:-·· -)?60 PUBLIC HEARING: 2004-05 SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET. 
·' Mayor Figley declared the public hearing open at 10:27 p .m .. 

Finance Director Gillespie stated that the supplemental budget included adjustments for 
(1) the downtown plaza project, (2) repayment of the loan from the Traffic Impact Fee 
fund to the General CIP Fund for the purchase of the land where the new Police Facility 
will be located, (3) accounting for the loan and grant revenues for the Association 
Building which were· received at the beginning of this fiscal year, and budgeting for the 
first debt service principal and interest on the loan,_ and (4) an eiectrical project in Library 
Park. 
Administrator Brown stated that staff will be looking at paying off the Community 
Incentive Loan during fiscal year zoos.:.o6, however, the interest rate on the loan is 1%. 
Mayor Figley declared the public hearing closed at 10:31 p.m .. 
COX/MCCALLUM ... direct staff to prepare an ordinance to substantiate the budget 
changes as outlined by Finance Director Gillespie. The motion passed unanimously . 

. 1300 COUNCIL BILL NO. 2566 ·ORDINANCE GRANTING A ZONE CHANGE 
FROM RS (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL) ZONE TO RM (MEDIUM 
DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) ZONE ON PROPERTY LOCATED AT 2325 N. 
BOONES FERRY ROAD. 
Council Bill 2566 was introduced by Councilor Sifuentez. The two readings of the bill 
were read by title only since there were no objections from the Council. On roll call vote 
for final passage, the bill passed unanimously. Mayor Figley declared Council Bill 2566 
duly passed with the emergency clause . 
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1398 COUNCIL BILL NO. 2567 ·ORDINANCE ADOYTING A SUPPLEMENTAL 
BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2004-05. 

. Councilor Sifuentez ·introduced Council Bill 2567. Recorder Tennant· read the two 
readings of the bill by title only since there were JtO objections from the CounciL On roll 
call vote for final passage, the bi11 passed unanimously. Mayor Figley declared Council 
Bill 2567 duly passed with the emergency clause. 

1473 SEWER PUMP STATION UPGRADES AT INDUSTRIAL A VENUE AND 
GREENVIEW DRIVE. 
It was noted in the staff report that proposals were submitted by Triad Mechanical 
($603,900.80) and Emery & Sons ($629,205) for two sewer pump upgrade projects. 
BJELLAND/NICHOLS ••• award contract for Industrial Avenue and Greenview Drive 
sewage pump station rehabilitation projects, Bid No. 2003-018-47, to the lowest 
responsible bidder, Triad Mechanical, in the amount of $603,900.80. The motion passed 
unanhnously. 

1508 LIQUOR LICENSE- CHANGE OF OWNERSHIP: Rincon Nayarita, 561N. 
Pacific Hi2hway • 
A Limited On-Premise Sales liquor license application was submitted by Juan Fernandez ('jifi-:,. 
and Obdulio Damas, DBA: Rincon N ayarita, who recently purchased La Unica restaurant. 
COX/LONERGAN .•• City approve the proposed change and recommend to OLCC that 
they approve the application for Rincon Nayarita. 
The motion passed 5-l with Councilor Nichols voting nay. 

1560 PLANNING COMMISSION I ADMINISTRATIVE LAND USE ACTION •. 
A) Planning Commission's approval of Design Review 04-15, Variance 05-03, and 
Variance 05-04 (Kingdom Hall, 1557 June Way)- Construction of a 4,947 square foot 
Kingdom Hall (house of worship), variance to reduce the required 24-foot western 
interior yard setback to 10 feet. and variance to allow parking in a yard abutting Highway 
211 in an RM zone . 

. No action was taken by the Council to call this matter up for review. 

1630 MAYOR AND COUNCIL REPORTS. 
Councilor Cox paid tribute to Preston Tack who died unexpectedly 10 days ago. He 
stated that Mr. Tack was a good public spirited citizen who worked hard on issues 
pertaining not only to Senior Estates but also to the City. He was instrumental in 
organizing and leadin g the Senior Estates Community Relations Committee, he served on 
various Committees for the City, and was a frequent attender at Council meetings. 
Mayor Figley stated that Mr. Tack was a very decent public spirited person who will be 
sorely missed. 
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Silas Harvey stated that he was a long-time friend of Preston Tack and he has asked the 
executives of the Senior Estates Board to allow him to try and sit in Preston' s seat again. 
Councilor Nichols reiterated that Preston made sure that he knew that he could attend the 
Community Relations Committee on behalf of the Council and Mr. Tack will be missed 
by Senior Estates and our community. He also stated that the Tulip Festival is slow in 
getting started and the tulips were barely beginning to open. 
Councilor Lonergan expressed his appreciation of the local National Guardsmen who 
recently returned from their tour in Iraq. 
Mayor Figley stated that Woodburn had a very nice story in the travel section of the 
Oregonian last week featuring the Tulip Festival, Downtown, and Settlemier Park. The 
newspaper also included a very thought provoking article authored by Superintendent 
Walt Blomberg about the "No Child Left Behind, legislation and some of the 
conseqUences for communities with our demographics. She also mentioned that the 
Youth Leadership group participated in a mock City Council meeting last week and she 
felt that it was an educational and enjoyable session .. 

2045 ADJOURNMENT. 
NICHOLS/MCCALLUM ... meeting be adjourned. The motion passed unanimously. 
The meeting adjourned at 10:45 p.m .. 

APPROVED ______________________ __ 

ATTEST ____________________ __ 

Mary Tennant, Recorder 
City of Woodburn, Oregon 
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ATTACHMENT B 

MeMORANDUM . 

To: Jim Mulder, Community Development Director 

From: Greg Winterowd; Jesse Winterowd 

Date: May,2005 l&lll.ITY 
: SO~ICE 

. AMNIMG 
Re: Response to Written Comments to Woodburn City Council 

'This Memorandum responds to issues raised before the City Council on or before 
April20, 2005, when the Council closed the hearing record regarding the 2005 
legislative plan and code amendmen~ package. This letter is intended to complement 
your letters to the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) and 
the Marion County Community Development Department (County). 

TABLE oF CoNTE?orrs 

B-63 Darlene Mahan (4122105) .................................................................................................. l 
B-68 Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) (3/18105) ..................... 2 
B-69 Marion County (3121105) ........ .......... ; ...... : ................................................ : .............. ......... 3 
B-77, B-101 Serres Family (3/23/05 and4/l9/05) ................................................................... 4 
B-80-81 Mark Unger (3124/05) .............................................................................................. 5 

i}: B-82 Bert Gottsacker (3/24105) .................................................................................................. 5 
~· .. : .lJ-83, B-89 PCUN andFl-DJC ................................................................................................ 6 

: '""<) -88, B-112 Sharabarin Property (3/28/05 and 4/20/05) ......................................................... 6 
3-94, B-112 Amanda Dalton (3/28105) and Realtors Groups (4120105) ......................... ........ 7 
B-95 Martin Rohrer (3/28105) ... ...... ....................................................... .......................... .......... 8 
B-96, B-1 09 . 1000 Friends of Oregon (3/30/05, 4/20/05) ................................ .. ................. ..... 9 
B-99 David Christoff on Behalf of the Woodburn School District ( 4118105) ....................... 13 
B-100 Krivoshein Property (4119/05) .................................................................................... 14 
B-103 Oregon Department of Agriculture ...................................................................... ...... l4 
B-111 Oregon Transportation Commission .......................................................................... 15 
Summary of Expansion Areas ............................................................... .................... .................. 16 
Conclusion .................................................... .......................... ..... ........................... .... ." .................. 17 

B-63 Darlene Mahan ( 4'22/05) 

In a pe tition dated February 4 , 2004, Southwest Industrial Reserve (SWIR) property owners 
expressed their opposition to master planning, minimum employee, transportation planning. and 
mi.nimum lot size requirements. The petition notes that area property owners have held title to 
their property since the 1960s and "are quite capable of deciding who and how we will .dispose 
land." 

WintcrbrCXJk Planning 
110 SW F"ourth Ave. Suite II 00 • Portland, Oregon 9.720+-2)05 

)03.877.++22 • 50). 827-4-?50 Cb) 
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Except for Opus Northwest (which has ·contracted to purchase land from Ms.- Mahan). none of 
the property owners had contacted City staff prior to signing the petition. Since this petition was 
filed with the City, it is our understanding that SWIR property owners have held internal 
meetings and now understand that their land cannot be justified for inclusion within the 
Woodburn UGB unless suitable sites are reserved for employment categories identified in the 
~onomic Opportunities Analysis. · 

Retention of large sites within the SWIR for targeted firms- because they are flat, serviceable 
and accessible to I-5- are critical to the success of Woodburn's Economic Development 
Strategy. It is our understanding that SWIR. property owners now realize that the City can 
provide urban -services to their property only if their land is included with the UGB and 
protected for targeted employment through SWIR policies. 

Ms. Mahan is the owner of Danna Real Estate, the company that is selling its property to 
Opus Northwest. In a separate February 16, 2005 letter, Ms. Mahan wonders why her 
triangular-shaped 11.79 property located east of 1-5 and west of Butteville Road (at the west 
terminus of Parr Road) was not included with the proposed UGB. Ms. Mahan' s 11.75-acre 
property is irregularly shaped and comprised of a combination of Class II and m agricultural 
soils. 

It should be noted that the 2005 W oodbum Transportation System Plan (TSP) calls for the 
improvement of Butteville Road to arterial street status. to the point where it inter&ectS with the 
planned South Arterial. The TSP also calls for the closure of Parr Road before it intersects 
with Butteville Road, thus limiting access to this 11.75-acre parcel, thus limiting ac;cess to this 
parcel in the long-term. As noted in the 2005 UGB Justification Report, development of Ms. 
Mahan's property would not meet a specific site need that cannot be met within the existing or 
proposed UGB. 

Recommendation 
No changes are reconunended to the UGB as a result or the property owner 
petition or MS. Mahan's letter. Darina Real Estate's 11.75-acre parcel is not 
recommended for inclusion within the Woodburn UGB because the City's long­
term employment needs can be better met on other sites within the existing or 
proposed UGB. As noted below, changes are recommended in the location or the 
UGB as a result of comments received from DLCD, Marion County, 1000 
Friends and the Oregon Department of Agriculture. 

B-68 Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) (3118105) 

Included in the Council's packet is a draft response to comments raised by Geoff Crook, 
Willamette Valley Reg1onal Representative for DLCD. Mr. Crook's letter is thoughtful and 
well-documented. It is also generally supporti ve of the Planning Commission's recommended 
Comprehensive Plan and Woodburn Development Ordinance (WDO) amendmen t package. 

Recommendation 
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The revised package before the CouricU: includes changes that r~pond to most of 
the technical issues raised in b.iS March 18,2005 letter. In particular: 

• The recommended UGB· now excludes a parcel with primarily ClasS ll 
soils west ofButteville Road and lnclud~~ a parcel with primarily Class m 
soils south of Parr RoruL 

• Class I agricultural soils on the golf course site north of the UGB are 
recoinmended for removal. 

• SWIR minimum lot size tables have been revi$00 to be fully consistent 
with the site suitability tables prepared by ECONorthwest. 

• The UGB Justification Report has ~n revised to correct internal 
ronsistency issues. , 

• Industrial sites withln the UGB that are lmmedlately serviceable have 
bee-.a desaibed and mapped. 

. • Substantial changes have been made to the draft Publk Facilities Plan. 
• Minor changeS have been inad.e to the draft TranspOrtation Systems P!an 

and implementing WOO provisions. 

B-69 Marlon COunty (3121105) 

Included in the Council's packet is a draft response to comments raised by Les Sasaki, Marion 
. ·.: County Senior Planner. Mr. Sasaki's le~er also is thoughtful and generally supportive of the 

, Planning Commission's recommended Comprehensive Plan and WDO amendment package. 

Recommendation 
The revised package before the Council includes changes that respond to most of 
the issues raised in his March 18, 2005letter. In particular: 

• The recommended UGB now excludes a parcel with primarily Class IT 
soils west of Butteville Road and includes a parcel with primarily Class ill 
soils south of Parr Road. · 

•· SWIR minimum lot size tables have been revised to make it clear that two 
large sites located adjacent to the UGB are may be divided into a range of 
lot sizes consistent with the site suitability tables prepared by · 
ECONorthwest. . 

• The Buildable Lands Inventory, Housing Needs Analysis and UGB' 
Justification Report has been revised to clarify methods and results of the . 
land needs assessment. 

• City and County planning staff have reached tentative agreement on 
· revisions to the Urban Growth Management Agreement. 
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B-77, B-101 Serres Family (3123/0S and 4119/05) 

In Exhibits B-77 and B-101, several members of the Serres family and their consultant, Jeff 
Tross, present their·case to include the Serres family farm into the Woodburn UGB. Other 
exhibits include supportive coinments from Highway 99E business owners. 

The Serres family owns property to the Pudding River- both inside and beyond Study Area 4 
(East) -and has requested that all of their family property be included within the UGB. 
However, the Serre&. Tract within Study Area 4 (East) includes 10 ·parcels comprising 204 acres. 
The Serres family believes that their land is best suited for high-end residential and park use. 
They go on to suggest that agricultural land west of Boones Ferry Road and south of Crosby 
Road (the Fessler property east of I-5), should be removed to allow inclusion of the Serres Tract. 

In Exhibit B-101, members of the Serres family are highly critical of the Public Works 
Department planning level analysis that led to Winterbrook's conclusion that service costs are 
considerably higher for Study Area 4 (East) than most of the other seven study areas. They also 
criticize ~pects ofWinterbrook's Economic, Social, Environmental and Energy (ESEE) analysis 
that outlines the benefits and limitations of each study area. 

As discussed at the Council's April25, 2005 public hearing, the Public Works Department 
stands by the basic conclusions reached in its analysis of relative public facilities costs. Study 
Area 2 is expensive to serve when conipared with most other study areas. Winterbrook will 
amend the ESEE analysis to recognize more of the positive economic, social and energy ".{~:;;' :, 
consequences (potential high end home sites. potential linear nature parks along the Pudding ~[;>' '· ' 
River and its tributaries, and proximity to Highway 99E businesses) associated with inclusion of 
the Serres property. 

However. the over-riding reason for rejecting all of Study Area 4 is the fact that it is comprised 
primarily of Class II agricultural soils, with no large inclusions of buildable Class ill soils. 
Ninety percent of the Serres property within _Study 4 is comprised.of Class II agricultural soils. 
Unlike the Study Areas 2 (North) and 7 (Southwest), there are no substantial Class ill soil areas 
on the Serres Tract within Study Area 4 . Although 11 of the 204 acres within the Serres Tract 
(7%) have Class VI soils, thls land is confined within unbuildable stream corridors. Only 3% of 
the Serres Tract has land with Class ill soils, which are located at the edge of riparian corridors 
or drainage areas. 

Looking beyond the eastern boundary of Study Area 4 to other land owned by the Serres family, 
there are substantial inclusions of Class I agricultural soil fonned by Pudding River alluvial 
deposits. If the UGB were to extend to the Pudding River as suggested by the Serres family, 
Class I soils would also be included. · 

It should be noted that Exhibit 108, Mr. Brian Moore, the lawyer for the Fesslers (whose 
property located between Boones Ferry Road and I-5, south of Crosby Road) makes a reasonable 
case for inclusion of the Fessler property, based on Goal 14 (Urbanization) and ORS 197.298 

I . 
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priorities. He also provides supporting evidence regarding the relative costs to service the Study 
Areas 2 (North) and 4 (East). 

Finally, members of the Serres family have stated their intent to file a Measure 37 claim with 
Marion County if they are not included within the UGB. Their stated intention is to use this 
claim as leverage to bring their land into the UGB. Forth~ record, Serres family are not the only 
landowners at the perimeter of the existing Woodburn UGB who have potential Measure 37 
claims. For e"ample, the Fessler and Weisz families also have owned and farmed land in the 

. area for many years. 

·Recommendation 
N~ c~ges are recommended to the Comprehensive Plan and WDO amendment 
package as a ~ult of the Serres family testimony.· Winterbrook will make changes 
to the ESEE analysis found in the UGB Justillcatlon Report to recognize potentially 
positive economic, soclal and energy consequenc~ Identified in materials submitted 
by the S~rres family. · 

- . . . 

Mark Unger (3124105) 

Mr. Unger would like his property to be included within the proposed UGB. Mr. Unger owns 
property on E;ast Hardcastle Road that located abou~ a qu~er mile outside the existing and 
proposed UGB, but i!l,split by the eastern boundary of Study Area 4 (East). Mr. Unger's 
pr.operty is comprised primarily of Class II agricultural soils, e~ept for unbuildable riparian area 
(a tributary to Pudding Creek- a portion of which is culverted) that divides the property. 

Recommendation 
No changes are recomm~nded to the Comprehensive Plan and WDO amendment 
package. Please see related response to Serres family comments. 

B-82 Bert Gottsacker (3124/05) 

Mr. Gottsacker is concerned that proposed street and plan designation boundaries do not always 
. follow property lines. Mr. Gottsacker references a "policy" (actually the policy preference of an 
attorney representing a property owner in a plan amendment application} that "requires, location 
of plan designation boundaries along· property or stt.eets, and cites examples in the proposed 
Comprehensive Plan map of properties with split designations. 

Mr. Gottsacker is correct in noting that a few properties along major streets have split 
designations. The proposed designations allow Nodal Medium Density Residential along Parr 
Road and Evergreen Drive, with Nodal Low Density Residential located to the rear. There is no 
Comprehensive Plan policy that requires location of plan designations along property lines. 

It should be noted that one of the "split" properties cited by Mr. Gottsacker is located west of 
Butteville Road, and is no longer proposed for inclusion within the SWIR or UGB based ORS 
197.298 "priorities" and comments from DLCD, ODA, Marion County and 1000 Friends. Mr. 
Gottsacker owns the property south of the proposed South Arterial that has Class Ill soi Is and is 
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proposed for inclusion within· the SWIR and UGB. None of Mr. Gottsacker's properties have 
split designations. 

Recommendation 
No changes are recommended to the Comprehensive Plan and WDO amendment 
package. 

JJ-83, B-89 PCUN and FliDC 

Mr. Ramon Ramirez of Pineros y Compesinos del Noroeste (PCUN) testified in favor of UGB 
expansion to provide more non-agricultural job opportunities for the over 5,000 farmworkers 
represented by his organization. Mr. Ramirez noted that targeted light manufa,cturing and 
warehousing employers typically employ large numbers of Latino worken and provide 
opportunities for. farmworlcers to expand and strengthen their job skills and opportunities for 
their cl)ildren. · 

In a similar vein. Mr. Roberto Jimenez of the Fannworkers Housing Development Corporation 
(FHDC) also supported UGB expansion as holding "great economic potential for the future of 
fannworkers and their families locally." Mr. Jimenez notes that •'better-paying jobs would allow 
farmworkers to buy homes and more beyond affordable housing," thus creating space for those 
in greater need at Nuevo Amanecer and Esperanza Court. Finally, Mr. Jimenez notes that: 

"FHDC believes that whatever low-paying job loss [in agriculture] is associated with 
developing the land brought into the .UGB would be minimal and gr:eatly outweighed by 
new job creation ... Together we can strengthen the community of all residents of and 
improve th~ quality of life in the Woodburn area." 

Recommendation 
Testimony from PCUN and FHDC strongly support the City's decision to provide 
for basic employment opportunities on land now designated for agricultural use. 

B-88, B-lU Sharabarin Property (:v28/05 and 4120/05) 

Exhibits B-&8 and B-112 include letters from attorney Kevin Maine on behalf of the Sharabarin 
family, who own 7.45 acres of Class IT agricultural soils at the northeast comer of Highway 99E 
and Carl Road in Study Area 3 (Northeast). The Sharabarin property abuts a manufactured 
dwelling park in an exception area proposed for inclusion within the UGB. The Sharabarin 
family would like their land designated for commercial use - in order to construct a personal 
storage facility. 

To justify his client's request, Mr. Maine misquotes page 39 of the UGB Justification Report in 
stating that "Winterbrook determined the City will need an additional 202 acres of commercial 
property by 2020." In fact, thi s is what the report said: 

"The 2004 (existing) Woodburn UGB has 460 developed commercial acres and 108 net 
bui ldable acres (including vacant and partially developed land.) A commonly-accepted 
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method of projecting buildable commercial land need (and one that _has been 
acknowledged in many Oregon plans) is to determine the existing ratio of developed_ 
comniercial acres to population, and multiply this ratio by planned population growth. 
Using this meth~ Woodburn would need 310 net buildable commercial acres to meet 
2020 commercial land needs. Since Woodburn has 108 net buildable commercial acres, 
this would result in a need for an additional 202 net buildable commercial acres. 

We did not use this method, because we have intentionally under-allocated commercial 
land to encourage redevelopment along Highway 214. Highway 99E and in ·Downtown 
_Woodburn. If we were to have extended the existing ratio of commercial hmd to 
employment through 2020, we would have added approximately 202 - rather than 32 -
net buildable acres ... , .. (Emphasis in the original.) 

Based' on ECONorthwest's high employment projection,. Woodburn will need 141 (lOS pl~ 32) 
net buildable acres of commercial land by the Year 2020. The Planning Commission's 
recommended plan includes 140 net buildable commercial acres (including nodal commercial 
and exceptions areas). Based on the information provided by Winterbrook on page 39 of the 
UGB Justification Report, increasing the supply of commercial land on Highway 99E would 
have the effect of discouraging - rather than encouraging - the redevelopment of commercial 
land in Downtown Woodburn and along Highway 99E. 

vie note that there is a significant difference between targeted basic employment ca~gories 
idet;ltitied in the EOA and retail/ service uses that typically locate in Woodburn's commercial 
zones~ The former tend to pay higher wages and serve a wider market area, while the latter pay 

·lower wages and (with the exception of outlet malls) serve a more localized population. 
Woodburn must compete with other I-5 locations for targeted employment fl.nns, whereas 
COmplercial uses are more likely to redevelop under-utilized land as_ necessary to serve local 
markets. This is why ECONorthwest and Winterbrook applied an employee-per-acre ratio for 
commerciai"land uses, while applying more specific site suitability criteria to provide choice 
among sites to meet the requirements of targeted basic employers. 

Recommendation 
No changes are recommended to the Comprehensive Plan and WDO pacJ<age at 
this time. 

B-94, B~l12 Amanda Dalton (:Y.l&'OS) and Realtors Groups (4120/05) 

Ms. Dalton, Government Affairs Coordinator for the North Willamette Association of Realtors 
(among other real estate groups) wrote in opposition to the Interchange Management Area (IMA) 
Overlay District.- She raised concerns regarding Measure 37 claims, limitations on commercial 
growth, and the potential for statewide precedent. 

It is important to recognize that the peak hour tri"p generation limits imposed by the fMA tri p 
budget are based on plan designations· in the proposed Comprehensive Plan and associated trip 
generation figures used in the development of the 2005 Transportation Systems Plan (TSP). The 

.···;··· ..... 
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IMA trip budget is intended to allow planned commercial development to proceed based on the 
trip generation figures used in the TSP- but prohibit net increases in commercially-designated 
land within the overlay district that would take vehicle trip capacity reserved for basic 
employment. Notably, the IMA overlay district applies only to vacant parcels and therefore will 
not restrict redevelopment of intensification of commercial uses in most'commercial areas in 
Woodburn. 

Finally, the IMA overlay district is an essential element of Woodburn's overall economic 
development strategy and is necessary to ensure that ODOT's considerable investment in the 
Woodburn interchange is wisely used. If interchange capacity were to be used for commercial 
development, then there would be insufficient capacity for targeted, basic employment. 

In an April20, 2005 letter, the boards of several valley realtors associations signed a similar 
letter; and opined that the "small property' ·exemption should be reinstated in the draft IMA 
Overlay District. This provision was reviewed with ODOT staff and found acceptable. 

Recommendation 
Mr.,Mulder has recommends amending the draft IMA Overlay District to reinstate 
a smaU property exemption. 

B-95 Martin Rohrer (3128/05) 

In Exhibit B-95 and related exhibits (B-65), Mr.-Rohrer makes a persuasive case to include 125 
acres of lan~ located between Crosby Road and the Woodburn Company Stores, in Study Area 1 

1
-·-··.: 

(Northwest). Mr. Ro?rer believes that this land is_best suited for ~ed use industrial. He goes ~~7~:.:·. : 
on to suggest that agnculturalland west of Buttevtlle Road or land m the Parr Road area east of \~: 
1-5, could be removed to allow inclusion of the Crosby Road property. Mr. Rohrer notes that 
previous Council-appointed committee had recommended inclusion of this area for a mixture of 
commercial and light industrial uses. 

The 125 acres in question is designated "Agriculture" on the Marion County Comprehensive 
Plan map, and is zoned Exclusive Farm Use. This subarea is comprised primarily of Class II 
agriculture soils, with the exception of unbuildable riparian corridors which are primarily Class 
IV agricultural soils with narrow strips of Class ill soils are the riparian edge. To access this 
land, one either would need to drive through the Woodburn Company Store area to reach 
Highway 214 and the I-5 Interchange, or access the interchange through the Butteville Road 
residential exceptions area. There are no large blocks of Class ill soils in this area, nor can such 
large blocks be reached by extending services through this area. 

Since the Committee finished its work in 1999, the Council has reviewed and accepted the 
Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and the Economic Development Strategy (EDS), 
Winterbrook Planning has carefully analyzed alternative UGB expansion areas based on the 
Statewide Planning Goals and applicable Oregon statutes, and the Transportation Systems Plan 
has been extensively revised to provide for alternative east-west routes through Woodburn~ All 
of this work pointed towards reservation of large blocks of land along Butteville and Parr Roads, 
with minimal development constraints and readi ly avai lable urban services. ORS 197. 298 

Winterbrook Planning 

Volume 
Page 



priorities directed employment growth towards the large blocks of Class Ill soils imm~diately 
south of Parr Road. In order to reach this Class ill soils area, intervening Class II agricultural 
land along Parr and Butteville Roads must be ~velo!Jed. The Planning Commission has 
reviewed the proposed Comprehensive Plan and Development Ordinance Package, made 
changes, and provid~d its recommendation to the City Council. 

The Planning Commission recommended that this area. not be included in the UGB expansion 
area because it did not satisfy hind use, transportation, and economic goals as well as other areas 
proposed for inclusion in the UGB. Specifically, the portion of this area betWeen 1-5 and East 

- Senecal Creek is best suited for future commercial uses consistent with Woodburn Company 
Stores type develop~ent. However, the City proposal only justifies 32 acres ()f commercial 
UGB expansion. The portion of this area west of East Senecal Creek is best suited for residential 
uses because of compatibility considerations with the adjacent residential development in the 
City and Ea8t Senecal Creek- However, residential land needs are better addressed with the City 
proposal. This area is not best suited for industrial use for the reasons stated above. This area 
should be preserved for future commercial and residential uses when sufficient justification for 
such expansion can be provided in the future. 

·-::<·::·· .. 
(···· · ;(.·:.: 

Both Jim Mulder and I very much appreciate the professionalism and thoughtfulness with which 
Mr. Rohrer presented his case. We also respect the hard work done in 1998-99 by citizen review 
committees. However, the inclusion of this land for the proposed uses would require a wholesale 
revision .to the Comprehensive Plan and Development Ordinance package recommended by the 
Planning Commission. This would result in additional costs and delay and would jeopardize the 
City's ability to receive acknowledgement form the LCDC and funding from ODOT. 

Recommendation 
No changes are recommended to the Comprehensive Plan and Development 
Ordinance package at this time. This land is, however, a prime candidate for 
inclusion for a mixture of commercial and residential uses in the future. 

ll-96, B-109 1000 Friends of Oregon (3130105~ 4120105) , 

In its March 30 , 2005 letter to the City Council, 1000 Friends included copies of previous 
submissions to the Planning Commission. Winterbtook responded to I 000 Friends earlier 
concerns in our February 16, 2005 memorandum. This memorandum was incori:>orated in the 
Pl annin~ Corrunission's final order recommending approval of the 2005 Comprehensive Plan 
and Development Ordinance amendment package to the City Council. Here, we respond only 
to new issues raised by 1000 Friends in ·their March 30 and April 20, 2005 letters to the City 
Council. Other exhibits (for example, B-84 and B-90-92) echo themes developed in the 1000 
Friends tenere. · 

Residential Land Need and Supply. On page 3 of the March 30 letter, after an incomplete 
and rnisleacling analysis, 1000 Friends argues that the proposed UGB has too much residential 
land. To clarify and minimize continued misperception and misuse of Winterbro0k' s data and 
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analysis, we have restructured the residential land needs analysis and buildable lands 
inventory to reach the same conclusion that we reached two years ago: 

• W oodbum lacks buildable land within the existing UGB to accommodate Year 2020 
residential, public and semi-public land needs. 

o ·With the proposed UGB amendment, Woodburn will have enough- but not too much 
-buildable residential land to meet Year 2020 needs. 

For a complete discussion of Woodburn's residential land needs and supply analysis, please 
see Community Development Director Mulder's May 2005 letter to Marion County. In 
surrimary, 1000 Friends over-simplified land assessment methods do not consider the facts 

- that (a) Woodburn has many sinaller residential parcels that will not develop at 100% 
efficiency (e.g.~ a 9,000 square foot lot in a 6,000 square foot zone) (b) that land within 
residential exceptions areas is unlikely to develop at full density due to small parcel sizes, 
opposition to annexatio~ and the inefficient location of homes on existing paxcels, and (c) 
beCause W 6odbtim allows a wide range of housing types at varying densities in its zones, it is 
inappropriate to assume that housing will develop at the maximum density allowed by the 
zone. 

To put matters, in perspective, consider the following data and ratios. 
• Woodburn's population is projected to gJOW by 67% from 2002 through 2020 (from 

20,860 to 34,919). 
• In 2002. Woodburn had 1,182 acres of fully developed residential land (957 single 

family residential and 225 multi-family residential)- exclusive of (a) 132 acres of 
partially developed and "infill" residential land, and (b) land developed for churches, 
schools and parks. 

• If we were to increase its buildable residential land supply in proportion to population 
growth (67%), Woodburn would need 792 vacant buildable residential acres­
without meeting public and semi-public land needs (210 additional net buildable 
acres). 

• The expanded UGB includes only 736 net buildable acres, including partially vacant 
and infilllots, to accommodate Year 2020 residential, and public and semi-public land 
needs. 

• Woodburn does not have "too much" residential land. Rather, Woodburn has 
substantially reduced residential land needs through land use efficiency measures 
(higher and minimum densities) and by reliance on in:fill to meet long term residential 
needS. 

As an aside, Mr. Friedman faults Winterbrook's previous work for assUming that public park 
and school need:s, as well as religious institutional needs, will be met on land designated for 

. residential use." The priffiary basis for this assumption is my personal experience in planning 
over the last 30 years·: new religious institutions, parks and schools typically locate in 
residential areas because such uses are allowed by zoning, residential land is relatively 
inexpensive, and schools, parks and institutions usually require larger, .vacant parcels. In 
Woodburn, residential land typically is less expensive than commercial land. Moreover, 
Woodburn's residential zones allow school, park and institutional needs through the 
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conditional use process. Woodburn's proposed Southwest Industrial Reserve zone- which 
has most of the remaining non-residential buildable land- does- not ~low residential, park or 
school uses. 

Finally, Woodburn does not have a surplus of land in any use category. If some public and 
semi-public land needs happen to be met on land zoned for industrial or commercial use, then 
there may be a shortage in these categories and a slight surplus in the residential land categ()ry. 

·However, Woodburn's UGB now has only a 15 (not 20) year land supply. The miniscule 
public and semi-public acreage that might occur on non-:residential hmd will be needed to 
meet 20-year land needs before the ink is dry on this plan, and well before 1000 Friends 
exhauSts its appeal rights. 

Industrial Land Need and Supply. On pages 3-10 of the March~ letter (Section IliD) 
based on projecting "employee-per-acre .. ratios, Mr. Friedman argues that the ploposed UGB 
has too much industrial and cominercialland. · We have responded, repeatedly and 
exhaustively, to most of 1000 Friends arguinents and will not do so again. 

On page 9; after acknowledging that Winterbrook did analyz~ the redevelopment potential of 
existing industrial parcels based on the ratio of improvement to land values, "Mr. Friedman 
argues that Winterbrook failed to examine the potential for existing underutilized buildings to 
accommodate need This claim was reiterated in Mr. Friedman's April 20, 2005 letter. 

• First, we know of no Statewide Planning Goal, nne or statutory requirement that 
reqUires such an analysis. Cities are required to conduct buildable lands inventories, 
not vacant or underutilized building inventories. 

• Second, in Woodburn's case, the availability of vacant buildings in the Highway 99E 
area supports ECONorthwest's and Winterbrook's conclusion that Woodburn's 
primary comparative advantage is its location relative to I-5, not-to Highway 99E or 
the existing railroad tracks. . · 

• Third, in testimony to the City Council, Roy Clor of SEOCOR stated that purchase 
agreements were pending regarding the use of two of the industrial buildings in 
question. Mr. Oor' s testimony recognizes that industrial and commercial buildings 
frequently change hands and accommodate various numbers of workers during· their 
useful lives. Woociburn consistently has encouraged the re-use of existing industrial 
buildings and vacated indUstrial sites for years. There is nothing inconsistent with 
supporting intensification of existing industrial sites and buildinf while at the same 
time providing new sites with I-5 access for targeted employers. 

• Flnally, Woodburn has not "turned its back on under-utilized areas of town" as stated 
by Mr. Friedman. Woodburn's existing, largely developed_industrial properties are 
being actively marketed and are capable of absorbing additional employment, as 
indicated-by Mr. Clor's testimony. Partially vacant sites also allow for the expansion 
of existing industrial uses: However, Woodburn's vacant buildings, redevelopable 

1 In h.is April 20 letter, Mr. Friedman neglected to note that ~lr. Clor spoke in support of the SWIR a.nd UGB 
expansion to meet industrial land needs . 
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sites, and partially developed parcels are located in the Highway 99E and eastern 
railroad area, and do not meet the site suitability requirements of most new 
employment categories targeted in the.EOA. 

In conclusion, ORS 197.712 and the Goal9 Rule do not require cities to evaluate the 
employee capacity of vacant or under-utilized buildings; rather. this statute and this rule focus 
on the site suitability needs of targeted industries- jUst as W oodbum has done. 

Expamion.Areas. On page 10-12 ofthe·March 30 letter (Section V) 1000 Friends citesORS 
197.298 priorities and argues against expanding onto higher quatity agricultural land and for 
expanding to the Southeast to access Class m agricultural soils south o.f Parr Road between 
Boones Ferry Road and the Freeway. 

We agree in part with 1000 Friends on this issue. The first priority for expansion should be to 
exceptions areas, a5 Woodburn has done. The second priority shculd be to Class m (rather 
than to Class lor n soils) where possible. As I explained at the City Council hearing on April 
25, 2005, there are two large concentrations of Class m soil within the eight UGB study 
areas.1 However, to provide these Class m areas with transportation, sewer, water and storm 
drninage services, intervening areas with Class n soils must first be developed. This is 
allowable under ORS 197 .298(3Xa)- specific siting needs of targeted employers and ORS 
197.298(3)(c)- maximum efficiency ofland use reqUires extension ·of services through lower 
priority lands to include or serve higher priority lands. 

As pointed out by 1000 Friends and others, there are two areas with Class I and IT soils that do 
·not meet this test: 

(1) A 56-acre parcel located west of Butteville Road in Study Area 8 (West) which has 
predominantly Class IT agricultural soils; and 

(2) A hazelnut orchard located within the golf course in Study Area 2 (North) with 
predominantly Class I and II soils. 

Both these areas are recommended for exclusion from the proposed UGB. 

School Expansion Site. On page l3 of the March 30 letter (Section V) 1000 Friends argues 
against inclusion of the 19-acre site owned by the Woodburn School District in Study Area 4 

. (East). At the Planning Commission public hearing, Mr. Mulder and myself recommended 
inclusion of the school district site if(a) specific need for a site at this location could be 
identified by the District, or .(b) a surplus of residential land within the UGB could be 
demonstrated We agree, unfortunately, with 1000 Friends that neither of these tests have 
been met, and that the school site cannot be included within the UGB consistent with ORS 
197.298 priorities. 

2 In fact, Srudy Area 7 (Southwest) was expanded to include a larger portio n o f the C1ass m soils concentration · 
south of the planned South Arterial. 
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Recommendation . ., . . 
Three chang~~.r~ommencled in response 1000 Friends comments regarding 
the appliation ofORS 197.298 and G<>al14 Factors 3-7: 

(1) Removal of the predo~antly Class II agricultural parcel west of 
Butteville Road in Study Area 8 (56 acres), and replacement with a 
predominantly Class.Ul agricultural parcel south of the &uth Arterial in 
Study Area7 (50 acres). 

(2) Removal of approximately·1()0 ac~ of predominantly Class I and II soils 
assoctated.with the golf COUrse on land east and north of the emergency 
access road In Study Area 2 (North). 

(3) Exclusion of the 19-acre Woodburn SchooH>istrid site on predominantly 
Class II agricultUral soils in Study Area 4 (East). (P1ease see additional 
dlsaission under Exhibit B-99.) 

B-99 David Christoff on Behalf of the Woodburn School District (4118105) 

Woodburn School District would like to add 19.5 acres on Ea8t lincoln Street to the UOB to 
allow construction of a school. Based on the District architect's recommendation, the District 
needs sites of i2-1S acres rc>r ·an elementary school. 20-25 acres for a middle school, and 40 or 
more acres for a high school. Overall, the District estimates that it will need 170 acres to 
accommodate school needs through the Year 2020. Since 1992, the District had looked for other 
sites within the UGB but was unsuccessful in finding any at a reasonable price. The District sold 
a 10-acre site adjacent to Senior Estates in 1997for $45,000 per acre and purchased the 19.5 
Lincoln Street site for $20,000 per acre .''with the blessing of the City Planning Department, the 
County Planning Department, the advise of the District's attorneys, and input of their architect 
and private consultant." The District needs a school east of Highway 99E to accommodate 
existing and future student growth. At the time, the Serres property "was ideal and very logical 
land for future expansion as residential." · 

We have no personal knowledge of what Keith Liden, a consultant who contracted with the City 
to prepare the 1999-2000 Buildable Lands Inventory, or Steve Goeckritz, the previous planning 
director, may have told the District. We did incorporate the need figures provided by the District 
in April 2004 int9 our residential land needs analysis. The 108-acre .vacant buildable land figure 

. is consistent with land needs for two elementary schools, a middle school and a high schooL 

We also know that the site has predominantly Class IT agricultural -soils and that we lack · 
sufficient· information to justify inclusion of this property as a "special need" under ORS 
197.298(3). We also know that 1000 Friends will appeal any decision made by the City and 
Marion County to LCDC, and that bringing the District's property into the UGB would 
jeopardize the LCDC's acknowledgment of Woodburn 's Comprehensive Plan and WDO 
amendment pacl<age. 

Recommendation 
For reasons stated above, we cannot recommend inclusion of the District's property 
a t this time. vVe do recommend that the District complete a facilities master plan 
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that systematically describes existing and future school siting needs. Such a plan, r ··;r. · 
coupled with an exhaustive alternatives sites analysis, could be used as the basis for Yfj~:b 
future plan amendments to accommodate schoolland·needs. ~~- · 

B-100 KrlvosheinProperty (4119/05) 

Exhibit B-100 includes a letter from attorney Kevin Maine. on behalf of the Krivoshein family, 
who own 32.5 acres of predominantly Class II agricultural soils north of Hardcastle Road in 
Study Area 4 (North). Mr. Maine questions several of Wintefbrook•s "liberal" assumptions 
regarding the development of.iil.fill and partially developed residential properties. 

Recommendation 
No changes are recommended to the Comprehensive Plan and Development 
O~dlnanee package at this time. Please ~ discussion of Serres property above. 

B-103 Oregon Department of Agriculture 

In Exhibit 103, Mr. James Johnson provided comments related to Goall4, Factors 6 (retention 
and buffering of.agriculturalland) and ORS 197.298 (urban growth boundary expansion 
prioqties). Mr. Johnson notes his agreement with comments provided by DLcP, but expressed 
concern with the proposed expansions Located west of 1-5 and north of the existing UGB, 
because these areas have relatively high valu.e Class ll soil$. Mr. Johnson recommends that 
growth be directed as much as possible to the area with predominantly Class ill agricultural soils 
located south of the existing UGB- between Boones Ferry Road and 1-5 (Southwest Study Area .. : ·; · .. . 
~ .rn cl~sing, Mr. Johnson also ~peaks to !he n~d for buffers to minimize impacts from planne(@<::} 
resutentral development on fanrung operations m the area. ~, . 

Table B shows a total of 926 gross acres are proposed for inclusion within the Woodburn :UGB. 
After accounting for unbuildable wetlands, floodplains and riparian areas- and for street rights­
of-way- 766 net buildable acres are prop9sed for inclusion within the 2005 UGB. Most or this 
land (413 gross acres or 45% of the total UGB expansion area) is located in Southwest 
Woodburidri Study Area 7, between Boones Feriy Road and Interstate 5. This area has 
predominantly Class lll agricultural soils • 

. We have explained in the UGB Justification Report, and before the Planning Commission and 
City Council, the importance of including largely Class II agricultural land between the existing 
UGB and Butteville Road. This land must develop in order for Butteville Road to be improved 
to urban standards, thus providing access from industrial sites to the southeast (in Study Area 7) 
to the east access to I-5 Interchange. The Butteville Road properties also have the most direct 
access to the eastern I-5 Interchange and have been recognized by the Industrial Lands Advisory 
Committee as one of 25 sites of statewide significance. Development of this area is also 
necessary to provide a looped water system to commercial and industrial land on both sides of I-
5. However, due to the presence of Class I agricultural soils , no land is proposed for inclusion 
west of ButteviJ!e Road. 
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A similar situation exists for property north of the UGB. In order to reach the second largest 
inclusion of Class ill soils in any of the study areas, Boones Ferry Road must be improved to 
urban standards and urban services ritust'be extended through Class ii soils. However, the same 
cannot be said for land east of the emergency access road and north of the uaa· in the North 
Study Area 2 (the "golf course property), which is comprised of Class I and II soils that do not 
need to be developed to serve buildable iand with concentrations of ClaSs in soils. 

. . 
Regarding buffers, the UGB is designed in almost every case to utilize existing roads or streams 
as buffers. Thus, after removing the 56-acre property west ofButteville Road, this arterial street 
provides a buffer along the proposed western boundary of the UGB in Study Areas 1 and 8. 
Similarly, Crosby Road provides a buffer separating proposed.residential development from 
agricultural land to the north in Study Area 2. IJt Study Area 7~ residentiallan<J will be buffered 
from agricultural land by the South Arterial. · · 

Finally, by substituting a 50-acre Class Ill agricultural property in Study Area 7 (south of the 
South Arterial) for a 56-acre Class ll agricultural property in Study Area 8 (west of Butteville 
Road), ORS 197.298 priorities are met. As implied in Mr. Johnson's letter, the most significant 
adverse impacts on agricultural operations come from residential -not industrial uses •. For this 
reason, Winterbrook recommends directing industrial development to Class ill soils despite the 
lack of a road buffer for the 50-acre property located south of the South Arterial. 

Two changes are recommended in response ODA comments regarding the · 
application of ORS 197.298 and Goal14 Factors 6-7: 

{i) Remov~ of the predomin.antly Ctas.s U agricUltural parcel west of 
Butteville Road in $tudy Area 8 (56 acres), and replacement WiUt a 
predomiliantly ClasS ill agriCultural parcel S()Uth of the South Arterial in 

·. Study Area 7 (50 acres). 
(2) Removal of approximately 100 acres of predominantly Class I and II soils 

associated with the golf course on land east and north of the emergency 
access road in Study Area 2 (North). 

B-111 Oregon Transportation Commission 

In his April 19, 2005 letter to Mayor Figley, Mr. Stuart Foster, Chairman of the Oregon 
Transportation Commission, expressed his support and appreciation for the high quality . 
transportation planning performed by the City in coordination with ODOT staff. Mr. Foster was 
especially supportive of the Interchange Management Area Overlay Zone. Mr. Foster concludes 
by noting that additional work must be completed by property owners, ODOT staff and the City 
regarding funding for interchange improvements. It is our understanding that discussions are 
now taking place among these groups to sati sfy the OTC's concern. 

-· 
·we recommend that the City continue to work with ODOT, Marion County, 
and affected property owners towards an equitable funding agre€ment for 
planned 1-5 Interchange improvements. 
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Summary of Expansion Areas 

The UGB Justification Report, while focusing on det~iled descriptions of need' and 
comparisons of need to supply, did not include summaries of the expansion area by study area 
or b)' plan designation. Tables A and B below provide this infonnation. 

Table A shows the total expansion acreage by study area. These acres are "gross" acres, 
indicating that they do not account for proteCted natural areas or right-of-way deductions. 

· There are a total of 926 ,gross acres included in the proposed UGB expansion areas. 

Table A: Expansion Acres 

Table B shows expansion acreages by proposed land use category. Table B also shows .. Net 
Buildable'' acres for each designation, indicating available developable area after reductions 
for narural areas and rights-of-way. After accounting for proposed changes to the UGB, we 
recommend adding 766 net buildable acres to the existing Woodburn UGB. 
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Conclusion 

In this memorandum, we have attempted to provide an objective review of comments 
received from the general public, landowners, special interest groups, and state 
agencies~ The proposed UGB expansion is barely adequate to meet Year 2020 growth 
needs. Most of those who commented argued for or against competing UGB 
exp~ion areas. 

As pointed out by several state agencies and 1000 Friends of Orego~ ORS 197.298 
. . .priorities require that cities look fust to "exceptions areas .. tO meet identified 

· expansion needs, then to lower value agricultural land, and finally to higher value 
agricultural land In the W oodbum area, areas with Class IV and higher agricultural 
soils are as1;ociated with unbuildable wetlands and riparian corridors, and therefore do 
not meet identified urban land needs. After bringing in adjacent exceptions areas, this 
leaves buildable Class ill soils as the highest priority for meeting Woodburn's growth 
needs. 

. Woodburn has included all adjacent exceptions areas except a state-owned juvenile 
detention facility and still lacks an adequate buildable land supply. Woodburn has two 
large concentrations of Class IIi soils: 

• the smaller is located in the North Study Area 2 east of Boones Ferry Road, and 
• the larger is located ln Southwest Study Area 7 south of Parr Road. 

ORS 197.298(3) allows for exceptions to the its own priorities in order to meet specific 
site suitability needs or to maximize land use efficiency. Both Class III soils areas are 
separated from the existing UGB by areas with Class II agricultural soils. These 
intervening Class II soils must be developed to ensure efficient urbanization and to 
provide urban services to Class Ill soil areas. 
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The Serres family (East Study Area 4) and property owners represented by Mr. Rohrer 
(Northwest Study Area 1) have put forth-good cases for inclusion of their PfOperties. 
within the UGB. However, neltller·area meetS QRS 197.298 prlorities or q;~ceptions ·to 
these priorities and the~efore \YQ~ld be Vuiri¢~bie_ to legal chailenge. Moreover, to 
include either area would requite extensive amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, 
Public Facilities Pl~ Transportation Systems PI~ and W oo4burn Development 
Ordinance. Such changes would be costly and time-consuming to prepare- and . 

· would not help achieve the objectives set forth in the Woodburn Economic . 
Opportunities AnalysiS, Woodburn Economic Development Strategy or Woodburn 
Housing Needs Analysis. 

1000 Friends continues to argue for a different economic development program than 
the one described in W oodbuin' s Economic Opportunities AnalysiS and Economic 
Development Strategy .. However, 1000 Fnends ·has found no support fori~ position 
from the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD), the Oregon · 
Departinent of Transportation (ODOT), the Oregon Department of Agriculture or 
Marion County. These agencies generally are supportive of the economic 
development approach taken by the Planning Commission in its recommendations to 
City Council. · 

DLCD has recommended many teclmical changes to the Comprehensive Plan, Public 
Facilities Plan (PFP), WDO and findings jU$.tifying the UGB. Minor amendments to 
the Comprehensive Plan, Priblic .. Facilities Plan, TranSportation Systems-P~ and 
WOO recommended by Mr. Mulder are responsive to DLCD's concerns. Changes to 
the updated Transportation Systems Plan (fSP) will also be required to address 
changes in the UGB and timing issues related to servicing industrial land within the 
Southwest Industrial Reserve. 

Marion Connty and 1000 Friends raised concerns regarding the number of acres 
proposed for inclusion within the UGB. Both h~ve misinterpreted background 
materials prepared by Winterbrook. We are in the process of making changes to 
background documents and the UGB Justification Report to respond to issues raised 
by state agencies, the county and 1 GOO Friends - including minor changes in the 
location of the proposed UGB. Winterbrook will fmalize the changes in concert with 
the City Attorney's office once the Council has made fmal decisions on the 2005 
Comprehensive Plan ·a.nd Woodburn Development Ordinance amendment package. 

Winterbrook Planning 

Volume 5 
Page 974 



' ... 

··Geoff Crook 
Willamette Valley Regional Rep. 
DLCD 
635 Capitol St., NE, Suite 150 
Salem, OR 91301-2540 

ATTACHMENT·c 

DRAFT 

Re: Responses to DLCD Comments on Woodburn Periodic Review Amendments 

Dear Geoff: -

I ap-preciate receiving your letter, dated March 16, 2005, providing comments on the 
proposed periodic review amendment package. The city has worked diligently to address 
all of your comments. The following responses are provided to your comments in the same 
order as outlined in your letter. 

Ii\ 
/' (-:(\~~::\ Goal t~ fublle Involvement 

Citizen Involvement PlM 
The department has received a draft Citizen lnvolvoment Plan, with the understanding 
that a final version will be completed and submitted to the department upon adoption and 
submittal of the final plan amendment package. This item is work task 10 of the city's 
wo~pro~~ · 

The City will submit the final version of the Citizen Involvement Report when the final plan 
amendment package is submitted to DLCD. 

Woodburn has satisfied this work task by following its citizen involvement program in 
making the decisions involved in .the 2004 period review decisions. This is discussed in 
detail under Goal 1 . 

Woodburn concludes that a City that is amending comprehensive plan provisions that 
concern its citizen involvement policies also is entitled to follow its acknowledged citizen 
involvement program. The amended citizen involvement policies would apply to future 
land use decisions but not to the decision that amends the citizen involvement policies. 

The purpose of Goal 1 is "[t]o develop a citizen involvement program that insures the 
opportunity for cit izens to be involved in al l phases of the [land use] the planning 

....... process." The goal requires the governing body of each city to develop a citizen 
:<:.:::\:·; involvement program and to establish an officially recognized cit izen involvement 

· committee to assist it in developing and maintaining the program. The city's planning 
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commission may be used as the officially recognized citizen involvement committee if 
the city selects planning commission members through an open, well:-publicized public 
process. Each citizen involvement program must include six components listed in the 
Goal. 

The Woodburn Comprehensive Plan contains one policy related to citizen involvement; 
Policy E-1 provides as follows: 

"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 community in accordance with the community's desires, it is essential 
that the community be consulted at all stages of the planning program to insure 
decisions are in accordance with the community's benefit." 

The "Land Usa " section of the comprehensive plan contains the following statement 
under the heading "1. Citizen lnvolvemenr 

: . . ' . 

"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, 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." 

The existing comprehensive plan provisions remain in the 2004 amendments to the 
Comprehensive plan. Policy E-1 is renumbered to 8-1 . A second Comprehensive Plan 
policy, 8-2 was added that addresses how the city will notify state agencies. Those 
polici~s do not relate to the city's citizen involvement requirement, but instead to its 
requirement to coordinate with special districts and state agencies. 

Woodburn complied with its existing citizen involvement program. ln the existing 
program, the Planning Commission is Woodburn's citizen involvement committee. 
Mailed notice was sent to all property owners within the City and i.n the alternative UGB 
expansion areas. Workshops were held within the community to present the proposed 
decisions, answer questions and receive comments. Public hearings were held before 
the Planning Commission and the City Council. All documents relied upon and the 
proposed amendments were available on the City's website as well as City hall and the 
.City library. Comments received in the public hearing processes have been retained 
and these findings respond to issues that were raised with sufficient specificity to allow 
the City Council to respond to them. 
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Goall· Land ·usc Plannln& 

Urban Growth Mmagement Agreement . . . 
The department underst:1nda the city is currently. working with the county o~ rC\'isions to 
the city's UGMA and that this product will bo ~ubmitted after the loclll adoption proc~sa. 
Submittal and review of these materials arc required prior to department approval of the 
city•s work program. This is work task 9 of the ~ity's work program. · 

The City will submit the adopted UGMA to DLCD with submittal of the adopted plan 
amendment package. 

Coal 5- Open Spaces, Scenle ud Historic Areu, and N2tural Reso\lmt 

Riparian Coqjdor! and Wqlandl OAR 660:023.Q090.100 
Tho department commcnda the city's formation of a Ri~an Corridor and Wetlands 
Overlay DistriGt (RCW). The city abou1d provide dctlnitiou in its cadC for the terms 
"undcvietoped ~~ .. .ind· "100-year noodptain outsido of de\ieropeci aRIJ,,. 
Although tho "general location .. of the RCW district is ntapp«t, without clear definitions 
for these terms there may be it;utances whero the intent or application. of tho overlay 

. district it ambiguous. 

The boundaries of the RCW are revised to read: 

"The general location of the Riparian Corridor and Wetlands Overlay District 
(RCWOD) is shown on th.e Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Map and the We>odburn 
Zoning Map (for areas within the City Limits). The RCWOD includes locally 
significant wetlands identified on the Woodburn Wetlands Inventory Map, a riparian 
corridor extending upland 50 feet from the top of the bank of. the main stem of 
Senecal Creek and Mill Creek and their tributaries, and the 1 00-year floodplain on 
properti(3s identified as vacant or partly vacant on the 2005 Woodburn Buildable 
Lands Inventory. Where a significant wetland is located fully or partially within the 
riparian corridor, the riparian corridor shall extend 50 feet from the upland edge of 
the wetland." 

This should make it clear that the RCW district applies only to the 1 00-year floodplain on a 
vacant or partially vacant property. · If. a property is mostly developed. the RCW does not 
apply to the 100-year floodplain. 

3 
··=· ·. :. 

Volume 5 

Page 977 



Groundwater Reso\IUiCS= OAR 660·23·0140 
In tho water plan of thecitis public facilitiea plan (PFP), it is noted that a Sorwce Water 
Protection Plan for. state certification haS been developed to protect the city' s drinking 
water supplies.' Howev-er, in its response to Goal 1 1 and the PFP work task, the city has 
noted in its findings: ···Woodburn baa not opted to delineate a wellhead protection area for 
welJa or well fields. "1 If a source water protectiOD plan has been prep~ tho 
department will need a copy as part of this periOdic review SllbminaJ. If tho city baa no 
int-ention to have a certified source wateT protection plan. the PFP needs to be amended to 
be consistent. While the department entOurag~ the cicy to prepare a source water 
protection plan, tho Troutdale aquU'er ia not a. critical or restrictively classified 

_ groundwater area and so is not subject to mandatory Goal S protections as a significant 
rcsourc.e. 

Oregon Department of Human Services and Department of Environmental Quality have 
developed a Source Water Protection Plan for the City. The plan inventories potential 
sources of contamination, establishes best management practices for industries within 
the influence zone of the City's wells, allows the City to develop ordinances to provide 
protection of the aquifer, and maps the flow patterns of the aquifers. The Troutdale· 
aquifer, from which the City's wells obtaln.the City's drinking water supply, is not a 
critical or restrictively classified groundwater area. The City does not at this time plan to 
request certification of the delineations in the Source Water Protection Plan for 
Statewide Planning Goal 5 purposes. · 

Goal ,. Et:Oilomic Development 

Commitment to provid~ adeguat~ sites and fac~lities fOAR 66Q..009-QQ20(2l<bl) 
Woodburn needs to provide a rationale for approxim~ly 65 net buildable actts Qf]aild 
''unrccained" within the Southwest Industrial Reserve overlay (SWIR).1 Although subject 
to the non-industrial oon.ve:nrion rest:rlctionJ of the SWIR overlay, this land could 
potentially be subdivided into small~ lot$ (<10 acres) ofwhieb tho city• a BLI ;md EOA 
have identified there is not a need. The SWIR site requirements table should also account 
fot .tax lot 52 W14-1200 (adj~ to B.uttmltc Rood and 1-5), as it is within the overlay 
district. 

The needed site sizes for targeted industrial firms were derived from an October 2003 
ECONorthwest memorandum and are summarized in Table 1 of the UGB Justification 
Report. The October 2003 ECONorthwest memorandum and the EOA emphasize the 
importance of (a) access to Interstate 5 and (b) location in a well-planned industrial or 
business park setting in attracting targeted industries.1 Tabla 1 identifies the number of 
sites needed by site size category and average site size. For example, Table 1 identifies a 
need for three serviced lots in the 25-50 acre range, and projects that each of the targeted 
industries will occupy an average of 35 acres, for a combined need of 1 05 acres. Thus, 

1 Please note that these site suitability criteria are found in the master-planned SWIR district, but are not 
characteristic of industrial land located in East Woodburn, in areas served by Highway 99E or the railroad. 
The bulk of the potentially buildable land in this area is located on developed industrial parcels , which 
often are reserved for future expansion or storage. Vacant parcels are scattered unevenly amongst 
developed industri al parcels. 
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the' overall estimated aoreage needs equal the sum of the estimated average site sizes·. 
;~l: As summarized In Table 1 , there is an estimated (demonstrated) need for 486 acres, In 42 
r;, .~ · . sites averaging 11.6 acres, with. sites ranging from 1 to 1 00+ acres in size. 

Table 1. Summary of estimated.industrial site needs 
by size, Woodburn 2000-2020 

Number of Average Estimated 
Site Size (acres) · Sites Site Size · Acres 

100 or more 1 125.0 125.0 
- 50-100 1 70.0 70.0 

25-50 3 35.0 105.0 
10·25 5 15.0 75.0 
5-to 7 8.0 56.0 
2·5 10 4.0 40.0 
Lass than 2 15 1.0 15.0 

Total/Average 42 11.6 486.0 
$ource: ECONonnwest 

In response to the Department's concerns, Winterbrook Planning has revised SWIR tables 
in the UGB Justification Report, the Comprehensive Plan and the WOO. Two large tracts 
(i.e., parcels under the same ownership) within the SWIR are intended to accommodate a 
range of industrial site sizes in an employment park setting, and therefore may be further 

~ divided consistent with an approved master plan.2 These two employment park sites 
!J! ... (52W11 TL 300; and 52 W14 TLs 800, 900, 1000 and 1100) are located adjacent to the 

r::>n> existing .Urban Growth Boundary. As noted in the Public Facilities Plan (PFP), urban 
" services either abut or can be extended to serve these two park sites within one year. 

Construction of street and utility improvements to serve these three park sites must occur 
before remaining parcels within the SWIR (where land division is prohibited or highly 
restricted) can be developed. 

The revised Southwest Industrial Reserve (SWIR) policies and zoning district establish 
minimum lot sizes that must be "retained" through the master planning process. If the 
SWlR "retained" the maximum lot size within each size category, there would .be sufficient 
acreage for only three large sites. The projected land needs for this site range from 63-141 
buildable acres . 

. For example, the Darma/Opus Northwest site (Tax Lot 52W11 0300) has 88 buildable 
acres, after accounting for riparian corridors, wetlands and street rights-of-way that would 
be required in an employment park. While it is possible that a single fi rm would purchase 
and develop the entire site (meeting the need for a single user in the 50+ acre range), it is 

2 Please note that it is possible that either of these tracts could conceivably meet the need for one or two 
large users, which would make it impossible to meet the need for medium users (in the 5-10 or 10-25 acre 
range). If a few liuga users were to occupy a site intended for employment park usa, then this medium 
sized need may be transferred to another tract following amendment to the comprehensive plan and 
woo. 
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more likely that the tax lot will develop as an industria~- subdivision, with lot siz~s ranging 
from 1-50 acres. However, to ensure that this site "retains" the capacity to meet the needs 
of targeted industries in the larger site range, the master plan must reserve .at least one lot 
in the 25-50 acre range, two lots in the 10-25 acre range, two lots in the 5-10 acre range, 
and two lots in the 2-5 acre range. The revised SWIR comprehensive plan policies and 
district standards require a master plan that "retains" a lot within the prescribed range for 

· each of three categories. As noted above, for the Darma/Opus site, this means one lot of 
at least 25 acres, two lots of at least 1 0 acres, two lots of at least 5 acres, and two lots of at 
least 2 acres- "retaining" a minimum of 59 of the 88 buildable acres. The remainder could 

_be developed for a larger user (e.g., a firm needing 50 acres) and/or smaller users (~.g., 
several 2~5 or 1-2 acre users). The point is that the "retained" acreage is based on the 
minimum lot size in the range and must be reflected in the master plan, whereas the 
estimated actual usage is based on the average lot sizes projected by ECONorthwest in 
Table 1. Therefore, there necessarily will be some "unretained" land within the SWIR­
that in any event must be used exclusively for targeted industries and which must be part 
of the required SWIR district master plan. 

As you correctly point out, Tax Lot 52W14 1200, which has 3 acres, was inadvertently left 
off the SWIR list. This parcel now is recognized on SWIR tables. On the oth~r hand, 
based on testimony received from WINCO, Tax Lot 52W11 0100 has been removed from 
the SWIR tables, because the existing WINCO warehouse extends on to this parcel, and 
the company has indicated its intent to expand its operations in tha near term. Tha 

· consolidated Tax Lot 0100 now has 82 acres, 74 acres of which have been developed by 
WI NCO. 

The 82-acre WINCO site illustrates two points that are made in the UGB Justification 
Report: 

1. It is not uncommon for firms . to purchase larger sites than they need for initial 
operations, so that they retain room for future expansion. In this case, WINCO 
developed initially on 62 acres, and retained the southern portion of Tax Lot 0100 
for future expansion.3 WINCO's expansion is imminent. 

2. Contrary to the claims made during the public review process by 1000 Friends, the 
City needs large industrial sites in the 50-100 acre range. Had the City relied on 
existing sites along Highway 99E as suggested by 1 000 Friends, WI NCO would not 
have located in Woodburn. 

3 
In fact, all but one of the."partially vacanr industrial parcels with in the existing UGB have substantial 

improvements along the primary street access, with undeveloped land to the rear or side of the improved 
portion of the site. Since these owners have not partitioned oH the vacant portions of their respective · 
properties, and these properties have not been actively marketed, and as corroborated by phone calls to 
owners of these industrial firms , it is reasonable to conclude that they are being held by their owners for 
future expans ion. 
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Industrial site smi~»>OiJity (QAR 660·009:9025(3)) 
The Goal9 rule requirta that the city's public ~litiea,pliJt demo~c how a short- · 
term supply of new industrial and ~~ial. sites will be serviceable. 4 The PFP needs 
to map and identify needed facilltiC$ over tho 20-year p.~g period to serve new 
employment lands. and specifically demonstrate thn1 a thre~year supply of serviceable 
sites are scheduled for e~b year. including the tiDal year. of the shott.."tcnn element of the 
plan.$ 

' 

The Goal 9 rule requires that this demOilstration of short-term seryiceablc industrial si1es 
is to oc-cur at th.e time of periodic revicwt' Although the rule make:s clear that 
implementation of or amendments to tbC com~.YC pi~ or public. ~ty plan 

- which clw_tge the supply of serViceable industria! land are riot subj~ to the~ tule 
requirements, tho rule does not mako a distinction between initial and subsequent 
periodic reviews that would exempt the city fiom meeting thia ~ Such a 
distinction ru.. been retied on, iii error. in tho city'J finding~ or ract.7 lbcl'efore, to 
comply with the rule the city• a plan needs to provide speeifi~ infonnatiOil regarding a 
three-year supply of serviceable sites over the short-term (5-~). ~ information 
should be incorporated into the cityt& PFP (work program subtask 3a). 

It makes good policy sense for the City to identify serviceable sites as defined in the Goal 
9 rule. The revised PFP includes maps and text of sanitary sewer, stormwater, and water 
facilities located near or at the property lines of the two tracts that can be readily extended 
to serve targeted employers in a master planned employment park setting. The 2005 
Transportation Systems Plan shows Butteville Road along the western border of the 88-

.. acre Darma/Opus Site, and the Evergreen Road extension along the eastern border of the 
~ 1 06-acre Weisz site. A recent coiTlmerciaVresidential st,Jbdivision to the north of the Weisz 
~· (r%~~ site (Capital Development) has resulteq in the CitY's' capacity to provide the full range of 

· ~;;:;· urban services to this property. Once the expanded UGB is adopted- and a master plan 
approved by the city- both of these sites may be annexed and provided with urban 
services (at the developer's expense) within 12 months. Development of these properties 
will also contribute to funds necessary for 1-5 interchange improvements, and will help pay 
for the extension of urban services to the remaining SWIR properties to the south. 

.:.·. 

Maps and tables in Appendix A indicate the public facilities needed to serve industrial sites, 
their approximate locations, and costs. 

Conwti9ns: 
• SWIR Tables identifyi·ng required minimum sit.e sizes for sp~ific parcels are 

inconsistent as found in the Findings ofFact (pages 16, 118, :rnd.204); goal and 
.policy amendments (page 22), illld proposed WDO (P,age 2·.1 -91). Discrepa.ooie:s 
found include wrong tax lot numbers, inconsistent numeric vahies ior buildable 

site acr~ and intomplete and/or inconsistent data for retention of various site 
SIZe$. 

You are correct regarding inconsistencies among these documents. All SWIR tables have 
been revised to accurately reflect conditions on the ground and to ensure internal 
consistency. 
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• In the text of the Goal 9 section of the Findings of Pact (pag~ 88)~ the following 
correction needs to be made! The·tabliddentiftu a need for jMieltntu of25 
acres or larger and at lea.Jt one site larger dum J 00 acm.* . · 

• The figure for the "High'' industrial employma¢ projection is mi$sing from the 
•'Total emplo)ment growth by land use type'' table on Findings ofF~ page 104. 

• The foiJowing co~tion in the UGB Justification Repon needs to bo mado: 
reference to ORS 197.212 on pages Sand 6 should read ORS 197.712. 

• A description ofTargeted Iildustry No. 36 was not iilcluded in the fmdblgs of fact 
(page 86). The department recommends this be i.ncludcd to bo complete and 
consistent with the city's EOA and other supporting doeument~tion. 

.Identified inconsistencies have been corrected in the May 2005 UGB Justification Report. 

Goalll· Pub He FaeUida ud Sfrvk:et 

Required clements offublic Facilities Plan- OAR 660-011-0010 
Tho city'• publi~ facilitia plan (PPP) identifiea that service capacity needs can be met 
through year 202~. How over, wbilo. many of the required elements of the PFP arc 
·iMludcd in tbe draft. or its supplement, UGB SJuJy Area Public Services Anal)l.si11, this 
information is not well organized or is ill«implete. 

General 
• The PFP ~ceds to be updated to reflect ~urrent information on facility 

construction and plat'l!aed facilities within the existing UGB, a$ well as for 
piopc)sed expansion areal inoluded in the city• a plan amendment. Unlike fQI' 
wastewater ~ilities, ·the PFP does not provide tho timing, cost and loeation for 
signiticaJtt water and storm water facilities necessary· to S«Ve fhtutc development 
in proposed UGB expansion areas. . 

The PFP has been revised to provide updated information on facility construction and 
planned facilities within the existing UGB and for the proposed expansion areas. Appendix 
A includes maps and tables that portray timing· and approximate location for water and 
sewer facilities to serve proposed expansion areas that include industrial facilities. 
Appendix B includes a statement of methodology and calculations that were employed to 
derive costs for infrastructure elements for all study areas. The analysis was based on 
typical water distribution grids, sewer collection "trees," and hydrology. Storm water 
collection and. c'onveyance will require · additiona! in-depth analysis (as development 
progresses in "new parcelsH), since sizing and .location of pipes and other facilities 
(including stormwater detention) are related to topographic settings, other geometric and 
physical parameters that are beyond the scope of the present effort. Further, pending 
regulati ons by Oregon DEQ will likely include Woodburn as a "small municipal separate 
storm sewer system," or "MS4." When these regulations are implemented, storm drain 
facilities will be subject to additional requirements whose focus will be water quality. The 
impact of these new regulations will involve much greater local enforcement and will 
necessitate more complicated facilities design processes. 
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~~. • Tho PFP does net provide an adequate i~ventory and assessment of eXisting 
W facilities. 

Inventory of existing facilities is indicated in revised tables included in the Plan. 

• Tho UGB exp<U).rion area reports indicate that the regions wete illlalyzed 
independent of other proposed regions, artd that tho analysis is based. on all CIP 
projects in the mas tor plan being completed. This approach does not address the 
cumulative effects of development over time and s~enci~g (timing) of needed 
facilities. 

Timing and sequence are described in the Appendix. 

• Policy statementa designating the provider of each public facility system or the 
citY• wban growth managem.ent a~ with Marion ~unty must be 
submitted c:oncurre:ot with tho PFP pursuant to OAR. 660-11..()04,. 

This will be addressed in the revised UGMA and will be submitted with the PFP to LCDC. 

w astc Water wan 
• Projects in the table "Wastewater long-range Facility Project3 (5-20 years)" 

assume no service extensions will occur in UGB expansion areas until 2010.9 

However, the city's findings indicate aU expansion areas arc "readily serviceable" 
(although no definition of this term is provided).l0 

·• The estimated timing and location for constructing loog-tenn waste water 
facilities should be reassessed due to the Goal 9 requirement fOI' a sbort-tenn 
supply or serviceable industrial sites (OAR 660.009-0025(3)). 

Watm"~lan 
• PFP text indicates four new wells ate needed to increase capacity, yet table 12- l A 

shows six wells propose>d (PFP, page 7). This discrepancy should be corrected or 
explained. 

The discrepancy in the text has been corrected and the table has been designated as 
Table 3. 

• PFP text indicates storage facilities to be constructed at each of the three new 
treatment plants, yet table 12-lB s.hows two storage projects to ~ built in 2004 
(PFP, page 13). Is this infonnation current? 

Table 12-1 B has been deleted and the information in the storage section of the plan has 
been modified to provide current information on location and size of the city's water storage 
facilities. 
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• PFP 'Table 12-2. "Proposed Distribution System Projecu, .. shows 10 projects, 
only two of which are future project~. This table should be u~ed to shQW 
planned projectB, particularly thoSe identified for future planned growth in 
proposed expansion areas (PFP. page 15). 

A new Table 12 has been included that shows a six-year capital improvement plan has 
·. been included. The plan includes projects within the existing Urban Growth Boundary that 

will be needed for future growth . . The appendix that discusses servicing of the proposed 
expansion area discusses distribution system improvements required. 

• The text indicates that dle plan dOes not imlud~ projea eosts for projects in areu 
to be developed into the future. and notes that the plana included itt .. Chapter 1 ey• 
show possible pipe sizes and locations. This infonnation is necessary to in.clude in 
the PFP (PPP. page 16). 

The paragraph referenced has been deleted and new language inserted. There is also an 
added appendix that discusses servicing of the proposed expansion area and discusses 
distribution system improvements required. 

• The water plan (PFP. page 16), states that expansion areas to be developed in the 
future are esstntially '-unknowns" and. therefore, capital improvements for these 
areas will be planned for lllter. This is counter to the purpose and intent of Goal 
11. Case law has al$o determined it is not sufficient to simply demonstrate that 
current services and facilities ue adequate to servi..:o expansion areas; plans must 
show that they can provide services into the futuro.11 

The paragraph referenced has been deleted and new language inserted. There is also an 
added appendix that discusses servicing of the proposed expansion area and discusses 
distribution system improvements requi red. 

Corrections-
• Project descriptions and/or costs do not consistently m~h information found in 

tlle UGB expansion analysis (Findings of Fact. page 195). 

This has been corrected. 

• Facility and cost infonnation is not provided for Area 1 in the analysis of UGB 
expansion areas (Findings of Fact, page 195). 

This has been corrected. 

• D1e findings indicate that the "City shall adopt a growth co11trol ordinance" to 
insure that the city's growth Joes not exceed its ability to provide public services 
(Findings o fFuct. page ·I 62). What is the .sWUl of this ordinance? 

In 1999, Woodburn adopted growth management goals and policies in the comprehensive 
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plan. In 2002, Woodburn adopted new annexation appro.val criteria in" the .wbo . to 
implement the growth manag~ment goals and poli.cies .. As part of the 2005 amendment 
package, these goals, policies and annexati.on criteria have been modified consistent with 
economic development objectives, SWIR master planning provisions, and the City's 2005 
Public Facilities Plan. 

• Schools; There are discrepancies in the record concerning land needs for future 
schoo·ta that need to be corrected arid clarified. The Residential Land Needs ' 

· Analysis shows a need of 1 7$· acrea by2020 with an unmct need of60 acres for 
· scbools.11 ~Revised UGB Justification Report indicates there ia a need for 

223 iae& by 2023. with an unmc;t need of 108 acres.u A similar ill(;()nsistency is 
located in the Fi11dinga of Fad under "Scboola" (pago 185) and in tho year 2020 
_Public and Semi Public Land Needs table (page 186). . 

The Revised UGB Justification correctly demonstrates a need for 223 acres by the Year 
2020. The Woodburn School District indi~ted a need for new elem~ntary and high 
scho.ols by the Year 2023. In order for the schools to be operational by the Year 2023, the 
land must be pu.rchased, bonds passed and designs completed by the Year 2020. The 
Residential Land Needs Analysis has been revised to reflect information provided by the 
District in 2004. · 

Goall%-TnnsportatlOD System Piau 

Tho dtpaaimeot provided comment. on the city's TSP in March 2004 and in January of 
[,'i this year. By working with the city's consultant we have narrowed our comments to the 
'¥ ; : ::·. • followi!).g. 

•\ .. 

Street Standards 
The city's local street st:andard$ are des<;ri~d in the ordinance (page 9-5) and in the TSP 
(Figure 7-2). The city has adopted three local street standards as follows: 

• Local Residential with parki11g ballt side.t: pavement widlh of 3 4 •• ROW of 60 '; 
• Local Residential with parking one side: pavement width of 29 ', ROW of 50'; 
• Local Re.ridential with no parking: pavement width of 24 '. ROW of 50. 

There is no deS<:ripti.on or criteria to decide when on.e of these street ~tions will be used 
or required. Tt appears it will be up to the developer to decide which street section they 
will use. The department has found that these types of standards do not meet the intent of 
the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR, OAR 660-012). That is because there is no basis 
for local governnients to require 34 f~ of paved width for all local streets that have 
parking on both sides. It i$ acceptable for a local government to have a 34 foot street in 
.their ordinance for important and/or heavily-traveled local streets. These are usually 
detined by a maximum-average daily traffic (ADT), such as all local streets expected to 
carry more !han 500 ADT s.hould be 34 feet wide. 
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However, lOcal governments should al~ allow a narrower street with parking on both 
sides for local streets that carry lower volumes oftrafllc. Alternatively, the department 
has appnwed (or is io the prousa of approving) some l«al govenune1t standards for 32-
foot wid.c local str~ that provide curb extensions (bulbouts) that narrow tbc width of 
the street to 20 feet (or 22 feet) at intersections and midblock along tong blocks (greater 
than SOO feet). 

The City has reviewed the skinny street options in great detail at both the technical and 
policy level. As a city, we are interested in sustainability, reducing the amount of impervious 

_surfaces, and improving .the comfort, safety and convenience for pedestrians and cyclists. 
However, policy direction has been to maintain two travel lanes on all streets. Based on our 
discussions, we feel that the standards presented in the TSP are the most appropriate for 
the local conditions. Our standards do allow for applicants to propose narrower street 
standards. This process is not complex or arduous for applicants and is an alternative that 
is often exercised. 

The City's public works department and· applicants discuss the cross section options, 
including options to narrow, at the time of pre-app. Based on the opportunities and 
constraints of a particular s'ite, the appropriate option is chosen. This process provides 
applicants with flexibility in laying out a subdivision or PUD. 

(~· . 
~.;:: :, :-. 

To further refine street cross section standards, the City will reduce the cross section for 
cul-de-sac streets (limited to a maximum length of 250 feet) to one travel lane with a width 
of 12 feet. This will reduce the right of way width to 50 feet and curb,.to-curb width to 26 
feet (seven feet for parking on each side). ~YY~'~'i. 
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Block lengths . . 
TtL It does not appear the city has modified iu blook length standard. The standard is 
t•-:f described on page 2·20 as follows: 

"Block length shall nol be leu than 100 Jut and not f1t(}Te than 600 feet. EXCEPT where 
the dimeruion.s ancl alignment of existing bloch and stree/3 adjacem to or in the ~icinily 
of a proposed subdivision, topography, adequate /ot.siz~ or need for traffic flow warrant 
other dirhen3ions. The maximum block length shall not exceed 1,200 feet . ., 

The city's latest response to o·tirtsP coinmmta state that the city acknowledges this 
_ language is ambiguous, but~ they have faced situations where block.lengths of 600 

feet cannot reasonably be aceommodated.1
• The Jetter also claims the city baa found the 

existing language effective. 

This language is clearly ambiguoua and appears to open the door to almost any block 
length leu than 1,200 feet for a variety of reasons that may not be completely legitimate. 
For example. topogn1phy ln W oodbum should simply not be an iuuc in tcnn~ ·or 
determining grades and connectiona for streetL Also, "adequate lot size" should not be a 
significant factor to detennine whether a block~ 600 feet or 1,200 feet long. Similarly, 
instead of'bffic flow." the language would be improved to read .. access management 
on arterials... The city should also modify the codo to require a pedestrian ~essway 
every 600 feet where it is found that a local street co~tion is impracticable. The 
department welcomes more information from lb.e city about its existing e«lo language 
and its effectiveneM ·upon implementation. 

This section is revised to read: "Block length shall not be less than 200 feet and not more 
:,. . than 600 feet, EXCEPT where the dim~nsions and alignment of existing blocks and streets 

' ·' ~:.:; adjacent to or in the vicinity of a proposed subdivision, or cons"ideration of access 
management policies on arterials warrant other dimensions. The maximum block length 
shalt not exceed 1,200 feet." 

1,·-.;: •• . •. 

Goal 14: Urbantza.dnu · 

Goal 14 provides "seven factors,. to evaluate a proposed change in the urban growth 
boundary. The city needs to demonstrate it h~ funy considered each i.actor in its 
response to lhc: goal requirements. The department wants to emphasize the importance of 
this step and providing detailed responses in its justification for the UGB amendment. 

Factors l & 2 - Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban population 
growth requiremen.t.s coruistent wieh LCDC goa/3; Need for housing, employment 
opportunities, and livability: 

Tables in the Findings of Fact (page 89 and 107) show different number:s of vacant 
industrial parcels available within the existing UGB. This information pulled into the 

Findings of Fact from the Buildable Lands Inventory is not consistent and could justify 
less industrial land being retained as part of the proposed UGB expansion based on site 
requirements for targeted industries. 

The UGB Justification Report has been revised to explain .more fully Why the proposed 
13 
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UGB, as modified as a result of the City Council hearing and deliberations, is justified 
under Goal14 Land Need provisions. Discrepancies among the draft findings of fact, the 
BLI, SWIR tables and UGB Justification Report are resolved in May 2005 UGB Justification 
Report. 

Factor 4- Ma:rimum efficiency-of/and use.J with and on the fringe of the existing urban 
area. 

Factor 4 requir~s Woodburn to consider and encourage the efficient development of lands 
within the existing UGB, prior to expanding the UGB. This mcanJ the city inust consider 

- chan gina plan designations within the existing UGB to increase densities 3nd attempt to 
assemble v"'ant parcels within the tai.stlng UGB to produce larger buildable areas to 
accommodate prop()sed uses. including site requirements for targeted industries.15

. Tho 
city has alluded to these nee~ considcrationa in it.t findings, but has not provided a 
full explanation to Aatiaf/ them. 

It is important to note that Woodburn has been achieving relatively high residential 
densities for the last several years. Table 6 in the UGB Justification Report' 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 acre4

: 

• Detached single-family housing accounted for 43% of all. new units in Woodburn. 
The average actual single-family residential density was about 6 units per net 

buildable acre. 
• There were no building permits issued 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 was about 
16.3 units per net buildable acre. 

• Duplexes accounted for 1% of all new units in Woodburn. The average duplex 
density was about 12.6 units per net buildable acre. 

• Manufactured housing accounted for 24% of all new units in Woodburn. The 
average actual manufactured housing density was about 5.2 units per net 
buildable acre. 

T bl 6 A tu I D I a e : c a eve opmen t 1988 2002 -
jType Units Percent Net Acres Net Density 
SFR ~50 43% 157.0 6.05 
MFR 1§79 :31 % 41.6 16.31 
Dup 32 1% 2.5 12.56 
~H p23 124% 100.1 15.23 
rrotal t2184 1 Oo.o/o ~01 .2 t?.25 

4 
As defined in the BLI, a net buildable acre equals 43,560 square feet after excluding street rights·of-way 

and constrained floodplain, riparian corridor and wetland area. Thus, a net buildable acre allows for . 
higher residential densities than a gross acre. 

14 
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Source: City of Woodburn; Wlnterbrook Planhlng; McKeever-Morria 

::-,· As indicated, but not fully explained in the Residential Land Needs Analysis and UGB 
Justification Report, substantial upzoning of residential land is proposed within the UGB in 
addition to density increases proposed within UGB expansion areas. The major changes 

· .· have to do with increased ~ensity within: · 
• Downtown Woodbum - where housing above retail is permitted outright. The 

BLI assumes that 1 00 multiple family dwellings will be constructed above retail in 
the existing downtown area. 

• Nodal Medium Density Residential - 22 net buildable acres are proposed for 
·upzoning from MDR to Nodal MDR. The MDR zone allows for 16 dweiling units 
per acre, whereas Nodal MDR allows a maximum of 24 dwelling units per acre. 

• Nodal Low Density Residential ·- 153 net buildable acres are. proposed for 
upzoning from LOR to Nodal LOR. The LOR zone has a minimum lot size of 
6,000 square feet (up to 7.3 units per net buildable acre), whereas Nodal MDR 
4,000 squar~ ·feet (up to 10.9 dwelling units per net buildable acre). 

The 2005 BU describes vacant, partially vacant, and potentially redevelopable industrial 
and commercial parcels within the existing UGB. You are correct that the BLI does not 
address the potential to assemble smaller industrial parcels to create larger ones. 
However, a review of the BLI Map shows a checkerboard of vacant industrial parcels within 
the exi,~ting UGB, ranging from 0.10 to 11 .32 acres, with an average parcel size of 2.2 
acres. Of these vacant parcels, only six parcels abut other vacant parcels, and therefore 

~ conceivably could be "assembled." The table below describes each of these parcels. 
~~~%-y;~. 

; 

Tax LofiD Parcel Size Assembled Parcel Size 
051W08A 00800 1.18 
051W08A 01 200 1.13 2.31 

051W08B 02000 1.62 
051W 088 02100 1.15 2.n 

051W08B 01500 2.15 
051 W 08 BC00500 2.58 4.73 

However, assembling these parcels to achieve a needed sfte size does not mean that the 
assembled "site" meets the site suitability requirements of targeted industries. As noted in 
EOA and ECONorthwest's October 2003 industrial siting memorandum, virtually all 
targeted industries prefer 1-5 access and most prefer to locate in an industrial or business 
park setting. 

Winterbrook has also reviewed partially vacant and redevelopable parcels in terms of their 
suitability to meet the needs of targeted industries. As shown on aerial photographs, all but 
one of the partially vacant parcels have substantial improvements (buildings and parking 
lots) along the primary street access, with undeveloped areas behind or to the side of 
improved site area. Like the WINCO site, it is probab le that the undeveloped portions of 
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these lots are being held for future expansion - and are not available for targeted 
industries. If the owner did not plan to expand on their respective sites, the vacant portions 
of these parcels would have been partitioned off and placed on the market. This has not 
occurred. 

City staff has contacted all owners of land identified as partially vacant within the existing 
· UG B. All but one of the landowners stated an intent to usa the land for future expansion or 

keep it for its existing use. Therefore, only one of the partially vacant parcels was 
considered available to meet siting requirements for new targeted industries. This parcel 

- contains 3.6 undeveloped acres. 

Cotrection 
• Findings ofFatt, page 197- ORS 197.232 is an inconeet statutory Citation. The 

depar1ment ~~~ tho intended eitation ia ORS 197.732 regardi:ni Goal 
Exceptions. 

As indicated in .the May 2005 UGB Justification Report, the City is now relying on the new 
Goal14 (Urb_anization) adopted by LCDC on April28, 2005. The new Goal14 makes it 
clear that the Goal2 exceptions process no longer applies to .UGB amendments. 

Factor 6- Retention of agricultural land D.J defined, with CI~U~l betng the highest priority 
and Clru:~ Jllthe lowest pi'Wrlty; and ORS 197;198. 

Goal 14. Factor 6 and ORS 197.298 aro not one and the same, so the city should be 
careful wh.cR addressing them together under the same heading. The department believes 
it is Jfiore appropriate to use the format from the UGB Justification Report, where each 
statutory requirement, and factor 6, has a corresponding response. 

Study areas 2 and 7 are proposed for partial expansion. Study Area 2 contains additional 
areas of lower priority soils that have not been i.ncluded and has been found to be optimal 
for expansion based on service efficiency. The city's reliance on the .. factor 4-maximize 
efficiency" finding is on its face. and without further explanation. ffis.ufficien.t to satisfy 
this criterion. For Study Area 7, findings also need to specifkally indicate why 
additional class m and IV soils in this area were not brought in for expansion instead of 
other areas containing lower priority soils. Large parcel sizes in this southernmost 
portion oi Study area 7 could also satisfy industrial site requirements. Study area 7 was 
found to be optimal for expansion based on service efficiency. 

In reference to theu study areas.. the city should el.aborate on bow the expansion avoids 
the highest value fannl.and possible while including the lowest soil classes in a feasible 
UGB configuTation in compliance with factor 6_. · 

I agree that there are subtle differences between Goal 14, Factor 6 and ORS 197.298 
priorities5 and that the approach outlined in the UGB Justification Report is more effective. 

5 
Subsection 3 reads in relevant part: "Land of lower priority under subsection (1) of this section may be 

included in an urban growth boundary • • • for one of the following reasons: 
· (a) Specific types of identified land needs cannot be reasonably accommodated on higher priority 
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During the City Council's deliberations on April25, 2005, Mr. Wlnterowd offered specific 
recommendations to address the relationship betwE}en Goal 14, Factor 4 (land use 
efficiency) and ORS 197.298 priorities. From the outset, it is important to · note that 
Winterbrook did not propose expanding the SWIR onto Class I agricultural soils west of 
Butteville Road based on ORS 197.298 priorities and Goal 14, Factor 6.6 

North Study Area 2. Study Area 2 includes the second largest concentration· of Class Ill 
agricultural soils7 within the eight study areas considered for UGB expansion. This Class 
Ill area is located southeast of the 1-5/ Crosby Road intersection~ An area of Class II soils 
Jies between the Class Ill soil. area and the UGB. In order to provide sanitary sewer, water 

- and transpOrtation facilities to the Class Ill area, Glass II land must be included within the 
UGB as allowed under ORS 197 .298(3)(c). Boones Ferry Ro.ad and Crosby Road are 
shown in: the draft TSP as .. minor arterials that must be extended to serve the area with 
Class.IJ soils. As shown on aerial photographs and approved development plats, the only 
street access available to the proposed UGB expansion area west of Boones Fe..,Y Road Is 
a local ·street, which is incapable of handling ~he large volumes of traffic that would result 
from residential development of Class Ill soils in this area. Moreover, construction of these 
arterial extensions will help divert traffic from the highly congested east leg of the 1-5 
Interchange, 'and Crosby Road provides an excellent buffer between proposed urban 
residential land and farm land to the north. Thus, Class II agriculturar soils on the western 
and southern portions of the so-called "Fessler property" (Tax Lots 51 W6C 1 00-300) were 
included within the UGB to allow for the inclusion of relatively low quality agricultural soils, 
while minimizing conflicts between urban development and nearby agricultural operations, 

:, and ensuring maximum efficiency of land use, as authorized under Goal14, Factors 1-4 
' .,,, and ORS 197.298(3)(c}). 

i ·;' ~:·!: :j 
:·~ · 

However, Mr. Winterowd recommended a change to the UGB in Study Area 2 to address 
ORS ·197.298 priorities. As pointed out by 1000 Friends and others, there is a large 
inclusion of Class I agricultural soils located north of the UGB and east of Boones Ferry 
Road - in the eastern portion of the Golf Course property (Tax Lot 51W6E 501). Although 
some of this Class I area is occupied by a golf course, some would be developed for 
residential use ifincluded within the UGB as recommended by the Planning Commission. 
Based on our understanding of case law, the golf course does not "commit" this area to 
non-farm use. I also am not persuaded that a "specific need" can be demonstrated for 
higher-end housing under ORS 197,298(3)(a). The Class I soils are located to the east of 
a required emergency access road connecting land approved for residential development 
within the UGB to Boones Ferry Road. This emergency access cuts off an area of Class II 

lands; 
(b) Future urban services could not reasonably be provided to higher priority lands due to 

topographical or other pbysical constraints ; or 
(c) Maximum efficiency of land uses requires inclusion of lower prio'rity lands in order to include or 

to provide services to higher priority lands." . 
6 Under the new Goal 14, Factor 6 no longer exists, although ORS 197.298 is explici tly cited. 
7 Please note that Class IV-VI soils in the Woodburn area are associated with riparian corridors that are 
unbuildable, and therefore do not meet residential, industrial, commercial, active park or school site 
suitability criteria, In Woodburn's case, bringing Class IV-VI riparian corridors and wetlands into the UGB 
would not meet identified population, employment or livability needs. 
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and IV soils from predominantly Class . I soils . to the .east. Therefore, we have 
recommended that the area with predominar:"~tiY Class I agricultural soils to the east of this 
emergency access road be excluded from the · UGB~ consistent with ORS 197.298 
priorities. 

Southwest Study Area 7. Study Area 7 includes the largest concentration of Class Ill soils 
· in the eight study areas~ A change is also proposed at the perimeter of the UGB in Study 

Area 7 to address comments received from the Oregon Department of Agriculture and 
1 ooo Friends during the public hearing process. With respect to the industrial land near I· 

- 5, we are now recommending that the 56-acre SWI R parcel (Study Area 2, eastern portion 
of 52W14 1300 -predominantly Class ll agricultural soils) west of Butteville Road be 
removed from the proposed UGB, to be~ replaced by a 50-acre parcel (52W23 01 00 -
predominantly Class Ill agricultt~ral soils) south of the proposed South· Arterial. The 
primary reason for this change is to meet ORS 197.298 priorities. A secondary, but 
nevertheless important reason . is to facilitate extension of the South,. Arterial, by 
encouraging industrial development on both sides of this critical street With regard to new 
Goal14, Factor 4 (an issue raised by the Oregon Department of Agriculture), the Joss of a 
public street to buffer the relatively low impacts on agricultural land from industrial uses is 
outweighed by the ORS 197.298 imperative to expand UGB into Class 111_ (rather than 
Class I or II) - agricultural soils. 

Correction 
• Cotttetion on f;indings of Pact, page 211. The referenced "Table 13'" is missing. 

and 500uld be labeled as Table 10, as found in the Revised UGB Justification 
- Report. 

As noted above, the draft findings of fact, as they pertain to Goals 9-14, will be 
incorporated into the UGB Justification Report. In this manner, we hope to correct any 
remaining inconsistencies. 
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Factor 1· Compatibility oft he proposed urban riSes with· agricultural activities. 

Based on Winterbrook's response to the department's Apri12004 comment letter, and as 
discussed in our March 10, 2005 meeting. the eity needs to docwnent its intent and 
approach to establish .. ri~t to (arm .. covenants that would deed-restrict r~identiaJ 
"edge"' properties proposed in expansion areal to the north of the city (Study Area 2). 
Such an approach would also bo appropriate for residential edge properties planned for i11 
tho southwest pnrt ofthe city (Study Area 7). In its response letter to the city, 
Winterbrook wrote: 

_ "A.J indtcaud under Goal U,factor S di3CUJsion we agreed that additional fnforttUltion 
related to ~IIese Goal 2 stmrdarfkl will b4 proviMd in th' Goal 14 ana/ysu and, bt 
finding.~. W~ will ccnllder requiring the property owner to sign c:a ••nght to farm .. 
coveNVJl a. a coitditi011 of anM:CQtioll of N!SiWttlalland that 1.1 adjacmtt to the UGB. "1 1 

This action would be a response to Goall4, Factor 7, but also to Goall (.standard 4}, to 
d~te •"measures have been taken to reduce adverse impaa. .. trom residential 
development on adjacent agricultural practices. The department beli~es this approach 
would effectively address agricultural compatibility issues in these areas. 

The annexation approval criteria have been amended to require a right to farm covenant as 
part of the annexation approval process. 

Corrections 
• Findings ofF~ page 197- ORS 197.232 is a wrong statutory citation and does 

not exist The department assumes the intended citation i.s ORS 197.732 regarding 
Goal Exceptions. 

• Table 13 is missing from the Findings of Fact. (page 211) under the Goal 14 
analysis, Agricultural Soils and Classifications Summary. and should be relabeled 
"Table 10 ... 

• Findinga of Fact:, page 193, correct heading to "Factor 3- Orderly and economic 
provision Qf public facilities and services~ 

The above corrections will be incorporated into the final UGB Justification Report. 

Proposed Goal and Policy Amendments 

I. Policy Table 1, p 7: Some: of the stated density ranges don't appear to be 
consistent with the stated minimum lot sizes. For example, The Nodal Residential 
Overlay Zone (Rl\-!N) shows a density rang~ of 10-22 dwelling units (du)/acre, 
but tbe smallest minimum lot size, 3,000 square feet, yield& 14.52 duJgross acre 
(per net acre would be even less). Another example: The RS 1 zone shows a range 

of 9- 12 dulacre but there is only one minimum lot size, and no stated maximum 
lot size. 

I have worked with Winte rbrook to revise Policy Table 1 to ensure that it accurately reflects 
the range of densities allowed by the WOO. However, with regard to the examples listed 
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above: 

• The minimum and maximum densities for all zones were calculated for blocks of 
200' length. Since corner lots have larger lot sizes in all the zones, the overall 
densities for housing types in the zones are lower than if all the lots were interior 
lots. 

• We can usa the Nodal MDR concern as an example of this corner lot effect. The 
Nodal MDR plan designation allows 1 0-24 dwelling units per net buildable acre. 
Apartments typically are not constructed on individ uallots and are allowed at 24 

. du per net . buildable acre. However, rowhomes (attached single family) are 
permitted on individual lots of 3,000 square feet each, and 3,600 square feet for 
corner lots, at a maximum of 13.6 dwelling units per acre, given. 200' block 
lengths (2 comer lots for every 4 interior lots). Duplexes are also allowed at 
4,000 square feet per unit in this zone, which would provide a maximum density 
of 10.9 du per net buildable acre. However, we do not anticipate entire bl<;>cks of 
duplex dWeJUngs. The minimum density is 80% of the maximum all9wed density, 
which ·provides a minimum density of about 10 du per net buildable acre for 
du.plexes and rowhouses, and 19 dwelling units per net buildable acre for 
apartments. 

• The RS1 zone is fully developed for retirement dwellings in the Senior Estates 
PUD and no new RS1 zoning is allowed in the City of Woodburn. The 
~~;:,.rehensive Plan tables have been revised to reduce confusion on this 'if;';:>. 

• There seems to be some confusion about "net".acres related to density as well. 
We define a "net buildable acre" as 43,560 square feet of land after ROW has 
been excluded - as in, an entire acre of buildable land without any ROW. 
Whereas a "gross buildable acre" is 43,560 square feet of land before ROW is 
excluded. A net buildable acre is not what is left over after taking ROW out of a 
gross buildable acre. Therefore, net densities would not be lower than gross 
densities- they would be higher. The calculation of density derived from lot 
sizes in this concern is actually net density, as lot sizes do not include ROW. 

2. Zoning s~tion. p 8- last sentence, and Review, Revision and Update section 
M ~ • 

p 11. 2 and 4 sentences: It appears that "Comprehensive Plan .. should replace 
••Land Use Plan ... 

This has been corrected. 

3. Transportation Plnn section, p 9: 2nd sentence is missing a word. Should read: 
'Tie 20041SP includes goals and objectives .. :· 

This has been corrected. 
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Proposed Land Use Zonin·g Draft Amendments 
r.':.(~ 
'" Some of the following comments are advisory. and intended to help the city establish 

!, standards that will achieve successful developments and a livable community. 

1. Section 2.102.02 E.l, l&ndscJWins arid ~idewalks CBS zOnel: These regulations 
alle>w an option of either cUrb-tight side\valb or sidewalks with street trees. In 
residential zones. a planter strip with street trees betWeen the eurb and sidewalk 
should be required, and needs to be consistent with the proposed street standards 
in the city's final draft Transportation System Plan. 

The city's-policy is to require property line sidewalks wherever feasible. This is supported 
by the TSP cross sections. However, we often run into situations in infill areas where 
existing sidewalk alignment or right of way constraints necessitate curb line sidewalks. The 
WOO allows the specific location of a sidewalk to be determined in conjunction with the 
development application. This was the policy direction when the WOO was adopted three 
years ago and it has worked welL Therefore,. no changes are deemed necessary. · 

2. Section Z.l OS.O~ C1 t. a. 2 £<;0 Zonel and Section 2.106.05 C. 2. a. 2l {CG ~ 
Setting a maximum front setback is good. but 150 feet i& a very large standard. 
No parking is allowed in the front setback, which is appropriate, so it seems 
·counter-productive and land intensive to allow buildings to be sited so far back 
from the street. 

li) The intent of .the 150-foot maximum setback is to prevent large expanses of parking lot .,• 
,:)~(" between buildings and a street. It was not intended to require all buildings to be located 
!·----::: adjacent to the street. No changes are deemed necessary. 

' \ 
'J 

' ' 

3. Section 2.l08.06 A. 3. CNNC Zone); Setting a building size limit is a good id~ 
however 60,000 squ.are fea ia too large for a single business in the NNC. This 
means that you could have a building with 3-5 businesses totaling 100,000-
300,000 square feet. which is excessive for achieving the benefits of successful 
neighborhood nodal development. The single business size limit could be 
reduced ro 5,()()()..10,000 square feet, Or change the 60~000 square foot standard to 
maximum building size (to allow a supermarket). 11 

The 60,000 square foot maximum size limit is intended to be big enough to allow a 
standard supermarket, but small enough to prohibit a "Big Box" store or shopping mall. It 
.should not matter whether a single building contains multiple businesses that do not 
exceed 60,000 square feet or if they are housed in separate buildings on· the same site. 
Limiting the acreage of the nodal commercial area to 12 acres and limiting the business 
size to 60,000 square feet effectively discourages using it as a shopping mall or "Big Box" 
center. No changes are deemed necessary. 
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4. Section 2.l()j.06 A. I. CNNC Zone): Similar to the previous comment, 1 S acrea is 
too lanze a muimum site size for the NNC zone. NC zone sites are typically 3·S 
acres.'' . 

Neighborhood commercial zones vary. widely from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, depending on 
the function of the zona. The nodal' neighborhood center is intended to be anchored by a 

· grocery store of not more than 60,000 square feet, supported by smaller-scale retail and 
office development. A site of 3-5 acres is insufficient to meet this :need. The NNC zona 
has been revised to limit NNC zones to a maximum of 12 acres which is consistent with the 

_proposed NNC zone in the southwest UGB expansion area. 

5. Chapter 2.1 t 0 ( lL Zone): W oodbum haa n0 Heavy or General Industrial Zone. 
just the IP Zone aod IL Zones. The IL al)Qws heavy indl15trial uses and so shoukt 
be renamed to General Industrial. 

The IL zone allows some heavy industrial uses as conditional uses instead of creating 
another zoning district, such as a Heavy or Generallndustri~ll zone, to allow such uses as 
permitted uses. The cit}ls policy has been to generally discourage heavy industrial uses. 
Changing the IL zone to a Heavy or General Industrial zone would be contrary to this policy 
by making it appear that the city encourages heavy industrial · uses. No changes are 
deemed necessary. 

6. Section 2.114.03 fA) )(P/SP Zone): M~s.sing word: ''Targeted industries and 
services identified in Table 2.1.21 are allowed .in the SWIR ..• ."' 

This has been corrected. 

1. Section 6.115.03 A. (RSN Oyerlay): Missing word: "' ... are allowed in the RSN 
Overlay District .. . " . 

This has been corrected. 

8. Section 2.11S.03 D. 3. a. 2). 2.115.04 E. 2. 2.116.05 D. 4. a. 2) (rear setbacks).: 
There is only one rear setback standard for all lots. Twenty feet i! appropriate for 
street-access lou but excessive for rear alley·ac«:s:o.ed lots. The department 
recommends 6-8 feet. 20 

This is an issue that has received a great deal of discussion with the City Council and 
Planning Commission over the years. Policy direction has consistently been to provide 
substantial rear yards as reflected by the minimum 24-foot rear yard setback for a single· 
story dwelling and 30-foot rear yard setback for a two·story dwelling in the Single Family 
Residential zone. However, the rear yard setback is proposed to be reduced to 20 feet in 
the nodal overlays, but it is intended to still provide for a substantial rear yard, especially 
when the front yard has been significantly reduced. 
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Similarly, the City has consistently required two parking spaces on a driveway leading to a 
garage to minimize on-street parking of vehicles. The .proposed standard requires a 20-

. · , .' . ~foot driveway leading to a garage abutting an alley, but through the master planning and 
PU D process for development in the Residential Overlay Districts, it may be possible to 
reduce this standard to address special needs or characteristics of specific developments. 

· No changes are deemed necessary. 

Thank you for your comments and continued assistance. As you can see, we have 
j ncorporated many of your suggestions in the City's revised proposal. If you have any 
. questions regarding these responses, please contact me at (503) 982-5246 or e-mail me at 
jim.mulder@ ci. woodburn.or.us. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Mulder 
Director of Community Development 

Enclosures 
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DRAFT 

Las Sasaki, Principal Planner . 
Marion County Public Works Dept./Planning Division 
555 Court Street N E 
PO Box 14500 
Salem, OR 97309 · 

ATTACHMENT D · 

Re: Responses to Comments on Woodburn Periodic Review Amendments 

Dear Les: 

I appreciate receiving your letter, dated March 21, 2005, providing comments on the 
proposed periodic review amendment package. The city has worked diligently to address 
all of your comments. The following responses are provided to your comments in the same 
order as outlined·in your letter. · 

Woodburn Comprehensive Plan Amendments 

1. Inclusion of new Marion County Coordination Goals and Policies, Marion County 
Economic Coordination Goals and Policies, and the incorporation of applicable 
Marion County Growth Management Framework coordination language, 
guidelines and policies regarding housing, transportation and the environment 
into the Woodburn Comprehensive Plan. The County is supportive of these 
amendments to improve coordination between th~ City and County and 
recognize the individual planning interests of both jurisdictions. · 

Response: Your support is appreciated. We look forward to continued coordination 
with Marion County in our joint planning efforts. 

2. New plan and zone designations for the proposed nodal development, industrial 
reserve, and fiparian conservation and wetland overlay areas to provide for 
specific types of development to meet housing, economic development, and 
resource protection needs. Also the creation of an Interchange Management 
Area overlay to monitor and manage the transportation capacity, safety and 
functionality of the system around and at the interchange through trip generation 
estimates and numerical ceilings based on land use. These overlay 
designations and the respective implementation measures contained in the 
Woodburn Development Ordinance are positive approaches to efficiently plan for 
land use and locational needs, and the County is supportive of these 
amendments. Volume 5 
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Respoofe_: Your support is appreciated. We agree that Woodburn's nodal 
development, industrial reserve, riparian and wetland conservation, and interchange 
man~g~ment ·area represent creative solutions to land use efficiency, transportation 

-- and- ·natur~l resource management issues that affect both the city of Woodburn and 
Marion Cp'lm~. These provisions also are responsive to the direction established by 
Woodbun)'s 2001 Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) and 2002 Economic 

_ Developm~ht Strategy (EDS). By reserving large industrial sites with direct access to 1-
5, and preserving the capacity of the 1-5 Interchange for targeted industrial uses, 
Woodburrds able to ensure the continued availability of suitable industrial sites 
necessary to attract basic employment uses to the community. 

3. Residential Land Use and Housing goals and policies that provide for adoption of 
a· hqusing code to improve the existing housing stock, encourage and provide for 
a variety of housing types for single-family and multi-family uses, requirements 
for application of clear and objective design standarcls, allow for ~!fordable home: 
ow_(l~rspip opportunities through reduced Jot sizes and Increased housing types, 
and for efficiency of residential lands by allowing provisions for increased 
densities. These amendments provide the framework for the City to address 
housing needs and issues and the County is supportive of these plan 
amendments. 

Response: Your support is appreciated. As you have observed, Woodburn has 
significantly increased potential housing densities which will have the effect of 
increasing efficiency of land use and housing affordability. Overall, permitted densities 
on buildable land outside of exceptions areas exceed the 8 units per gross buildable 
acre guideline in the Marion County Framework Plan. Projected densities outside of 
exception areas are 8.9 dwelling units per net buildable acre. 

4. Commercial Land Use goals and policies that encourage the inti// and 
redeveiopment of existing commercial areas of the City rather than increasing 
the commercial/and supply or advocating for additional commercial around the 

. interchange area. Also, inclusion of policies encouraging establishment of 
neighborhood commercial to seNe designated nodal developme-nt areas and 
provisions for vertical mixed uses. These amendments recognize the 
interrelationship of commercial/and uses and impacts on the transportation 
system through increased congestion which can affect the ability of the City to 
attract other types of desired land uses. The County is supportive of these plan 
amendments that discourage the establishment of new commercial 
corridors/areas in the city and place emphasis on redevelopment of the existing 
commercial areas, including the downtown. 

Response: Your support is appreciated. Our goal is to· encourage more intensive 
redevelopment of existing commercial areas, and to encourage livabable 
neighborhoods centered around viable neighborhood commercial centers. 
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